
 

 
 
 
 

SPECIAL MOBILE HOME RENT REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING  
TUESDAY, APRIL 5, 2022, 10:00 AM 

City Council Chambers 
1 Civic Center Drive 

San Marcos, CA  92069 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT (Items not on the agenda.) 
 
RENT REVIEW HEARING 

1. SAN MARCOS MOBILE ESTATES MOBILEHOME PARK RENT REVIEW PETITION 
FOR PROPOSED RENT INCREASE 

 
Recommendation: Conduct Hearing 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

 
 
AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING 
 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA     )                        
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO   )   ss. 
CITY OF SAN MARCOS      ) 
 
I, Phillip Scollick, City Clerk of the City of San Marcos, hereby certify that I caused the posting of this agenda in the 
glass display case at the north entrance of City Hall and on the City’s website on Thursday, March 31, 2022, at 5:30 
pm. 
 
___________________________________   
Phillip Scollick, City Clerk 

Meeting Link: To join the meeting from your computer, tablet or smartphone click here- https://meet.goto.com/879834565   or call 866-899-4679 
and enter access code 879-834-565. Audience members are required to keep your microphone on mute or off and camera off during the meeting. 
Cell Phones:  As a courtesy to others, please silence your cell phone or pager during the meeting and engage in conversations outside the building. 
Americans with Disabilities Act: If you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the City Clerk at (760) 744-1050, ext. 
3100. 
Public Comment:  Public Comments for this meeting are limited items NOT listed on the Agenda.  The City Council is prohibited by state law from 
taking action on any item not on the agenda.  
Agendas:  Agenda materials are available for public inspection at the time materials or documents are distributed to the Rent Review Commission.  
Agenda related documents can be obtained at the City Clerk Department located on the second floor of City Hall, 1 Civic Center Drive, San Marcos, 
during normal business hours or visit the City’s website at www.san-marcos.net as time permits. 
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MEETING DATE:   

April 5, 2022 

SUBJECT:     

SAN MARCOS MOBILE ESTATES – PROPOSED JANUARY 25, 2022 SPACE RENT INCREASE 

 

Recommendation 

CONDUCT the hearing, as petitioned by the affected tenants of San Marcos Mobile Estates, a 
Mobilehome Park, pursuant to the hearing format outlined in the City’s Mobilehome Rent Review 
Procedures (Resolution No. 2009-7274).   

Board or Commission Action   

Not applicable. 

Relevant Council Strategic Theme  

Not applicable 

Relevant Department Goal  

Not applicable 

 

Executive Summary 

The San Marcos Mobilehome Rent Review Commission is the reviewing authority for proposed 
mobilehome space rent increases, pursuant to San Marcos Municipal Code (“SMMC”) Chapter 16.16. 
The owners of San Marcos Mobile Estates (“SMME”) recently notified the park tenants of a proposed 
8.21% space rent increase. In response, a majority of the affected tenants signed a petition, which was 
filed with the City, requesting review of the proposed increase.  Tonight’s hearing was scheduled 
pursuant to Chapter 16.16 to allow the Commission to consider the proposed increase.  

 

Discussion 

Background 

The San Marcos City Council established the Mobilehome Rent Review Commission in 1978. The 
Commission was established to provide a process for mobilehome park tenants to request a review of 
proposed space rent increases from mobilehome park owners. The Commission also provides a 
process for mobilehome park owners to receive a fair return on their investments.  

On October 19, 2021, the City received a petition from the SMME tenants in response to a rent 
increase notice distributed to them on September 29, 2021, proposing an increase of 8.21% (the  
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“Petition”). SMMC section 16.16.055 requires that a park owner file any rent increase notice with the 
City at the same time that it is distributed to the tenants and specifically provides that a hearing will not 
be scheduled until the requisite notice of increase is received by the City Clerk. After receiving the 
Petition, the City notified the park owner that it had received the compliant Petition, that the rent 
increase was stayed, and that it had not received the requisite written notice of increase. After 
subsequent communications with the park owner, it was determined that the noticing requirements 
were substantively met as of October 27, 2021.  As a result, although the original notice of rent 
increase proposed January 1, 2022 as the effective date of the increase, because the notice was not 
received by the City until October 27, 2021, the earliest the rent increase could go into effect would be 
January 25, 2022. 

The Park and Proposed Increase 

San Marcos Mobile Estates is a 167 age-restricted mobile home park, located at 1145 E Barham Drive. As 
of March 24, 2022, there were 164 spaces affected by the rent increase with the remainder of the spaces 
on either long-term leases or occupied by a park employee. The majority of the tenants affected by the 
rent increase submitted the Petition requesting a hearing before the Mobilehome Rent Review 
Commission for a proposed January 25, 2022 rent increase. 

 

The general information regarding the proposed increase is as follows: 

Park Owner: 
Centinela Investments, Ltd. 
9401 Wilshire Blvd STE 1125 
Beverly Hill, CA 90212 
 

Park Owner Representatives: 

Thomas W. Casparian, Esq., Cozen O’Conner 
Susy Forbath, Cozen O’Conner 
401 Wilshire Blvd, STE 850 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
 
Tenant Representative: 
John Mosher 
1145 E Barham, SPC 131 
San Marcos, CA 92069 
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Petition Certified by City Clerk:          October 28, 2022  
Petition Presented to City Council:    January 11, 2022 
Number of Spaces Affected:              164 
Effective Date of Increase:                 January 25, 2022 
Proposed Increase:                            8.2% 

 

Commission Review 

The Commission is charged with conducting the hearing and reviewing the proposed increase pursuant 
to SMMC Chapter 16 and the Mobilehome Rent Review Procedures (the  “Procedures”). The non-
exclusive factors to be considered by the Commission are set forth in SMMC Section 16.16.070(g): 

 
 “The mobilehome park owner shall bear the burden of proving by a preponderance of 
the evidence that a proposed space rent increase is reasonable and is necessary to 
enable the mobilehome park owner to receive a just and reasonable return on his 
investment. In evaluating a proposed space rent increase the Commission shall 
consider the following non-exclusive factors in addition to such other factors as the 
Commission deems relevant: 

(1) Changes in the mobilehome park owner's gross income from the operation of the 
mobilehome park; 

(2) Changes in the reasonable operating expenses relating to the operation of the 
mobilehome park; 

(3) Whether the proposed rent increase will result in an increase in net income to the 
park owner from the operation of the park; 

(4) Changes in the Consumer Price Index for the time period from the last rent 
increase; 

(5) Changes in the services, amenities, maintenance and condition of the mobilehome 
park and the extent to which the rent increase is necessary to provide the services or 
amenities or to insure maintenance and good operating condition of the park; 

(6) The extent to which the rent increase is necessary to pay for capital improvements 
and the amount of money allocated by the owner to a capital improvement or 
maintenance fund, along with the park owner's budget for maintenance, care and 
capital improvements for the park; and 

(7) The extent to which the landlord receives net income from fees or charges for 
utilities, or incidental fees or charges for services billed separately from rent.” 

In accordance with the Procedures, the parties have submitted written briefings and rebuttals for the 
Commission’s consideration. In addition, the Commission’s consultant, Dr. Kenneth Baar has prepared 
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a report for the Commission, and City staff conducted a site inspection, which was documented in a 
separate report. These reports, the parties’ written submissions, the increase notice, and the Petition 
certification, as well as copies of SMMC Chapter 16.16 and the Procedures have been provided to the 
Commission for its reference and consideration in conducting the hearing.  

Upon conclusion of the hearing and Commission deliberations, the Commission will need to make 
specific findings to support a decision for either approval, modification, or denial of the proposed space 
rent increase. Those findings and the Commission’s decision will be incorporated into a written 
resolution which will be prepared by staff and presented to the Commission at a subsequent meeting. 
Pursuant to SMMC Section 16.16.070(d), the Commission’s final decision must be issued “not later 
than the next regularly scheduled City Council meeting occurring at least seven (7) days from and after 
the date of the close of the Commission’s hearing.” Thus, assuming the Commission concludes its 
hearing on April 5th, the Commission can reconvene jointly with the City Council at its April 12, 2022 
meeting, or hold a special Commission meeting prior to that, in order to consider the resolution. If the 
April hearing is continued, that would push out the date for consideration of the resolution.  

 

 

 

Prepared by: Sean Harris, Management Analyst 
Submitted by: Sean Harris, Management Analyst 
Reviewed by: Helen Holmes Peak, City Attorney 
Approved by: Jack Griffin, City Manager 

 



MOBILE HOME RENT REVIEW COMMISSION 
HEARING FORMAT 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (if desired) 
 
CITY ATTORNEY – SWEAR IN WITNESSES 
 

(The order and maximum time permitted outlined below is pursuant to Resolution No. 2009-7274) 
 

HEARING SEGMENT FORMAT: MINUTES 
 
1) Park Owner Representative’s Presentation of Evidence 30 
 
2) Tenant Representative’s Cross-Examination of  
 Park Owner’s Representative 15 
 
3) Tenant Representative’s Presentation of Evidence 30 
 
4) Park Owner’s Cross Examination of Tenant Representative 15 
 
5) Commission Staff/Consultants’ Presentation of Analysis 30 

a) Baar Report 
 

6) Park Owner’s Cross Examination of MHRRC Consultants 15 
 
7)  Tenant Representative’s Cross Examination of MHRRC Consultants 15 
 
LUNCH BREAK 60 
 
8)  Testimony At Large – 2 Minutes Per Speaker ? 
 
9)  Commission’s Examination of Witnesses At Large,  30 
 Including Commission Consultant (as desired) 
 
10) Commission Staff/Consultant Closing Comments, if any 10 
 
11) Tenant Representative Closing Argument 10 
 
12) Park Owner Closing Argument 10 
 
MHRRC DELIBERATIONS/DECISIONS 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
Revised:  3/2022  
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Harris, Sean

From: Jana Wiemann 
Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2021 11:56 AM
To: Harris, Sean
Subject: Fwd: San Marcos Mobile Estate - 2022 Rent Increase Worksheet
Attachments: 2022 ALL RESIDENT RENT INCREASE SPREADSHEET.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

LAW OFFICES OF JANA K. WIEMANN 

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS E-MAIL MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE 
PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL USE OF THE DESIGNATED RECIPIENTS. THIS MESSAGE MAY 
BE AN ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION, AND AS SUCH IS PRIVILEGED 
AND CONFIDENTIAL. IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS NOT AN INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU 
ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY REVIEW, USE, DISSEMINATION, FORWARDING OR COPYING 
OF THIS MESSAGE IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY REPLY E-
MAIL OR TELEPHONE, AND DELETE THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE AND ALL ATTACHMENTS. 
THANK YOU. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Jana Wiemann 
Subject: San Marcos Mobile Estate - 2022 Rent Increase Worksheet 
Date: September 29, 2021 at 4:02:34 PM PDT 
To: Sean Harris <sharris@san.marcos.net> 

Hi Sean  

Please find attached the 2022 rent increase worksheet for the Park. 

Let me know if you have any questions. 

Thank you, 

Jana 
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THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS E-MAIL MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY 
FOR THE PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL USE OF THE DESIGNATED RECIPIENTS. 
THIS MESSAGE MAY BE AN ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION, AND AS SUCH 
IS PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL. IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS NOT AN 
INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY REVIEW, 
USE, DISSEMINATION, FORWARDING OR COPYING OF THIS MESSAGE IS STRICTLY 
PROHIBITED. PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY REPLY E-MAIL OR 
TELEPHONE, AND DELETE THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE AND ALL ATTACHMENTS. 
THANK YOU. 



SAN MARCOS MOBILE ESTATES 
NOTICE OF CHANGE OF TERMS OF TENANCY 
Ninety (90) Day Notice of Rent Increase (Civil Code §798.30) 

Date:   September 29, 2021                   Space: ___________________________ 

Homeowner:  _____________________________________________________________________

MOBILEHOME RESIDENCY LAW: 
This letter is to provide you with a notice of rent increase pursuant to the Mobilehome Residency Law (California 
Civil Code §798.30) and the San Marcos Rent Control Ordinance.  We understand that while no one enjoys receiving 
a notice of rent increase, it is periodically necessary due to the following: (1) changing economic conditions in the 
general area; (2) planning for future maintenance; and (3) the fact that actual expenses of operation more than exceed 
the changes in the Consumer Price Index (“CPI”) for the San Diego region.  The Park Owners are legally entitled to 
receive “a just and reasonable return on its investment,” and the San Marcos Rent Review Commission shall consider, 
changes in the CPI from the date of the last rent increase, among other factors. The Park Owners are seeking an 8.21% 
increase, which is being requested by this Notice. 
RENT INCREASE NOTICE: 

1. Date of Last Rent Increase:

2. Amount of Rent Increase:

The current rent is:  per month. 

The rent increase is: 

The new rent will be: per month. 

Your new rent is due and payable starting on: 

All other terms and conditions of your Rental Agreement shall remain in full force and effect.   
PLEASE NOTE: 
The San Marcos Rent Control Ordinance recognizes that there is no need for rent adjustment hearings (before the San 
Marcos Rent Review Commission) where the residents have been shown that the increase is fair and based on the 
ordinance guidelines.  If requested, the Park Owners will provide an opportunity to meet and confer with any resident 
representatives, and/or all residents regarding this rent adjustment and establish why the increase is proper under the 
San Marcos Rent Control Ordinance, the Mobilehome Residency Law and protections afforded under the California 
Constitution.  In the past, there has never been any need for a formal administrative trial to establish rents in San 
Marcos Mobile Estates, and we believe there remains no reason why we should deteriorate our positive and good 
relations with adversarial hearings. 
CONCLUSIONS:  
It is our goal to continue to work with the Homeowners Association and all our residents to maintain these good 
relationships and assure a good future for the Park, its operations, and our residents.  San Marcos Mobile Estates is 
well operated, professionally managed and deserving of this rental adjustment.  Looking at the comparable 
mobilehome parks in the city alone, it is clear the quality, resale prices, and financial circumstances of Park operations 
fully supports the rent increase being requested by the Park Owner.  

San Marcos Mobile Estates 

By: Julie Mascari, Manager
        Authorized Agent of Owner 

$ 

$ 

$ 

     January 1, 2020 

     January 1, 2022 

     8.21% CPI 
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 SAN MARCOS MOBILE ESTATES

# Resident Name 
Last Rent 
Increase

 Current 
Base Rent 

 Amount 
of 

Increase 
(8.21%) 

 Sewer Cable 
 New Base 

Rent Notes

1 1/1/2020 $508.71 $41.77 $31.19 $0.00 $550.48 Month-to-Month

2 1/1/2020 $514.83 $42.27 $31.19 $0.00 $557.10 Month-to-Month

3 1/1/2020 $531.54 $43.64 $31.19 $0.00 $575.18 Month-to-Month

4             1/1/2020 $677.81 $55.65 $31.19 $0.00 $733.46 Month-to-Month

5 1/1/2020 $444.06 $36.46 $31.19 $0.00 $480.52 Month-to-Month

6 1/1/2020 $488.25 $40.09 $31.19 $0.00 $528.34 Month-to-Month

7 1/1/2020 $546.05 $44.83 $31.19 $0.00 $590.88 Month-to-Month

8 1/1/2020 $544.22 $44.68 $31.19 $0.00 $588.90 Month-to-Month

9 1/1/2020 $539.51 $44.29 $31.19 $0.00 $583.80 Month-to-Month

10 1/1/2020 $567.32 $46.58 $31.19 $0.00 $613.90 Month-to-Month

11 1/1/2020 $526.22 $43.20 $31.19 $0.00 $569.42 Month-to-Month

12 1/1/2020 $536.96 $44.08 $31.19 $0.00 $581.04 Month-to-Month

13 1/1/2020 $528.08 $43.36 $31.19 $0.00 $571.44 Month-to-Month

14 1/1/2020 $524.94 $43.10 $31.19 $0.00 $568.04 Month-to-Month

15 1/1/2020 $596.47 $48.97 $31.19 $0.00 $645.44 Month-to-Month

16 1/1/2020 $570.70 $46.85 $31.19 $0.00 $617.55 Month-to-Month

17 1/1/2020 $558.41 $45.85 $31.19 $0.00 $604.26 Month-to-Month

18 1/1/2020 $449.66 $36.92 $31.19 $0.00 $486.58 Month-to-Month

19 1/1/2020 $465.72 $38.24 $31.19 $0.00 $503.96 Month-to-Month

20 1/1/2020 $515.24 $42.30 $31.19 $0.00 $557.54 Month-to-Month

21 1/1/2020 $527.74 $43.33 $31.19 $0.00 $571.07 Month-to-Month

22 1/1/2020 $553.92 $45.48 $31.19 $0.00 $599.40 Month-to-Month

23 1/1/2020 $547.52 $44.95 $31.19 $0.00 $592.47 Month-to-Month

24 1/1/2020 $473.19 $38.85 $31.19 $0.00 $512.04 Month-to-Month

25 1/1/2020 $493.99 $40.56 $31.19 $0.00 $534.55 Month-to-Month

26 1/1/2020 $485.38 $39.85 $31.19 $0.00 $525.23 Month-to-Month

27 1/1/2020 $492.16 $40.41 $31.19 $0.00 $532.57 Month-to-Month

28 1/1/2020 $404.71 $33.23 $31.19 $0.00 $437.94 Month-to-Month

YEAR: 2022
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29 1/1/2020 $524.46 $43.06 $31.19 $0.00 $567.52 Month-to-Month

30 1/1/2020 $507.79 $41.69 $31.19 $0.00 $549.48 Month-to-Month

31 1/1/2020 $540.70 $44.39 $31.19 $0.00 $585.09 Month-to-Month

32 1/1/2020 $560.71 $46.03 $31.19 $0.00 $606.74 Month-to-Month

33 1/1/2020 $529.61 $43.48 $31.19 $0.00 $573.09 Month-to-Month

34 1/1/2020 $493.43 $40.51 $31.19 $0.00 $533.94 Month-to-Month

35 1/1/2020 $508.74 $41.77 $31.19 $0.00 $550.51 Month-to-Month

36 1/1/2020 $556.95 $45.73 $31.19 $0.00 $602.68 Month-to-Month

37 1/1/2020 $537.39 $44.12 $31.19 $0.00 $581.51 Month-to-Month

38 1/1/2020 $534.15 $43.85 $31.19 $0.00 $578.00 Month-to-Month

39 1/1/2020 $540.96 $44.41 $31.19 $0.00 $585.37 Month-to-Month

40 1/1/2020 $546.54 $44.87 $31.19 $0.00 $591.41 Month-to-Month

41 1/1/2020 $526.86 $43.26 $31.19 $0.00 $570.12 Month-to-Month

42 1/1/2020 $533.55 $43.80 $31.19 $0.00 $577.35 Month-to-Month

43 1/1/2020 $570.58 $46.84 $31.19 $0.00 $617.42 Month-to-Month

44 1/1/2020 $532.00 $43.68 $31.19 $0.00 $575.68 Month-to-Month

45 1/1/2020 $627.15 $51.49 $31.19 $0.00 $678.64 Month-to-Month

46 1/1/2020 $437.27 $35.90 $31.19 $0.00 $473.17 Month-to-Month

47 1/1/2020 $544.44 $44.70 $31.19 $0.00 $589.14 Month-to-Month

48 1/1/2020 $628.99 $51.64 $31.19 $0.00 $680.63 Month-to-Month

49 1/1/2020 $528.42 $43.38 $31.19 $0.00 $571.80 Month-to-Month

50 1/1/2020 $570.07 $46.80 $31.19 $0.00 $616.87 Month-to-Month

51          1/1/2020 $562.43 $46.18 $31.19 $0.00 $608.61 Month-to-Month

52 1/1/2020 $531.52 $43.64 $31.19 $0.00 $575.16 Month-to-Month

53 1/1/2020 $567.58 $46.60 $31.19 $0.00 $614.18 Month-to-Month

54 1/1/2020 $553.15 $45.41 $31.19 $0.00 $598.56 Month-to-Month

55 1/1/2020 $509.27 $41.81 $31.19 $0.00 $551.08 Month-to-Month

56 1/1/2020 $446.00 $36.62 $31.19 $0.00 $482.62 Month-to-Month

57 1/1/2020 $563.04 $46.23 $31.19 $0.00 $609.27 Month-to-Month

58 1/1/2020 $547.52 $44.95 $31.19 $0.00 $592.47 Month-to-Month

59 1/1/2020 $496.46 $40.76 $31.19 $0.00 $537.22 Month-to-Month

60 1/1/2020 $553.92 $45.48 $31.19 $0.00 $599.40 Month-to-Month

61 1/1/2020 $563.04 $46.23 $31.19 $0.00 $609.27 Month-to-Month

62 1/1/2020 $526.83 $43.25 $31.19 $0.00 $570.08 Month-to-Month

63 1/1/2020 $616.42 $50.61 $31.19 $0.00 $667.03 Month-to-Month
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64 1/1/2020 $516.39 $42.40 $31.19 $0.00 $558.79 Month-to-Month

65 1/1/2020 $508.04 $41.71 $31.19 $0.00 $549.75 Month-to-Month

66 1/1/2020 $566.27 $46.49 $31.19 $0.00 $612.76 Month-to-Month

67 1/1/2020 $547.52 $44.95 $31.19 $0.00 $592.47 Month-to-Month

68 1/1/2020 $544.22 $44.68 $31.19 $0.00 $588.90 Month-to-Month

69 1/1/2020 $537.29 $44.11 $31.19 $0.00 $581.40 Month-to-Month

70 1/1/2020 $553.52 $45.44 $31.19 $0.00 $598.96 Month-to-Month

71 1/1/2020 $755.21 $62.00 $31.19 $0.00 $817.21 Month-to-Month

72 1/1/2020 $555.15 $45.58 $31.19 $0.00 $600.73 Month-to-Month

73 1/1/2020 $512.44 $42.07 $31.19 $0.00 $554.51 Month-to-Month

74 1/1/2020 $518.05 $42.53 $31.19 $0.00 $560.58 Month-to-Month

75 1/1/2020 $541.05 $44.42 $31.19 $0.00 $585.47 Month-to-Month

76 1/1/2020 $493.40 $40.51 $31.19 $0.00 $533.91 Month-to-Month

77 1/1/2020 $544.93 $44.74 $31.19 $0.00 $589.67 Month-to-Month

78 1/1/2020 $567.73 $46.61 $31.19 $0.00 $614.34 Month-to-Month

79 1/1/2020 $504.31 $41.40 $31.19 $0.00 $545.71 Month-to-Month

80 1/1/2020 $410.86 $33.73 $31.19 $0.00 $444.59 Month-to-Month

81 1/1/2020 $526.83 $43.25 $31.19 $0.00 $570.08 Month-to-Month

82 1/1/2020 $572.60 $47.01 $31.19 $0.00 $619.61 Month-to-Month

83 1/1/2020 $562.05 $46.14 $31.19 $0.00 $608.19 Month-to-Month

84 1/1/2020 $487.02 $39.98 $31.19 $0.00 $527.00 Month-to-Month

85 1/1/2020 $537.75 $44.15 $31.19 $0.00 $581.90 Month-to-Month

86 1/1/2020 $537.75 $44.15 $31.19 $0.00 $581.90 Month-to-Month

87 1/1/2020 $403.75 $33.15 $31.19 $0.00 $436.90 Month-to-Month

88 1/1/2020 $542.95 $44.58 $31.19 $0.00 $587.53 Month-to-Month

89 1/1/2020 $526.87 $43.26 $31.19 $0.00 $570.13 Month-to-Month

90 1/1/2020 $531.89 $43.67 $31.19 $0.00 $575.56 Month-to-Month

91 1/1/2020 $508.12 $41.72 $31.19 $0.00 $549.84 Month-to-Month

92 1/1/2020 $526.15 $43.20 $31.19 $0.00 $569.35 Month-to-Month

93 1/1/2020 $481.71 $39.55 $31.19 $0.00 $521.26 Month-to-Month

94 1/1/2020 $538.25 $44.19 $31.19 $0.00 $582.44 Month-to-Month

95 1/1/2020 $489.95 $40.22 $31.19 $0.00 $530.17 Month-to-Month

96 1/1/2020 $560.82 $46.04 $31.19 $0.00 $606.86 Month-to-Month

97 1/1/2020 $453.82 $37.26 $31.19 $0.00 $491.08 Month-to-Month

98 1/1/2020 $505.77 $41.52 $31.19 $0.00 $547.29 Month-to-Month
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99 1/1/2020 $589.69 $48.41 $31.19 $0.00 $638.10 Month-to-Month

100 1/1/2020 $555.31 $45.59 $31.19 $0.00 $600.90 Month-to-Month

101 1/1/2020 $518.76 $42.59 $31.19 $0.00 $561.35 Month-to-Month

102 1/1/2020 $437.09 $35.89 $31.19 $0.00 $472.98 Month-to-Month

103 1/1/2020 $518.76 $42.59 $31.19 $0.00 $561.35 Month-to-Month

104 1/1/2020 $540.67 $44.39 $31.19 $0.00 $585.06 Month-to-Month

105 1/1/2020 $599.55 $49.22 $31.19 $0.00 $648.77 Month-to-Month

106 1/1/2020 $536.73 $44.07 $31.19 $0.00 $580.80 Month-to-Month

107 1/1/2020 $504.89 $41.45 $31.19 $0.00 $546.34 Month-to-Month

108 1/1/2020 $523.34 $42.97 $31.19 $0.00 $566.31 Month-to-Month

109 1/1/2020 $518.03 $42.53 $31.19 $0.00 $560.56 Month-to-Month

110 1/1/2020 $511.50 $41.99 $31.19 $0.00 $553.49 Month-to-Month

111 1/1/2020 $555.15 $45.58 $31.19 $0.00 $600.73 Month-to-Month

112 1/1/2020 $513.85 $42.19 $31.19 $0.00 $556.04 Month-to-Month

113 1/1/2020 $539.68 $44.31 $31.19 $0.00 $583.99 Month-to-Month

114 1/1/2020 $535.02 $43.93 $31.19 $0.00 $578.95 Month-to-Month

115 1/1/2020 $572.89 $47.03 $31.19 $0.00 $619.92 Month-to-Month

116 1/1/2020 $553.92 $45.48 $31.19 $0.00 $599.40 Month-to-Month

117 1/1/2020 $572.89 $47.03 $31.19 $0.00 $619.92 Month-to-Month

118 1/1/2020 $569.54 $46.76 $31.19 $0.00 $616.30 Month-to-Month

119 1/1/2020 $525.16 $43.12 $31.19 $0.00 $568.28 Month-to-Month

120 1/1/2020 $480.06 $39.41 $31.19 $0.00 $519.47 Month-to-Month

121 1/1/2020 $524.51 $43.06 $31.19 $0.00 $567.57 Month-to-Month

122 1/1/2020 $470.55 $38.63 $31.19 $0.00 $509.18 Month-to-Month

123 1/1/2020 $517.34 $42.47 $31.19 $0.00 $559.81 Month-to-Month

124 1/1/2020 $539.06 $44.26 $31.19 $0.00 $583.32 Month-to-Month

125 1/1/2020 $540.99 $44.42 $31.19 $0.00 $585.41 Month-to-Month

126 1/1/2020 $508.39 $41.74 $31.19 $0.00 $550.13 Month-to-Month

127 1/1/2020 $513.23 $42.14 $31.19 $0.00 $555.37 Month-to-Month

128 1/1/2020 $547.52 $44.95 $31.19 $0.00 $592.47 Month-to-Month

129 1/1/2020 $541.18 $44.43 $31.19 $0.00 $585.61 Month-to-Month

130 1/1/2020 $458.10 $37.61 $31.19 $0.00 $495.71 Month-to-Month

131 1/1/2020 $514.19 $42.21 $31.19 $0.00 $556.40 Month-to-Month

132 1/1/2020 $454.68 $37.33 $31.19 $0.00 $492.01 Month-to-Month
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133 1/1/2020 $494.55 $40.60 $31.19 $0.00 $535.15 Month-to-Month

134 1/1/2020 $560.89 $46.05 $31.19 $0.00 $606.94 Month-to-Month

135 1/1/2020 $476.14 $39.09 $31.19 $0.00 $515.23 Month-to-Month

136 1/1/2020 $490.19 $40.24 $31.19 $0.00 $530.43 Month-to-Month

137 1/1/2020 $524.51 $43.06 $31.19 $0.00 $567.57 Month-to-Month

138 1/1/2020 $632.29 $51.91 $31.19 $0.00 $684.20 Month-to-Month

139 1/1/2020 $520.29 $42.72 $31.19 $0.00 $563.01 Month-to-Month

140 1/1/2020 $546.53 $44.87 $31.19 $0.00 $591.40 Month-to-Month

141 1/1/2020 $555.95 $45.64 $31.19 $0.00 $601.59 Month-to-Month

142 1/1/2020 $559.73 $45.95 $31.19 $0.00 $605.68 Month-to-Month

143 1/1/2020 $555.31 $45.59 $31.19 $0.00 $600.90 Month-to-Month

144 1/1/2020 $568.52 $46.68 $31.19 $0.00 $615.20 Month-to-Month

145 1/1/2020 $566.23 $46.49 $31.19 $0.00 $612.72 Month-to-Month

146 1/1/2020 $563.37 $46.25 $31.19 $0.00 $609.62 Month-to-Month

147 1/1/2020 $567.95 $46.63 $31.19 $0.00 $614.58 Month-to-Month

148 1/1/2020 $530.01 $43.51 $31.19 $0.00 $573.52 Month-to-Month

149 1/1/2020 $542.72 $44.56 $31.19 $0.00 $587.28 Month-to-Month

150 1/1/2020 $484.71 $39.79 $31.19 $0.00 $524.50 Month-to-Month

151 1/1/2020 $461.79 $37.91 $31.19 $0.00 $499.70 Month-to-Month

152 1/1/2020 $506.86 $41.61 $31.19 $0.00 $548.47 Month-to-Month

153 1/1/2020 $567.93 $46.63 $31.19 $0.00 $614.56 Month-to-Month

154 1/1/2020 $425.51 $34.93 $31.19 $0.00 $460.44 Month-to-Month

155 1/1/2020 $525.68 $43.16 $31.19 $0.00 $568.84 Month-to-Month

156 1/1/2020 $537.86 $44.16 $31.19 $0.00 $582.02 Month-to-Month

157 1/1/2020 $562.15 $46.15 $31.19 $0.00 $608.30 Month-to-Month

158 1/1/2020 $537.40 $44.12 $31.19 $0.00 $581.52 Month-to-Month

159 1/1/2020 $543.25 $44.60 $31.19 $0.00 $587.85 Month-to-Month

160 1/1/2020 $566.23 $46.49 $31.19 $0.00 $612.72 Month-to-Month

161 1/1/2020 $541.01 $44.42 $31.19 $0.00 $585.43 Month-to-Month

162 1/1/2020 $523.52 $42.98 $31.19 $0.00 $566.50 Month-to-Month

163 1/1/2020 $500.04 $41.05 $31.19 $0.00 $541.09 Month-to-Month

164 1/1/2020 $518.44 $42.56 $31.19 $0.00 $561.00 Month-to-Month

165 1/1/2020 $507.80 $41.69 $31.19 $0.00 $549.49 Month-to-Month
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166 1/1/2020 $559.21 $45.91 $31.19 $0.00 $605.12 Month-to-Month

167 1/1/2020 $452.82 $37.18 $31.19 $0.00 $490.00 Month-to-Month

169 1/1/2020 $617.85 $50.73 $31.19 $0.00 $668.58 Month-to-Month

170 1/1/2020 $538.88 $44.24 $31.19 $0.00 $583.12 Month-to-Month

171 1/1/2020 $519.09 $42.62 $31.19 $0.00 $561.71 Month-to-Month

172 1/1/2020 $480.05 $39.41 $31.19 $0.00 $519.46 Month-to-Month

173 1/1/2020 $517.70 $42.50 $31.19 $0.00 $560.20 Month-to-Month

174 1/1/2020 $439.75 $36.10 $31.19 $0.00 $475.85 Month-to-Month

175 1/1/2020 $482.90 $39.65 $31.19 $0.00 $522.55 Month-to-Month

176 1/1/2020 $449.01 $36.86 $31.19 $0.00 $485.87 Month-to-Month

177 1/1/2020 $561.43 $46.09 $31.19 $0.00 $607.52 Month-to-Month

178 1/1/2020 $530.59 $43.56 $31.19 $0.00 $574.15 Month-to-Month

179 1/1/2020 $547.52 $44.95 $31.19 $0.00 $592.47 Month-to-Month

180 1/1/2020 $537.18 $44.10 $31.19 $0.00 $581.28 Month-to-Month

181 1/1/2020 $654.56 $53.74 $31.19 $0.00 $708.30 Month-to-Month

182    1/1/2020 $500.80 $41.12 $31.19 $0.00 $541.92 Month-to-Month

183 1/1/2020 $466.87 $38.33 $31.19 $0.00 $505.20 Month-to-Month

184 1/1/2020 $565.31 $46.41 $31.19 $0.00 $611.72 Month-to-Month

185 1/1/2020 $506.57 $41.59 $31.19 $0.00 $548.16 Month-to-Month

186 1/1/2020 $545.86 $44.82 $31.19 $0.00 $590.68 Month-to-Month

187 1/1/2020 $511.25 $41.97 $31.19 $0.00 $553.22 Month-to-Month

188 1/1/2020 $533.96 $43.84 $31.19 $0.00 $577.80 Month-to-Month

189 1/1/2020 $510.76 $41.93 $31.19 $0.00 $552.69 Month-to-Month

190 1/1/2020 $553.46 $45.44 $31.19 $0.00 $598.90 Month-to-Month

191 1/1/2020 $529.67 $43.49 $31.19 $0.00 $573.16 Month-to-Month

192 1/1/2020 $509.83 $41.86 $31.19 $0.00 $551.69 Month-to-Month

193 1/1/2020 $567.05 $46.55 $31.19 $0.00 $613.60 Month-to-Month

194 1/1/2020 $458.37 $37.63 $31.19 $0.00 $496.00 Month-to-Month

195 1/1/2020 $568.14 $46.64 $31.19 $0.00 $614.78 Month-to-Month

196 1/1/2020 $551.80 $45.30 $31.19 $0.00 $597.10 Month-to-Month

197 1/1/2020 $483.91 $39.73 $31.19 $0.00 $523.64 Month-to-Month

198 1/1/2020 $568.52 $46.68 $31.19 $0.00 $615.20 Month-to-Month

199 1/1/2020 $506.62 $41.59 $31.19 $0.00 $548.21 Month-to-Month
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200        1/1/2020 $540.20 $44.35 $31.19 $0.00 $584.55 Month-to-Month

201 1/1/2020 $584.31 $47.97 $31.19 $0.00 $632.28 Month-to-Month

202 1/1/2020 $555.41 $45.60 $31.19 $0.00 $601.01 Month-to-Month

203 1/1/2020 $534.79 $43.91 $31.19 $0.00 $578.70 Month-to-Month

204 1/1/2020 $492.03 $40.40 $31.19 $0.00 $532.43 Month-to-Month

205 1/1/2020 $491.67 $40.37 $31.19 $0.00 $532.04 Month-to-Month

206 1/1/2020 $497.06 $40.81 $31.19 $0.00 $537.87 Month-to-Month

207 1/1/2020 $541.09 $44.42 $31.19 $0.00 $585.51 Month-to-Month

208 1/1/2020 $511.48 $41.99 $31.19 $0.00 $553.47 Month-to-Month

209 1/1/2020 $543.39 $44.61 $31.19 $0.00 $588.00 Month-to-Month

210 1/1/2020 $526.08 $43.19 $31.19 $0.00 $569.27 Month-to-Month

211 1/1/2020 $491.39 $40.34 $31.19 $0.00 $531.73 Month-to-Month

212 1/1/2020 $571.85 $46.95 $31.19 $0.00 $618.80 Month-to-Month

213 1/1/2020 $449.92 $36.94 $31.19 $0.00 $486.86 Month-to-Month

214 1/1/2020 $531.32 $43.62 $31.19 $0.00 $574.94 Month-to-Month

215 1/1/2020 $547.49 $44.95 $31.19 $0.00 $592.44 Month-to-Month

216 1/1/2020 $491.79 $40.38 $31.19 $0.00 $532.17 Month-to-Month

217 1/1/2020 $545.48 $44.78 $31.19 $0.00 $590.26 Month-to-Month

218 1/1/2020 $532.52 $43.72 $31.19 $0.00 $576.24 Month-to-Month

219 1/1/2020 $514.95 $42.28 $31.19 $0.00 $557.23 Month-to-Month

220 1/1/2020 $567.93 $46.63 $31.19 $0.00 $614.56 Month-to-Month

221 1/1/2020 $538.69 $44.23 $31.19 $0.00 $582.92 Month-to-Month

222 1/1/2020 $544.22 $44.68 $31.19 $0.00 $588.90 Month-to-Month

223 1/1/2020 $561.82 $46.13 $31.19 $0.00 $607.95 Month-to-Month

224 1/1/2020 $477.32 $39.19 $31.19 $0.00 $516.51 Month-to-Month

225 1/1/2020 $483.03 $39.66 $31.19 $0.00 $522.69 Month-to-Month

226 1/1/2020 $565.48 $46.43 $31.19 $0.00 $611.91 Month-to-Month

227 1/1/2020 $494.64 $40.61 $31.19 $0.00 $535.25 Month-to-Month

228 1/1/2020 $560.30 $46.00 $31.19 $0.00 $606.30 Month-to-Month

229 1/1/2020 $535.71 $43.98 $31.19 $0.00 $579.69 Month-to-Month

230 1/1/2020 $488.24 $40.08 $31.19 $0.00 $528.32 Month-to-Month

231 1/1/2020 $548.29 $45.01 $31.19 $0.00 $593.30 Month-to-Month

232 1/1/2020 $518.88 $42.60 $31.19 $0.00 $561.48 Month-to-Month

233 1/1/2020 $549.33 $45.10 $31.19 $0.00 $594.43 Month-to-Month
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234 1/1/2020 $580.69 $47.67 $31.19 $0.00 $628.36 Month-to-Month

235 1/1/2020 $532.52 $43.72 $31.19 $0.00 $576.24 Month-to-Month

236 1/1/2020 $510.76 $41.93 $31.19 $0.00 $552.69 Month-to-Month

237 1/1/2020 $525.41 $43.14 $31.19 $0.00 $568.55 Month-to-Month

238 1/1/2020 $540.06 $44.34 $31.19 $0.00 $584.40 Month-to-Month

239  1/1/2020 $506.97 $41.62 $31.19 $0.00 $548.59 Month-to-Month

240 1/1/2020 $503.17 $41.31 $31.19 $0.00 $544.48 Month-to-Month

241 1/1/2020 $550.29 $45.18 $31.19 $0.00 $595.47 Month-to-Month

242 1/1/2020 $528.16 $43.36 $31.19 $0.00 $571.52 Month-to-Month

243 1/1/2020 $517.15 $42.46 $31.19 $0.00 $559.61 Month-to-Month

244 1/1/2020 $565.14 $46.40 $31.19 $0.00 $611.54 Month-to-Month

247 1/1/2020 $560.29 $46.00 $31.19 $0.00 $606.29 Month-to-Month

248 1/1/2020 $425.79 $34.96 $31.19 $0.00 $460.75 Month-to-Month

249 1/1/2020 $537.39 $44.12 $31.19 $0.00 $581.51 Month-to-Month

250 1/1/2020 $557.02 $45.73 $31.19 $0.00 $602.75 Month-to-Month

251 1/1/2020 $378.15 $31.05 $31.19 $0.00 $409.20 Month-to-Month

252 1/1/2020 $422.31 $34.67 $31.19 $0.00 $456.98 Month-to-Month

253 1/1/2020 $491.53 $40.35 $31.19 $0.00 $531.88 Month-to-Month

254 1/1/2020 $588.26 $48.30 $31.19 $0.00 $636.56 Month-to-Month

255 1/1/2020 $539.02 $44.25 $31.19 $0.00 $583.27 Month-to-Month

256 1/1/2020 $638.73 $52.44 $31.19 $0.00 $691.17 Month-to-Month

257 1/1/2020 $531.32 $43.62 $31.19 $0.00 $574.94 Month-to-Month

258 1/1/2020 $516.16 $42.38 $31.19 $0.00 $558.54 Month-to-Month

259 1/1/2020 $410.00 $33.66 $31.19 $0.00 $443.66 Month-to-Month

260 1/1/2020 $503.31 $41.32 $31.19 $0.00 $544.63 Month-to-Month

261 1/1/2020 $503.26 $41.32 $31.19 $0.00 $544.58 Month-to-Month

262 1/1/2020 $544.89 $44.74 $31.19 $0.00 $589.63 Month-to-Month

263 1/1/2020 $451.77 $37.09 $31.19 $0.00 $488.86 Month-to-Month

264 1/1/2020 $472.91 $38.83 $31.19 $0.00 $511.74 Month-to-Month

265 1/1/2020 $506.83 $41.61 $31.19 $0.00 $548.44 Month-to-Month

266 1/1/2020 $552.92 $45.39 $31.19 $0.00 $598.31 Month-to-Month

267 1/1/2020 $517.29 $42.47 $31.19 $0.00 $559.76 Month-to-Month

 TOTAL: $139,234.12 $11,431.12 $8,234.16 $0.00 $150,665.24
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LOUNSBERY FERGUSON 

ALTONA& PEAK LLP 

960 Canterbury Place, Suite 300 
Escondido, California 92025-3870 
Telephone (760) 743-1201 
Facsimile (760) 743-9926 
www.LFAP.com 

JOHNW. WITT 
1932�2018 

Dfrect: (760) 743-1226 ext 108 
Email: Hhp@lfap.com 

By Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested, 
by Internet Email (smmeoffice@gmail.com), and by First Class U.S. Mail 

October 27, 2021 

Centinela Investments Ltd. 
Owner, San Marcos Mobile Home Estates 
9401 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 1125 
Beverly Hills, CA 90212 

San Marcos Mobile Estates 
Park Office 
1145 E. Barham Drive 
San Marcos, CA 92078-4548 
Attention: Julie Mascari, Park Manager 

Re: Proposed Mobile Home Park Rent Increase and Improper Notice of Same 

Dear Property Owner, 

By way of introduction, I serve as the City Attorney of the City of San Marcos ("City"), and 
issue this communication in that capacity. The City ("City") received a rent review petition 
("Petition") from the tenants of San Marcos Mobile Estates ("SMME") on October 19, 2021. 
SMME tenants filed the Petition with City after receiving a notice of rent increase on September 
29,2021. 

However, notice of the rent increase was not properly issued to the City. California Civil Code § 
798.30 requires that notice of rent increases be provided to tenants at least 90 days before the 
rent increase is to occur. San Marcos Municipal Code ("SMMC") section 16.16.055 requires all 
mobilehome park owners to give a rent increase notice to the City at the same time the notice is 
given to the tenants, by filing the notice with the City Clerk. 

Although the City received a "rent increase worksheet" by way of email from Jana Wiemann to 
Sean Harris, this does not meet the requirements of the SMMC .. To comply with the SMMC, 
SMME must immediately file a notice of the rent increase with the City Clerk, including the 
information required by SMMC section 16.16.055(a). Please also email a copy to my attention 
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October 27, 2021
Page 2 of 2

LOUNSBERY FERGUSON ALTONA & PEAK LLP

at: hhp@lfap. com, with a copy to cityhall@san-marcos. net, and a hard copy mailed to this
office.

Upon City's receipt of the statutorily-required notice, the 90 day rent increase notice period
will commence. The proposed rent increase may not go into effect on January 1, 2022. Any
rent increase will instead go into effect 90 days after City receives the notice.

This letter also serves as notice that the Petition has been detennined to be in compliance with
SMMC sections 16. 16.060(a)(l), (2), and (4), and the proposed rent increase is therefore stayed
pursuant to SMMC Sections 16. 060(b)(3), and (d) until a final determination on the matter is
made by the Mobile Home Rent Review Commission.

The SMME annual rent adjustment date uider SMMC 16. 16.080 will remain as is, and will not
be changed or advanced due to this 90+ day delay resulting from SMME's failure to follow
statutory notice requirements.

The City's rent review regulations (enclosed) require that the parties negotiate in good faith in ail
attempt to resolve the space rent issue. The parties should alert the City immediately if they have
come to a mutual agreement regarding rent and the City will halt the petition process and the stay
will be lifted. A hearing will be scheduled with the Mobile Home Rent Review Commission to
make a determination on the issues presented in the Petition. (A copy of the City ordinance
setting forth the City's rent review procedures is aUached for your reference.)

Should you have any questions regarding the space rent notice and/or Mobilehome Rent
Review Commission process, please do not hesitate to contact Sean Harris, who can be reached
atsharris@san-marcos. net, orat(760)-744-1050, ext. 3116.

Thank you for your anticipated prompt response to this notification.

Sinyrely,

HELEN HOLMES PEAK

ec: Jack Griffin, City Manager
Phillip Scollick, City Clerk
Sean Harris, Management Analyst
Thomas Casparian

Enclosure as noted
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Analysis of the 
SAN MARCOS MOBILE ESTATES 

Rent Increase Application 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      Dr. Kenneth K. Baar 
      March 18, 2022 
 

 
 

This report was prepared at the request of the City of San Marcos. The opinions expressed herein 
are those of the author and do not necessarily represent the views of the City or the staff of the 
Rent Review Commission. 
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SUMMARY 

The last increase in space rent in the Park, which was in January 2020, took into account 
increases in the (Consumer Price Index) CPI up to July 2019. The Park Owners have 
requested a rent increase of 8.21% based on the increase in the CPI from July 2019 to July 
2021.   

The Home Owner’s Association (HOA) contends that the increase should not be granted 
due to substantially inadequate maintenance and substandard conditions in the Park. These 
claims are listed and explained in detail in the submissions of the HOA. The HOA requested 
code inspections in regard to the conditions of the roads, the water system, and the electrical 
system. 

The Park Owner has submitted a detailed response to these claims. In regard to one issue, 
the Park Owners have indicated that they would replace the streets if the requested rent 
increase is granted. The Park Owners disagreed with validity of a substantial portion of the 
HOA claims. In regard to some of the claims they indicated that would conduct an inspection 
by the end of May. 

On March 15, a site inspection was conducted by City staff. The inspector concluded that 
there were not substantial violations. The inspection covered most but not all of the issues in 
the claims of the HOA. 

The Rent Review ordinance provides for consideration of listed factors and other relevant 
factors in setting allowable rents. 

The rent increases during the past twenty years have been equal to or below the increases 
in CPI. The Park Owner is not claiming that a rent increase of more than the CPI increase is 
necessary to provide a fair return. Instead, Park conditions are the central issue in this case. 
The rent increase that is requested by the Park Owner’s fits into the range that would be 
considered normal and reasonable in the absence of issues about park maintenance and 
conditions. 

A CPI increase is recommended subject to two qualifications, 1) a lower increase would 
be appropriate if supported by evidence about inadequate maintenance and conditions, and  2) 
a portion of the increase should be conditioned on the Park Owner’s promise to replace the 
roads if the increase is granted. 
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I. Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to provide an opinion about what rent adjustment should be 
permitted, taking into account the standards in the Mobile Home Rent Review Ordinance1 and the 
submissions of the Park Owners and the Residents.  

On Oct. 27, 2021, the Park Owner submitted a notice to the Residents and to the City 
requesting an increase of 8.21% in the monthly space rents.2  This amount reflects the increase in 
the CPI from July 2019 that was considered in setting the 2020 rent increase to the CPI in July 
2021 that was taken into account in the Park Owner’s increase notice.3  

On March 1, 2022, the Park Owners submitted a report (labeled “Application) in support of 
its request for an increase. 4 The Park Owner’s justifications for the increase are: 

1) Since January 2020, the rents have not been increased. As of January 2022 the CPI 
(Consumer Price Index) had increased by 11.2% over the CPI level of July 2019 that was taken 
into account in setting rents in January 2020.  

2)  a rent increase is necessary to cover the ongoing needs for maintenance and system 
replacements in the park. 

The Home Owners Association (HOA) submitted their claims and responses to Park Owner’s 
claims in a report which was submitted on March 14, 2022. 

Generally, in cases before the Mobile Home Rent Review Commission a park owner has 
requested a rent increase in excess of the percentage increases in the CPI and the issue has been 
what rent must be permitted in order to allow a fair return.  

In this case, the Owner is requesting an increase based on the percentage increase in CPI and 
the HOA contends that the this increase should not be permitted based on consideration of the 
maintenance and condition of the Park.  

The Residents contend that there a numerous deficiencies in the maintenance and condition 
of the Park. The Home Owners Association (HOA) submitted 26 requests in regard to 
maintenance.   

 
1 San Marcos Municipal Code [SMMC], Sec. 16.16.010-16.16.120 
2   Rent Increase Notice filed with the City on Oct. 27, 2021. (The City informed the Park Owner that its Sept. 29, 
2021 notice, which had been provided to the Residents, was not valid since it was not also filed with the City, as 
required by SMMC 16.16.055(a). (Letter from City Attorney to Centinela Investments, Oct. 27, 2021)  
     The Park Owners’ “Application,” states that: “Management now seeks a rent increase of in the amount of 11.2% 
as calculated by the change in CPI from July 2019 to January 2022.” (“Application”, p.4). However, the Rent Increase 
Notice was for an 8.21% increase, taking into account the CPI as of July 2021.  
3   CPI, All items in San Diego-Carlsbad, CA, all urban consumers, not seasonally adjusted 1982-84=100 
Series Id: CUURS49ESAO (July 2019 – 299.33; July 2021 – 323.906). 
4  “San Marcos Mobile Estate, Application for Rent Increase”, (submitted by Thomas W. Casparian, Esq. on behalf of 
the Owner, Centinela Investment, Ltd., March 1, 2022) 
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The Park Owner’s “Application” includes a letter listing the 26 requests of the HOA and its 
responses to those requests. The HOA has submitted a reply to Park Owners’ “Application.” In 
response to the Resident complaints about the condition of the streets, the Owners indicated that 
they would replace the streets if the rent increase is approved. Also, they indicated that they 
would conduct inspections in regard to some of the other claims and contended that some of the 
claims of the Residents have no validity.  

In response to the Park Owner’s “Application” the HOA requested a City Inspection of the 
conditions in the Park.  

A City inspection was performed on March 15. The inspector concluded that there were no 
significant code violations.  A report on the inspection, which is not part of this report, was 
completed on March 17.  

 

II. The San Marcos Mobilehome Space Rent Ordinance and Rent Review Procedures 
- Standards for Rent Adjustments 

The San Marcos Ordinance provides for the right to petition for a “just and reasonable return 
on ... investment”: 

The mobilehome park owner shall bear the burden of proving by a preponderance of the 
evidence that a proposed space rent increase is reasonable and is necessary to enable 
the mobilehome park owner to receive a just and reasonable return on his 
investment.(Section 16.16.070(g)).  

However, the Ordinance does not define the terms “just and reasonable return on 
investment”.  

In addition, the Ordinance contains the following list of factors that Commission shall 
consider and also provides that the Commission shall consider “other factors ... [it] deems 
relevant”.  

1) Changes in the mobilehome park owner’s gross income from the operation of the 
mobilehome park; 
2) Changes in the reasonable operating expenses relating to the operation of the 
mobilehome park;  
3) Whether the proposed rent increase will result in an increase in net income to the park 
owner from the operation of the park; 
4) Changes in the Consumer Price Index from the time period from the last rent increase; 
5) Changes in the services, amenities, maintenance and condition of the mobilehome park 
and the extent to which the rent increase is necessary to provide the services or 
amenities or to insure maintenance and good operating condition of the park; 
6) The extent to which the rent increase is necessary to pay for capital improvements and 
the amount of money allocated by the owner to a capital improvement or maintenance 
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fund, along with the park owner’s budget for maintenance, care and capital improvements 
for the park; and  
7) The extent to which the landlord receives net income from fees or charges for utilities, 
or incidental fees or charges for services billed separately from rent. (Sec. 16.16.0709g))  

The Rent Review Procedures state that the Commission may base its determination on any 
fair return standard that has been accepted by California courts: 

The Commission determination does not have to be made by the application of any 
particular method or formula, so long as the substantial evidence supports its 
determination that the rent level approved will provide the Park Owner with a ‘fair return.  
Accordingly, the Commission may base its decision on the basis of the Maintenance of 
Net Operating Income (“MNOI”) formula, historical cost, return on investment, or other 
formula accepted by the California courts for determination of rent review matters. 
(Resolution No. 2009-7274, Section 7) 

 

III. Current Rent Levels  

A. Current Rent Levels 

The current average monthly space rent is $527.5 In addition to space rents the Residents 
cover gas and electricity expenses, which are submetered and water and sewer costs which are 
passed through.  In 2021, the average monthly total of these expenses was $178.18.6  

 

Utility Expenses 
Average Monthly Amounts 

  
Electric 82.85 
Gas 41.61 
Water 22.74 
Sewer 30.97 
  
Total 178.18 

 

 

 
5 In 2020, the Park Owner’s submitted a list of the base rents for each space, with a monthly total of $139,222.49. 
The average of $527 is calculated by dividing the monthly total by 264 spaces. The application indicates that the 
Park has 267 spaces. The HOA has indicated that there 264 spaces that are used for rentals. 
6 Total park income in 2021: electricity- $262,455.35;  gas - $131,835.47; water - $72,055.01; sewer - $98,123.74. 
(Profit & Loss” Statement, Application, Exhibit 8). Monthly averages in table = annual total/(264 spaces*12 months.) 



 

4 

IV. Consideration of the Factors in the Ordinance 

In the section, the proposed rent is reviewed in light of the factors set forth in the Ordinance.  

 

A.  Factors Related to Increases in Rents and the Consumer Price Index (CPI) 
 

1) Changes in the mobilehome park owner’s gross income from the operation of the 
mobilehome park 

& 
4) Changes in the Consumer Price Index from the time period from the last rent increase; 
 
While most rent ordinances provide for annual rent increases specifically tied to the annual 

increase in the CPI, this Ordinance does not contain an annual increase provision. However, it 
does list increases in the CPI as a relevant factor in setting allowable rents.  

From July 2019 (date of the CPI that was taken into account in setting the January 2020 rent 
adjustment) to July 2021 (the date taken into account in the October 2021 rent notice), the CPI 
increased by 8.21%.7  (As of January 1, 2022, the latest reported CPI was 11.2% above the CPI 
level of July 2019.8  

An 8.21% increase in the allowable monthly space rent would result in an average rent 
increase of about $43.9    

According to data submitted by the Park Owner, from 2012 through 2020, the annual rent 
increases were either equal to or less than the percentage increase in the CPI. Overall, from 2012 
through 2020, according to the data presented by the Owner rent increases of 16.1% compared 
with an increase of 18.9% in the CPI during this period. 

 
7   CPI, All items in San Diego-Carlsbad, CA, all urban consumers, not seasonally adjusted 1982-84=100 
Series Id: CUURS49ESAO (July 2019 – 299.33; July 2021 – 323.906). 
8  CPI – January 2022 – 332.990 
9  $527 x .0821. 
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Rent Increases  
Year Increase in CPI Rent Increase 

      
2012 3.40% 2.00% 
2103 1.70% 1.70% 
2014 0.90% 0.90% 
2015 2.40% 2.40% 
2016 0.80% 0.80% 
2017 2.00% 2.00% 
2018 3.30% 2.70% 
2019 3.02% 2.60% 
2020 1.40% 1.40% 
2021 2.10% 0% 

    Source: Reported by Park Owner,Application, Exhibit 2 
     

The one piece of information that this author has about the rents in San Marcos Mobile Estate 
prior to 2012, indicates that the average rent in 2002 was $352.  This information was reported in 
a survey of mobile home park space rents in San Marcos, which was commissioned by the City at 
that time. (Attached as Appendix C).  

The rent increase from 2002 through 2021 was 50%, compared with an increase in the CPI of 
65.5% during this period.10 

 

B.  Factors Related to Increases in Expenses and Fair Return 
 

2) Changes in the reasonable operating expenses relating to the operation of the 
mobilehome park 

& 

3) Whether the proposed rent increase will result in an increase in net income to the 
park owner from the operation of the park 

& 

6) The extent to which the rent increase is necessary to pay for capital 
improvements and the amount of money allocated by the owner to a capital 
improvement or maintenance fund, along with the park owner’s budget for 
maintenance, care and capital improvements for the park;  

 
10 CPI half 2002 – 195.7; CPI July 2021 – 323.906 
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& 

7) The extent to which the landlord receives net income from fees or charges for 
utilities, or incidental fees or charges for services billed separately from rent; 

& 

“just and reasonable return on his investment” (Section 16.16.070(g). 
 

As indicated, the Ordinance does not command the use of a particular type of fair return 
standard in determining what rent would permit a fair return and a Rent Review Commission 
resolution sets forth the principle that the Commission is not bound to use one particular type of 
formula. Also, the Courts have indicated that Rent Commissions are not required to use a 
particular type of standard.   

It has been the practice of the City to use a maintenance of net operating income (MNOI) 
standard. This type of standard has bene upheld and praised by the Courts. In past hearings the 
Commission applied the MNOI standard in order to determine the allowable rent increase.11  

Under an MNOI standard an owner is entitled to rent increases which are adequate to cover 
operating cost increases and permit growth in net operating income. Rather than designating a 
particular rate of return as fair, this approach preserves the yield from a property by 
passing through operating cost increases and adjusting the net operating income by a CPI 
factor.  

Under the MNOI standard, debt service is not considered as an operating expense. However, 
by requiring an allowance for growth in net operating income, the standard provides for increases 
in the portion of rental income that is available to cover reasonable increases in debt service. 
Rather than considering each owner’s particular financing circumstances, the MNOI standard 
provides all owners with growth net operating income tied to the rate of inflation (the CPI) which 
can cover additional financing costs and/or provide additional cash flow. Furthermore, because 
value is a function (multiple) of net operating income, growth in NOI leads to appreciation in the 
value of a property, which may be converted into a capital gain.  This approach meets the twin 
objectives of “protecting” the mobilehome owners from “excessive increases” and providing park 
owners with a “fair return on investment.” 

 

 

 

 

 
 

11 See e.g. Villa Vista – 2008 (Reso. No. MHP 2008-46); Rancho San Marcos – 2010 (Reso No. MHP 2010 - ___.  
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Operating Expense Levels 

In this case, the City only has the operating expense data for 2019 through 2021 which was 
included in the “Application” (Exhibit 8). That data indicates that the level of operating expenses 
was roughly level during these years. However, if gas and electricity related expenses are 
excluded, the operating expenses are about $125,000 lower in 2020 and about $100,000 lower in 
2021 than the total in 2019.   

 

Overall Operating Expenses 
  2019   2020   2021 
Total Operating Expense 1,204,477.42   1,124,269.83   1,213,554.08 
Total Operating Expenses 
Excluding G&E 926,986.27   810,630.67   852,556.05 
Total Expenses Excluding 
G&E and M&R electrical 915,630.04   789,316.77   819,956.55 

 
The reductions in cost mainly occurred in the categories of “maintenance & repair 

miscellaneous,” legal, and supplies.  

  

Operating Expenses that Decreased Substantially from 2019 to 2021  
  2019   2020   2021 
Maint.&Repair, 
miscellaneous 139,482.87   86,353.79   89,748.52 
Legal 41,488.31   3,780.50   14,475.61 
Supplies 39,414.49   13,909.24   12,505.59 

 

In considering the operating expense trends two factors are notable. One factor is that the 
overall operating expense to rental income ratio in 2021 of 50.7%,12 is higher than the average 
ratio for mobile home parks of about 40%. The ratio of operating expenses to rental income is not 
a factor in the MNOI standard, however, it is an indicator of what expense levels are normal in 
the industry, and it is a factor that is considered under standards that have been included in other 
rent ordinances.  The second factor is that it is not known whether the decline in operating 
expenses from 2019 to 2021 reflected a decline from a normal levels of operating expenses for 
this park or a decline from a level that was higher than normal.  

The Park Owner’s budget for 2022 projects a total of $201,000 in maintenance expenses, 
compared to levels below $90,000 in 2020 and 2021. If electrical expenses are excluded on the 
basis that they are covered by allowable submetering charges to the Residents the projected total 

 
12 Total Income – 2,213,118.91; Total Expense – 1,122,369.31 (“Application,” Exhibit 8) 
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for 2022 would be $160,000. On the other hand, the HOA contends that the Park Owners’ have a 
history of not undertaking promised maintenance steps.   

The Park Owner has projected a cost of $404,400 for capital improvements in 2022 
(“Application”, Exhibit 4) that would include the following: 

 

Projected Capital 
Improvements in 2022 

Description Total Cost 
    
Streets $274,400 
Replace two 
driveways $30,000 
Retaining 
Walls $50,000 
Speed Bumps $30,000 
Truck $20,000 
    
Total $404,400 

 

If these expenses were amortized over a ten year period with a 7% interest allowance, the 
monthly amount per space would be $17.79/space/month. 

 
Net Operating Income Adjustment 

In past decisions, in calculating the allowable rent increase the Commission has provided a 
net operating income that has increased by the 75% of the percentage increase on the CPI over the 
base year.13   

If it was assumed that operating expenses are about 40% of rental income (a typical ratio for 
mobile home parks) and increase at the same rate of increase as the CPI and that net operating 
income is indexed at 75% of the rate of increase in the CPI, rent increases equal to about 80 to 
90% of the percentage increase in the CPI would be required to permit a fair return.14    

 

 
13  See. e.g. Villa Vista – 2008 (Reso. No. MHP 2008-46); Rancho San Marcos – 2010 (Reso No. MHP 2010 - ___. 
14  Property tax increases are limited to 2% per year, except when a property is sold. In the case of San Marcos 
Mobile Estates these expenses are only about 10% of operating expenses. Therefore, variations between the rate of 
increase in the CPI and rate of increase in property taxes would not have a substantial impact on the overall rate of 
increases in operating expenses.  
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Hypothetical - Rent Increase Required to Provide a Fair Return   
If NOI Adjusted by 75% of rate of increase in CPI an Operating 

Expenses Increase at the Rate of Inflation 
        

  Base Year 
Pct 
Increase 

Current 
Year 

        
CPI 100 10% 110 
        
Operating Expenses 400,000 10% 440,000 
Net Operating Income 600,000 7.50% 645,000 
        
Base Year Rent 1,000,000     
Fair Rent in Current Year   8.85% 1,088,500 

 

In 2019, the net operating income of San Marcos Mobile Estates was about $1 million, if 
utility income and expenses are excluded. If this net operating income was indexed by 75% of the 
8.21% percent increase in the CPI it would be increased by 6.2% or about $65,000, an amount 
equal to $20/mobilehome space/month. If NOI were indexed by 100% of the 8.21% increase in 
the CPI, the NOI adjustment would be about $87,000 or about $27.00/mobilehome space/month. 
These amounts are apart from any rent increase that may be necessary to cover increases in 
operating expenses. 

 

 

 Comments on HOA Information Requests 

The HOA has requested varying types of operating expense information which would be 
relevant to a fair return analysis. 

Issues in regard to two of the HOA information requests are noted here. One request is: 
1) “…provide … Income Tax Returns …for the past five years to help determine the return on 

investment and the capitalization rate.” (HOA letter, 3-14-2022, last page) 

In a case before a mobile home park rent review commission in California, a Court of Appeal has 
ruled that park owners can keep their tax returns confidential. (See King v. Mobile Home Rent 
Review Bd., 216 Cal. App. 3d 1532 (1989) 

Under the MNOI standard a fair return on investment is measured is provided by maintaining 
net operating income, rather than designating a particular rate of return as fair.  
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Another request is to find out: 

 
2) “Have the Owners refinanced the Park to pull out equity” (HOA letter, 3-14-2022, last page) 

The Courts have ruled differences in allowable rents based on differences in financing have 
“no rational basis.”15 A park owner is entitled to a fair net operating income. How the park owner 
obtains the capital to purchase a park (financing costs) or uses the park as collateral for obtaining 
capital (pulling out equity) should not be factors in setting the allowable rent. Instead, a 
determination of the allowable rent should depend on consideration of operating costs, net 
operating income, increases in the CPI, and the level of maintenance of the Park. As one 
California Court of Appeal explained: “[f]air rate of return relates to return from the asset and not 
return to the asset holder.” (Yee v. Mobilehome Park Rental Review Board, 17 Cal.App.4th. 
1097,1110 (1993).   

 
7) The extent to which the landlord receives net income from fees or charges for 
utilities, or incidental fees or charges for services billed separately from rent; 
Gas and electricity reimbursement from the Residents for submetered services and the Park 

Owners’ payments to the gas and electricity providers are excluded from consideration in this 
analysis because the regulation of charges related to the provision sub-metered gas and electricity 
is preempted by state law.16 Also, expenses for the maintenance, repairs, and upgrading the 
master-metered gas systems are excluded because the PUC takes these costs into account in 
setting the rates that park owners may charge Park Residents.  

 

C.  Park Maintenance and Conditions  
5) Changes in the services, amenities, maintenance and condition of the 
mobilehome park and the extent to which the rent increase is necessary to 
provide the services or amenities or to insure maintenance and good 
operating condition of the park; 
 
A mobilehome park owner has a duty to comply with the terms and 
conditions of any conditional use permit, special use permit, or other land use 

 
15  See Palomar Mobile Home Park Ass'n v. Mobile Home Rent Review Comm’n, 16 Cal.App. 4th  481, 488 (Cal. Ct. 
App. 1993)(“… no rational basis for tying rents to the vagaries of individual owners’ financing arrangements.”); 
Colony Cove v. City of Carson, 220 Cal. App. 4th 840, 870-871 (Cal. Ct. App. 2013)( rejecting “the notion that 
permissible rental rates based on a fair rate of return can vary depending solely on the fortuity of how the 
acquisition was financed.”). 
16 See e.g. Rainbow Disposal Co., Inc. v. Mobilehome Park Rental Review Board, 64 Cal.App.4th 1159 (1998, 
California Court of Appeal) and Hillsboro Properties v. Public Utilities Commission, 108 Cal.App.4th 246 (2003, 
California Court of Appeal) 
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approval, or zoning or building ordinance, relating to the amenities, facilities, 
maintenance, improvements or services to be provided within the 
mobilehome park by the mobilehome park owner.  If the Commission finds 
that a mobilehome park owner fails to provide or reduces the level of the 
amenities, facilities, maintenance, improvements or services, as established 
by any conditional use permit, special use permit or other land use approval 
or zoning or building ordinance, or if the owner fails to comply with the 
duties established by Section 798.87 of the California Civil Code, then the 
Commission may deny a proposed rent increase, decrease the rent, or 
conditionally approve the rent increase upon such terms and conditions as the 
Commission deems reasonably necessary to insure compliance with the 
mobilehome park owner's duties and obligations. (Section 16.16.07 (h))  
As indicated, the Home Owners contend that the park maintenance and conditions are not 

adequate. They indicate that 1) basic infrastructure systems-water and electrical– are outdated, 2) 
the roads are in an unsatisfactory condition, and 3) there has been a long history of failures by the 
Park Owners to undertake promised improvements.  

The Park Owners have indicated that 1) by the end of May they will undertake inspections in 
regard to some of the HOA claims, 2) some of the claims about conditions are not correct, 3) and 
it will undertake work to correct some of the conditions.  

A table summarizing the maintenance and conditions claims of the HOA and the responses of 
the Park Owner, which was prepared by this author, is attached as Appendix B of this report. 
While the level of maintenance and the condition of the park are relevant in setting allowable 
rents and are a central issue in this case, evaluation of the legitimacy of these claims is beyond the 
scope of this report.  

The City inspector concluded that there are no substantial code violations. The report 
addressed each of the 26 issues raised by the HOA. It noted that: 1) three potholes necessitate 
repair, 2) the City does not require back-up generators, 3) the City is the not the agency that 
addresses sewer spills, 4) the retaining wall on one space is failing. The inspector was not able to 
evaluate the electrical system.  
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V. Conclusion & Recommendation 

1. The Allowable Rent Increase  

Unless there are substantial issues related to the maintenance and condition of the Park, a full CPI 
rent increase of 8.21% would be appropriate, taking into consideration that the rent increase 
history for this park has been one of increases that have not exceeded CPI since 2012 and over a 
longer term from 2002 to 2021 have been less than CPI. This amount would result in an average 
increase in monthly space rents of $43.  
At the same time, the ordinance does not command full CPI increases. Short of a full CPI increase 
a rent increase of about 90% of the percentage increase in the CPI, 7.4%, would be necessary to 
cover operating cost increases that increased at the same rate as the CPI and provide growth in net 
operating income in order to provide a fair return, assuming that operating expenses are 
increasing at the same rate as the CPI. This amount would result in an average increase in 
monthly space rents of $39.  

 

Tying a Portion of the Allowable Rent Increases to Replacing the Streets  

In their “Application,” the Park Owners have indicated that they will replace the streets in the 
Park if the rent increase is granted (See “Application”, Exhibit 1, p. 1, “The Park’s street will be 
entirely replaced in 2022-2023, provided the requested increase is agreed to”.) It would be 
reasonable for the Commission to rely on that representation in its consideration of an allowable 
rent increase. The Ordinance provides for flexibility in determining the amount of allowable rent 
increases, rather than prescribing a specific formula. Under this circumstance, it would be 
reasonable to provide that a portion of the allowable rent increase is contingent on fulfilling this 
promise, with a mechanism to ensure that this portion of the increase can be implemented 
promptly after the completion of the work.  

If the Commission grants a rent increase equal or nearly equal to the CPI increase, it is suggested 
that making $10 or $15 of the increase contingent of fulfilling the street replacement condition 
would be appropriate. The streets are a critical aspect of the Park Services, while  this amount 
would the equivalent of two to three percent of the rent.17 

 

 

 

 
 

17 In Yee v Escondido, 17 Cal.App.4th 1097 (1993) the Court considered issues related to determining the allowable 
rent increase in case involving maintenance issues. Its discussion included a holding that “There must be some 
proportionality between the nature of the transgression and the extent of the penalty.” Id. at 1110-1111. 
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2. Taking into Account Increases in the CPI 

Now, issues related to measuring amount of increases in the CPI take on a new prominence, with 
the termination of a thirty-eight year long trend in which CPI increases were usually in the range 
of two or three percent and the emergence of seven and eight percent rates of inflation.    

The ordinance provides that one of the factors to be considered is the increase in the CPI “since 
the prior rent increase.” However, due to the ninety day time period required to notice a rent 
increase, the notice would not take into account the increase in the CPI between the date of the 
rent increase notice and the date of the rent increase, a period of at least ninety days.  

It does not seem possible that it was the intent of the drafters of the ordinance or of the City 
Council in adopting the ordinance to exclude ninety days or more of each year in computing 
increases in the CPI. Under these circumstances, it would be appropriate to measure the increase 
in the CPI from the level that was considered in setting the last rent adjustment to its level that is 
used in considering the amount of the current rent adjustment. Furthermore, consideration of the 
full rate of increase in the CPI is essential to calculations of what growth in net operating income 
will provide a fair return. 

 

3. Consideration of Additional Information and Comments 

The discussion and conclusions in this report are subject to the qualification that they may be 
modified as a consequence of receiving additional information prior to the hearing in this case. 
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Appendix A  

Consumer Price Index (CPI) Table 
  



Bureau of Labor Statistics

Series Id:  

Series Title:
Area:
Item:
Base Period:
Years:

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual HALF1 HALF2
1980 75.1 76.4 79.8 79.8 80.4 82.5 79.4
1981 85.1 86.7 88.0 90.3 92.8 95.0 90.1
1982 95.6 94.3 97.4 99.0 96.3 95.1 96.2
1983 96.1 96.9 98.2 99.1 100.7 101.2 99.0
1984 102.4 103.3 104.4 103.9 105.6 107.6 104.8 103.5 106.0
1985 107.7 109.2 110.0 110.3 111.6 112.1 110.4 109.2 111.5
1986 112.9 112.1 113.2 113.3 114.1 114.6 113.5 112.8 114.2
1987 117.5 116.6 118.3
1988 123.4 121.9 125.0
1989 130.6 128.9 132.3
1990 138.4 136.5 140.3
1991 143.4 142.2 144.7
1992 147.4 147.0 147.7
1993 150.6 150.4 150.8
1994 154.5 154.3 154.6
1995 156.8 156.3 157.3
1996 160.9 159.8 161.9
1997 163.7 163.7 163.7
1998 166.9 166.0 167.8
1999 172.8 171.7 173.9
2000 182.8 179.8 185.8
2001 191.2 190.1 192.4
2002 197.9 195.7 200.0
2003 205.3 203.8 206.7
2004 212.8 211.4 214.3
2005 220.6 218.3 222.9
2006 228.1 226.7 229.6
2007 233.321 231.870 234.772
2008 242.313 242.440 242.185
2009 242.270 240.885 243.655
2010 245.464 244.242 246.686
2011 252.910 252.451 253.368
2012 256.961 256.637 257.285
2013 260.317 258.955 261.679
2014 265.145 265.251 265.039
2015 269.436 267.346 271.526
2016 274.732 272.628 276.837
2017 285.961 283.012 281.561 284.464
2018 288.331 290.810 289.243 295.185 295.883 293.858 292.547 290.076 295.018
2019 295.761 297.226 300.303 299.333 301.033 301.520 299.433 298.147 300.718
2020 302.564 302.589 301.317 305.611 304.443 306.334 303.932 302.040 305.823
2021 307.688 315.035 317.141 323.906 324.138 326.422 319.761 314.282 325.241
2022 332.990

CPI for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U)
Original Data Value

CUURS49ESA0
Not Seasonally Adjusted

 
San Diego-Carlsbad, CA
All items
 
1980 to 2022

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics Generated on: March 3, 2022 (07:20:01 AM)



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix B 
 
 

Summary HOA Claims Regarding Park Conditions & Park Owner 
Responses 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



draft table, p.1 of 2 pages

Item # HOA Request Park Owner Response HOA Response

1 Repair Asphalt Streets will replace streets if rent increase agreedRequired by Code

7
generator needed for times of 
power outages

this would be a new service, will provide 
if residents agree to capital 
improvement increase to cover the cost

Responsibility of Park Owner

4 need speed deterrents
will determine if installation possible 
taking into account hills & emergency 
vehicle access needs

Owners fail to ticket speeders

9 sewer backing up
will obtain bid for quarterly sewer 
cleaning

system very old,     
City inspection requested

10
retaining walls - needed for 
several lots & repairs needed 
other lots 

inspection will take place by the end of 
May 2022

several mh foundations 
threatened,          
City inspection requested

11
street lights needed in dark 
areas

new lights recently installed, will inspect 
by the end of May 2022 to see if 
additional lighting needed

lighting only 100 amp bulbs,      
City inspection requested

13 back gate not lit will inspect by the end of May 2022 lighting inadequate

20
restrooms not handicapped 
accessible licensed contractor will inspect  City inspection requested

21
jacuzzi not handicapped 
accessible licensed contractor will inspect

23
motion detector lights only 
detect if directly under the 
light

Park Security & Mgmt will inspect date for completion requested

12 replace "wrong way" sign ordered larger sign, will install date for completion requested

18
written work requests not 
accepted

Owners will develop an orderly 
procedure

date for completion requested

Maintenance Issues by Category

Park Owner will perform work if rent increase granted

Park Owner will perform work or remedy 

Park Owner will inspect or will obtain bid

Park Owner indicates that this is a new service,      
will provide if Residents agree to Capital Improvement Increase to Cover the Cost



draft table, p.2 of 2 pages

Item # HOA Request Park Owner Response HOA Response

25 faded stop sign has been replaced problem remedied
16 clubhouse run down HOA removed this complaint

2 13 driveways need repair inspected, only minor cracks,repairs not n
park owner did not inspect all 
driveways,      
City inspection requested

3 problems with rats & gophers
park is kept clean, impossible to 
completely prevent rats & gophers

Park Owners responsibility

5
many trees need trimming or 
removal

trees are regularly trimmed

parks allows some homeowners 
to defer trimming, even if a safety 
hazard,     
City inspection requested

6
electrical system needs 
updating

seven spaces had problems, repaired in 
Jan. 2022

not up to current code,       
City inspection requested

8 water shut off needs repair current system is adequate

frequent outages, affect whole 
park due to lack of isolation 
valves, system out of date,       
City inspection requested

14
manager unavailable much of 
time

manager is available by phone 24/7 Owner response not true

15
park age and dog rules not 
enforced

rules enforced regularly
HOA request to work with Park 
Management

17
pool deck crumbling jacuzzi 
needs repair

pool decking in good condition, will be 
reinspected by end of May 2022

date for completion requested

19
new locks needed laundry, 
pool entry

locks are sufficient
locks inadequate, homeless 
sleeping in laundry room

24 people living in one shed
HOA could not identify where people 
living

HOA requests nightly security 
checks

Park Owner Response - Disagrees with Complaint, or States that Problem is Addressed, or that 
Ownership is Undertaking Feasible Measures 

Park Owner has remedied or complaint withdrawn



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix C  
 

Appraiser’s Data on San Marcos Mobile Estates Rents in 2002 
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Author’s Resume 

 



Kenneth Kalvin Baar 
Urban Planner & Attorney 

kenbaar@aol.com 
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Ownership in Mobilehome Parks: 
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Capitola 
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Carpinteria, 
Vista de Santa Barbara (2002) 

Carson, 
Carson Gardens (2003) 
Park Villa (2004) 
Park Granada (2004) 
Vista del Loma (2006) 
Carson Gardens (2007) 
Colony Cove (2008) 
Colony Cove (2009) 
Colony Cove (2011) 
Laco (2011) 
Colony Cove (2012) 

Chula Vista, 
Bayscene MHP (2006) 

Escondido, 
Carefree Ranch (1995) 
Town and Country (1995) 
Westwinds (1995) 
Lake Bernardo (1996) 
Valley Parkway (1997) 
Mobilepark West (1997) 
Eastwood Meadows (1997) 
Ponderosa (1997) 



Casa de Amigos (1997) 
Town and Country (1999) 
Greencrest (1999) 
Casa de Amigos (2001) 
Town and Country (2002) 
Town and Country (2005) 
Mobilehome Park West (2006) 
Sundance (2013) 
Sundance (2016) 

Humboldt County 
Ocean West (2017) 

Oceanside 
El Camino (2014) 

Palmdale, 
Grecian Island (2007) 
Mountain View (2007) 

Salinas, 
Alisal Country Estates (1997) 

San Luis Obispo County, 
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Villa Vista (2010) 
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Santa Rosa, 
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Green Valley (2012) 
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Valley Breeze (2008) 
Grandview West (2009) 
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March 17, 2022

RE: SITE INSPECTION - COMPLIANCE WITH SAN MARCOS MUNICIPAL CODES – 8.64.010, 8.64.020, 

12.45.010, 14.15.030, 16.08.110, & 17.26.030

Property Address:  APN 228-310-66-00 / 1145 Barham Drive, San Marcos Boulevard, San Marcos CA 92078  

Owner: Centinela Investments LTD

Dear Sir and/or Madam:

The City of San Marcos was provided twenty-six (26) specific items of concern identified by the residents of the 

San Marcos Mobile Estates (SMME). The items of concern were provided to the Park in support of a preliminary 

objection to the forthcoming rent increase at San Marcos Mobile Estates. In order to provide an objective view 

of the items of concern, staff from Development Services conducted a site assessment throughout the SMME. 

The site assessment was conducted on March 15, 2022, at 1145 Barham Drive. Based on the site visit, City 

personnel investigated the concerns subject to the City of San Marcos Municipal Code. Attachment 1 contains 

site photos collected during the site inspection and are referenced throughout this document.  

On January 27, 2022, HOA members conducted a walk-through inspection with the Park’s attorney and on-site 

manager. During the inspection, the parties consulted on the 26 items, and the City staff used the consulted 

list in their site assessment on March 15, 2022. The 26 HOA requests with City comments are the following:

HOA Request #1 – Repair of the asphalt streets –“Repair the asphalt streets as they are crumbling, creating 

potholes that are a safety hazard. Several people have fallen on the broken streets. Most residents have 

issues with the status of the streets.”

City Assessment: Three potholes were observed during the inspection which appear to be significant 

enough to be necessitate repair. Marking in the street identified that these have previously been marked out. 

These three potholes expose the asphalt that was overlaid and will still function, but will continue to degrade 

as they are exposed to the elements. Municipal Code section 17.26.030 identifies excessive deterioration of 

paved surfaces as “pieces of pavement that move freely and are not attached to the paved surface”. The 

areas observed did have movable and loose material that should be resolved. Other than the noted potholes 

the paving was observed to be in serviceable condition that would not warrant code enforcement. Pictures 

are provided in Attachment 1 – Site Inspection Photos – Pages 7-17

HOA Request # 2 - Driveways – “Many driveways need of repair or replacement.” 

City Assessment: A list of driveways (lots 136, 169, 187, 207, 209, 216, 226, 231, 237, 241, 250, 263, and 265) 

was provided by the HOA and visited during the combined January 27, 2022, inspection and reinspected by 

City staff on March 15, 2022. City staff noted that these lots appeared to be slightly more aged, the driveways 

were still functioning correctly, and the minor cracks were only cosmetic. A general observation of areas 

throughout the Park.  Pictures are provided in Attachment 1 – Site Inspection Photos – Pages 18 - 50 
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HOA Request # 3 –66 residents have problems with rats and gophers

City Assessment: During the inspection, the Park’s landscaped and trash areas were clean of trash and 

debris. This request did not include a list the sixty-six (66) lots experiencing issues with rats and gophers. No 

vectors were observed during the site visit. 

HOA Request # 4 –69 residents voiced problems with failure to address speeding problem. Speeding is out of 

control. Need to install speed deterrents.  

City Assessment: During the site assessment City staff did not observe any abnormal driving behavior in the 

Park. The City does not enforce or inspect speeds within a private site. Signage is posted onsite with a speed 

limit of fifteen (15) mile per hour. Pictures are provided in Attachment 1 – Site Inspection Photos – Page 51

HOA Request # 5 –Tree trimming needs to be done year around. Many pine trees are overgrown and need to 

be trimmed or removed. They create a fire hazard. Palm trees need to be trimmed after buds appear. 

City Assessment: The Park’s tree appears to have been recently trimmed during the March 15, 2022 site 

inspection. The initial HOA response was that the Park had the trees trimmed about six (6) months ago on 

January 21, 2022; a visual inspection confirms this. Pictures are provided in Attachment 1 – Site Inspection 

Photos – Pages 52 - 59

HOA Request # 6 –Electrical System needs to be updated. Frequent power outages are hazardous for 

residents that need power to run oxygen, nebulizers and other medical equipment. 

City Assessment: The City does not have the testing equipment to run an electrical assessment on this item. 

HOA Request # 7 – Clubhouse Generator – Clubhouse needs a generator when power is out so residents have 

access to air conditioning and power for medical equipment. 

City Assessment: The City does not inspect generators and does not have requirements related to back-up 

power and therefore could not identify any violation by the Park for not providing the service. 

HOA Request # 8 – Water system – “Water is shut-off often needing repair, but repairs are short lived, system 

needs to be replaced.” 

City Assessment: The water system appeared to be operational during the time of the inspection. Water 

systems in the clubhouse that were accessed were functional and fountains appeared to be working.  A 

further assessment would need to be done by a qualified professional to assess the entire Park’s system 

should a determination on remaining service life be needed. Pictures are provided in Attachment 1 – Site 

Inspection Photos – Page 60

HOA Request # 9 – Sewer system – Sewer is backing up and spilling into yards, driveways and the streets.     
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 City Assessment: City staff did observe remnants of a Sanitary Sewer Overflow from a sewer lateral 

cleanout, originating from Unit #143. The City does not have information on this discharge event or 

information regarding the cause or the cleanup efforts. City staff recommends that the impacted area be 

cleaned up, without discharging in the Private Stormwater Conveyance system.  The City is not the agency of 

record for sewer spills and cannot substantiate or verify frequency of sewer spills. Pictures are provided in 

Attachment 1 – Site Inspection Photos – Pages 61-65

HOA Request # 10 – Retaining Walls – Retaining walls need to be constructed in several lots and repaired in 

other lots. 

City Assessment: City staff observed numerous retaining walls constructed with varying types of materials 

and constructed at different times. City staff noted the retaining wall on space #364 is failing and needs to be 

replaced. Pictures are provided in Attachment 1 – Site Inspection Photos – Pages 66 - 73

HOA Request # 12– Wrong way sign- “Replace wrong way sign so drivers can see it. Current sign is only seen 

by pedestrians.” 

City Assessment: The existing Wrong Way signage was observed and appeared to be in good condition and 

adequate size. Pictures are provided in Attachment 1 – Site Inspection Photos – Page 74

HOA Request # 13– Trash area lighting – “Light a garbage doesn’t illuminate back gate. Back gate is still dark 

and difficult to enter safely.” 

City Assessment: The inspection occurred during working hours, City staff did not observe lights in the 

described nighttime situation. Floodlight were observed to be installed in the trash areas. Pictures are 

provided in Attachment 1 – Site Inspection Photos – Page 75

HOA Request # 14– Manager Hours – “Manager hours not available much of the time.” 

City Assessment: City staff conducted the inspection independently and did not make contact with the on-

site manager and cannot assess the suitability of manager hours.

HOA Request # 15– Park rules – “Park rules are not enforced, several residents have young children, large 

dogs, etc.” 

City Assessment: No large dogs were observed during the inspection, and the City cannot assess the validity 

of this claim. 
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HOA Request # 16– Clubhouse – “Clubhouse is run down, needs new chairs, tables and pool sticks.”

City Assessment: City staff did not assess the inside chairs and pool sticks, and table. The City does not have 

any regulations or standards of maintenance for private buildings so long as the resulting condition is not an 

eminent threat to life or safety. No immediate life/safety issues were observed during the inspection.

HOA Request # 17– Pool Deck – “Pool deck is crumbling, needs replacement. Pool and Jacuzzi need major 

repair.” 

City Assessment: During the inspection, the pool deck appeared to have been recently resurfaced and there 

were deficiencies observed. The City did not observe any life/safety issues with the pool. Pictures are 

provided in Attachment 1 – Site Inspection Photos – Page 76

HOA Request # 18– Work requests – “Work requests are denied. Told Julie cannot accept them.”

City Assessment: The City does not have standards of response to work requests handled by the park and 

cannot assess the validity of this claim. 

HOA Request # 19– Door lock –“New Locks are needed on laundry rooms and pool entries etc. to keep out 

non-residents from using facilities.” 

City Assessment: Locks appear to be operating and functioning properly during the inspection. Pictures are 

provided in Attachment 1 – Site Inspection Photos – Pages 77 - 80

HOA Request # 20– Rest rooms need to be handicapped accessible.

City Assessment: Clubhouses, pool areas, restrooms and all common use areas in mobile home parks that 

are used by the owners/tenants and their guests do not have to be accessible for people with disabilities. The 

only require portion of the park that is required to be accessible, is the rental office. Pictures are provided in 

Attachment 1 – Site Inspection Photos – Pages 81 - 87

HOA Request # 21- Jacuzzi accessibility – Jacuzzi needs to be handicapped accessible. 

City Assessment: All pool gates need to open away from the pool and be self-closing, self-latching, and have 

a locking device no lower than 60 inches. Pictures are provided in Attachment 1 – Site Inspection Photos – 

Page 88

HOA Request # 22 - Back entrance – “Back entrance uneven pavement at street interface. Also, “STOP” needs 

to be painted on street at stop sign at back entrance to the park.” 

City Assessment: This section approaching La Moree is Private until the Public Right of Way. The City does 

not have any standard requiring a stop sign; however, a Stop sign could be added at the discretion of the 

Park Ownership, but there is a limited amount of room on the right-hand side of the approach as you exit 
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from the Park. The road could have “STOP” painted at the exit at the discretion of Park Management. 

Pictures are provided in Attachment 1 – Site Inspection Photos – Pages 89 - 90

HOA Request # 23- Motion lights – “Motion detector lights are nice but they don’t turn on until directly under 

the light.” 

City Assessment: Motion lights were not tested during the inspection and would need to be inspected at 

night. 

HOA Request # 24- “People are living in a shed on one lot.” 

City Assessment: City staff was not able to confirm if anyone was living in a shed; during the inspection, no 

one was observed to be living in a shed. The HOA request did not include a lot or unit number for reference. 

HOA Request # 25 – Stop signs –“Faded stop sign needs to be replaced.”

City Assessment: During the site inspection all Stop signs appeared to be in good condition and would not 

need to be replaced. Pictures are provided in Attachment 1 – Site Inspection Photos – Pages 91 - 99

HOA Request # 26 – Discharge from pool pump – “Slick green drainage from pool pump house down the 

street slope needs to be cleaned up.”

City Assessment: City staff observed a discharge originating from the east side of the fountain by the pool 

house area. The source of the water should be identified and eliminated from entering the Private 

Stormwater Conveyance system. Pictures are provided in Attachment 1 – Site Inspection Photos – Pages 100 

-103

If you should have any questions and/or concerns please feel free to contact me at (760) 744-1050, extension 

3226 or at rcesmat@san-marcos.net.

Sincerely,

Rafe Cesmat

City of San Marcos

Management Analyst

Attachment Enclosures: 

1 – Site Inspection Photos
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ATTACHMENT 1

SITE INSPECTION PHOTOS

HHOA REQUEST #1 – REPAIR OF THE ASPHALT STREETS
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HHOA REQUEST # 2 DRIVEWAYS IN NEED OF REPAIR OR REPLACEMENT
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HHOA REQUEST # 4 –69 RESIDENTS VOICED PROBLEMS WITH FAILURE TO ADDRESS SPEEDING 

PROBLEM. SPEEDING IS OUT OF CONTROL. NEED TO INSTALL SPEED DETERRENTS.  
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HHOA REQUEST # 5 –TREE TRIMMING NEEDS TO BE DONE YEAR AROUND. MANY PINE TREES ARE 

OVERGROWN AND NEED TO BE TRIMMED OR REMOVED. THEY CREATE A FIRE HAZARD. PALM 

TREES NEED TO BE TRIMMED AFTER BUDS APPEAR. 
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HHOA REQUEST # 8 – WATER SYSTEM – WATER IS SHUT-OFF OFTEN NEEDING REPAIR, BUT REPAIRS 

ARE SHORT LIVED, SYSTEM NEEDS TO BE REPLACED. 
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HHOA REQUEST # 9 – SEWER SYSTEM – SEWER IS BACKING UP AND SPILLING INTO YARDS, 

DRIVEWAYS AND THE STREETS.
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HHOA REQUEST # 10 – RETAINING WALLS – RETAINING WALLS NEED TO BE CONSTRUCTED IN 

SEVERAL LOTS AND REPAIRED IN OTHER LOTS.
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HHOA REQUEST # 12– WRONG WAY SIGN- REPLACE WRONG WAY SIGN SO DRIVERS CAN SEE IT. 

CURRENT SIGN IS ONLY SEEN BY PEDESTRIANS.
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HHOA REQUEST # 13– LIGHT A GARBAGE DOESN’T ILLUMINATE BACK GATE. BACK GATE IS STILL 

DARK AND DIFFICULT TO ENTER SAFELY.
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HHOA REQUEST # 17– POOL DECK – POOL DECK IS CRUMBLING, NEEDS REPLACEMENT. POOL AND 

JACUZZI NEED MAJOR REPAIR.
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HHOA REQUEST # 19– NEW LOCKS ARE NEEDED ON LAUNDRY ROOMS AND POOL ENTRIES ETC. TO 

KEEP OUT NON-RESIDENTS FROM USING FACILITIES. 
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HHOA REQUEST # 20– REST ROOMS NEED TO BE HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBLE.
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HHOA REQUEST # 21- JACUZZI ACCESSIBILITY – JACUZZI NEEDS TO BE HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBLE.
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HHOA REQUEST # 22 BACK ENTRANCE – BACK ENTRANCE UNEVEN PAVEMENT AT STREET 

INTERFACE. ALSO, “STOP” NEEDS TO BE PAINTED ON STREET AT STOP SIGN AT BACK ENTRANCE 

TO THE PARK.
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HHOA REQUEST # 25- FADED STOP SIGN NEEDS TO BE REPLACED.
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HHOA REQUEST # 26- SLICK GREEN DRAINAGE FROM POOL PUMP HOUSE DOWN THE STREET 

SLOPE NEEDS TO BE CLEANED UP.
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Development Services 

March 29, 2022 

ADDENDUM #1 TO: SITE INSPECTION - COMPLIANCE WITH SAN MARCOS MUNICIPAL CODES – 8.64.010, 

8.64.020, 12.45.010, 14.15.030, 16.08.110, & 17.26.030 - DATED MARCH 17, 2022 

Property Address:  APN 228-310-66-00 / 1145 Barham Drive, San Marcos Boulevard, San Marcos CA 92078   

Owner: Centinela Investments LTD 

The following portions of the letter dated March 17, 2022 regarding the City’s inspection of the San Marcos 

Mobile Estates are hereby modified as indicated.  

Item 1: 

HOA request #10 contains a typographical error in the City Assessment section and 

incorrectly identified a lot space as “#364” rather than lot space “#264”.  The park lot space 

numbers end at #267. 

Item 2: 

The City did not address HOA Request #11. City staff has prepared the following information 

for that item: 

HOA request #11 “Street lights need to be installed in many dark areas of the park. Rise in 

crime due to dark areas.” 

City Note: City staff was unable to assess the lights given the inspection was conducted 

during the day and could not evaluate this claim.  

Item 3: 

HOA request #17 contains a typographical error; the word “no” is inserted prior to 

“deficiencies,” to indicate there were no deficiencies observed. This correction is consistent 

with the existing second sentence of the City’s Assessment in the Site Inspection dated 

March 15, 2022 . 

Photos: 

The attached photos are included for reference, taken throughout the inspection, and provided 

for additional detail. Some inspection photos were provided as a baseline for items and included 

to show the site's general conditions during the inspection on March 15, 2022. 
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The Site Inspection letter dated March 17, 2022 remains in effect except as specifically noted in 

this Addendum #1.   
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