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February 21, 2010 ' oy

Mr. Ethan Edwards e
City Planner

2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648

Dear Mr. Edwards:

I am a resident of Huntington Shorecliffs mobile home park. Iam writing this letter on behalf of myself and
many of the other residents here. The new owners of the park have decided that they want to subdivide this
park so that residents can purchase their land. Great idea if you can afford it. The purchase price that the
HOA has mentioned is $250,000-375,000. Most of the residents that live here cannot afford such prices
and with all the problems this park bas who would want to take them on. Who is going to give a senior a 30
year loan. With all the problems here it is not even a good investment for those who can afford it. On top of
that the HOA fees will be $290 a month. Once a lot is sold all bets are off on rent prices which means many
people will have to leave their homes. These homes cannot be sold now because of the high rents. There
are 34 homes on the market now and have been sitting there for months. A few people have walked away.
Neighbors have recently received rent increases of $275.00 per month and were told that next year will be
the same or more. Some seniors are on Section 8 and there is talk that the owners want to rescind that. This
subdivision is really going to be a hardship for us .

Many homes have mold problems due to the water sitting under their home. After the recent rains, when
walking I was shocked at all the standing water that still has not dried up and has no where to go.
Apparently, during the rains the culvert on Beach ran over and spilled into the park under houses. Also,
water overflowed from storm drains on Frankfurt and was carried through the park, another problem that we
will have to deal with if the park is subdivided.

Residents here have filled out 2 surveys and both times voted - no subdividing. The City Council has
turned the subdivision down twice.

If the subdivision goes through residents like myself will have to at some point give up their homes and lose
a considerable amount of money and at our age for some it could be disastrous financially. Please take this

into consideration when considering the subdivision.

I could go on and on about the treatment we have received since the new owners took over but that is
irrelevant at this point.

Sincerely,

Mary Jo Casino

Ms. Mary Jo Casino

——
GO
m 20701 Beach Blvd. Spe 285

Huntinglon Beach, CA 92648

SHMENTNO. §.29
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To: City of Huntington Beach
Ethan Edwards, City Planner
2000 Main Street
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

From: Larry and Maureen Schrock  Space 183

Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park
Date: February 25, 2010

Subject: Supporting or Opposing the Subdivision of Huntington Shorecliffs Senior Mobile
Park, 20701 Beach Bivd, Huntington Beach, CA 92648

My wife and | have spent many hours discussing the pros and cons of the proposed subdividing
of Huntington Shorecliffs Senior Mobile Home Park. We bought our coach in 2002 (Space 183)
with the intent of spending the rest on our lives here. Therefore, this is a major decision that
not only effects how we spend our remaining years but also for all the seniors living in the 306
units in the Park and their families upon the resident’s death. The financial implications and the
final impact it will make is of huge importance to all concerned. We spent our lives preparing
for the future. Making the wrong decision at this time in our lives could destroy everything we
worked for with no time or ability to recover financially or otherwise.

With the little information we now have, it seems we are trapped. If we remain renters the
owner can raise our rent to the point that we can no longer afford to live in our homes. A
home we cannot sell to recoup any of our investment because of the high rent. And buying the
lot our home sits on will be the only thing of value because the owner will want top dollar for
the lot leaving our mobile home the only flexible part of the transaction. Which means our
" home will have little to no value in todays or in the foreseeable future of the real estate market.
The Park also has many issues such as poor drainage and water problems which if we buy our
lot now becomes our problem. An example is that we have to level our coach every year
because the jacks deteriorate and sink into the soil because of the moisture. We have to
replace several jacks each time the coach is leveled. There is a huge water storage tank in the
RV storage yard that collects the water runoff from the hill (Frankfort St) behind our coach.
This water is then pumped into the street during the night or early morning hours. This is on
the same side of our coach that the moisture causes problems under our home. As a
precautionary measure we have installed fans, at a cost of approximately $1,000, at each end
under our coach to try to eliminate some of the dampness.

Another concern is the Planning Departments recommendation for approval of eliminating
Beach Blvd. “ditch” outside the park (side walk, trees, etc.). This is a great idea but anyone
who buys or rents a lot here in the park will be paying for it. The problem being is that the




Owner will include the cost of the upgrade in the purchase price or rental fee for all the lots, so
in essence the residents of the park will be paying for the improvements to Beach Blvd., thus
increasing financial burdens. This is a Senior Park and many residents who have lived here for a
long time are on fixed incomes. Why address this issue now at our expense when our rent is

being already increasing at a staggering rate?

As example we have already experienced a large increase in our rent due to the changing
ownership of the park resulting in higher property taxes which have been passed on to the
residents. Our taxes have gone from $1,826.79 in 2009, to $2141.19 in 2010. Plus we paid
Orange County Treasures Office for 2009 taxes in 2009 were $670.30. (When we moved into
Huntington Shorecliffs in 2002 our property tax pass though was $11.00 per month. With new
ownership our monthly pass through is $179.74 as of February 1, 2010).

Some new residents who own their coach are now paying $1,600 per month just for the land
their coach sits on with no ceiling in site. This is what residents who are under old contracts
(5600 to $900 per month) have to look forward to when their contracts expire and new

contracts are implemented within the next year or two.

All of this said my wife and | feel we need to have more information about the final decisions
relating to rent, pass through fees, and ages of residents, price and responsibility of ownership
if buying lot, affordable loans, and any other implications of subdividing the Park. These and
other issues will determine whether we support or oppose the subdivision, or have to walk
away from our investment and home if the owner of the Park makes it financially impossible
for us to live in Huntington Shorecliffs. It is our desire is to stay if possible.

mcw/zwdjéh""’éj
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February 22, 2101 | Frll 27 201

City of Huntington Beach
Planning Department
Planning Commissioners
2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648

Re: ITEM A-1, TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 17296 (HUNTINGTON SHORECLIFFS
MOBILEHOME PARK CONVERSION)

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I agree with the assignment with many others regarding Huntington Shorecliffs; the park owners
projected value for the land is totally out of line. He is no-doubt simply trying to re-coop his initial
investment for the park to begin with, by creating a greatly inflated and fabricated market value.

It was just a few years ago, that I could sell a brand new high-end Hallmark manufactured home, all
HUD standards, 1566 sq.ft., 2-bedroom, 2-bath, with a den, in that park for under $275,000, and that
included the full outside package requirements (delivery, setup, awnings, carport, new cement driveway,
walkways, brick-work in the front, with landscaping and a sprinkler system, etc.). And keep in mind,
that price also included what it took us, or any other dealer, to get a space in that park to begin with, plus
remove the old home, and to fully prep the lot for a new home. In fact, this price would actually be
lower today because of the real estate market and current state of the economy.

In my personal opinion, but from actual industry experience, the price the new park owner has estimate
for just the lots themselves is totally bogus and completely devalues all the homes themselves, even the
new ones. It is definitely not the solution to any issues the residents have, but actually created far more,
while allowing a park that is a cash cow anyway for the owner, to make even more money, but now at
the total expense of all the residents.

Furthermore, I've been in this business long enough to know that one can come up with any type
numbers they want in order to justify an already predetermined objective. A so-called market value is
rather subjective in this business, for a rental mobile home park is actually valued by the income it
produces, not any projected profits by this conversion. In this particular case, even if I took a similar
resident owner park in Fullerton, the numbers from the actual comps over the last two years still would
not even come close to what is being projected here. Yet, let's even take into consideration the

fact that Huntington Shorecliffs is close to the ocean, yet, it is still out of line. I personally feel the final
decision of our Council whether to support these numbers or not, could be totally politically.
Unfortunately, the thinking is becoming more of... "if you can't afford it, someone else can." In fact, I've
even been told that we should be happy that we got to stay this close to the ocean for a long as we have,
but our time is coming.




Page 2
John Sisker

This callus and backward thinking reminds me of the tongue and cheek phrase in the Disney movie
Pocahontas, when England encountered Indians already living here when they arrived, and that was...
"you were just using our land before we got here." We're quickly becoming second class citizens, with
little to no say in our own destiny. As I said, this decision could very well be political, actually with the
decision already made. Now, who is up for re-election or seeking a higher office? The final vote will tell
the truth!

e

(_)914 Sisker

Founding Director

Manufactured Home Owners Networkjsisker@sprynet.com
(714) 536-3850

www.mfghomeowners.net
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Print Request Page 1 of 2

Request: 3920 Entered on: 02/18/2010 4:00 PM

Customer Information
Name: Joyce Zeller Phone: 714-319-9481
Address: 20701 Beach Blvd #79 Alt. Phone:
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 Email: chassy536@verizon.net

Request Classification

Topic: Contact an Executive Request type: Comment
Status: Closed Priority: Normal
Assigned to: Ethan Edwards Entered Via: Web

Dept: Planning

Description
} am writing regarding proposed changes to the terms of residency for Huntington Shorecliffs Mobilehomes in Huntington
Beach, where | currently reside. It is my understanding that the City has turned down two previous requests by the owners
of Huntington Shorecliffs to change our park and subdivide the lots for individual sale. | reside with my 88 year old mother
and provide 24/7 care for her due to her advanced Alzheimers and dementia. Neither one of us would be financially able,
nor would we be receptive to families with children, to purchase the lot our home currently sits on. it is extremely important
to me and for my mother's continuity of care that we be able to rely on stable housing. If the current status of this park is
changed, | believe we would not have that comfort level. | am asking the city and the Pianning Department to again deny
Huntington Shorecliffs owners the ability to subdivide and sell individual lots.

Thank you in advance for your time in considering my concerns. If | have not voiced my concern to the correct
person/department, would it be possible to let me know?

Sincerely,

Joyce L. Zeller

Julia F Ellik

Reason Closed

Joyce & Julia,
Thank you for your comments. They will be included as part of the record and fowarded to the Planning Commission for
their review.

Date Expect Closed: 03/04/2010

Date Closed: 02/22/2010 08:04 AM By: Ethan Edwards

Enter Field Notes Below

Notes:
FEB 22 2010
Huntington Beach
PLANNING DEPT.
Notes Taken By: Date:

ATTACHMENT NO._g.4y

http://user.govoutreach.com/surfcity/printrequest.php?curid=351510&type=0 2/22/2010
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Dear Mr.Edwards;

My name is Joseph Moore and | live in Huntington Shorecliffs space
#231. | have lived here for 6 years and was planning on living here until
| passed away. | invested all my money into my home and | love living
in Huntington Beach. | worked for 42 years in the Huntington Beach
High School Dist. And thought | would have a good retirement. Now |
have a big problem because our park was sold and the new owner
wants to subdivide this property. The problem is neither | nor most of
the people who live here want to buy the property that our homes sit
on because we can’t afford to. They say that | would have to pay about
$375,000.00 for this small amount of land. I am paying the bank for my
home, and | have bills lift over from when my wife was sick and died.
Now the new owner is not giving us a lease and he can and is increasing
our monthly rent as much as he wants. | just received a letter the other
day telling me that my rent is going up another $275.00 a month and |
was told that it is most likely going to go up another $300.00 next year.
| started 6 years ago paying about $950.00 and now with the rent hike |
have to pay $1,700.00 a month. We can’t sale our homes because no
one is going to buy in here with the cost of rent. | truly am scared that |
and a lot of my seniors neighbors who live here our going to be priced
out of our own homes with no means to relocate. | hope you will take
all of this in consideration and pass the word to the city planning
commission before you let us old people be pushed aside. We need
your help and | hope you don’t let this subdivision go forward.

Thank you.

@MJL G - (wt.@ou\

“Joseph A. Moore
20701.Beach Bivd. #231

ATTACHMENT NGO _g.45 Huntington Beach, Ca. 92648
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Ethan Edwards, City Planner : ) 3
City of Huntington Beach, California S e ]
2000 Main St.

Huntington Beach, California 92648

Feb. 19, 2010

Re: Study Session, Subdivision of Huntington Shorecliffs
Mobile Home Park.

Dear Mr. Edwards,

My wife and I have been residences of the subject park for 8 years. When we occupied
our space Huntington Shorecliffs was presented to us to be a senior park which would
naturally mean a lot of retired people. It was then and still is a senior park with no efforts
to convert it to a family park that I am aware of.

I mention this because out of the 300 plus units in the park I know very many seniors in
this park that are on a fixed income, as my wife and I are, who would not be able to
afford the current fees plus the additional costs that would be passed on to the tenants.
This, of course, this would mean our having to relocate. Many are currently very happy
with the park and would like to remain in Huntington Beach.

Please consider these conditions as you ponder the request to subdivide.

Thank you,

RSt

Robert & Arlene Truitt
20701 Beach Blvd. SP167
Huntington Beach, California 92648
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20701 Beach Blvd. #51
Huntington Beach, CA 92648
S February 18, 2010

Ethan Edwards, City Planner
City of Huntington Beach
2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648

Mr. Edwards,

We are writing you regarding the proposed subdivision of Huntington Shorecliffs
Mobile Home Park. We are residents here and have been for over 20 years.

We are very disturbed and worried about this proposal. We, like some of the others in
this park, thought this would be where we retired and would spend our later years in
relative peace. Such is not the case. Most of us do not have what the cost of this property
per lot would cost. If we continue to rent and the rents sky rocket to meet market value
that still equals economic eviction for some of us. Many of our neighbors are running
scared. This is evidenced by the number of empty homes for sale. Those who can afford
to sell out and leave...DO. We, unfortunately, are not among them.

In the years since this whole process has begun, the stress has been unbearable. No
maintenance has been done in the park since the new owners have taken over. The streets
in the park haven’t been slurried in years. Nothing’s been done about the steep pitch in
the street in front of our coach. It’s so steep that at least 5 different people have fallen that
we personally know of due to the state of the road. People constantly drive on the wrong
side of the road to avoid the “dips” at every intersection of our street, also avoiding all
stop signs. When it rains we can’t walk across the street, the water is so deep and fast
running!

The owners have already torn out one of our laundry rooms to make an office. We
understand they want to remove one of the pools to add more coaches to the park. We
object to this, as well.

We pay more and more each year as they raise our rents and they give us less and less.

Once this conversion happens, our coach will be worthless. Where could we find
someone to buy this small lot for more than a new home costs?

Yours truly,

%t - Bénnett Lana K. Bennett

ATV EOHMENT NO._8 M9
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COURT RULES
THAT THE RESULTS OF A
RESIDENT SUPPORT SUR-
VEY MUST BE CONSIDERED
IN DECIDING WHETHER TO
APPROVE OR REJECT AMO-
BILEHOME PARK SUBDIVI-
SION CONVERSION
APPLICATION

By mobilehome owners’ rights
attorney, Will Constantine

~ After the veto of AB 566, and the dis-
appointing appellate decision in Sequoia
v. Sonoma County, there is finally some
great news in our fight to stop the forced
conversions of mobilehome parks to sub-
divisions that are pursued against the
wishes of the residents of the parks. That
Jews is that, on Decérhbé_rfBO,-ZQ()}Q;_.Santa
Cruz County Superior Court Judge, the
Hon. Paul P. Burdick, ruled that Govern-
ment Code section 66427.5 requires Iocal
jurisdictions to consider the resilts of rés-
ident support surveys, required by subsec-
tions 66427.5(e), in determining whether
to approve or deny mobilehome park sub-
division conversion applications.

Judge Burdick’s decision was is-
sued in the case of Paul Goldstone Trust
U.TD. v County of Santa Cruz (Santa
Cruz Superior Court Case Number CV
164458 - 2009). In that case, the Park
owner’s attorney, Thomas Casparian of
Richard Close’s law firm, Gilchrist &
Rutter, filed a Writ of Mandate asking the
court to overturn the decision of the Santa
Cruz County Board of Supervisors, which
had rejected the conversion application of
Alimur Mobilehome Park based on its res-
ident support survey’s vote of 97 to 2 in
opposition to the conversion, thereby,
demonstrating that it was a non-bona fide

snversion. lacking resident support. Mr.
Casparian argued that the recent Sequoia

decision had °

ENCOURAGING COURT RULING

‘acknowledged” that “re-
quiring a conversion to be bona fide or
supported by residents is forbidden under
state faw.” He then argued that section
66427 .5(e) simply required the County to
determine that the Survey was “conducted
and submitted” so it could be preserved for
court review in possible future litigation.

Assistant Santa Cruz County
Counsel, Jason Heath countered Mr. Cas-
parian’s argument by pointing out that the
Sequoia decision only ruled that local reg-
ulations were preempted by section
664275 and that it did not address the
issue of whether or not the County could
“consider” the results of the resident sup-
port survey in deciding to approve or re-
ject the conversion application. Mr. Heath
then relied on the clear directive contained
in subsection 66427 .5(d) that the County
was to “consider’ the survey results when
acting on a conversion application. He
also pointed out that AB 930's (section
66427 5(d) and (e)) uncodified legislative
intent section clearly states that it is the
legislative intent of AB 930 that the sur-
veys are to be used to prevent non-bona
fide resident conversions, which it defined
as conversions that did not have resident
support.

Judge Burdick agreed with Santa
Cruz County that section 66427 .5 required
a local jurisdiction to consider the results
of aresident support survey in determining
to approve or reject a conversion applica-
tion. At the hearing, Judge Burdick re-
sponded to Mr. Casparian’s arguments by
verbally stating that it was not logically
possible to interpret section 66427 .5(d)’s
directive that the survey results “are to be
considered” by the local jurisdiction in
making their decision to, instead, mean
that they are merely to determine whether
or not the surveys were conducted and
submitted. Judge Burdick’s subsequent
written decision then stated:

“The Court finds that Government

Code section 664275, subsection (d)(5),
is clear and unambiguous on its face, and

states that the results of the required sur-
vey shall be considered by the local
agency reviewing the application as part
of the subdivision map hearing required
by Government Code section 66427 5(e).
Based on this plain and clear language,
the Court finds that a local agency con-
sidering a subdivision application under
Government Code section 664275 is re-
quired to consider (i.e., take into account,
deliberate on, weigh, etc.) the results of the
resident survey in determining whether to
approve, conditionally approve, or deny
the application.”

Several weeks after Santa Cruz
County’s hearing, Mr. Casparian again
made his same argument to a three-judge
panel of the Second Appellate Division in
the case of Carson Harbor Village v City
of Carson. At that hearing, like Judge
Burdick, the presiding justice responded
to Mr. Casparian that it was not possible
to interpret section 66427.5(d)’s directive
that the results of a resident support sur-
vey are “to be considered” by a local ju-
risdiction by simply determining that the
survey was “conducted and submitted” so
it would be available to a future court.
The Appeliate Court’s decision in Carson
Harbor Village is scheduled to be the is-
sued by March 1, 2010 and we are hope-
ful that it will be similar to Judge
Burdick’s Alimur decision given the sim-
ilarity in the arguments that were made in
both cases and how the judges responded
to them. While we wait, we can celebrate
Judge’s Burdick’s decision that affirms
that GSMOL’s efforts in sponsoring AB
930 several years ago, and successfully
lobbying it through to enactment, have fi-
nally provided us with the tools that are
needed to stop the flood of forced conver-
sions that would have inundated Califor-
nia without those protections.

For more information you are
welcome to contact me by telephoning me
at my office: 831-420-1238.




20701 Beach Blvd., Space 220
Huntington Shorecliffs Mobilehome Park
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

February 22, 2010

To the Huntington Beach City Council Members:
Re: Proposed Subdivision of Huntington Shorecliffs Mobilehome Park
Ladies and Gentlemen,

This is to urge you, as you discuss the subdivision of this senior mobilehome park, to
please also very seriously consider the best interests of the senior citizens residing in
this park.

We have been residents of Huntington Beach for 40 years, raising our large family
here, and several of our children, now adults, reside with their families in or near
this city. We are both professional people with good educations. Like many parents
who invested themselves in large families, we did not enter our senior years with a
significant financial estate.

As our seniority approached, we thoughtfully and carefully prepared for it by
downsizing from a large home to the mobilehome we purchased and in which we
currently reside in Huntington Shorecliffs. We have been here for 11-1/2 years.

The terms and conditions represented to us when we considered moving here were
financially acceptable for long-term residence, and we purchased our home and
moved in with confidence, expecting to live here for the rest of our lives. We were
both working full-time when we came here, but we anticipated the time would come
when we would no longer be able to work, and under the Landlord’s terms of
residence in existence here at that time, we believed we would be able to remain

here.

This is a rather “funky” park with regard to utilities, but we have good-naturedly

endured the inconvenience of frequent un-announced water shutoffs, some for long
periods of time. We quickly learned to keep many large bottles of water handy, for
drinking and washing up and flushing the toilets. We keep a 50-gallon metal drum
filled with water in our back yard just in case. There have been times when one of




February 22, 2010
Page Two

us has been in the shower lathered up with soap only to have the water shut off
without any warning. The Park Manager previous to the current one told us that
the utilities plans for this mobilehome park have been lost, and when Sacramento
was consulted, they did not have them either. So the utilities here are something of
a mystery.

Mold has always been an issue in our home. So far, we have been able to keep it
under control by treating it ourselves at our own expense. However, we do not know
if that will always be sufficient. Since the previous owner laid new asphalt on the
roads in the park, water now pools for several feet in the area at the foot of our
steps. Algae grows there. We are not surprised that some of the residents have
much more serious problems with mold if water is standing in larger amounts near
or under their homes.

A serious issue we have regarding this park is that we can no longer trust the
representations made to us. When it became apparent that the park was being
renovated by the previous owners (a family), naturally the residents became
concerned that it might mean a sale was in the offing. Subsequently, a member of
the family and his attorney called a meeting with the residents where he reassured
us that no sale of the park was being contemplated. We were in attendance at that
meeting. Escrow on the sale of the park closed one month later.

When it became apparent to us, the residents, that the former park owner had no
interest in our welfare and that we were on our own, the residents retained legal
counsel, and have been attempting to resolve several serious issues within the park
through legal means, including lawsuits.

We are not so unfair as to attribute the behavior of the previous owners to the
current owner. However, we made our careers for many years in commercial real
estate, and consider ourselves fairly knowledgeable. The current owner bought this
property just at the height of the real estate bubble, right before it burst, the worst
possible time for an investment. Naturally, he did not buy this property to lose
money, but to make money. Apparently, he has decided to pursue the course of
subdividing the property as the likeliest to provide him with a profit.

It is the American way to prosper if you can. However, I hope it is also still the
American way to do so with fairness. So we are asking you to please look at the
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situation in this mobilehome park not only in terms of dollars and cents, but in
terms of the lives that will be affected, for better or for worse, by your decisions.

As you contemplate what to do, please consider that you are deciding the fate of your
fellow citizens. Please, please do not just consider what is best for the City, or what
is best for the owner of the park, but also consider what is best for the people that
live here and call this place “home”.

Here are just some of the important points we urge you to consider:

1.

If the property is subdivided, what are the lots going to cost? Will any of the
residents be able to afford to buy their lots so that they can remain in their
homes? Remember, most of us are on limited fixed Incomes.

Even if we could afford to buy our lots, who will be responsible for the sorry
state of the utilities and the fact that the original plans cannot be found, even
if we could afford to make repairs?

Who will be responsible to remedy the “standing water” problems that_ are
causing mold issues here? This is a serious health concern.

We learned recently that street water runoff from Delaware Street, draining
onto Frankfort, is emptying into our mobilehome park from a sewer pipe that
opens onto the surface of the land near the top of the driveway opposite our
home. So whatever is lying on the surface of those streets is being dumped
here. I don’t want to think what that might include. Do we have a serious
health hazard here? Who is responsible?

We understand the City Council is contemplating requiring the owner of the
park to fill in the Beach Boulevard “ditch” and put in a sidewalk and trees
there. That is a wonderful idea, but who is going to pay for such a great
expense? If the current owner follows the pattern of the former owners, then
he will pass through the expense to us, the residents. Is that your intention?
How in the world will we be able to absorb that expense?

The present owner is in the process of raising all of the rents way beyond

what any of us anticipated, or were told to expect, when we moved into this
park under the previous owners’ leases. Among the residents, there is

ATTACHMENT NO. 5,63
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dismay regarding the past, uncertainty about the present, and fear for the
future. Will our homes even have any resale value when the future of this park
is finally determined?

Again, we ask that you thoughtfully and carefully consider the future of this
mobilehome park, remembering that you are deciding the fate of the people who live
here, and who have invested all or most of their financial resources, as well as their
hearts, in their homes. We hope our trust can be restored through your actions.
Richard F. and Martha M. Danell '

ﬁopy to: Huntington Beach City Planner

Fr
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City of Huntington Beach
2000 Main Street
Huntington Beach, Ca 92648

Attn: Ethan Edwards, City Planner

Dear Mr. Edwards,
This is regarding the request for subdivision of Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park.

It is my understanding that one of the requirements that the owners must meet to subdivide is the
building of a sidewalk over the drainage ditch on Beach Blvd. While this is a worthwhile project,
and one that is long overdue, I do not feel that the people residing in the 304 homes in

Huntington Shorecliffs should be the ones to shoulder the burden of paying for this alone--and this
is what would happen if it is a subdivision requirement. The owners of Huntington Shorecliffs
Mobile Home Park have always passed along any expense to the residents. This would be no
exception.

While the projected price of $275,000 to $385,000 sounds reasonable for a place to live in
Huntington Beach, people have already purchased the home that sits on this land. These people are
seniors on fixed incomes. Seniors that have purchased these homes with the intent of spending the
rest of their lives there. Now they will be economically evicted, because they cannot afford to live
in their homes. And the homes have become virtually worthless and unsellable because of the
conditions in the Park, and the because of the subdivision. :

There are many issues that are unresolved within the Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park.
The current owners of Huntington Shorecliffs have been in possession of the property for more that
2 years now. There were many existing problems within the Park. When the current owners bought
the Park, they bought the problems associated with being land owners and landlords.

Some of the issues are:
e Unresolved water drainage problems, which allow water to stand for long periods of time
under and around homes, leading to molds & mildew under, in, and around residents homes.

e The repaving of streets within the Park that are so much higher than the homes, thus
trapping water under existing homes, again causing mold problems, and causing homes to
sink into the mud and muck.

e The storm drains that carry water from Franklin Avenue streets and run through the Park
before they drain out, carrying pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, animal feces, trash, dirt,
gas, motor oil and brake fluid residues from cars that use the city streets, leaving unhealthy
residues all through the Park.

ATTACHMENT NO. 2.5y
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e When the streets were repaved, the pitch was altered, making it dangerous and almost
impossible for many of the senior residents to walk in their neighborhoods without losing
their balance and taking life threatening falls, thus making many seniors virtual prisoners in
their own homes.

e The infrastructure of Huntington Shorecliffs is almost 40 years old, and in dire need of
updates to the electrical grid to support the additional needs of the new homes being brought
into the Park. The sewers, too, are having problems. What better way to solve the problems
than to dump the responsibility back onto the residents!

e There are also lawsuits pending in court seeking resolution for these issues. When the
current owners bought this Park, they were aware of these issues. How can the land be sold,
- when the condition of the land is the very issue at the heart of the lawsuits? Should people
buy the lots in this Park, they become landowners in the Park, and risk becoming liable for
any penalties that might be adjudicated against the Park owners.

e The owners of Huntington Shorecliffs have said that no one will be economically evicted--
You will not be forced to buy, you may continue to rent. What is the Market Rate Value of
a lot in a Mobile Home Park--a small plot of earth where you already have in place a home
that you already own? And if you are low income and decide to continue renting, your rent
increases will be CPI rent increases only. But that is only after the rents are brought up to
"Market Rent", and "Market Rent" will be an amount decided by the current owners. There
is no ceiling on "Market Rent". And Mobile Homes are NOT Mobile. They cannot just be
picked up and moved. Most senior citizens living in Mobile Homes have their life savings
tied up in their homes, and the homes themselves become worthless in a subdivision of a
Park. How many seniors will lose their homes? How many have no where else to go?

I ask you to please help protect the Senior Citizens residing in mobile homes within the City of
Huntington Beach.

One of the issues at hand is that a landowner is responsible for giving residents of Mobile Homes a
dry, safe bed to put their home on. Now the owners of Huntington Shorecliffs want to dump the
responsibilities and problems on seniors with limited and fixed incomes.

Please help the Seniors that are residents of Huntington Shorecliffs protect their homes by denying
the Subdivision. Thank you.

Very truly yours,

%MXDML

Sharon Dana, Resident, Huntington Shorecliffs
President--GSMOL 571

HOA Board Member--Huntington Shorecliffs ATTACKHIENT NO X
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Sharon Dana, Resident--Huntington Shorecliffs
20701 Beach Blvd. # 200
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

February 22, 2010

Ethan Edwards, Huntington Beach City Planner e
200 Main Street J«/‘@" @r\\\\ﬂ @®
P.O. Box 190 R
Huntington Beach, Ca 92648 ca 23 i\

b %

* ea(,‘,\”\
RE: Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park—Possible Oil Hazard \ ";‘?ﬂ?@;@éﬁgﬁg})
Dear Mr. Edwards, L

It has come to my attention that there is a possible oil hazard within the proposed subdivision area of Huntington
Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park. A map has come into my possession that shows the location of various oil
drilling locations in the Huntington Shorecliffs location. One of the drilling locations is within the perimeters of
the Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park. I have written the City before, in a letter dated September 17,
2009 regarding this issue.

Immediately after the Subdivision Meeting of September 9, a resident of Huntington Shorecliffs approached me
and asked me if Iknew whether or not the oil well that was drilled within Huntington Shorecliffs was capped off
properly—legally and in such a manner that would prevent future leakage. I, myself, did not even know about
any oil well drilled withhin the Park. So I requested more information. 1 was told that a map was available, and I
asked for a copy.

[ was given a copy of the enclosed map, showing oil wells drilled locally.The well in question is labeled “Manco
Prodn # 1-—Sandralu—53-6200". Is the safe closure being given any attention? Also, when the lots come uf
sale, what happens to the lots surrounding this well. Although this well is shown to be in the roadway, it is very
unlikely that this well is drilled in a completely straight line downward. It is a possibility that this well angles out
under lots that could be individually sold.

Under the subdivision, this is a matter that would become the responsibility of the Huntington Shorecliffs HOA.
What guarantees of safety do residents have concerning how this well was capped off? Was this well filled with
water before it was capped off? Is it contributing to the water issues and drainage issues the Park is
experiencing?

The change of status that is being considered in Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park does not involve new
construction. I was told that because new construction is not involved, there will be no inquiry into the status of
this well, or how this well was capped. Does that mean that the City itself is not responsible to the senior and
elderly residents for issues that concern their welfare and safety?

Thank you in advance for any help or information you can give me.

Very truly yours,

e %DM&L

Sharon L. Dana

HOA Board Member--Huntington Shorecliffs
President—GSMOL Chapter 571

(714) 374-0082

L AVENTNO. g0

CC:- Steve Bogart—Sr. Civil Engineer--Public Works Department



Sharon Dana

Huntington Shorecliffs

20701 Beach Blvd. # 200
Huntington Beach, CA 92648
September 17, 2009

Mr. Rami Talleh

Senior Planner, Dept. of Planning
City of Huntington Beach

200 Main Street

P.O. Box 190

Huntington Beach, Ca 92648

RE: Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park—Possible Oil Hazard
Dear Mr. Talleh,

It has come to my attention that there is a possible oil hazard within the proposed subdivision area of
Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park. A map has come into my possession that shows the location of
various oil drilling locations in the Huntington Shorecliffs location. One of the drilling locations is within the
perimeters of the Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park.

Immediately after the Subdivision Meeting of September 9, a resident of Huntington Shorecliffs approached
me and asked me if Iknew whether or not the oil well that was drilled within Huntington Shorecliffs was
capped off properly—legally and in such a manner that would prevent future leakage. I, myself, did not even
know about any oil well drilled withhin the Park. So I requested more information. I was told that a map was
available, and I asked for a copy.

I was given a copy of the enclosed map, showing oil wells drilled locally.

The well in question is labeled “Manco Prodn # 1—Sandralu—353-6200”. Do you have any information
regarding the well in question? If not, who would I contact for such information?

Thank you in advance for any help or information you can give me.

Very truly yours,

Sharon L. Dana
Director—HOA
President—GSMOL Chapter 571
(714) 374-0082

CC:- Steve Bogart—Sr. Civil Engineer
Public Works Department

ATl HMENT NO. 8. 62
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Madeline J. Seymour P *"—"a 1 QQT/\@\
20701 Beach Blvd. #290 e

Huntington Beach, Ca. 92648 \\&é S o0
cTR 2%7"’
February 18, 2010 - each
o \m@ a\‘éag}j\fj:f”\
Mr. Ethan Edwards, Associate Planner \/ﬁ/‘/ -
. City of Huntington Beach
2000 Main Street
Huntington Beach, Ca.

RE: Huntington Shorecliffs Sub-Division
Dear Mr. Edwards:

As you are aware there are 2 court cases pending in Superior Court of Orange County, one pertaining
to the illegal termination of 117 leases, illegal rent raises, and the other failure to maintain. Why is the
City entertaining this Sub-Division application before these cases are settled? If this or the first
application are approved the persons purchasing their lots will become involved as another defendant
in the failure to maintain lawsuit as it pertains to the land owners.

How does the City view this application not a change of use? Even if it stays a mobile home park, it
will no longer be a park with for lease lots. The owner states that no one will be evicted. This
statement is in now way correct. IF you can afford to stay you can pay their extremely high rent or
loose your home. My home will be worth 0 if this change of use/application goes through. What is
the definition of a mobile home park at the City level?

There are so many water problems in this park it boggles the mind. We have a City storm drain
dumping into our park from approximately 10 City owned and maintained catch basins above the park
on Frankfort and many other streets including the alley. We have oily water draining through our park,
insecticides, animal feces, and pesticides including many other elements not healthy for anyone, let
alone the elderly who reside in this park.

‘The owners think all our water problems can be solved with everyone installing rain gutters on their
homes. 95% of the homes in this park already have rain gutters. These gutters do not create the water
problem in this park.

The streets in this park are starting to crumble along the concrete drain in the center. This is due to
water constantly seeping to the surface.

The infrastructure in this park is approaching 39 years. Do we have maintenance logs showing the
care of this infrastructure? I don’t know as we are not allowed to see these, if they exist. The
homeowners will become responsible for the maintenance of this aging infrastructure. How unfair is it
to purchase your lot and not know what kind of infrastructure problems will be occurring in the future?
The current owners won’t care as they will no longer be responsible for it. How convenient. Mr.
Saunders, et al, purchased a mobile home park approximately 39 years of age. What have they done
since purchasing this mobile home park as to the maintenance of the infrastructure? We have had fire
hydrant problems flooding the streets with water and mud until those pipes could be repaired. This is
just the start of the maintenance problems coming.

AT 1A OHMENTNO. 8.6y



City of Huntington Beach
Mr. Ethan Edwards, Planner
February 28, 2010

Page 2

It has also come to our attention there is an abandon well at the North side of the park approximately in
front of spaces 185 — 188. Has this well been capped correctly, was the well flooded with water before
capping? Has the City investigated to make sure this well was capped according to code?

My home was flooded for the first time during the last rains due to neighboring properties not
maintaining their driveways, and the elevation of that lot being above mine. I have installed concrete
on this side of my home to ward off the water from this neighbor’s overwatering, but the last rains
were too much for the dirt area between the fence and concrete barrier so my home experienced
flooding underneath. We are forced to live like this every day of every year. The owners won’tdo a
thing; they are waiting for the sub-division to go through so they can put these maintenance problems
onto the home owners, new land owners and tenants.

We live in sub-standard conditions, County Health Department refers us to the City of Huntington
Beach, the City of Huntington Beach refers us to HCD, HCD refers us back to the City.

Do you know what it’s like to not be able to go to a government agency and get some answers? Every
one of the departments of all levels of government pertaining to the sub-standard conditions in this
park has stated “sorry we can’t help you, call *****>

If the City mandates the park owner to improve Beach Blvd. myself and everyone living in this park
will pay forit. The current economic impact report submitted to the City and home owners in the

park is way too low and actually a joke.

How can the City of Huntington Beach, in good conscience, pass this application and economically
evict the senior citizens in this park?

This is a travesty. Please vote to deny all applications by this owner to convert this park from the use it
was meant for.

Very truly yours,

U

Madeline J. Seym

NO. g s
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Mr. Ethan Edwards, Associate Planner
City of Huntington Beach
Sub-Division

February 22, 2010

Page 2

One of your conditions of the current application is the improvement of Beach Blvd. Who do
you think is going to pay for this? We are, the residences of this park. The owner won’t absorb
this cost as part of doing business, the residences will be getting, yet another assessment. We
have already had 2 property tax assessments since these owners purchased this park.

This is a senior park (55 years and older) and most of the people living here are on Social
Security and/or Pensions and investments. The present owner says he is going to raise the
monthly rent to $1475 and/or above. This rent for some people is a raise of $400 to $600 a
month. These rent raises will be enforce when the Department of Real Estate dose their final
approval of this sub-division so what is the “market rent” going to be? The law states he must
take 4 years to bring the rents to “market rent”, but if that raise starts at $1475 or above what is
their “market rent” going to be? $2000 a month? $2500 a month?

Mr. Saunders, et al, are economically evicting everyone currently living in this park on fixed
incomes. So the City of Huntington Beach will be known as the City against affordable housing
for Seniors. 1 sure wouldn’t want to be a part of that City government.

I moved into this park signing a contract to pay $800 a month with small increases from time to
time. I don’t know what I will do when my rent goes through the roof. I can’t move my home to
another park as there are no spaces available. My home will be worth nothing if this sub-
division goes through as I can’t sell it. If I could sell my home right now I will be losing in
excess of $100,000 due to the current high rents. Again, another type of economic eviction to
Seniors.

Please, I implore you to deny all applications for this sub-division.

Very truly yours,

N
William J. S€ymour
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ATTHoHMEN T NU_g.66



February 20, 2010

City of Huntington Beach
2000 Main Street
Huntington Beach, Ca 92648

Attn: Ethan Edwards, City Planner

Dear Mr. Edwards,

This is regarding the request for subdivision of Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park.
I don’t understand how this can even be considered with all of the following issues:

e The unresolved water drainage problems which allow water to stand for long
periods of time under and around homes

e Storm drains that carry water from Frankfort Avenue through the mobile home
park carrying pesticides, fertilizers, animal feces, trash, dirt and motor oil to the
streets that are higher than the homes, thus trapping water under them

e This water problem is causing mold and mildew and is a health threat

e When these streets were put in, the pitch of them makes it almost impossible for
the seniors to walk through their neighborhood without losing their balance and
falling _

e There are also lawsuits pending in court seeking resolution for these issues. When
the current owners bought this park they were aware of these problems. Now
they want to dump the responsibilities and problems on seniors with limited
incomes. Doesn’t this seem like a case of elder abuse?

I would like for the city of Huntington Beach to consider their senior citizené and please reject
the request for subdividing of Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park.

Respectiully,

20701 Beach Blvd. #186
Huntington Beach, Ca 92648



February 20, 2010

City of Huntington Beach
2000 Main Street ”"‘y
Huntington Beach, Ca 92648

Attn: Ethan Edwards, City Planner

Dear Mr. Edwards,

This is regarding the request for subdivision of Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park.
I don’t understand how this can even be considered with all of the following issues:

» The unresolved water drainage problems which allow water to stand for long
periods of time under and around homes

e Storm drains that carry water from Frankfort Avenue through the mobile home
park carrying pesticides, fertilizers, animal feces, trash, dirt and motor oil to the
streets that are higher than the homes, thus trapping water under them

e This water problem is causing mold and mildew and is a health threat

e When these streets were put in, the pitch of them makes it almost impossible for
the seniors to walk through their neighborhood without losing their balance and
falling

e There are also lawsuits pending in court seeking resolution for these issues. When
the current owners bought this park they were aware of these problems. Now
they want to dump the responsibilities and problems on seniors with limited
incomes. Doesn’t this seem like a case of elder abuse?

I would like for the city of Huntington Beach to consider their senior citizens and please reject
the request for subdividing of Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park.

Respectfully,

PQ/WJC& 2.

Pamela Smith
20701 Beach Blvd. #186
Huntington Beach, Ca 92648
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February 20, 2010

City of Huntington Beach
2000 Main Street
Huntington Beach, Ca 92648

Attn: Ethan Edwards, City Planner

Dear Mr. Edwards,

This is regarding the request for subdivision of Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park.
I don’t understand how this can even be considered with all of the following issues:

e The unresolved water drainage problems which allow water to stand for long
periods of time under and around homes

e Storm drains that carry water from Frankfort Avenue through the mobile home
park carrying pesticides, fertilizers, animal feces, trash, dirt and motor oil to the
streets that are higher than the homes, thus trapping water under them

» This water problem is causing mold and mildew and is a health threat

e When these streets were put in, the pitch of them makes it almost impossible for
the seniors to walk through their neighborhood without losing their balance and
falling

e There are also lawsuits pending in court seeking resolution for these issues. When
the current owners bought this park they were aware of these problems. Now
they want to dump the responsibilities and problems on seniors with limited
incomes. Doesn’t this seem like a case of elder abuse?

I would like for the city of Huntington Beach to consider their senior citizens and please reject
the request for subdividing of Huntington Shorecliffs Mobile Home Park.

Respectfully, W

Dorothy Ellsworth
20701 Beach Blvd. #186
Huntington Beach, Ca 92648
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City of Huntington Beach _
Planning Department S
Planning Commissioners e

2000 Main Street ’ ;
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 s

Re: ITEM A-1, TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 17296 (HUNTINGTON SHORECLIFFS MOBILEHOME
PARK CONVERSION)

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am writing to you-regarding the item A-1 resubmittal by Hart, King and Coldren (HK&C) on behalf of the
Park Owner for a Subdivision Request for the Huntington Shorecliffs Mobilehome Park to be presented at
the February 23, 2010 Planning Commission meeting.

I have read the Staff Report and other City Reports, and the Request and documentation submitted by
HK&C and Government Code Section 66427.5, upon which HK&C base their request.

This project is planned so that the Park Owner may get a maximum amount of money from the existing
homeowners, and avoid any costs related to future maintenance, repairs or upgrades of common
property. HK&C states that they will be in compliance with Government Code Section 66427.5 and that
this proposal will in no way cause economic displacement of the existing homeowners.

| disagree. This Subdivision Request is in deed, a Planned Contrived Economic Displacement of
existing residents, and a form of Elder Abuse. The Park Owner does not care if people cannot afford the
costs that are being demanded. These costs are calculated to be beyond the means of the majority
of the residents. The Park Owner knows exactly what the income is of the homeowners and is raising
these costs accordingly. The homeowners are being threatened that if they do not agree with this
Subdivision, they have no choice but to either pay the demands or quit (move)! This a Senior Park
where the majority of the people are on fixed incomes and are currently only marginally able to pay their
existing mortgages, rents and utilities with money left over for food, gas, medication, and necessities.

The following is based on the information submitted by HK&C:
Current estimate for Purchase: $275,000 to $385,000 for the lots:

Based on 6% interest, $275,000 would mean $1648.76 per month, plus the $335 Assessment below,
for a total of $1983.76 per month. Tack this amount on top of the existing mortgage.

Based on 6% interest, $385,000 would mean $2308.27 per month, plus the $335 Assessment below,
for a total of $2643.27 per month. Tack this amount on top of the existing mortgage.

Current estimate of potential monthly Assessment by HK&C:
Base: $210 per Lot
Utility: $80 per Lot
Reserve: $45 per Lot

Total: $335 per Lot per Month.
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Current estimate of potential Market Rent for other than low income: $1600 to $1850 (plus utilities). Tack
this amount on top of the existing mortgage.

This is not a pretty picture! This is DEADLY and OUTRAGEOUS! The Stress factor alone, will cause
many elderly to become sick and die. This a very real effect caused by monetary problems among the
elderly. They stop eating, cannot afford medications and lose the will to live.

Whatever will happen to those who still owe mortgages? About six to 12 months down the road, they will
probably do as homeowners recently did in Huntington By The Sea Mobile Estates when the Park Owner
raised the rents up beyond the homeowners' means....just 