DELAWARE MANUFACTURING HOUSING RELOCATION AUTHORITY
Dover Public Library

Dover, Delaware

Minutes of May 14, 2008 Meeting

IN ATTENDANCE:

Authority:

Stevan D. Class (Chairman)




Ken Fuchs



Ed Speraw



Bill Reed




Terri Rock



Caron Thompson




Theodore Lampley

Legal Counsel:
William Denman

Attendees:

Scott Sipple, CPA




Lori Rigby, FSMHA




Tim Mullaney, Attorney General’s Office
I.
CALL TO ORDER:
Chairman Class called the meeting to order at 1:14 p.m.

II.
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF LAST MEETING:

Chairman Class stated that the minutes from the April 9, 2008 meeting needed
to be reviewed and approved.  


Ms. Thompson made the motion to accept the April 9, 2008 minutes.  Ms. Rock 

seconded the motion.  Unanimous approval was given by all members present by 

voice vote.  The motion was carried.

III.
OLD BUSINESS:

Mr. Class introduced Mr. Tim Mullaney, Director of the Consumer Protection Unit of the Attorney General’s office who wished to make a statement to the Board.

Mr. Mullaney stated he had been contacted last week by Senator George Bunting regarding a matter he felt Mr. Durstein was handling, specifically the Public Hearing held in December 2007.  Senator Bunting thought the RTA was trying to increase the amount that is available to tenants who abandon their homes when there is a change in use.
Mr. Mullaney stated he checked with Mr. Durstein who clarified that the December Public Hearing related to a proposed change in the amount of money available to the landowner for reimbursement when tenants abandon their homes.  

Mr. Mullaney reported that he met with Senator Bunting and provided Senator Bunting with a copy of the Public Notice for the hearing that was held.

Senator Bunting requested Mr. Mullaney relay to the Board Senator Bunting’s concern about the low reimbursement rate for abandoned homes, and requested that the Board consider recommending to the Delaware Legislature that the reimbursement rate for abandoned homes be increased.

Mr. Class introduced Mr. Theodore Lampley, the newest member of the Board.  Mr. Class stated that Mr. Derek Strine is another new member appointed to the Board, but he was unable to attend the meeting today.

Mr. Speraw discussed several concerns he had with respect to Victorian Village matter and Mr. Mullaney’s report.  Mr. Speraw expressed his belief that not everyone was aware of the changes in Victorian Village such as to what they were doing and when they were doing it.
Mr. Mullaney stated that he reviewed the Victorian Village matter from the stand point of the Authority, i.e., whether the Authority acted in the proper manner and whether the Authority had the full information necessary to make a decision.  The Authority had the information, but whether individual members of the Authority did, is another thing.  This is why he recommended there be a checklist and the Authority’s records be housed in one central place.  There was nothing done by the Authority that was contrary to the law. The documents addressed to the Authority were proper and everything was included. There was confusion as to what was disseminated and what was not disseminated. Everything they said they did was communicated to the Authority.  Whether or not it was disseminated is another question.

Mr. Class stated he would like to have closure to this issue unless the Board feels otherwise.  


Mr. Reed and Mr. Speraw both expressed the opinion that the Board was given 

incorrect legal counsel on this issue.  (Mr. Denman reported that neither he nor his

firm advised the board as to the propriety of the Victorian Village relocation plan.
This plan was reviewed by the Attorney General’s office at the time it was filed and

the Attorney General’s office reported to the Board that the plan was in order.)

Mr. Fuchs stated he felt the seller was not acting in good faith.  He heard that some 
tenants were allowed to stay and the rest had to leave. No one ever responded back
 to the Authority on this issue.

Ms. Rock stated it is done but the Authority needs to learn from this experience and

have everything verified and thoroughly investigated.

Mr. Mullaney stated that is why at the last meeting he recommended the Authority 
contact the Civil Division and ask that an attorney be assigned to them to avoid any 

potential conflict that could arise in the future with the current legal counsel.

Mr. Class requested that Ms. Sisco compose a history/analysis with chronological dates on the Victorian Village change in use, based on the information in past meeting minutes.

Mr. Class stated in the coming week, Mr. Durstein will be sending the Board the 
report on the Public Hearing held on December 7, 2007.

IV.
NEW BUSINESS:


A. Administrative Report:


Ms. Sisco reported she had sent out a total of 60 assessment delinquency letters.  


They have generated payments being sent to the Department of Finance office.  

Christine Hambleton, Department of Finance, will be sending her an updated list
showing who has paid up to date and who still owes money to the fund.

Ms. Sisco stated she had call from a tenant from Lone Star who said she had her title and an estimate to move her home and that she was told if she got it to the Authority

this week it would be reviewed.  Ms. Sisco stated she explained to her the procedure that must be followed when filing an application for benefits.  No one had explained this to her.  Ms. Sisco requested that applicants be advised to call the office and she will explain the procedure to them and send them an application.

Mr. Speraw asked if the Board had a procedure where we could pay a one time quick
payment of $2,000.

Mr. Denman stated the Board cannot do this and the reason is that the Delaware Legislature was very specific about the abandonment payments.  The abandonment payment is set by statue and the Board cannot rewrite the Legislation.

Mr. Denman stated that it has been four years since that $1,500 payment was set.  Due to inflation, it might be appropriate to consider adjusting the number upward.  The Board would need a legislative amendment to change the amount.
Ms. Rock stated since the Board could not change those numbers, would it be possible for the Board to change the 25 mile radius limitation?
Mr. Class stated this also needs to be changed by Legislation.  This is another issue the Board might wish to address.  He stated he would like to keep this dialogue open and requested input immediately from members on these issues for future discussion.
A brief discussion followed on the majority voted now needed to pass items.

B.  Applications:

Mr. Denman stated he would present to the Board an application from a tenant in Summit Bridge Park.  Ms. Sisco will be presenting the applications from tenants in Lone Star Mobile Home Park.  After that he is going to suggest the Board proceed with Mr. and Mrs. Horack’s application and Tanya Ayers’ application, both from Summit Bridge Park.
Mr. Denman stated the first application was from Dolores & Patricia Halsey. The home is a single wide home in Summit Bridge and they are requesting a $1,500.00 abandonment payment. 
The application was received after Ms. Sisco sent out the packet for today’s meeting.  It is a straight forward application and everything is in order.
Mr. Reed made the motion to approve Dolores and Patricia Halsey’s application.  Ms. Rock seconded the motion.  Mr. Class amended the motion to include having a copy of the application sent to all Board members.
After unanimous approval was given from the members by voice vote, the motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Sisco stated the first application from Lone Star was from Joseph Wise, Jr. The home is a single wide home and Mr. Wise is requesting a $1,500.00 abandonment payment.

Mr. Speraw made the motion to approve Mr. Wise’s application.  Ms. Rock seconded the motion.

After unanimous approval was given from the members by voice vote, the motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Sisco stated the next application was from George Needham. The home is a single wide home and Mr. Needham is requesting a $3,900.00 relocation payment.

Ms. Thompson made the motion to approve Mr. Needham’s application.  Mr. Fuchs seconded the motion.

After unanimous approval was given from the members by voice vote, the motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Sisco stated the next application was from Carmen Santiago. The home is a single wide home and Ms. Santiago is requesting a $3,925.00 relocation payment.

Ms. Rock made the motion to approve Ms. Santiago’s application. Mr. Fuchs seconded the motion.

After unanimous approval was given from the members by voice vote, the motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Sisco stated the next application was from James Ratcliffe.  The home is a single wide home and Mr. Ratcliffe is requesting a $3,995.00 relocation payment.
Ms. Thompson made the motion to approve Mr. Ratcliffe’s application.  Mr. Speraw seconded the motion.
After unanimous approval was given from the members by voice vote, the motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Sisco stated the next application was from Linwood Shields.  It is a single wide home and Mr. Shields is requesting a $3,815.00 relocation payment.
Mr. Speraw made the motion to approve Mr. Shield’s application.  Ms. Thompson seconded the motion.

After unanimous approval was given from the members by voice vote, the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Denman stated the next applications were from Summit Bridge Park.  Mr. and Mrs. Timothy Horack were present along with Mrs. Ayers who was representing her daughter, Tanya Ayers.

Mr. Denman stated the Mr. and Mrs. Horack and Ms. Ayers have filed applications for benefits for homes they consider to be non-relocatable.  Mr. and Mrs. Horack are seeking compensation in the amount of $23,600.00 based on an appraisal submitted to the Board.
Ms. Ayers is seeking compensation in the amount of $11,600.00 based on an appraisal submitted to the Board.
Mr. Denman reported that these two applications are the first applications the Authority has where the owners are claiming the homes are non-relocatable and seeking compensation equal to fair market value of their homes.
Mr. Denman advised the Board that the first thing the Board needs to decide is whether or not the homes are non-relocatable.  If the answer to that question is yes, then the Board must decide what the fair market value of each home is, and what cap, if any, the Board wants to adopt.  If the Board concludes that the homes are relocatable, then Mr. and Mrs. Horack and Ms. Ayers would have to modify their application to see reimbursement for reasonable cost of relocating their homes.
Mr. Denman reported that in determining if the homes are non-relocatable, our regulations provide several things the Board should look at:  a) the availability of a replacement home site within a 25 mile radius of the community b) the feasibility of physical relocation of the home, including the taking down of the home and the setting up of  the home in a new location without causing significant structural damage to the home in the process; and c) the appraised value of the home in comparison to the cost of relocating the home to a new location.

Mr. Denman reported that both applicants have submitted appraisals of their homes by appraisers that appear to have the necessary qualifications to do appraisals of manufactured homes.  

At the last meeting the Board decided it would obtain one of its recognized movers, Wininger’s, to go out and look at these homes to give the Board an objective opinion on whether or not from a physical or practical point of view these two homes could be relocated.  Mr. Wininger issued a report which basically said that both manufactured homes could be relocated and he gave estimates of relocating the homes: $3,300 for the Mr. & Mrs. Horack’s home and $2,900 for Tanya Ayers’ home.   He did note in his report that there are certain attachments to the home that will be rendered useless if the home is moved.
Mr. Denman stated that Delaware law provides that the amount of compensation for a non-relocatable home must be based upon an appraisal but subject to whatever maximum limit the Authority should determine.  The Board went through regulatory proceedings and those maximums were never set.  Mr. Denman advised that whatever maximums are set have to be applied on a consistent uniform basis.

Mr. and Mrs. Horack stated they did not have enough copies for everyone of their summary but would deliver more to Ms. Sisco after the meeting to be distributed to all board members.

Mr. and Mrs. Horack gave a brief summary of why they felt their home was not relocatable.   There is a tree in front of their home that would need to be removed.  There is a wrap around porch and separate garage.  Removing the porch could cause damage to the home.  Their home does not have a hitch, and a new one would need to be welded to the home.  Mr. and Mrs. Horack claimed that the welding process would create a fire and liability risk.  They also reported that several parks that they contacted would not accept their home due to its size and make.

Board members then asked Mr. & Mrs. Horack questions regarding their home.
Mr. Class asked Mr. and Mrs. Horack if the home could be relocated within their budget to another community that is nearby, would it be beneficial and would they be happier living in their home.  Mr. and Mrs. Horack replied “no”.
Mrs. Horack stated they would be losing over $7,600 worth of equity in their home by losing the porch and garage.
Mr. Denman asked how much the Horacks paid for their home.  Mr. Horack stated $15,000, which included the deck and garage.
Mr. Denman asked that assuming the home could be moved, did Mr. & Mrs. Horack look into moving to other parks within the 25 mile radius. Mr. Horack replied “yes”.
Mrs. Horack read a list of the parks she had contacted regarding placement of the home and the replies she received from each park.  Mrs. Horack stated one of the parks that might accept their home has numerous sex offenders and she would not feel safe for herself and for her 4 year old daughter if the home was relocated to that park.
Mr. Horack stated they have a mortgage and a home equity loan.  They cannot afford to abandon the home since they still owe money on the home. The money they are requesting from the Authority would be used to pay off the mortgage and whatever is left would go towards the debt they incurred fixing up the home.  Mr. Horack stated they would stay with his parents and save some money to possibly buy another home.
Mr. Class asked Mr. Horack to find out what the payout figure is on their mortgage and then email or get it to Ms. Sisco so the Board can have an idea of what is owed on the home. 

Mr. Denman asked Mr. & Mrs. Horack to explain to the Board what about their manufactured home creates a problem of placing it in another park.  Mr. Horack stated the home has metal siding and a metal roof and a lot of parks would not accept such homes.  Also, it has been sitting in the same spot for 12 years and once it is moved it is going to flex and the windows are going to break and the drywall is going to crack.

Mrs. Ayers asked if the person hired by the Board to inspect her daughter’s home to determine if it was relocatable went inside the home?   She stated that when her daughter hired someone to do the appraisal on her home, someone had to be there.
Mr. Class stated the person was hired as a courtesy just to determine if the home was moveable off the site.  The Board is trying to gather all the data it can, to make a reasonable decision.
Mr. Denman asked the Mr. & Mrs. Horack what the lowest estimate they obtained for moving their home, minus the deck and garage.  Mrs. Horack replied $5,200 and that does not include the set up costs.

The Board thanked Mr. & Mrs. Horack for gathering and presenting all their information.

Mrs. Ayers, representing her daughter, Tania Ayers, was next to address the Board.  She stated her daughter contacted several parks regarding relocating her home.  All the parks she contacted responded that they would not take it because of the roof and also because the home was too old.
Mrs. Ayers stated her daughter had an appraisal done and is seeking to obtain the fair market value of the home, $11,600.  Mrs. Ayers stated her daughter had also done some remodeling to the inside of the home.

Mr. Denman requested that Ms. Ayers supplement her application with an itemized list of the remodeling she did inside and the cost.
Mrs. Ayers stated her daughter has not lived in the home since December and is still paying lot rent.

Mr. Class stated he is asking the Board to consider calling a special meeting of the Board after the additional data is collected to discuss these applications instead of waiting until the next monthly meeting in June.

The Board agreed that a special meeting should be held to address these applications further.  The possible dates selected were the morning of May 28th or May 29th in Mr. Denman’s office. 
D.  Code Enforcement Position
Mr. Denman stated he had prepared a Code Enforcement Representative job description and also and ad to be placed in the paper.  Ms. Sisco just needs approval to place the ad in the papers to solicit applications for the position.  He has given her a standard employment application to send to those people who call about the position.
Mr. Denman stated he is sure applicants are going to inquire as to what the position pays.  Ms. Sisco should have some parameters to be able to answer this question and some guidance in terms of what newspapers to put the ad in.  Mr. Denman recommended the Delaware State News and the News Journal. The Board was in agreement with this.

A brief discussion followed.

It was decided to have the salary range be $25,000 to $55, 000 a year, based on experience. Mileage would also be paid.  The position would require a minimum of 20 hrs a week and probably work up to 40 hours a week and the position would last a least a year. It was also decided that the ad should start immediately in the State News and the News Journal.

Mr. Class stated the Code Enforcement Representative Committee will review the applications and make a recommendation to the Board of at least 3 applicants.

Mr. Class stated that at some point, a letter would need to be sent to all communities informing them that the Authority has hired a compliance officer.

E.  Financial Report:


Scott Sipple gave a brief overview of the financial report.
V.
ADJOURNMENT:


As there was no further business before the Board, the motion was made for

adjournment by Mr. Lampley, seconded by Mr. Speraw.  After unanimous 

approval from the members present, the meeting was adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,
Susan Sisco
Administrative Assistant
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