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As briefly reported in the previous issue of the Californian, the U. S. Ninth Cir-
cuit Court of Appeal has ruled against the City of Goleta’s Rent Stabilization
Ordinance. Tn many respects, the case proceeded to the Federal Court below
our “radar”, The alarming decision by the Federal Court has thrust this case
onto the center of our radar screen because of the potential impacts of the de-
cision. The following report on the case is written by GSMOL Corporate

Counsel Bruce Stanton.

MOBILEHOME RENT
PROTECTIONS UNDER ATTACK

GOLETA MOBILEHOME RENT
ORDINANCE RULED A “TAKING”
BY 9TH CIRCUIT FEDERAL
COURT GSMOLAND CALIFORNIA
LEAGUE OF CITIES FILE BRIEFS
IN SUPPORT CITY OF GOLETA'S
REQUEST FOR RE-HEARING BE-
FORE ENTIRE APPEALS COURT
PANEL

BY BRUCE STANTON, GSMOL
CORPORATE COUNSEL

Mobilechome rent ordinances
are under extreme attack once
again, thanks to a Federal court
decision issued on September 28,
2009 by the U. S. Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeal. By a 2-1 ma-
jority, a three-judge panel of the
Court has held that the City of
Goleta’s mobilehome ordinance
constitutes an unlawful “taking”
under the Fifth Amendment to
the U. S. Constitution, thereby
entitling the park owner to claim
potentially millions of dollars in
compensation, If left to stand,
the decision is sure to open the
door for attacks on virtually
every mobilehome ordinance
throughout California, and will
serve as great propaganda for
park owners in jurisdictions
without rent protections to argue

that no new ones should be
adopted. The mobilehome com-
munity has not seen this degree
of threat to rent regulation since
the infamous 1989 decision in
Hall v. Santa Barbara. That case
was unanimously overruled three
years later by the United States
Supreme Court in the case of Yee
v. City of Escondido. GSMOL
was a prominent force in the ef-
fort to throw out Hall, raising
$100,000.00 to support the
Supreme Court fight. If this lat-
est attack is to be averted, similar
mobilization will need to occur
from all California mobilehome
owners. GSMOL is already act-
ing to organize opposition to this
decision, and has begun working
with a top-notch legal team to
support the City. An emergency
request to submit an Amicus
(friend of the Court) brief in sup-
port of the City was prepared and
submitted to the 9th Circuit on
October 19th, and permission to
file was granted by the court on
October 26th. GSMOL will thus
have a voice in any upcoming re-
view by the 9th Circuit, should
the court choose to do so.

Continues on page 7
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Tim Sheahan, GSMOL
State President

Battling in the Capitol, in the
Courts and in the trenches

I hope the cover story in the Sep/Oct
issue of the Californian was a wake-up
call for members without creating too
much anxiety. We wanted to demonstrate
how some community owners have no
scruples whatsoever and that no matter
how comfortable we might feel in our
current situation, if our communities were
to sell to an unscrupulous money-hungry
owner, that comfort Ievel could change
ovemnight. It should also remind most of
us that we have much for which to be
thankful and much to continue to fight to
preserve. In addition to our members, the
Califormnian is distributed to all State Leg-
islators and many other elected officials
throughout the State who we are con-
stantly trying to educate and make aware
of why homeowners need and deserve
special governmental protections. The
outrageous rent increases we reported
should have opened some eyes and illus-
trated that there is no limit to the greed of
some real estate speculators/owners.

As I have reported before, the days of
*Mom and Pop™ ownership of our com-
munities are rapidly giving way 10 own-
ership by wealthy real estate moguls and
corporate conglomerates. Their pockets
run deep! When they are willing to spend
millions trying to defeat local rent stabi-
lization ordinances and pay their hired-
gun experts $650 per hour, as was the
case with UC Berkeley professor John M.
Quigley PhD, who testified in the
Guggenheim v. Goleta case, we realize
we need to expand our resources to com-

President’s Report

bat these threats. To
remind you, park
owners were the in-
terest group to give
the most money to support Proposition 98
last year, contributing over $4,000,000.
One park owner alone contributed nearly
one million dollars. Much of that money
no doubt started as our rent payments to
them. Whether at the Capitol, in the
Courts or in individual MH communitics,
we need to be proactive in standing up for
our rights and forming stronger alliances
with others who support our position.

How important is preserving
MH rent protections in Califor-
nia to YOU?

Promoting membership is a bit like
fund-raising and I feel uncomfortable
doing cither. As a member, you probably
feel bombarded with repeated appeals for
support. Iask you to ponder the question,
though, especially if you live in onc of
over 100 jurisdictions with some form of
rent control in California, “What does
preserving rent “control” mean to me?”
I've asked myself the same question and
considering I recently received a 9)-day
notice for a rent increase of $212.85 per
month, or 42.8%, I am very grateful to
live in an area subject to rent regulation.
Others in my community are facing rent
increases as high as $282.63 per month,
or 78.6%, despite a negative inflation rate
during the past year in San Diego County.
In 2010 alone, if T were to receive the full
rent increase of $212.85/month, I would
pay $2554.20 MORE in lot rent than I
paid in 2009. How about you if your rent
were to go up by 25%, 50% or 75%?
That’s what you and your neighbors
could be facing if the Guggenheims and
the park owner coalition are successful
and we lose our rent protections! You
would also lose equity in your home with
every jump in rent. Park landowners de-
serve a fair profit but they don’t deserve
windfall profits. Even homeowners who
currently live in areas without rent ordi-
nances would likely see large rent in-
creases if the Guggenheim case is not
overtumed.

Homeowner Defense Fund

The mounting threats in the Capitol
and in the Courts mean we need to bolster

our financial resources to combat these
threats. GSMOL collected roughly
$100,000 to help fight the lawsuit, Yee v.
Escondido. in the early nineties that went
to the U.S. Supreme Cowrt, where home-
owners and rent stabilization ordinances
prevailed with a unanimous decision by
the Justices. The Guggenheim v. Goleta
case might take the same path to the
Supreme Court and require a similar level
of financial resources (o support our po-
sition. We will also be facing AB 761and
AB 481 at the Capitol in 2010, which
would also affect rents and home values.
It takes money to mount resistance to at-
tempts by park landowners to strip us of
our protections.

I want to thank the many groups and
individuals who have already contributed
to this dedicated effort. If you haven't
given yet, please give $5 or more if you
can. Remember, consider what you will
likely be paying in rent increases if we are
not successful in this fight! Just like with
membership dues, these contributions are
a form of “insurance™ (o help protect the
value of your property and your way of
life. If you can’t afford to give, identify
neighbors or others who can donate and
also get them to join GSMOL. They
don’t have to live in a mobile/manufac-
tured-home community to donate and
they can join GSMOL as an Associate
member.

If you normally give to our Political
Action Committee (PAC), we suggest
this vear, you use that contribution, and
more, for our HOMEOWNER DE-
FENSE FUND. The PAC fund is at a
sufficient level to serve our needs through
the end of next year. We also encourage
you to get creative in raising funds.
Many of our members collect bottles and
cans in their communitics and donate that
money to GSMOL. Others hold White
Elephant sales. We encourage home-
owner associations and GSMOL chapters
to hold special fund-raisers to generate
extra donations to support this effort. Try
to get media coverage of your event to
cxplain why captive homeowners/in-
vestors need protection.

Finally, I want to wish you all a Merry
Christmas, happy holiday scason and a
great 2010!
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Capitol

Report

Lessons Learned in 2009
By Jim Burr,
GSMOL Legislative Chair

While reflecting recently on the 2009
legislative year, we thought it might be
useful to write another periodic column
on our lobbying strategy, wins and
losses, and the challenges we face in
2010.

The Governor's veto in September of
AB 566 (Nava) was a bitter loss. al-
though not wholly unexpected. Our
hand-to-hand combat over legislators'
votes to put the bill on the Governor's
desk gave us a graphic understanding of
the brutal fight that would ensue in the
Governor’s office over this bill. Outside
of the state capitol, we know it seemed
ridiculous to support a bill that would
simply give mobilehome owners a seat
at the table when local governments
consider conversions of mobilehome
parks to condo ownership, would be so
controversial. But the park owners'
enormous economic advantage if con-
verting without homeowner’s objec-
tions or involvement was an
overwhelming incentive.

But mobilchome owners had a major
incentive too - protecting our homes
from condo conversions and the eco-
nomic evictions after the conversion.
So, for the first time in many years, re-
gional and statewide mobilehome
owner groups and renter groups banded
together. They quickly agreed on a strat-
egy for the Governor's office, chipped
in the money to make it happen and im-
plemented the plan immediately. The
result was the hand-delivery of more

than 7,000 postcards and pieces of
mail to the Governor, urging him
to sign AB 566. This was a record
after years of comparatively min-
imal communication. This out-
pouring of mail put our issue on
the radar of the Governor's inner
circle of advisors.

At the end of the day, we did not win.
The Governor turned his back on us
again. But - and this is very important
- although we did not win, we posi-
tioned ourselves for the fights this year,
and announced our refusal to buckle.
Our legislative advocacy team heard
from many corners of the capitol and
the Governor's office about their sur-
prise at our unified and relentless ef-
forts. We did not mail once, call once
or appear at hearings only once. We
were fighting at each juncture in the
legislative process.

Next year, AB 761(Calderon) will re-
quire the same level of coordinated
work or possibly even more. As nearly
all of you know, AB 761 would over-
ride local rent control ordinances. And
it dictates in state law that mobilehome
park spaces are decontrolled at the time
the homeowner sells their home. As
more and more of us are engaged in
local efforts to adopt rent control ordi-
nances, the park owners are attempting
to pull the rug out from under us with
AB 761.

Last year, the park owners managed to
gain sufficient votes to move AB 761
through the Assembly and over to the
Scnate. AB 761 was eligible to move in
the Senate last year, but was not as-
signed to its policy committee(s) for
hearing. We understand from legisla-
tive staff that it is unlikely to be heard
until the Spring. This schedule provides
time for our statewide and regional
groups 1o again organize a concerted ef-
fort to kill AB 761 in the Senate. The
recent dangerous federal court opinion,
which found that mobilchome rent con-
trol, is illegal because it "takes" a por-

tion of the value of the park owner’s
property, will make our fight against AB
761 even more difficult.

2009 has been beneficial in preparing
us for the fight that lays before us in
2010. Join us! It's your home. It's your
fight!

Enforcement Legal

Fund (ELF) Success

We are very pleased to report a
satisfactory settlement in a law-
suit filed on behalf of homeown-

ers at Rancho Grande in

Rohnert Park who had been de-
nied use of the clubhouse to host

GSMOL and Sonoma County

Mobilehome Owners Associa-
tion (SCMOA) meetings. The

ELF paid $20,000 in legal fees

and SCMOA also contributed
financially to support the home-

owners.

Santa Cruz attorney Will Con-
stantine filed the lawsuit, which
was recently settled, allowing
homeowners to host meetings
and allowing GSMOL to recover
the money spent in attorney
fees, plus some extra cash.
Access to clubhouses so home-
owners can assemble and freely
communicate is an important
right (M.R.L. 798.50, 798.51)
and the GSMOL Board of Direc-
tors has already authorized the
use of additional ELF monies in
another instance of denying use
of the clubhouse for GSMOL
meetings in Dunnigan, CA. If
you are experiencing similar re-
sistance, let us know and we will
assist you.
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HOMEOWNERS SCORE BIG WINS IN

RECENT COURT CASES

By: Bruce Stanton,
MH Specialist Attorney and
GSMOL Corporate Counsel

With the announcement this fall of
yet another veto by the Governor, a
Federal Court decision invalidating the
Goleta mobilehome rent ordinance and
the prospect of a bitter legislative fight
in 2010 to invalidate vacancy control
throughout California, the news has
been rather grim for mobilehome resi-
dents these last few months. But there
are some rays of hope and pieces of
good news to be shared. as homeown-
ers have recently scored some signifi-
cant victories in local courts,

Fremont Residents Defeat
H Rent 1 Petiti

Besaro Mobilehome Park in Fremont
has long been a vibrant and loyal Chap-
ter for GSMOL.. Its members have faced
a series of rent increase petitions over the
past decade, as the park owner both
threatens to close the park and has en-
gaged in a systematic legal attack on the
Fremont Ordinance. In early 2009, after
its most recent Federal Court attack was
denied. the park owner noticed a rent in-
crease that would increase all rents in the
park to $895.00. This would amount to
a whopping 40% rent increase for some

residents. The residents geared up to
fight back, and hired Will Constantine
and Bruce Stanton to represent them.
They also retained a noted rent control
expert and a qualified appraiser to com-
bat the park owner’s experts.

The park owner advanced new theo-
ries in support of its petition, which was
heard over three days in an administra-
tive rent hearing before a judge hired by
the City of Fremont. Among them were
that only “market” rents (i.e. what park
owners could be charging to new resi-
dents without rent control) and not actual
rents should be used as comparison 1o
determine if the new increase was war-
ranted. But the Ordinance required that
existing rents be the measuring stick, and
the residents’ appraiser was able to es-
tablish that the current rent levels were
very comparable to other local parks.
The park owner next advanced a theory
that it should be entitled to a fair return
based upon the highest and best use of its
property assuming that it was developed
as something other than a mobilechome
park. But this is never the standard to be
used when determining a ““fair return on
investment”, and the residents were able
to show that (a) the park’s own expert
had never used this theory before and (b)
that a previous rent increase petition
brought by the same park owner in 2001
had only based fair return upon the ac-
tual amount invested in the property.
Thus, instead of the 2001 investment
amount of some $6 million dollars that
was used to find fair return in that case,
the park owner was now seeking to base
its request for a “fair return” upon an es-
timated 22 million dollar land value if the
park was sold or developed for another
use. Then park owner also argued that

its increase was supported by a complex
shelter value equivalent theory involving
apartments which is too complex to even
mention.

Thankfully the hearing officer did not
buy any of these theories. She held that
the park owner had failed to meet its bur-
den of proving a rent increase under the
Ordinance, and found that the rent in-
crease should be exactly zero, zilch,
nada...i.e. $0.00. The decision repre-
sents a complete and total victory for the
Besaro resieents. Unfortunately, the park
owner shall probably go back to court
against the City of Fremont, this time try-
ing to use the recently decided Contempo
Marin and Goleta cases to overturn the
Fremont Ordinance. And so the war in
Fremont is probably not over. Buta sig-
nificant battle has been won by residents
who organized well, raised a war chest
of funds to retain legal help and put on
their case. Congratulations to them for
their hard work and dedication to protect
their rights.

Tuolumne County Couple
M . 3%

For Conley and Phyllis Hoofman,
the reality that they would not be able
to sell their home in the Columbia park
where they lived was not even a
thought when they decided to relocate
to Visalia. At age 84, they needed to
be closer to their children. When they
found a firm buyer for $30,000.00 they
thought the move would be simple.
But their park owner had other ideas.
He blocked the sale. and told them that
their home was too old to stay in his
park.

Continued on page 6
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Even though termite and health and
safety inspections showed that the home
was in good shape, the park owner ar-
gued that it was a “fire hazard” because
it was manufactured before the 1975
Federal HUD manufacturing standards
took effect. This position, if correct,
would mean that every resident living in
a home manufactured before 1975 would
ipso facto not be able to sell their home
“in place” in the park, and that all such
homes could be categorized as “fire haz-
ards”. This would have changed the en-
tire industry.

The Hoofmans went to Court to en-
force their right to sell “in place™ as guar-
anteed by Civil Code section 798.73 (d).

This important section of the Mobile-
home Residency Law requires the park
owner to bear the burden of showing that
the mobilechome in question is “signifi-
cantly rundown or in disrepair”. The res-
idents hired a top notch expert who
testified that the 1975 HUD standards
were not applicable when the Hoofmans’
1971 home was built, and that it was
built to all required standards. The ex-
pert also found that their home was well
built and in no way a fire hazard. Evi-
dence also showed that the park owner
had reached his conclusion on his own,
without getting any inspections or expert
opinions, had falsely assumed that the
home did not have copper wiring, and
had actually sold an even older home
which he owned in his own park some
14 months carlier without any objection.
The residents also obtained the full leg-
islative history of 798.73, which estab-
lished how the legislature had enacted
the “in place”™ sale protections to prevent
what amounted to “resale evictions” of
homeowners and their significant invest-
ments.

HOMEOWNERS SCORE BIG WINS IN
RECENT COURT CASES

The Superior Court Judge ruled in
favor of the Hoofmans, finding that their
home was not significantly rundown or
in disrepair, that the park owner had
failed to meet its burden of showing this,
and that the sale of the Hoofmans’ home
had been interfered with. The court or-
dered $30,000.00 to be paid plus all rent
and other costs to maintain, improve and
sell the home, together with attorney’s
fees. Itis not known if the park owner
shall appeal. Although still an unre-
ported case, this decision nonetheless
represents an important victory for all
mobilehome residents, and is precedent
for 798.73 protections.

Tuolumne County Couple Wins Right
to Sell their Mobilehome “In Place™

For Conley and Phyllis Hoofman, the
reality that they would not be able to sell
their home in the Columbia park where
they lived was not even a thought when
they decided to relocate to Visalia. At
age 84, they needed to be closer to their
children. When they found a firm buyer
for $30,000.00 they thought the move
would be simple. But their park owner
had other ideas. He blocked the sale. and
told them that their home was too old to
stay in his park. Even though termite and
health and safety inspections showed that
the home was in good shape, the park
owner argued that it was a “fire hazard”™
because it was manufactured before the
1975 Federal HUD manufacturing stan-
dards took effect. This position, if cor-
rect, would mean that every resident
living in a home manufactured before
1975 would ipso facto not be able to sell
their home “in place” in the park, and
that all such homes could be categorized
as “fire hazards”. This would have
changed the entire industry.

The Hoofmans went to Court to en-
force their right to sell “in place™ as guar-

anteed by Civil Code section 798.73 (d).

This important section of the Mobile-
home Residency Law requires the park
owner o bear the burden of showing that
the mobilehome in question is “signifi-
cantly rundown or in disrepair™. The res-
idents hired a top notch expert who
testified that the 1975 HUD standards
were not applicable when the Hoofmans®
1971 home was built, and that it was
built to all required standards. The ex-
pert also found that their home was well
built and in no way a fire hazard. Evi-
dence also showed that the park owner
had reached his conclusion-on his own,
without getting any inspections or expert
opinions. had falsely assumed that the
home did not have copper wiring, and
had actually sold an even older home
which he owned in his own park some
14 months carlier without any objection.
The residents also obtained the full leg-
islative history of 798.73, which estab-
lished how the legislature had enacted
the “in place” sale protections (o prevent
what amounted to “resale evictions” of
homeowners and their significant invest-
ments.

The Superior Court Judge ruled in
favor of the Hoofmans, finding that their
home was not significantly rundown or
in disrepair, that the park owner had
failed to meet its burden of showing this,
and that the sale of the Hoofmans” home
had been interfered with. The court or-
dered $30.000.00 to be paid plus all rent
and other costs to maintain, improve and
sell the home, together with attorney’s
fees. It is not known if the park owner
shall appeal. Although still an unre-
ported case, this decision nonetheless
represents an important victory for all
mobilehome residents. and is precedent
for 798.73 protections.
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The Goleta decision represents a
radical departure from previous
Federal Court decisions. These two
judges found that when Goleta in-
corporated as a City in 2002 and
adopted the existing 1979 Santa
Barbara County mobilehome ordi-
nance, the park owner who pur-
chased the park in 1997 subject to
the County ordinance still had
“standing” to challenge the City
law. This despite previous park
owner challenges which were
thrown out by the same court when
park owners who recently pur-
chased parks tried to challenge rent
control laws which had existed be-
fore the park was purchased. In ad-
dition, the court ruled that even
though the park owner was getting a
“fair return” on investment, a “tak-
ing” of the park owner’s property
could still occur. Contrary to sev-
eral established Supreme Court
cases, the court found that “whether
compensation is adequate is a sepa-
rate inquiry from whether there has
been a taking.” The court also ruled
that even though the investment ex-
pectation of the park owner at the
time of purchase was that they were
purchasing a park already subject to
rent control, the court unfairly *sin-
gled out” the park owners by forc-
ing them to bear a burden of
supporting affordable housing that
should otherwise be spread out to
the entire citizenry. The court used
the park owner’s “premium” argu-

ment as a basis for its decision, rul-
ing that rent control allows residents
to sell their homes at inflated values
which “takes” profits away from the
park owners that they should other-
wise be realizing. The lower rents
required by the ordinance, together
with the “captured” profits that res-
idents can thus obtain are the hall-
marks of the “premium” argument
that has been used for years. The
role of “scarcity” and supply and
demand in determining home price
was curiously ignored in the court’s
analysis.

The Goleta decision is the latest
in a history of park owner chal-
lenges to local mobilehome rent or-
dinances. During the 1970’s, Cities
and Counties began adopting rent
control ordinances to protect their
vulnerable ‘immobilchome’ resi-
dents. Today over 100 have been
adopted. Park owner challenges
began in the 1980’s with cases
which argued that mobilehome or-
dinances caused a “physical taking”
of the park owner’s property. This
argument was ultimately defeated
by the 1992 Yee case. But in recent
years a new type of challenge on a
theory known as a “regulatory tak-
ing” theory has surfaced, and Go-
leta represents the second time that
a court has attempted to rule on the
merits of such a claim. A few years
ago the 9th Circuit was required to
throw out a rent control challenge in
the case of Cashman v. City of Co-
tati, after the Supreme Court ruled
that the test upon which the court

was relying to invalidate rent con-
trol was not a proper test to be used
in a “takings” analysis. Unlike
Cashman, the Goleta decision does
not rely upon that test, and thus
must be defeated on different
grounds. But just as the Hall phys-
ical taking theory was defeated
some 17 years ago, GSMOL is
committed to ensure that this latest
regulatory taking challenge is also
overturned.

GSMOL'’s brief argues that “cap-
tive” mobilchome residents are
worthy of the unique protection pro-
vided by local rent ordinances, and
that they too are entitled to a return
on their investments. Rent ordi-
nances, and especially vacancy con-
trol protections which limit rent
increases upon resale, are reason-
able and necessary mechanisms for
protecting mobilehome owners.
Legislatures must be accorded lati-
tude to protect their vulnerable citi-
zens.

GSMOL noted that the court’s
analysis “improperly accepts an
economic theory with which a leg-
islature is free to disagree and fails
to consider the obvious economic
impact of no vacancy control which
would allow a landlord to com-
pletely destroy any potential for eq-
uity in mobilehomes.” And park
owners are appropriately “singled
out” by necessity, since there is
good reason to protect mobilehome
owners.

Continued on page §
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The strategy to overturn the Go-
leta ruling is two-fold. First, the
City of Goleta must petition the 9th
Circuit Court for a re-hearing, this
time in front of the entire 9th Cir-
cuit panel (i.e. “en banc”), rather
than before only three judges. That
petition was filed on October 12th,
with GSMOL'’s Amicus Brief now
filed in support. The League of Cal-
ifornia Cities has also quickly or-
ganized a top notch filing in support
of the City. GSMOL is proud to an-
nounce that the prestigious San
Francisco law firm of Cooley God-
ward Kronish has been retained to
co-sponsor its brief, and add great
credibility to GSMOL's arguments
in support of a re-hearing. By
granting permission for GSMOL to
participate, the Court is acknowl-
edging that all voices affected by
this ruling should be heard. In an-
other hopeful sign, the court has re-
quested that the park owner file
written opposition to the re-hearing
request, which means that it will not
reject the City’s petition without
considering both sides of the argu-
ment. If re-hearing is granted,
GSMOL intends to file another
brief in support of the City. That
having been said, petitions for re-
hearing at the 9th Circuit are not
typically granted, and we thus need
to be prepared for the court denial
of the petition. If that occurs, the
next step is to petition for review at

" MOBILEHOME RENT
* PROTECTIONS UNDER ATTACK

the United States Supreme Court
Once again, GSMOL will file an
Amicus Brief in support of this ef-
fort if required.

The extreme danger to all mo-
bilechome residents posed by this de-
cision cannot be understated, and
can best be stated from the conclu-
sion which appears in GSMOL’s
brief: It seems undeniable that, if
the Panel’s decision is allowed to
stand, the owners of manufactured
home parks across California will
use it to sue each and every one of
the 100 jurisdictions with similar
laws, city-by-city and park-by-park.
Such litigation will not only clog
the courts and tax the financial re-
sources of cash-strapped cities but,
if successful, will also result in wip-
ing out the investments of the thou-
sands of manufactured-home
owners on whose behalf GSMOL
has been advocating for the last 47
years, leaving them with little more
than salvage value of their homes.”
No jurisdiction will be immune
from some type of attack, and polit-
ical pressure will also mount.

An entire generation of home-
owners are at risk from this deci-
sion. Maximum effort is required to
overturn it. How can you help? If
you are not a member, join GSMOL
today. Network with your fellow
residents and neighbors. if you are
a GSMOL member. help recruit
more members, and donate to the
legal fund.

ARALEE LT I AN S
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AR AR
]OIN THE FIGHT TO SAVE
RENT PREOTECTIONS! BE-
COME A GSMOL MEMBER
TODAY! HELP SIGN UPA NEW
MEMBER! DONATE TO THE

GSMOL LEGAL FUND TODAY'!
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~ MORE ELTH LEGAL SUCCESSES

RESIDENTS OF ORANGE
MOBILEHOME PARK WIN
SLAPP SUIT RULING
AGAINST PARK OWNER
CASE: Tatum-Kaplan Financial Group
v. Ryan Davis

The residents of the Orange
Mobile Home Park located in Orange
County won a significant battle in their
lawsuit against the Park owner.
Shortly after the residents filed suit
over the substandard conditions at the
mobilehome park, the Park owner re-
taliated by suing one of the plaintiffs,
Ryan Davis, for Malicious Prosecu-
tion.

The Orange County Superior
Court held the Malicious Prosecution
lawsuit was a SLAPP Suit (Strategic
Litigation Against Plaintiff) and threw
the case out of court.

“The Malicious Prosecution
suit filed by the Orange Mobile Home
Park management had one purpose -
to scare off the residents from partici-
pating in the Failure to Maintain law-
suit. When a park owner tries to
retaliate against one of our clients in
such a manner, we defend them free of
charge”, said Jim Allen of Endeman,
Lincoln, Turek & Heater, LLP.

In addition to throwing the
lawsuit out of court, the Judge awarded
the resident $15,247.50 in attorneys’
fees. “This lawsuit filed by the Park
owner had absolutely no merit. It
claimed Mr. Davis never lived in the
Park and therefore could not sue the
Park. However, Mr. Davis has lived in
the Park since 2004 and paid rent every
month.”

“We do not let park owners re-
taliate against our clients”, said Allen.
“If they try, we defend our client and
hold the park owner accountable for
their conduct. In this case, the mere
filing of this groundless case cost the
Park owner $15,247.”

It should be noted that when
the Park owner sued Mr. Davis, none
of the other residents were intimidated.
They continued to prosecute their fail-
ure to maintain case. The court’s re-
cent ruling has only strengthened their
resolve to see justice done.

RESIDENTS OF 14 HOMES
AT THE TUOLUMNE RIVER
RESORTRECEIVE $983,400
IN SETTLEMENT OF THEIR
FAILURE TO MAINTAIN
SUIT

CASE: Elizabeth Baker, et al. v.
Tuolumne River Resort, LLC

Tuolumne River Resort is a
small mobilehome park located in
Stanislaus County. The park owner
long ago stopped maintaining the Park.
The residents complained to the owner
and the Health Department but nothing
changed. Finally, a health inspector re-
sponded and visited the Park. The in-
spector found third world living
conditions. Sewage collected in open
pits because the septic tanks no longer
functioned properly. Fallen electric
lines lay on the ground or were tied
with a rope to trees. The restrooms,
pool and clubhouse were all closed.
The weeds were so high they were a
fire danger.

The Health Department or-
dered repairs but instead of doing the
repairs, the Park owner tried to evict
the remaining residents. Six months
later when the Health Department re-
turned, nothing had changed except the
weeds had caught fire, burning several
cars and scorching some homes. The
next day, the Park’s license to operate
was revoked and the residents con-
tacted Endeman, Lincoln, Turek &
Heater, LLP to represent them and sue
the Park owner over the conditions in
the Park and the illegal evictions.

“When we were contacted,

there were very few residents left in the
Park, so the lawsuit only represented
14 homes,” said attorney, Jim Allen.
Liability was never an issue in this
case, the problem was finding a source
of money to compensate the plaintiffs.
The Park was owned by a corporation
which had no assets except the mo-
bilchome park and it was worthless.
There was very little insurance on the
Park.

The Park owner was given a
choice, face a jury or find the money
necessary to fairly compensate the res-
idents. The Park owner agreed to pay
$983 400 to settle the lawsuit. “These
residents deserve every penny,” stated
Allen. “They will receive enough
money to leave the Park, start over and
be compensated for what they have
been through. This is how our justice
system is supposed to work.”

Continued on page 10

IMPORTANT
ANNOUNCEMENT

The GSMOL Board of Directors has made
the difficulr decision to raise membership
dues effective January 31, 2010. You can

renew prior to January 31 at the current
one-year rate of $20 or the three-year rare of|
$55. Early renewal does not affect time re-
maining on your cxisting membership; those
with two years remaining on a three-vear
membership can add another three years at
the existing rate, if done prior to the
deadline.
New Rates (Effective 2/01/2010):
Regular members:
One-year: $25
Three-year: $70
Associate members:
One-year: 350

We also want to remind you that member-
ship in the Enforcement Legal Fund needs
to be renewed each year. Get into the habit
of renewing at the end of each year so your
coverage doesn’t lapse. The ELF member-
ship remains at $10 per year.
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Continued from page 9

RESIDENTS OF THE
Mossdale MHP ACHIEVE
JUSTICE

CASE: Marilyn A. Rush, et al. v. Ap-
plegate Properties, Inc.; Sacramento
County Superior Court Case No.
03AS03046

The residents of the Mossdale
Mobile Home Park located in Lathrop,
California settled their lawsuil against
the park owner for $2,300,000. The
residents were represented by the San
Diego law firm Endeman, Lincoln,
Turek & Heater LLP.

The residents complained for
years over the poor condition of the
park. The water was contaminated
with excessive amounts of iron and
manganese, causing the water to look
like mud. The sewer system was in a
state of complete failure. Sewage
spilled down their streets on a weekly
basis. The electrical system was old
and in poor shape.

The State health department or-
dered the defendant to filter the water.
The park owner ignored these orders.
In 2006, the park was evacuated due to
a flood of an adjacent river. When the
water receded the State would not
allow any of the residents to return to
their homes until the water system met
the State drinking water standards.
The park owner refused to make the
necessary repairs. As a result, the res-
idents had to move their homes out of
the park. Most of the residents could
not sell or relocate their homes.

“This was a tragic case”, stated
resident lawyer Jim Allen. “Most of
these residents were very poor and
were devastated when they lost their

homes.”

“However, this settlement
forced the park owner to pay for the
lost homes and the damage he in-
flicted. This is a casc where justice
prevailed.”

(Letter of Interest,
gratefully received)

1012312009
To: Tim Sheahan, President, GSMOL

Dear Mr. Sheahan:

We would like to donate $100.00 for the
lemslative effort in Sacramento to help
save our homes from Condo Conversion
and loss of Rent Congrol. We hold no of-
fice with GSMOL, but we are loyal mem-
bers and feel the need to help.

With GSMOL being the only Manufac-
tured Home owner organization with a
presence in Sacramento, we would like to
support your efforts with our donation.

If other members feel the same, we urge
them to donate what they can. $5.00 or
$500.00 or anything in between.

With the Park Owners attacking owr
lifestyle and the threat of losing our homes,
we feel that the year 2010 will be the
higgest year yet in our fight to save ower
homes.

Respectfully,
Roger and Nancy McConnell
Santa Rosa, CA

Donate to the
HOMEOWNER
DEFENSE FUND
in the application
on the back cover

2010 Convention
Coming Soon!

Time is running out for you to re-
activate your GSMOL chapter to
qualify delegates for our April
convention in Ontario, CA. If
you live near other MH parks
without chapters, form a “Super
Chapter” to qualify delegates for
the convention. Call the
GSMOL home office at 1 (800)
888-1727 to verify your chapter is
active and qualified to name a
delegate(s) or for information
about forming a Super Chapter.

John Tennyson, Principle Consultant
to the California State Senate Select
Committee on Manufactured Homes

and Communities (center), receives a
Senate resolution from current Com-
mittee Chairman, Senator Lou Cor-

rea, and former Chairman, Joe
Dunn. Mr: Tennyson is retiring this
year, having served the Committee
since 1983. While this is bad news
for homeowners, we wish John well
and are pleased to report that Joe
Dunn recently announced he is reviv-
ing his legal practice in Orange
County and looks forward serving
homeowners in that capacity.
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Despite Gov. Schwarzenegger's Veto of AB
566, We Still Have Two Good Shots at
Ending the “Forced” Conversions of Mo-
bilehome Parks in California for Good
By mobilehome owners’ attorney,
William J. Constantine

Over the past few years mobilehome
park owners have been using a quirk in
one of California’s laws designed to
allow residents to purchase their parks
(le.. in Government Code section
66427.5) to force mobilehome owners
to purchase their subdivided lots at
prices that are unaffordable and result in
the loss of the equity that they have in-
vested in their mobilehomes and, often,
in the loss of their housing. Several
years ago AB 930 enacted subsection
66427.5(d) into the law to require a vote
of support of the homeowners of a park
to be converted to prevent these
“forced” conversions. The Intent of AB
930 was to allow cities and counties to
reject conversions based on the resi-
dents of a mobilehome park voting
again,st them in a resident support sur-
vey. However, several trial courts ha\e
ruled that conversions cannot be re-
Jjected on that basis. AB 566 was then
mitroduced to respond to this confusion
and to clarify that local jurisdictions
could reject conversions on the basis of
the section 66427 .5(d) required resident
support surveys demonstrating that the
conversions lacked resident support.
Unfortunately, after passing both houses
of the Legislature, Gov. Schwarzencg-
ger vetoed AB 566. However, the Gov-
ernor’s veto of AB 560 is not fatal
because there are no binding appellate
decisions that state that a conversion
cannot be turned down based on its res-
ident support survey rejecting it. The
only appellate decision interpreting sec-
tion 66427.5(d) is Sequoia v. Sonoma
County but it only holds that local con-
version ordinances are preempted by

Moving Forward Following the Governor’s

Veto of AB 566

Government Code section 66427.5
from adding their own implementing
regulations. On the other hand, Sequoia
did not directly answer the question of
whether or not a conversion could be re-

jected based on the required resident

support survey rejecting it.
The County of Sonoma has a conver-
sion ordinance that allows their plan-
ning department to reject a conversion
based on a formula tied to the level of
resident support from the results of the
resident support surveys. The owner of
Sequoia Mobilehome Park sued the
County arguing that Sonoma County’s
ordinance was preempted by Govern-
ment Code section 66427.5. The
County defended by arguing that the or-
dinance merely set reasonable local im-
plementing regulations that were
required to enforce Government Code
section 66427.5. The local court agreed
with the County and ruled in their favor.
The Park owner appealed. Unfortu-
nately, the First District Court of Appeal
then agreed with the park owner, over-
ruled the local court, and ruled that sec-
tion 66427.5 preempted all local
regulations, even those that logically ap-
peared necessary to implement section
66427.5(d)’s resident support survey re-
quirement or that merely only required
compliance with section 66427 .5(d).
The Sequoia appellate ruling is a very
broad ruling that flies in the face of past
decisions that had allowed local juris-
dictions to adopt ordinances to provide
the local regulations that are needed to
enforce state statutes that they are man-
dated to enforce. California’s cities and
countics are concerned about the Se-
quoia decision because it goes far be-
yond its impact on mobilehome parks
since it would invalidate dozens of plan-
ning, land use and other ordinances that
are required to implement the mandates

of other state statutes. Accordingly,
Sonoma County has filed a petition to
the Supreme Court to overturn the rul-
ing and also has filed an alternate re-
quest for the Supreme Court to
de-publish the decision. The League of
Cities, the California Association of
Counties, the City of Carson and the
APA have filed supporting amicus let-
ters, all focusing on the Sequoia deci-
sion’s broad preemption that could
invalidate dozens of other local plan-
ning and land-use ordinances.

At the request of Sonoma County.
GSMOL has filed both an amicus letter
in support of their Petition and an alter-
nate request (o de-published the deci-
sion. GSMOL’s filings with the
Supreme Court focus on two issues that
are not fully covered in Sonoma
County’s Petition or in the other sup-
porting amicus letters but are so critical
importance to mobilchome owners and
are complementary to the County’s is-
sues. GSMOL's first issue asks the
Supreme Court to clarify the confusion
caused by the Sequoia’s decision con-
tradictory analysis, which first states
that the purpose of section 66427.5(d)’s
resident support survey is to require
park owners to demonstrate resident
support for proposed conversions but
then states both that the statute does not
require any threshold minimum level of
support and that local jurisdictions can-
not adopt implementing regulations to
guide their planning commissions in
making the determination of when the
level of opposition from a resident sup-
port survey justifies rejecting a conver-
sion based on its lack of resident
support,

Continued on page 12
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Continue from page 11
GSMOL’s second issuc asks the Supreme
Court to overturn or de-publish the Se-
quoia’s decisions broad preemption of all
mobilehome ordinances,

even those unrelated to subdivision con-
versions, because it is inconsistent with
the Supreme Court’s own precedents that
allow those other local mobilehome reg-
ulations.

If the Supreme Court cither grants
Sonoma County’s Petition for Review
and then subsequently, rules in favor of
the County or, alternately. de-publishes
the appellatc decision, then Gov.
Schwarzenegger's veto of AB 560 will be
moot since the original intent of AB 930
will be clarified and restored. The
Supreme Court is likely to decide on
Sonoma County's Petition and de-publi-
cation request in the next 1 to 2 months.
However, even if the Supreme Court fails
to act there is still hope from litigation in
Santa Cruz County. The Sequoia deci-
sion came down several months after
Santa Cruz County rejected the conver-
sion of Alimur Mobilehome Park on the
basis that its resident support survey
demonstrated that 119 of the Park’s resi-
dents opposed that conversion and only
two supported it. In response to Sequoia,
the County has decided to repeal their Or-
dinance and rescind their rejection of Al-
imur’s conversion application since it was
based on applying the implementing pro-
visions of their Ordinance, which would
be preempted under Sequoia. Instead, the
County has now re-set the conversion Al-
imur application for a new hearing where
it will apply the provisions of Govern-
ment Code section 66427.5(d) to Al-
imur’s conversion application directly.
Santa Cruz County’s position is that the
Sequoia decision only states that local
conversion ordinances are preempted but
that it contains no binding precedent on
whether or not the results of a resident
support survey can be used to reject a
conversion. The County believes that by
applying section 66427 5(d). directly, that
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it can reject Alimur’s conversion since the
119 to two vote against it clearly demon-
strates that it does not have the required
resident support and that it is, therefore, a
“non-bona fide” conversion under section
66427 5(d), even without applying their
own implementing ordinance. The park
owner of Alimur has filed a writ of man-
date asking the court to prevent the
County from doing this and to, instead,
rule that the conversion is automatically
approved. The Park owner argues that
section 66427.5 does not allow the
County to turm down a conversion based
on the results of the resident support sur-
vey and, therefore, that it should not be
allowed to set a new hearing.

If Santa Cruz County wins in Superior
Court on this issue the Park owner will,
undoubtedly, appeal it. If Santa Cruz
County then wins at the appellate level,
then we will have won the war against
forced conversions regardless of either
Govemor Schwarzenegger’s veto of AB
566 or the confusing Sequoia decision.
The first court hearing for Santa Cruz
County on this issue in Santa Cruz Supe-
rior Court will be on December 3, 2009.

Accordingly. despite Gov. Schwarzeneg-
ger’s disappointing veto AB 566 and de-
spite the disappointing and confusing
Sequoia appellate decision, hope is not
lost for stopping the “forced” conversions
of mobilechome parks in California. We
still have two good shots left at achieving
this goal! We will achieve this goal if ei-
ther Sonoma County and GSMOL con-
vince the Supreme Court to either
overtum or de-publish the appellate
court’s decision in Sequoia or if Santa
Cruz County ultimately prevails in en-
forcing Alimur Mobilehome Park’s
homeowners” 119 to two rejection of its
conversion, by applying section
66427 .5(d)’s provisions directly. So mo-
bilchome owners should keep their fin-
gers crossed and have hope during the
coming holiday season.

November{ December, 2009

GSMOL
MEMBERSHIP
ACTION TEAM (MAT)
SEEKS MORE
MEMBERS

by Bob Markley, Chairman, Member-
ship Action Team

GSMOL’s Membership Action
Team (MAT) strives to increase
GSMOL’s membership ranks. We are
seeking new MAT members, who can
live anywhere in California, to help us
with our efforts.

The MAT provides all GSMOL
members throughout the state with
ideas on how they can recruit and retain
new GSMOL members. We also create
and supply materials to help in recruit-
ing and retention efforts. The MAT
does not do all the membership recruit-
ing itself.

We need volunteers who:

* Sincerely want to see GSMOL pros-
per,

*» Have ideas on how to increase mem-
bership. and

* Have some time available to help with
these efforts (I estimate an average of
only about one hour per week — some
weeks less, some weeks more.)

Because our MAT members live
all over the state, we communicate
mainly by e-mail, and do not have in-
person meetings, thereby minimizing
expenses. You will need an internet
connection and an e-mail address to
participate. High-speed internet access
such as cable or DSL will help. but is
not required.

If you would like to join us, or if
you just want more information, please
send an ¢-mail message stating your in-
terest and/or asking your questions to:
gsmol.membership@ yahoo.com.
Thank you.
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* |___ENFORCEMENT REPORT FROM DONNA MATTHEWS |

Report from Donna Matthews, S¥e~
cial Assistant to the President for
Enforcement Help (SATPFEH)

A.) Purpose of this new position: To help
GSMOL members enforce the mobile home
laws of the State of Califomia

B.) Procedure for providing enforcement help:
Any member needing enforcement help must
present their problem in written form.

* Attach copies of any documentation available
* Pictures are always good

* Witness statements are helpful

1.) If amember receives a notice from the park
manager or owner claiming the member has
violated a park rule or some provision of the
Mobilehome Residency Law

Members must promptly answer in writing any
written notice of any violation they receive
from the park manager or owner. Therefore,
in such case, they should immediately first con-
tact their area’s GSMOL Associate Manager
with written documentation supporting their
case, If there is no Associate Manager for the
member’s area, the member should immedi-
ately contact their Region Manager. If there is
no Associate Manager or Region Manager in
place, the member should immediately directly
contact the Vice President of Enforcement
Help.

2) If a member receives a notice from the
park’s attomey

Members should send a copy to the Vice Pres-
ident of Enforcement Help immediately, along
with written documentation supporting their
case. The member should also send a copy to
their GSMOL Associate Manager. If there is
no Associate Manager for the member’s area,
the member should send the copy to their Re-
gion Manager.

3.) If a general notice to all park residents is
distributed, and GSMOL members leel it is un-
fair

Members should send all information to the
Vice President of Enforcement Help immedi-
ately, along with written documentation sup-
porting their case. The member should also
send a copy to their GSMOL Associate Man-
ager. If there is no Associate Manager for the
member’s area, the member should send the
copy to their Region Manager.(All information
will be held in confidence within GSMOL un-
less released by the member.)

For each situation resulting in the providing of
help. the incumbent SATPFEH will write a re-
port describing

* the initial circumstances,

* what action GSMOL. took, and

* what resulted. And send the report to

» the GSMOL President,

* each member of the GSMOL Board of Di-
rectors, and

» the editor of The Californian.

C) Actions allowed within the scope of this po-
sition:

* Write letters and make phone calls to mem-
bers, park managers, park owners, etc.

* Refer members to attomeys (preferably those
who are willing to give no-charge initial con-
sultations)

* Pay for an initial letter from an attomey to a
park manager or owner. Cost limit: $300 each.
* Attend meetings, hearings, lawsuits, etc. with
other GSMOL members when possible and

necessary

My message to GSMOL members is WAKE
UP, so many of us no longer have park owners
who built the parks and with whom we con-
tracted to place our home investments, We
agreed (o, pay the base rent for the use of the
park utilities and facilities, with the justification
that our home investments would be protected
under the unique Mobilchome park Laws.
These park owners did their contractual duty
to provide and maintain the standards and re-
quirement of their Permit to Operate a rental
mobilehome park. It was a wonderful way of
life for seniors, they had a home of their own,
as much social life as they liked, had neighbors
who would help each other, and felt reasonably
safe. It was a good working co-investment af-
fordable way of life.

Now things seem to be different, we seem to
have large money investors and conglomerates
who have purchased mobilehome parks,
knowing the residents are economic captives
and do not have equal bargaining power or the
finances to fight for their rights under the pro-
tective laws. Many of these park owner dis-
tance themselves from any contact with the
park residents by hiring management compa-
nies and dictatorial managers, never caring
how the residents are treated, the bottom line
seems to be money. Regardless of whether or
not an owner resides on his/er property, that
owner is responsible for activities taking place
there. This is why | feel it more important than
ever to have a large GSMOL membership in
every park, working together and helping
members protect their home investments.
There is a strength in numbers!

Over the years I have had to help members
who have received unfair park notices, are
being discriminated against, management re-
taliation when they stood up for their rights,
harassment, managers using selective enforce-
ment of the park rules and regulations, man-
agement not enforcing the park rules and

regulations, members being charged tree trim-
ming bills they were not responsible for, re-
ceiving termination of tenancy notices not in
accordance with the Mobilehome Residency
Termination of Tenancy Law, etc. | am sure
other GSMOL managers throughout the state
have come across these same park problems,
and helped, GSMOL members. With this new
position, GSMOL hopes to coordinate our ef-
forts to more effectively address violations of
the M.R L. occurring throughout the State.
Whatto do ? Don't procrastinate because you
don’t want to get involved. You are involved!
You have  big investment and your rights to
protect. HOW?

Organization + Education + Action = Justice
Donna Matthews, Special Assistant to the Pres-
ident for Enforcement Help

Reducing Membership Dropoffs
by Bob Markley, Chairman,
Membership Action Team

All chapters wish to retain members and re-
duce the number of dropoffs (members who do
not renew). It is impossible to reduce dropoffs
to zero, because there will always be a few
members who move out of the park or pass
away. There are a few actions you can take to
minimize your dropoffs. Here is one we use in
our own park, with good success. When a
member is due for renewal, the normal prac-
tice is for the home office to mail the member
areminder notice. If they do not renew within
a month or two, the home office mails them a
follow-up notice. printed on pink paper.

Here is what we do to minimize our dropoffs.
Each month, the home office mails all our up-
coming renewal notices to our chapter's Mem-
bership Chairman, instead of mailing them
directly to the members who are due for re-
newal that month. Our Membesship Chairman
then distributes the notices among our Board
of Directors members who are responsible for
membership in various sections of the park.
The Board of Directors member then ap-
proaches members in his or her section due for
renewal, personally;, and solicits their renewal.
We have had a very high renewal rate with this
approach, which is much more personal than
the member receiving a letter in the mail
(which is easy to ignore).

Any park can use this system, but you will have
to set it up with the home office to have the re-
newal letters sent to a chapler officer rather than
the individual members. Just call the home of-
fice at (800) 888-1727 between 9 AM and 4
PM to set this system up in your park.
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Rancro Grarnde M
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REGION 11

COUNTIES: Amador, EV
Dorado, Lassen, Modoc,
Newvada, Placer, Plumas and
Sierra

REGION MANAGER

REGION 14
COUNTIES: Coluss, Suffer,
Sacramento, Yolo and Yuba

ASSISTANT MANAGER
Noma Bohannan

Motil Courtry Cub. 36 Surbeam
Wy, Rarcho Cordova, CA, 85670
Prone (916) 6353546
nonme_sus@shogichdl net

ASSOCIATE MANAGERS
Mary Hahn

Qak Grove Eslales

PO Bx 19128
Sacarento, CA 95519

Prone: 916/ 728-2855

FX: (916) 726-2105

Mery 261180 com

Marie Hall

Theoe Poirrs NH Edtates
604 Pingo Avee 81
Gak, CA 8562
Prone. (208) 7455764

Kenneth (Ken) McNutt
Goiden Palime VMH Extates
8181 Folsom Bhd. #2403
Sacramenio, CA 86826
Prore: (916) 3831820
fronti@ucdads ey

ONE B
(REGIONS 8,10,12,13)

. REGION 8

COUNTIES: San Luis
Obispo, Santa Barbara and
Vantura

CO-REGION MANAGERS
Marie Pounders (North}
SeaCas '

1675 Los Osce V. Rd. #2056
Los Osos, CASGA2
Prone. (806) 5280825
memymip@sbogobdl. net

Craig Hull (South)
Sen Fsta Vilage

47 Sea Edla Facn
Vertura CAS3008
Prore: (805) 676-1728
Ceil phone: (805) 22356535
sotoroopboy@ral com

ASSISTANT MANAGERS
Al Strunk

SeaCis

1675 Los Qscs V. Rd#217
Low Osos, CASBAR

Prone: (306) 5287396
dsinni@rretor net

ASSOCIATE MANAGERS
Ray McKelligott

Blue Haron Terraos

4755 Bay Bl 2
Moo Ray, CA 83442
Phone (805) 7728728

Pat Brown

Royal Pairs Mobile Park
205 Dl Bhvd # 1
Owrerd, CASS030
Phone; (805) 4337575

Otiie Kirby

Del Gielo Mobie Estates
2010 Serta Marta Wy #1492
Sarta Maria, CA 93455
Fhone: (805) 9342048

REGION 10
COUNTIES. Montarey, San
Benito and Sarta Cruz

REGION MANAGER
Richard Halterman
Caste M Estaties
108033 Ave., #98
Santa Oz, CASSOR2
Prone: (8314780537

REGION 12

COUNTIES: Fresno, Inyo,
Kem, Kings, Madera and
Tulare

REGION MANAGER
Jim Burr

VWestiche \illage MHP
2900'W Moaley R 804
Visslis, CASQ277
Phore (558) TR-247T7
james-bum@sbogiobal et

REGION 13

COUNTIES: Ajpine, Merced,
Calaveras, Mariposa, Mono,
San Joaquin, Stanislaus and
Tuolumne

ASSOCIATE MANAGER
Bill Toth

Sonora Esigtss

2456 S Nmert Bl #55
Sorora, CASGI0
Phone (209) SB8.916

ONE C
{REGIONS 3, 5, 8)

(REGIONS 7, 9)

REGION 7
COUNTIES: San Diego
and imperial

REGION MANAGER
Frankie Bruce

Vilage Geen MHP

10771 Black Mn Rd # 100
SanDiagn, CA 2128
Phone (610) 8040735
francesbruceatt net

ASSOCIATE MANAGERS
Homer Barrs

Mission Videy \illage

6092 Mssion Corge Read

San Diego, CAS120

Phone: (B19) 546-788
hbams@roxnet

Frank Merrifield
Rancho Son Luts Rey
200N B Camim, #2
Cresreice, CA 2054
Phone: (760) 7545420
cnf@ocnet

Pat La Pierre
Oty | shes Lodge

1925 Otay Lakes Rd #111
ChulaVisla, CA 21913
Phore: (6194210748

REGION 9

Riverside County
ASSISTANT MANAGER
Donna Matthews
Plantsfion Cn The Laa
10951 Desast Lawn [r, #1098
Calimesa, CAS0
Phone: (900) 7254557
metthewsdd 17@shco.com

ASSOCIATE MANAGERS
fvan McDermott

Cortry idesMP

21100 Hay, 79 #1122

San Jadinko, CASS3
Phone: (961) 8547257
Unk7228@0s com

Gail Mertz
Reverside Meadovs
4000 Preros SL #3466
Rherside, CARS06
Phone: {861) 3504619
gmertzfisbogotal net

Grant Yoders

Sun Meadowe

27250 Mumeta Rd 8205
SinCity, CAS536
Phore: (961) 6797030
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With DECADES of experience as MOBILE HOME I NSURANCE
INSURANCE SPECIALISTS, we are here to ADVISE A GeENTS
you of what is AVAILABLE and ASSIST you in }
obtaining WHAT IS BEST for YOU personally. 4 DUCATION
Contact the nearest agent and see for yourself! =gl N ETWORK
BARBER INSURANC NORTHERN & CENTRAL
AGENCY : CALIFORNIA INSURANCE We invite you to
$2 Catoge e mssm contact the Agent nearest
Santa Rosa, CA S3404
{809) 896-1108707) 525.7903 53 you for all your Insurance
i i : Needs and information!
MLLER-ROBERTSON
INSURANCE MINARD INSURANCE
SERVICES, INC. AGENCY
1882 Novato Bivd. $250 1916) 6815554
Navao,CASKG(T (200 3553842
003307742 415-897.2030 Lie# 014658
REGION
W 1
. 2
CALIFORNIA 3
1625 The Alemeda 410 s
R :
Lckudaase 7
: _ 8
9
10
11
12
13
14

......

X ZONED,
" il
frving, CA 92630
(800) 3620363




FIVE FOR FIVE REWARDS PROGRAM

APPLICATION FOR REWARD
(New members only - no renewals)
Mail or fax completed form to the home office, Fax No. (714) 826-2401

Please fill in new members’ names, park, space number, and when they joined, below and mail or fax lo the home office. Afler
verifying by the home office, a $5 reward check will be mailed to the individual or chapter named at the bottom of this form. Please
send in all new membership applications as soon as you receive them. Do not hold them for this program. This program only
requires that you keep track of who they ara, and list them on this form.

{More than one person living in the same home and paying one membership duas count as one member for this program.)
PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY

NEW MEMBERS' NAMES PARK NAME SPACE NO. MONTH AND YEAR JOINFD
Please send $5 reward check to:
name = s address

(Note: If the reward is going to a chapter's treasury and the chapler does not have a bank account, the check should be made out to
and mailed to a chapter officer. The officer can then cash the check and put the money into the chapter treasury.}

GOLDEN STATE MANUFACTURED-HOME OWNERS LEAGUE, INC. 800/888-1727 714/8264071

use this Application to give a “Gift of Membership” to a non-member!

-

0 ONE-YEAR GSMOL MEMBERSHIP for $20
o THREE-YEAR GSMOL MEMBERSHIP for $55

a ONE-YEAR ASSOCIATE MEMBERSHIP for $40
{Associate members do not own manufactured homes. They do not have
voting rights and cannot hold office in GSMOL.)

R ———
S

First Name U “Inttial Last Name O New Member
M i %
: 0 Renewing Member < g
GSMOL Chapter # =
Park Name
Check # | CASH
z s ]
g cay Smte Zp cwe AIOWIIIE QDT oL (O =
: Homeowner DeferseFund §
§ Daytime Phone Number Alternate Phone Number Bund $
& 43 PAC Fund | .
g ERUR AN Disaster Refief Fund $ “
£
§ Signature Membership Recruiter (if applicable) | Enforcementlegal Fund  § 10

o ——————————————— - - - -



