Delaware Manufactured Home Relocation Authority
1979 S. State Street
Dover, DE 19901

Pursuant to 29 Del. Code 10004, the Board of Directors of the Delaware Manufactured Home Relocation Authority shall convene a Board Meeting on October 30, 2025, commencing at 1:30 P.M. at the Levy Court Conference Room 220, 555 W. Bay Road, Dover, DE 19901.

Minutes of the October 30, 2025 Board Meeting
         
          Authority:
Jerome Rogers
				Richard Hrycyshyn
				George Meldrum
				William Dunn
				Andy Strine 
				Patrick Malone (Non-Voting Member)
       Legal Counsel:          Melissa Rhoads (Legal Counsel)

				Gregory Sutton – Executive Director
				Jane Sabo – Assistant to the Executive Director

          Other:			Jen Allen, FSMHA 
				Attendees:  Joyce O’Neal – DMHOA, Michael Gray – DMHOA, 
Stacy Shelton – DMHOA, Craig Rein – DMHOA, 
Ron Amadio DMHOA,
William Kinnick – Cool Branch, Tom Healy – Kings Cliffe, Helen Healy – Kings Cliffe, Mike Fagan - Kings Cliffe, Robert Tunnell – Pot Nets, David Wesliski – Wild Meadows, Michele Weeks – Rehoboth Bay, Erin Lee – Realtor, Grant Lee,
Robert Ray – Sandhill Acres, Josh Heisler - Reybold Group, P. J. McGill, Southern Meadow                                
 I.   Call to Order:
       Mr. Rogers called the meeting to order at 1:36 p.m. There was a quorum. 

II.   Review and Approval of Minutes:         
    The September 25, 2025 minutes were reviewed. A motion was made by Mr. Strine and seconded by Mr. Hrycyshyn to approve the minutes as written. The motion passed 5-0.
   
III.   Chair’s Report:
· As there were many guests in attendance, Mr. Rogers asked the DEMHRA Board to introduce themselves. He went over the meeting procedures and will defer the non-relocatable benefits under Section VIII until the Public Comments under Section X are addressed. The guest speakers were asked to come to the front of the room to discuss their thoughts and concerns regarding non-relocatable benefits. They will be given two minutes to make their presentation, and they were asked to keep their comments respectful and constructive. The Board held their comments until after all the speakers were heard.
· He commented that the DEMHRA Board is bound to procedures in the statute and has the responsibility to interpret the law in accordance with Chapter 70.

	IV.  Executive Director Report:
· Mr. Sutton recognized the Board members’ birthdays, as they had not been recognized at the last meeting.
· At the last meeting, Mr. Sutton asked for the Board’s permission to enter into an engagement letter for IT services with the State IT department (DTI). We currently use an outside vendor. This was approved by the Board; however, Mr. Sutton was informed by DTI that they are consolidating and will not be adding any new entities at this time, however future opportunities will be considered. 
· An email was received by the DTI regarding all users of State emails with access to email on their personal cell phones, but this does not apply to us.	

 V.  Legal Counsel Report:
·  At the last meeting, five parks that were two quarters late were referred for legal action: 
J&J MHP,
Countryside MHP, Driftwood Village, Mobile Home Village and Stage Village. As they have not responded to the demand letters that were sent to them, Ms. Rhoads recommended proceeding with legal action to file a lawsuit. A motion was made by Mr. Strine and seconded by Mr. Meldrum to file a lawsuit against J&J MHP, Countryside MHP, Driftwood Village, Mobile Home Village, and Stage Village. The motion passed 5-0.
·  Previously referred and in the process of being resolved: Holiday Acres has paid, Changing Fates is  working with Ms. Hambleton to make payment, Oakway is working with Ms. Hambleton to make payment, THP paid; however is now one quarter late, no legal action referred at this time, Quality Homes – lawsuit was filed and they will be getting a default judgment if they do not make an effort to resolve the issue.

VI.   Approval of Financial Matters:    
         A.  Recent Activity Report (For Informational Purposes Only): 
           Mr. Sutton reviewed the September financial report. It will be posted on the DEMHRA website.

    
 B.  Approval of Invoices:
           Tighe & Cottrell for September legal services in the amount of $1,900.35.
              Moore & Rutt, Docket 20-2021, Ridgewood Manor, in the amount of $150 for August/September legal services. A motion was made by Mr. Strine and seconded by Mr. Hrycyshyn to approve the above invoices collectively. All were in favor and the motion passed 5-0.
 
           VII.   Reports:
         A.   Delinquent Parks Report:  
    This was previously addressed in the legal counsel report.
         B.   Arbitration (Update on Status of Open Dockets):
 Docket # 02-2021, Ridgewood Manor vs. Ridgewood Manor HOA. No update. The arbitrator is Jamie Sharp. He has been charging us $35 anytime our staff contacts him for an update. Going forward, we will not contact him, we will report when the docket is closed.
         C.  Rent Increase Certifications (September):
               There were 45 rent increase certifications in September.
         D.  Update on Parks for Sale:	
               Holly Oak MHP – Settlement tentatively set for December 15, 2025. 
         E.  Compliance Investigator Report:  
              Mr. Sutton had a compliance investigator visit Lakeland MHP to verify that the lots were vacant for the homes that were demolished. 

       VIII.   Unfinished Business:
	         A.   Update on Parks Going Through Change in Use: 
             1. Timberlane – 105 affected tenants, 92 applications, 16 relocatable, 69 
			        non-relocatable, 7 abandoned, and 11 remaining.
	           2. Lazy Pine Retreat – 7 affected tenants 5 applications, 1 relocatable 
			  (pending submittal of new mover quote), 3 non-relocatable, 2 abandoned
	           3. Lake Forest – 26 affected tenants, 14 applications, 3 relocatable, 10 non-relocatable, 
       1 abandoned, and 12 remaining. There are two homes owned by park, and they 
       are not included.
		       4. Lakeland – 17 affected tenants, 12 applications, 12 relocatable, 5 non-relocatable, 
 			       1 abandoned, 4 demolitions only, the fifth one will not be demolished. 
      B.   Update on Lot Rent Assistance Program:
             Mr. Sutton reported that we are right on schedule. Communities have been notified 
			    of the lot rent assistance program. By January of 2027, DEMHRA will provide 
			     a report to the General Assembly by January 31, 2027.  The report will contain 
              one year of data from January 1, 2026 to December 31, 2026.        

     
            C.   Increase the Non-Relocatable Benefit (Appraisal Amount) for Single-Wide and 
                   Double-Wide Homes:
This will be discussed later in this meeting when public comments are addressed in Section X.

    IX.   New Business:  
         A.  Approval of Applications:
          Timberlane: None
			  Lakeland:
	         Lot #23 – demolition in the amount of $7,000. Reimburse I-Realty who paid Marshall Bailey to demolish home. Mr. Rogers asked for a vote to approve this application separately as it was for the maximum amount allowed. The mover quote was $7,950.
           A motion was made by Mr. Meldrum and seconded by Mr. Hrycyshyn to approve this application in the amount of $7,000. All were in favor, and the motion passed 4-0 
				with one abstaining.
          Lot #20 - demolition in the amount of $4,000. Reimburse I-Realty who paid Marshal Bailey to demolish home.  All were in favor, and the motion passed 4-0 with one abstaining.
          Lot #27 - demolition in the amount of $4,400. Reimburse I-Realty who paid Marshall Bailey to demolish home.  All were in favor, and the motion passed 4-0 with one abstaining.
          Lot #45 – demolition, in the amount of $4,950. Reimburse I-Realty who paid Marshall Bailey to demolish home. A motion was made by Mr. Dunn seconded by 
				Mr. Meldrum to approve the remaining three applications above. 
				The motion passed 4-0 with one abstaining.
              Lake Forest Lot #33 (T. Boney) non-relocatable home in the amount of $12,000. 
				  Pay Anderson Appraisals directly for the appraisal in the amount of $300.
              A motion was made by Mr. Dunn and seconded by Mr. Strine to approve the 
				   above application. All were in favor and the motion passed 5-0.
         
        B.  Policy & Procedures - Add Eligibility Requirements for Registered HOA’s:   
              Mr. Sutton received a phone call from a past president of an HOA requesting her 
				     name be removed from the HOA list of officers on the website, and she requested 
					    that the attorney discontinue sending her rent increase certifications. Mr. Sutton 
					    made an attempt to find out the current president, but was unsuccessful.
   	If an HOA does not return the annual registration form and required documentation, 
	there is no policy in place to remove the HOA from the DEMHRA website. 



This may affect the right of first offer for the tenants to purchase the community 
if it goes up for sale. This requires Board approval and Mr. Rogers asked Mr. Sutton to prepare a draft policy for the next meeting. Mr. Sutton will notify the attorney to stop 
 sending correspondence to the past president. 

 C.  FOIA Training – Lorraine Hrycyshyn – Appointed DEMHRA FOIA Coordinator (Training on October 1st).  

 X.   Public Comments:
	  At this time Mr. Rogers opened the floor for the guest speakers to discuss their comments 
		and concerns regarding an increase in the non-relocatable benefit under Section VIII.  
          
  Mike Gray -  DMHOA Board Member
· Homes have increased in value, some Pot-Nets in Sussex County have sold for more than $550,000. It seems unfair that if their homes are non-relocatable, they would only receive $12,000 or $16,000. There should be some safety net for them if ever their community goes through a change in use. 
 Tom Healy - President of King’s Cliffe MHP HOA
· All of the homes cannot be moved. The newest is 15-20 years old and the oldest one that goes back to the 1950’s. The tenants who live there are senior citizens with low incomes and if they were forced to leave, they would not be able to find affordable place to live for $12,000 or $16,000.
        Helen Healy – Resident of King’s Cliffe MHP
· The tenants are mostly senior citizens, single  parents, and families with young children because the community is considered to be affordable housing in Kent County. These homes cannot be moved due to their age, and the homeowners could not find another affordable home for $12,000 or $16,000. 
· She is of the opinion that the people responsible for making the decisions do not really understand what the tenants go through on a daily basis. Maybe they should visit these communities to see what the landowners don’t do, and what the tenants need help with. 
They should then consider restructuring the policy because homeowners cannot find a home for $12,000 or $16,000. It is not taken into consideration that many homeowners are low-income.  Mr. Dunn commented that the intent of this Board was to help with the transition when they have to relocate. Mr. Rogers moved on to the next speaker and Mr. Dunn will continue his comments when the Board presents their comments after the conclusion of the speaker’s presentations. 

  



Joyce O’Neal, President of DMHOA
· The Delaware Manufactured Home Owners Association (DMHOA) is a non-profit organization and are the only organization that represent homeowners living in manufactured housing communities on leased land. There are 170 manufactured home communities with over 20,000 homes paying assessment fees and fall under Title 25, that DMHOA represents.
· When she found out about the results of the task force meeting, she was surprised that the vote was 4-1
against raising the amount allowed for non-relocatable homes.
· DMHOA reached out to the homeowners letting them know that a task force was convened to discuss raising the benefit for non-relocatable homes. DMHOA reached out to the homeowners and asked them to send emails to the members of the task force and DEMHRA Board to express their concerns. The DEMHRA Board has the sole responsibility for determining the allowable amounts for non-relocation benefits. 
· Homes in manufactured home communities are on someone else’s land, and she has heard that the tenants fear the landowners. For example, in her community the homeowners sometimes are asked to remedy things like some mold on the homes, grass under a deck, etc. If they do not comply, they are sent a letter from an attorney and given 7 days to take care of the issues addressed. Older people are unable to do this and are forced to have a neighbor help or pay someone to do this for them. 
 She read aloud the email that was sent to the Board asking that on behalf of the tenants, a vote not be taken today, and  requested the creation of a new 90-day task force to reassure the tenants that their concerns will be heard, ensure that the decisions that are made are data-driven by allowing time to collect and verify sales data, relocation invoices, appraisal analysis, and other substantiated evidence.  
She indicated in her opinion, there was an imbalance of members on the task force, and there was only one uninterested party that did not live in a manufactured home community. 
·  Mr. Rogers clarified that the task force consisted of a mobile home mover, an appraiser, DMHOA, DEMHRA, and an uninterested party, so it was not imbalanced. He reinforced the fact that just because the uninterested party did not live in a manufactured community did not mean that they were an uninterested party.
           David Weglinsky, Wild Meadows HOA Board as Arbitration Committee Chair
· His main concern was the amount of relocation assistance, and that triple-wide homes are not addressed.





· He sent an email with pictures of the homes in Wild Meadows to the DEMHRA Board so they could get a visual of idea what the homes look like in Wild Meadows. All have attached garages, and many have seasonal rooms attached. All are double-wide, and they range between 1,200 and 1,800 square feet for the base unit, excluding sun rooms, screened in rooms, etc. The relocation benefit of $12,000 or $16,000 is not enough to move the homes to another location. We would like you to consider adding a second or third category that would address homes with attached structures. 
      Michele Weeks, Rehoboth Bay HOA President
· The community has 525 homes that sell anywhere from $150,00 to $450,000. Rent collected ranges from $800 to $1,400 a month. Hometown America is receiving rent payments of well over $400,000 a month.
· Her home was built in 1984, and she has lived there since 2012.  She has made many improvements, i.e., new roof, replace siding, upgrading the sidewalk, upgrade in plumbing, installation of a French drain as there was black mold that was removed at her expense.  She had to install a water filtration system because many times in her community the water is brown. Since it was not a health issue, she was forced to drink the water. They are responsible for landscaping and trees.
· By making improvements to our homes, it increases and that adds value to the land.  That is why they can demand so much rent.
· If a homeowner cannot afford to make improvements or repairs, they face the possibility of being evicted.
· The benefit of $12,000 or $16,000 is not enough to relocate to another home, and that would make many seniors in her community homeless. She is of the opinion that since the homeowners are keeping up their homes, and that benefits the landowners, the landowners should provide some type of payment to them if the community goes through a change in use.
        Patrick McGill, Southern Meadow Resident and DMHOA Legislative Director
· He asked the Board to table any further discussions and/or vote which could have a potentially negative financial impact on our veterans, seniors and first responders, who live in Southern Meadow.
           Stacy Shelton, DMHOA Executive Director
· She and Ms. O’Neal attended a DEMHRA Board Meeting to express their concerns which resulted in the formation of a working group. The meeting lasted only an hour and a half which is not a working group.  They are really only looking for an opportunity to explore this with more data. 
· Looking back, she wouldn’t have moved into a manufactured home community and wonders how many others feel the same way, fearing the possibility that they could lose their homes. We want to protect everyone, whether the home is worth $10,000 or $500,000. What would people do if they found out that the benefit of $12,000 or $16,000 is the maximum allowed for a home that you may have paid $500,000 for?
· A comment was made that large communities would never go through a change in use. The rebuttal to that was is that if they did that, they would go bankrupt. 
· She concluded that a working group must be formed to look at everything, and to come up with something that is fair. Even if the homes are relocatable, we have to find a community that they could relocate to, and all of the money invested in improvements would be lost.
· We are only asking that we sit down with a group of people and come up with something that is more fair. 
     Robert Tunnell, Pot-Nets Owner
· Regarding triple-wide homes and some comments made, the amount allowed for a mover to relocate a home should be looked at. It appears that the allowable amount from DEMHA and what it costs the mover to relocate a home is out of whack. If the cost to move a structure is not all encompassing in general, perhaps it could be raised basing it on the CPI-U. There are many other things to consider when relocating a home. Emails he received from some residents proposed an allowance of $50,000 seems very high. The movers should be consulted to decide what they consider to be enough to cover the cost of the different type of homes that need to be moved.
 
  At this time Mr. Rogers opened the floor for the Board to address the speakers’ issues/concerns.
  Mr. Dunn reiterated that relocation benefits were never meant to be an insurance policy, but rather to assist homeowners during the transition of moving to another place to live. The structure of this Board is not intended to make a homeowner whole when going through a change in use. He encouraged contacting the State Insurance Commissioner or the General Assembly, to establish some sort of insurance plan that the State would underwrite to give the homeowners more of a whole feeling if they have to relocate.  
He researched the CPI-U percentages over a number of years, and found that inflation didn’t affect the amount allowed for non-relocatable benefits.
Mr. Strine added this fund is for when a park closes and homes must be moved. The park where they are charging $500 or $600 in monthly rent is making five or six million dollars a year. If the park was closed, they would have to throw away all the infrastructure and income stream and then go through the whole land use process.  It would have to be redeveloped, which could take three years. It is to the benefit of the landowner to keep the larger or beachfront communities. The benefit for triple-wide’s should be looked at.
Mr. Meldrum reiterated that the benefit is not an insurance policy and was only meant to assist people whose homes could not be moved with transition expenses to find a place to live. He suggested going to the General Assembly to look at what we are discussing and what we want to achieve as we don’t have the ability to do that.
 Mr. Rogers again reinforced that this Board has the ability to raise relocation benefits and 
 would manage changes at this level. There is nothing to address triple-wide homes or homes 
 with additions. 
At this time, Mr. Rogers asked if anyone had any comments. Several people raised their hands, and they were invited to discuss them.

Ms. Erin Lee, Realtor
· As a realtor specializing in manufactured homes, she felt a responsibility to look out for 
   people who purchase them.
· She referenced Chapter 70, Section 7013 that indicates if the Board determines that a manufactured home cannot be relocated, they shall provide compensation to the tenant based on an appraisal of a board-approved certified appraiser based on the fair market value of the home excluding existing appurtenances. However, the amount of compensation shall not exceed an amount set by the Board and could be adjusted from time to time.  
· When asked what her suggestions were, she responded that people are putting their life’s work into their homes. The change in use is solely by the landowner; the homeowners have no say in this. When homes have attachments, they may not be relocatable. She would like the non-relocatable home benefit to be increased. The realtors must assign the value of the homes. She hasn’t seen any valued at $12,000 or $16,000 and those are in very poor condition.
· Mr. Strine added that the value of the land isn’t included in the value of the home. If that home were put up for sale, the value would be less since the land is not part of the value of the home. Without the land, the value would decrease dramatically. 
· She agreed that a new working group be created.
 Mr. Craig Rein, a Resident of Pot-Nets 
· When he purchased his home, it was assessed at $180,000. He referenced a statement in Title 25, that indicates that if a home is non-relocatable, compensation is the fair market value of the home and its accoutrements, not including the land. Never would he consider a non-relocatable benefit of $12,000.00 or $16,000.00. He is not concerned that Pot Nets will go through a change in use, but that this may affect the value of his home if he sells it. 
 Mr. Healy, Kings Cliffe HOA President
· He expressed concern that communities like his are the ones that need more money to find another place to live. It seems that it is very likely that his community will go through a change in use and the tenants would not be able to afford to find another place to live with the current allowance for non-relocatable homes.
  Michele Weeks, Rehoboth Bay HOA President
· In 2003/2004, she could buy a waterfront home for $400,000. That home now sells for three to five million dollars. You are looking at a non-relocatable allowance of $12,000 or16,000.00 in relocation costs. Mr. Dunn previously discussed inflation and how the CPI-U amounts over the years impacted the allowance for benefits.  We need to take a study and see what are accurate numbers for 2026. DMHOA is just asking for time to look at inflation and what an accurate number is.





	Mr. Rogers added that the benefit amounts have been increased every few years.
	Mr. Dunn added that he researched the CPI-U going back to 2005, and using the $8,000.00, 
	the following year it turned into $8,760 The next year it is $9,000 or so. Doing it that way 
	the $12,000.00 should be right around $13,000.00 The $16,000.00 is probably $17,500. 
	Ms. Weeks again commented that she understands that this Board could never come up 
	with enough money to pay $100,000.00 that her home is assessed for by the tax office. 
	The landowner, by making a change in use, could change the use to condos or rentals. 
		She asked that rent increases be looked at. She is paying over 5% a year. and would like 
		to get an idea of what an accurate amount is. 
       Mr. Rogers allowed one last comment. Mr. Tunnell thought the dollar amount is not the problem and we need to look at other things like if a community in the City of Dover closes down, and the City of Dover deems that the homes are too old to move, that’s a problem. 
		If RHP or some of the other communities have rules about the age of homes, this could be addressed by the legislature, who could relax the restrictions when there is a change of use.
	 Mr.  Rogers asked the Board to vote on the request by Ms. O’Neal to re-convene a new task force. A motion was made by Mr. Hrycyshyn and seconded by Mr. Dunn to re-convene another task force. All were in favor and the motion passed 4-0 with Mr. Rogers abstaining.
  
  XI. Executive Session:
         There were no further items to discuss, so there was no need to convene an executive session.

XII. Adjournment and Next Meeting: 
       The board did not set a date and time for a subsequent meeting.
       A motion to adjourn the meeting was made by Mr. Hyrcyshyn and seconded by Mr. Meldrum. 
       All were in favor and the meeting was adjourned at 3:09 p.m.  
       
   Respectfully submitted,
   
   Gregory Sutton
   Executive 





Pursuant to 29 Del. Code Section 10004(e)(2), this Agenda may be changed to include additional items (including executive sessions) or the deletion of items (including executive sessions) which arise at the time of the Authority’s meeting.
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