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S.O. 2006, CHAPTER 17
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PART I
INTRODUCTION
Purposes of Act
1.  The purposes of this Act are to provide protection for residential tenants from unlawful rent increases and unlawful evictions, to establish a framework for the regulation of residential rents, to balance the rights and responsibilities of residential landlords and tenants and to provide for the adjudication of disputes and for other processes to informally resolve disputes. 2006, c. 17, s. 1.

Interpretation
2.  (1)  In this Act,

 “land lease community” means the land on which one or more occupied land lease homes are situate and includes the rental units and the land, structures, services and facilities of which the landlord retains possession and that are intended for the common use and enjoyment of the tenants of the landlord; (“zone résidentielle à baux fonciers”)

 “mobile home” means a dwelling that is designed to be made mobile and that is being used as a permanent residence; (“maison mobile”)

“mobile home park” means the land on which one or more occupied mobile homes are located and includes the rental units and the land, structures, services and facilities of which the landlord retains possession and that are intended for the common use and enjoyment of the tenants of the landlord; (“parc de maisons mobiles”)

Interpretation, abandoned
(3)  For the purposes of this Act, a tenant has not abandoned a rental unit if the tenant is not in arrears of rent. 2006, c. 17, s. 2 (3).
Notice, demolition, conversion or repairs
50.  (1)  A landlord may give notice of termination of a tenancy if the landlord requires possession of the rental unit in order to,

(a) demolish it;

(b) convert it to use for a purpose other than residential premises; or

(c) do repairs or renovations to it that are so extensive that they require a building permit and vacant possession of the rental unit. 2006, c. 17, s. 50 (1).

Same
(2)  The date for termination specified in the notice shall be at least 120 days after the notice is given and shall be the day a period of the tenancy ends or, where the tenancy is for a fixed term, the end of the term. 2006, c. 17, s. 50 (2).

Same
(3)  A notice under clause (1) (c) shall inform the tenant that if he or she wishes to exercise the right of first refusal under section 53 to occupy the premises after the repairs or renovations, he or she must give the landlord notice of that fact in accordance with subsection 53 (2) before vacating the rental unit. 2006, c. 17, s. 50 (3).

Conflicts, mobile home parks and land lease communities
(3)  In interpreting a provision of this Act with regard to a mobile home park or a land lease community, if a provision in Part X conflicts with a provision in another Part of this Act, the provision in Part X applies. 2006, c. 17, s. 3 (3).

PART X
MOBILE HOME PARKS AND LAND LEASE COMMUNITIES
General

Application
152.  (1)  This Part applies with respect to tenancies in mobile home parks. 2006, c. 17, s. 152 (1).

Same; land lease communities
(2)  This Part applies with necessary modifications with respect to tenancies in land lease communities, as if the tenancies were in mobile home parks. 2006, c. 17, s. 152 (2).

Interpretation
153.  A reference in this Part to a tenant’s mobile home shall be interpreted to be a reference to a mobile home owned by the tenant and situated within a mobile home park of the landlord with whom the tenant has a tenancy agreement. 2006, c. 17, s. 153.

Responsibilities of Landlords and Tenants

Park rules
154.  (1)  If a landlord establishes rules for a mobile home park,

(a) the landlord shall provide a written copy of the rules to each tenant; and

(b) the landlord shall inform each tenant in writing of any change to the rules. 2006, c. 17, s. 154 (1).

Failure to comply
(2)  Until a landlord has complied with clause (1) (a) or (b), as the case may be,

(a) the tenant’s obligation to pay rent is suspended; and

(b) the landlord shall not require the tenant to pay rent. 2006, c. 17, s. 154 (2).

After compliance
(3)  After the landlord has complied with clause (1) (a) or (b), as the case may be, the landlord may require the tenant to pay any rent withheld by the tenant under subsection (2). 2006, c. 17, s. 154 (3).

Information about property assessment
155.  (1)  If a tenant is obligated to pay a landlord an amount to reimburse the landlord for property taxes paid by the landlord with respect to a mobile home owned by the tenant and the landlord obtains information from the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation with respect to the value of the mobile home for assessment purposes, the landlord shall promptly provide the tenant with a copy of that information. 2006, c. 17, s. 155 (1).

Suspension of tenant’s obligation to pay
(2)  A tenant’s obligation to pay the landlord an amount to reimburse the landlord for property taxes paid by the landlord with respect to a mobile home owned by the tenant is suspended, and the landlord shall not require the tenant to pay that amount, if,

(a) the landlord has failed to comply with subsection (1) with respect to the most recent information obtained by the landlord from the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation; or

(b) the landlord has not, in the previous 12 months, obtained written information from the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation with respect to the value of the mobile home for assessment purposes. 2006, c. 17, s. 155 (2).

Exception
(3)  Clause (2) (b) does not apply if the landlord has made reasonable efforts in the previous 12 months to obtain written information from the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation with respect to the value of the mobile home for assessment purposes but has been unable to obtain the information. 2006, c. 17, s. 155 (3).

After compliance
(4)  The landlord may require the tenant to pay any amount withheld by the tenant under subsection (2) after,

(a) complying with subsection (1), if clause (2) (a) applied; or

(b) obtaining written information from the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation with respect to the value of the mobile home for assessment purposes and complying with subsection (1), if clause (2) (b) applied. 2006, c. 17, s. 155 (4).

Tenant’s right to sell, etc.
156.  (1)  A tenant has the right to sell or lease his or her mobile home without the landlord’s consent. 2006, c. 17, s. 156 (1).

Landlord as agent
(2)  A landlord may act as the agent of a tenant in negotiations to sell or lease a mobile home only in accordance with a written agency contract entered into for the purpose of beginning those negotiations. 2006, c. 17, s. 156 (2).

Same
(3)  A provision in a tenancy agreement requiring a tenant who owns a mobile home to use the landlord as an agent for the sale of the mobile home is void. 2006, c. 17, s. 156 (3).

Landlord’s right of first refusal
157.  (1)  This section applies if a tenancy agreement with respect to a mobile home contains a provision prohibiting the tenant from selling the mobile home without first offering to sell it to the landlord. 2006, c. 17, s. 157 (1).

Same
(2)  If a tenant receives an acceptable offer to purchase a mobile home, the landlord has a right of first refusal to purchase the mobile home at the price and subject to the terms and conditions in the offer. 2006, c. 17, s. 157 (2).

Same
(3)  A tenant shall give a landlord at least 72 hours notice of a person’s offer to purchase a mobile home before accepting the person’s offer. 2006, c. 17, s. 157 (3).

Landlord’s purchase at reduced price
(4)  If a provision described in subsection (1) permits a landlord to purchase a mobile home at a price that is less than the one contained in a prospective purchaser’s offer to purchase, the landlord may exercise the option to purchase the mobile home, but the provision is void with respect to the landlord’s right to purchase the mobile home at the lesser price. 2006, c. 17, s. 157 (4).

Advertising a sale
For sale signs
158.  (1)  A landlord shall not prevent a tenant who owns a mobile home from placing in a window of the mobile home a sign that the home is for sale, unless the landlord does so in accordance with subsection (2). 2006, c. 17, s. 158 (1).

Alternative method of advertising a sale
(2)  A landlord may prevent a tenant who owns a mobile home from placing a for sale sign in a window of a mobile home if all of the following conditions are met:

1. The prohibition applies to all tenants in the mobile home park.

2. The landlord provides a bulletin board for the purpose of placing for sale advertisements.

3. The bulletin board is provided to all tenants in the mobile home park free of charge.

4. The bulletin board is placed in a prominent place and is accessible to the public at all reasonable times. 2006, c. 17, s. 158 (2).

Assignment
159.  (1)  If a tenant has sold or entered into an agreement to sell the tenant’s mobile home and the tenant asks the landlord to consent to the assignment of the site for the mobile home to the purchaser of the mobile home,

(a) clause 95 (3) (c) does not apply; and

(b) the landlord may not refuse consent to the assignment unless, on application under subsection (2), the Board determines that the landlord’s grounds for refusing consent are reasonable. 2006, c. 17, s. 159 (1).

Time for application
(2)  The landlord may apply to the Board, within 15 days after the tenant asks the landlord to consent to the assignment, for a determination of whether the landlord’s grounds for refusing consent are reasonable. 2006, c. 17, s. 159 (2).

Contents of application
(3)  The landlord shall set out in the application the landlord’s grounds for refusing consent. 2006, c. 17, s. 159 (3).

Deemed consent
(4)  If the landlord does not apply to the Board in accordance with subsections (2) and (3), or the Board determines that the landlord’s grounds for refusing consent are not reasonable, the landlord shall be deemed to have consented to the assignment. 2006, c. 17, s. 159 (4).

Restraint of trade prohibited
160.  (1)  A landlord shall not restrict the right of a tenant to purchase goods or services from the person of his or her choice, except as provided in subsection (2). 2006, c. 17, s. 160 (1).

Standards
(2)  A landlord may set reasonable standards for mobile home equipment. 2006, c. 17, s. 160 (2).

Responsibility of landlord
161.  In addition to a landlord’s obligations under section 20, a landlord is responsible for,

(a) removing or disposing of garbage or ensuring the availability of a means for removing or disposing of garbage in the mobile home park at reasonable intervals;

(b) maintaining mobile home park roads in a good state of repair;

(c) removing snow from mobile home park roads;

(d) maintaining the water supply, sewage disposal, fuel, drainage and electrical systems in the mobile home park in a good state of repair;

(e) maintaining the mobile home park grounds and all buildings, structures, enclosures and equipment intended for the common use of tenants in a good state of repair; and

(f) repairing damage to a tenant’s property, if the damage is caused by the wilful or negligent conduct of the landlord. 2006, c. 17, s. 161.

Termination of Tenancies

Mobile home abandoned
162.  (1)  This section applies if,

(a) the tenant has vacated the mobile home in accordance with,

(i) a notice of termination of the landlord or the tenant,

(ii) an agreement between the landlord and tenant to terminate the tenancy, or

(iii) an order of the Board terminating the tenancy or evicting the tenant; or

(b) the landlord has applied for an order under section 79 and the Board has made an order terminating the tenancy. 2006, c. 17, s. 162 (1).

Notice to tenant
(2)  The landlord shall not dispose of a mobile home without first notifying the tenant of the landlord’s intention to do so,

(a) by registered mail, sent to the tenant’s last known mailing address; and

(b) by causing a notice to be published in a newspaper having general circulation in the locality in which the mobile home park is located. 2006, c. 17, s. 162 (2).

Landlord may dispose of mobile home
(3)  The landlord may sell, retain for the landlord’s own use or dispose of a mobile home in the circumstances described in subsection (1) beginning 60 days after the notices referred to in subsection (2) have been given if the tenant has not made a claim with respect to the landlord’s intended disposal. 2006, c. 17, s. 162 (3).

Same
(4)  If, within six months after the day the notices have been given under subsection (2), the tenant makes a claim for a mobile home which the landlord has already sold, the landlord shall pay to the tenant the amount by which the proceeds of sale exceed the sum of,

(a) the landlord’s reasonable out-of-pocket expenses incurred with respect to the mobile home; and

(b) any arrears of rent of the tenant. 2006, c. 17, s. 162 (4).

Same
(5)  If, within six months after the day the notices have been given under subsection (2), the tenant makes a claim for a mobile home which the landlord has retained for the landlord’s own use, the landlord shall return the mobile home to the tenant. 2006, c. 17, s. 162 (5).

Same
(6)  Before returning a mobile home to a tenant who claims it within the 60 days referred to in subsection (3) or the six months referred to in subsection (5), the landlord may require the tenant to pay the landlord for arrears of rent and any reasonable expenses incurred by the landlord with respect to the mobile home. 2006, c. 17, s. 162 (6).

No liability
(7)  Subject to subsection (4) or (5), a landlord is not liable to any person for selling, retaining or otherwise disposing of a tenant’s mobile home in accordance with this section. 2006, c. 17, s. 162 (7).

Death of mobile home owner
163.  Sections 91 and 92 do not apply if the tenant owns the mobile home. 2006, c. 17, s. 163.

Termination under s. 50
164.  (1)  If a notice of termination is given under section 50 with respect to a tenancy agreement between the landlord and a tenant who owns a mobile home, the date for termination specified in the notice shall, despite subsection 50 (2), be at least one year after the date the notice is given and shall be the day a period of the tenancy ends or, where the tenancy is for a fixed term, the end of the term. 2006, c. 17, s. 164 (1).

Same
(2)  If a notice of termination is given under section 50 with respect to a tenancy agreement between the landlord and a tenant who owns a mobile home and the tenant is entitled to compensation under section 52, 54 or 55, the amount of the compensation shall, despite those sections, be equal to the lesser of the following amounts:

1. One year’s rent.

2. $3,000 or the prescribed amount, whichever is greater. 2006, c. 17, s. 164 (2).

Rules Related to Rent and Other Charges

Assignment of existing tenancy agreement
165.  Despite subsection 95 (8), if a tenancy agreement for a site for a mobile home is assigned and the assignee purchases or enters into an agreement to purchase the former tenant’s mobile home, the landlord may increase the rent payable by the assignee under the tenancy agreement by not more than the prescribed amount. 2006, c. 17, s. 165.

Entrance and exit fees limited
166.  A landlord shall not charge for any of the following matters, except to the extent of the landlord’s reasonable out-of-pocket expenses incurred with regard to those matters:

1. The entry of a mobile home into a mobile home park.

2. The exit of a mobile home from a mobile home park.

3. The installation of a mobile home in a mobile home park.

4. The removal of a mobile home from a mobile home park.

5. The testing of water or sewage in a mobile home park. 2006, c. 17, s. 166.

Increased capital expenditures
167.  (1)  If the Board finds that a capital expenditure is for infrastructure work required to be carried out by the Government of Canada or Ontario or a municipality or an agency of any of them, despite subsection 126 (11), the Board may determine the number of years over which the rent increase justified by that capital expenditure may be taken. 2006, c. 17, s. 167 (1).

Definition
(2)  In this section,

“infrastructure work” means work with respect to roads, water supply, fuel, sewage disposal, drainage, electrical systems and other prescribed services and things provided to the mobile home park. 2006, c. 17, s. 167 (2).
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The House met at 8 p.m.

Orders of the day.

HON. L.A. WILLIAMS (Minister of Labour): Mr. Speaker, by leave I move that we proceed to public bills and orders.

Leave granted.

HON. MR. WILLIAMS: Second reading of Bill 34, Mr. Speaker.

MOBILE HOME ACT

HON. H.A. CURTIS (Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing): Almost 25 per cent of all mobile homes in Canada, Mr. Speaker, are located in British Columbia, and recent experience - that is, over the last two or three years - suggests that possibly 20 per cent of all housing starts in the province has been provided by way of mobile homes. We recognize the importance of and the problems connected with this particular style of living, the mobile home. In February last year an ad hoc committee of deputy ministers, with the Deputy Minister of Housing as chairman ' was set up to find solutions to at least some of the problems. Then, Mr. Speaker, last November I appointed a committee with representatives from mobile-home park operators, mobile-home owners and the Union of British Columbia Municipalities, as well as two senior persons in the ministry, with the specific objective of creating a model mobile-home park bylaw for possible use by municipalities and regional districts. The committee elected Mrs. Helen Nichols of Kelowna as chairman and I know that they are well on their way to completing that particular assignment. Another minister, the hon. Minister of Energy, Transport and Communications (Hon. Mr. Davis) , some time ago issued new regulations permitting the transportation of 14-foot-wide mobile homes in British Columbia. That, in fact, started in January of this year, and these wider units, as you will know, Mr. Speaker, are now being manufactured in our province.

Then, to show recognition of the importance of mobile homes as housing, the hon. Minister of Finance (Hon. Mr. Wolfe) announced in the budget speech for this year changes in the Social Services Tax Act regulations, which generally treat mobile homes insofar as the tax is concerned in the same way as conventional stick-built homes are dealt with.

Now, Mr. Speaker, at this session we are introducing an important first in Canada: the Mobile Home Act. I want to emphasize that this legislation, however, deals with more than just the registration of mobile homes, which was dealt with by the media when the bill was introduced some weeks ago. It's difficult legislation, and certainly a great deal of work has gone into it. I think that the House should know that there were formal consultations leading up to the drafting of the bill, particularly headed by the Assistant Deputy Minister of Housing, Mr. Chatterton, with organizations which included the Municipal Officers Association, the Federal Business Development Bank legal department, Mobile Home Owners Association, Mobile Home Operators Association, the Appraisal Institute, the Assessors Association of British Columbia and the Real Estate Association of British Columbia, in order to go over all the ramifications of proposed legislation and the complications and difficulties which we knew were to be found ahead of us as this was put into final form. So it was difficult legislation and the ministry has been working on it for many months.

Among other things it had to resolve an apparent conflict between personal property and real property. Much other legislation is involved and a number of ministries are affected. I want to express my thanks and appreciation to my colleagues for the valuable help extended by their ministries as we put it together.

As I indicated, Mr. Speaker, there was no precedent in Canada; we did, however, have an opportunity, through the ministry, to study similar legislation in Oregon and Washington. When introducing this bill I made available a summary listing the main provisions of the proposed legislation. I'd like now to simply cover briefly the principles or the highlights of the bill. First, Mr. Speaker, it does provide for compulsory registration of all mobile homes, with certain exemptions, and it allows for registration of all transactions such as transfers, liens and security interests, plus others. In effect, it performs a service with respect to mobile homes very similar to the service rendered historically by the land registry office with respect to the more normal real estate transactions.

One important feature is that it will prevent tax losses to municipalities and to the province - losses through acquisition grants and sales taxes, altogether estimated to be running perhaps to $750,000 per year.

This measure can also be an instrument for controlling minimum standards of mobile homes in British Columbia and it will permit the regulation and control of agencies dealing in mobile homes. Mobile home agents and dealers will have to be licensed under the Real Estate Act under special provisions and will also have to be bonded.

We believe that this legislation will benefit the mobile-home manufacturing industry, the mobile-home park operators, as well as municipalities and regional districts, for reasons which I mentioned
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a few moments ago. Also, because loans on mobile homes can be adequately secured, it will benefit the various institutions financing mobile homes as well -most importantly - as the mobile-home owner.

Indeed, at one time or another and in one form or another, all of these groups have asked for this sort of legislation. There may be, admittedly, some objections from mobile-home dealers and agents, but we believe that in the long run they also will benefit.

The relationship between landlord and tenant, Mr. Speaker, is often a difficult one, but more often in mobile-home parks where the tenant is also an owner.

While a shortage of pads for mobile homes continues we won't be able to eliminate all the abuses, but at least this legislation will make it illegal for a mobile-home park operator - that is, a landlord, in that sense - to take more than half-a-month's rent as a deposit from a prospective tenant, and the landlord will not be able to unreasonably withhold approval for an assignment of the lease, even if it is on a month-to-month basis.

Mr. Speaker, this Bill 34, and other measures which I've mentioned this evening, in addition to other steps such as amendments to the Strata Titles Act to permit subdivision of land and the availability of the AHOP financing to assist lower-income owners to acquire mobile homes, all these things, we believe, will have a far-reaching effect on the production of this type of housing and the mobile-home manufacturing industry in British Columbia.

It is self-evident, Mr. Speaker, that mobile homes have become, and will continue to be, an important segment of the total housing inventory available to, and sought by, the citizens of British Columbia. This bill represents a combined effort by this ministry, and other ministries in this government, to establish basic guidelines and certain requirements which have been sought in the industry and among consumers for some considerable time.

Mr. Speaker, I think it's a good bill and I move second reading.

MR. D.G. COCKE (New Westminster): Well, Mr. Speaker, the minister thinks it's a good bill, and that's to be expected from the minister. In this case, I rather agree that there are a lot of good aspects about the bill. He didn't expect that from me!

HON. W.R. BENNETT (Premier): We expected you to leave!

MR. COCKE: The Premier, now that he's here -and I hope he stays here for a few minutes - has dodged out of this House more than any other person, and there are people here who have been here for years. When you were in opposition you spent half your time with running shoes on! What a sport! All of a sudden, you have become a great, responsible. . . .

Interjections.

MR. COCKE: Listen, don't be too upset! The fact of the matter is that you're in trouble and you know it. Keep on doing it.

Interjections.

AN HON. MEMBER: Goodbye, Dennis!

MR. COCKE: "Goodbye, Dennis!" You Socreds have tried that for years. Even with the Liberals you can't do it.

Mr. Speaker, one of the problems - and we certainly understand the problem of the government with the shortage of pads in the province, and so on - is difficulty in protecting the tenant. I suspect that more teeth could have been put in the bill. The minister indicates that it would be illegal to cancel a tenant's right to the pad with the exchange of ownership of the mobile home. I find it very difficult, in reading the bill, to perceive that that's going to be foolproof. In the Surrey area, and in the Valley area particularly, that has been one of the grave concerns of people. Old folks particularly, who have had a mobile home, let's say, as their retirement step, have been confronted, when they've asked to sell or when they've been forced to sell their mobile home by virtue of the fact that they can no longer live in that setting, with a landlord who says: "Okay, move it off the pad. If you're going to sell it, the guy who buys it can't move in. You've got to move it." There is no place to move it, so they lose terribly on their investment because it makes it a very unattractive sale for the prospective purchaser. That prospective purchaser can go to a dealer and the dealer can guarantee him a place to park his mobile home. However, in the past he hasn't been able to guarantee him any kind of tenure beyond his own tenure as a renter.

I do hope that it is as the minister says - that they're going to be able to clear that situation -because that is really the most sinful aspect of any area. Let's face facts - it's the most sinful aspect of a problem that has a great many sins.

We have to, I think, not only do the kind of thing that's done in this Mobile Home Act, but we have to go beyond that. We have to see to it that there are enough pads made available, one way or the other. If the government is depending on private enterprise and they don't come up with the number of pads that are available, then my suggestion is that they're going to have to make a lot more space available, serviced, for the use of mobile-home owners.

If, as the minister indicates, 20 per cent of the housing starts....
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Interjection.

MR. COCKE: I agree with that. If it's anywhere in that area, if those are to be the ongoing kinds of statistics that we're to enjoy, then it's incumbent upon someone to see to it that there is available real estate to take care of this need. It isn't simple, and I think it's kind of a good way, maybe, to phase down in housing for those people who feel that that's the lifestyle that they would enjoy and for those other who feel that they cannot afford the high cost of normal housing. Therefore government's responsibility is to meet those needs.

I, for one, feel that the minister has paid particular attention to his area. He's one of few over there who's actually doing that kind of thing, and I appreciate the fact that he's really trying. My suggestion is, Mr. Speaker, that we all have to co-operate in every way so we can to see to it that the mobile-home owner is not going to suffer the way he has in the past. The fact that now he has tied it in with the real estate business, I think, really makes it a lot tougher. It's going to mean that they're going to have to conform to much higher standards than has been the case in selling mobile homes in the past, and that's particularly enjoyable to those of us who feel that there's something that should be happening in this area.

Controlling the standards, again, is something that is long overdue. We've seen far too many people ripped off in this area not to have great concern,

I hope that the minister, in consultation and in co-operation with other areas of government such as consumer affairs, will see to it that even tougher rules are brought in to make the mobile-home dealers and the mobile-home pad operators come up to even higher standards.

Mr. Speaker, we're going to be supporting this bill. We hope that as time goes by and as the bill shows what weaknesses it might have, there will be amendments put forward in sessions to come that will even tighten it up more.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the minister for this first step in this area.

http://www.leg.bc.ca/hansard/31st2nd/31p_02s_770614z.htm#02716
MR. D.F. LOCKSTEAD (Mackenzie): I will be very brief. But I do have a concern, Mr. Speaker, that has been just brought to my attention less than two weeks ago, a situation that exists in my riding, and, I was surprised to learn, that exists in other parts of the province as well. I just wondered if the minister was aware of this problem. Some mobile park operators, I understand, will, in fact, not let a trailer be sold in that mobile park unless they receive a pretty good percentage of the sale price. I would like to know if this Act does cover that situation. I have read the Act carefully and in my view it doesn't really spell out that this situation is covered in this Act. But perhaps I have missed it, Mr. Minister, and perhaps you could
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enlighten me on that.

Secondly, I don't have any concrete evidence as yet about the situation I just described. It appeared to me to be illegal but I do expect to have some concrete information on this matter within the week. I will make sure that you receive copies of that information. In my view, it is a serious situation and I would appreciate your comments on this matter.

MR. D.D. STUPICH (Nanaimo): Mr. Speaker, I'm afraid I don't know very much about the subject, but I do have a copy of a letter....

Interjection.

MR. STUPICH: Well, that's why I'm asking. I'm looking for information, Mr. Premier.

I do have a letter from a constituent of mine. A copy of it went to the minister. It spoke of a brief coming from the mobile home industry, but unfortunately the brief was not enclosed with the copy of the letter that I have. I don't know what the concerns are of the people who are writing this letter. As I say, I have not had an opportunity to see the brief. I believe the minister has a copy of the brief and I would like to have him comment on some of the aspects of their concern, whatever they are.

Interjection.

MR. STUPICH: Shall I start all over again?

Interjection.

MR. STUPICH: It was a letter from, I think, NorthBend Homes, enclosing a brief. But the brief didn't come to me; the brief went to you. I got a copy of the letter. I don't know what their concerns are so I'm just at a loss. I did write to them asking for more information. My letter was gone out but there isn't time for a reply. I wonder if the minister would comment on that brief.

HON. MR. CURTIS: The comments of the various members are interesting and are appreciated. Clearly, as I indicated in opening second reading, a great deal of staff effort and co-operation on the part of a number of individuals has gone into the preparation of this bill, Of course, it will have to be amended from time to time in years to come as experience dictates. I think that's understood with this kind of legislation, particularly when it is breaking new ground.

I'm happy to hear that the official opposition intends to support it.

The question of the perspective purchaser having difficulty finding space was referred to. We recognize that. I indicated that there is a shortage of pads. I think we are on the way, Mr. Speaker, to overcoming that difficulty. We see encouraging signs.

I think it's important, Mr. Speaker, to caution some members. Perhaps it really wasn't intended, to paraphrase one statement that was made in the brief debate this evening, for those who cannot afford the high cost of other kinds of housing. Well, Mr. Speaker, it is recognized, I'm sure, that many individuals live in mobile homes by choice. That really has developed over the last few years: individuals who perhaps are tired of the standard single-family detached home, with front and back garden to worry about; individuals whose families have grown up. The parents want to relax, they want to have a little more leisure time. They don't want to be tied down to a major piece of property. They want some mobility, not that it goes with the mobile home in that sense. They want to be able to leave it for longer periods of time and in the park they have that degree of protection and watchfulness on the part of their neighbours which is not always available in a neighbourhood.

There is a very interesting lifestyle in the mobile-home park. I think that it cannot help but increase in years to come, As we indicated in our exchange tonight, 20 per cent now of all housing starts are, in fact, in the mobile-home field. I have the feeling, and there is every indication, that that is going to increase gradually over the next few years.

We're not alone in being concerned about regulating certain aspects of the industry and of this particular type of housing, A few days ago, in fact, Mr. Speaker, I met with members of a federal task force - CMHC, the Ministry of State for Urban Affairs, and others from Ottawa - who clearly indicated that these questions are a -matter of national concern. What success has the mobile home recorded so far? What are its difficulties? What are the problems immediately ahead? I think we came to an agreement that one of the problems is the image of the older mobile home, because many improvements have been made in both the product - that is, the home itself, the unit - and the setting in which it is located. That task force, under the aegis of the Hon. Andre Ouellet, has been asked to travel the country and to report back to the federal minister as soon as possible.

So we're not the only government concerned about the need for regulation and the need for improving the mobile-home situation in this country. I don't think this government need apologize for introducing legislation when legislation is clearly required. I make no apology for this particular bill.

The first member for Vancouver South (Mr. Rogers) needled me, quite properly, about floating homes and, yes, that's also a developing lifestyle but, regrettably, I cannot discuss it in the context of this bill. I'm sure, Mr. Speaker, the hon. member will understand the difficulty in which I find myself
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placed on that particular point. There may be a Floating Home Act at some time. I really don't want to enter into conjecture on that point.

As for the reference to consumer protection, yes, there are many elements of the bill which relate to consumer protection but, nonetheless, it is a bill which was initiated in this ministry but also in conjunction with other ministries, as I explained earlier. We're indebted to the other ministries for that co-operation.

Clearly the intent of the bill, Mr. Speaker, is that there will be no entrance fee requirement. This was referred to by the member for Mackenzie (Mr. Lockstead) . Oh, they're pointing at each other. Now I'm confused. But the point was raised. I can't guarantee the hon. members, Mr. Speaker, that we will be able to cover this point in every instance, but that is the intent of the bill. If we find that difficulties arise in that particular regard, then that would lead to the amendments to which I referred earlier in subsequent sessions. It's sufficient, I think, for now that the bill has been looked at and drafted and considered very, very carefully, and we believe that it's in the best possible condition for presentation to the House at this time.

I thank the members for their comments. There will be an opportunity to get into some more detail in committee study. I move that the question now be put.

Motion approved.

Bill 34, Mobile Home Act, read a second time and referred to Committee of the Whole House for consideration at the next sitting of the House after today.
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HON. MR. CURTIS: Mr. Chairman, it's possible that I may stray from the specific of the section. There are two main thrusts of Bill 34. One, of course, is to assist in the registry which I think all sides of the House will agree is necessary and overdue. The other is to, in a transitional way, move a mobile home from its previous consideration as a vehicle or a type of vehicle to a home.

I think really the hon. member and I are saying much the same thing, Mr. Chairman.

Section 47 approved.

On section 48.

MR. NICOLSON: This is a very important section to the people who live in mobile-home parks, and a welcome section. I would like to just make a comment, and that is that here on Vancouver Island, some misunderstanding arose because of a circular letter which was sent out because of the concern of the active Mobile Home Owners Association, I believe, which is the group which looks after mobile-home owners - people who reside in mobile-home parks. They were particularly concerned about section 48. Their concern was that no change be made, because they like the idea of the protection against the charging of an entrance fee, which is done by this amendment to the Landlord and Tenant Act.

Unfortunately, in sending this out, they referred to the opposition in such a way that people construed this letter to mean the official opposition, or perhaps all opposition members in this House, because I do understand that there was some lobbying from the Western Mobile-Home Dealers Association in objections to this section. I'd like to put it on the record that at no time was the New Democratic Party opposed to the protection afforded people who live in mobile-home parks which we are attempting to get through section 48 - protection against the iniquitous practice of charging entrance fees.

But I would like to ask the minister here - and it isn't clear to me - how this really prohibits the practice of an exit fee. If we read the definition section, under the definition of "security deposit" in the Landlord and Tenant Act: " . . . an entrance fee o other charge imposed by a landlord directly or indirectly as a condition of possession of residential premises, after refundable." That would, to my mind, make it possible that if anyone had to pay some amount of money in order to get into a mobile-home park.... Sometimes if there's an empty space and a
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person had a used mobile-home park or owns their own mobile-home park and they want to move in, a landlord was charging them. Because another option that lie had would be to go to a person who retails mobile homes and say: "Well, I have three empty pads. If you want to give me $500, I'll let you put them on my lot and then we'll sell them from there." That's one way in which mobile-home park owners were getting some extra revenue in a tight market. Another thing was to refuse admittance of someone into a mobile-home park unless they paid this entrance fee, which could range up to $500 and $1,000 quite easily. Another iniquitous practice though.... I think that is covered by this section; certainly this section attempts to.

What I am also concerned about is the exit fee. There are a couple of ways in which the exit fee can take place. If a person has a mobile home on a space in a mobile-home lot, and they then for some reason or other want to move, it's more convenient to sell the mobile home than it is to move it. In spite of whatever we say about mobile homes, they are not actually as portable as one would be led to believe. They have not been allowed by landlords in the past to sell the mobile home as is, where it is. One of the practices would be for the landlord simply to extract an extra fee and say: "If you want to do that and sell it on this lot, we will charge. . .

Interjection.

MR. NICOLSON: This isn't boring, Mr. Attorney-General, to people who live in mobile-home parks. It's pretty important, Garde.

The problem here is that the mobile-home park owner will sometimes demand a fee of $500. I'm not so certain that the exit fee is covered.

The other practice is where the landlord demands that he purchase the mobile home at a given price and then he knows that he is in a position where he can sell it and make a profit. There are documented cases just out here within a few miles of Victoria where the practice at present has been yielding about $1,000 in terms of exit fees. This practice is more prevalent in the lower mainland and in greater Victoria than it is in many other parts of the province.

I might also say in passing I notice the appointment of Helen - I forget her last name -from up north and.... I'm not criticizing all people who are in the mobile-home park business, because there is a very good group of them which is organized. They're very ethical and they're very concerned about these practices.

I would like the minister to explain to me - and I do have a copy of the Landlord and Tenant Act handy, so I could certainly read along with him - if he could, how it is that the practice of exit fees is also covered by this legislation. That, to my mind, is the more iniquitous of the practices.

HON. MR. CURTIS: With respect to the first comments made by the Hon. member, yes, we're aware of the correspondence which was produced earlier this month, indicating that the opposition -however one wants to read that - was concerned about this particular section. But there is no amendment to this section - section 48 - so the fears expressed by those individuals were and are unfounded. I think that settles that. I don't know who initiated or first expressed this concern, but it spread quite rapidly.

To the Hon. member on the second point he raised: we feel that subsection (5) of this section will serve quite well. At the same time, Mr. Chairman, I make no apology for it at all. This is unique legislation. It's had a great deal of work, and the amendments before the committee today support that statement.

We will monitor the situation and we will attempt, wherever possible, to avoid the kind of problem which the member has identified for us. I think he would agree - I think all members would agree -that it's very difficult to legislate every possible kind of consideration which might be asked of someone exiting in the mobile-home sense. That's the best assurance I can give the Hon. member this afternoon.

MR. NICOLSON: Well, these amendments.... The first one, part (a) , adds the definition of "security deposit" and it inserts: " 'an entrance fee or other charge imposed by landlord, directly or indirectly, as a condition of possession of residential premises, ' after 'refundable, '." So that makes the definition of security deposit in the Landlord and Tenant Act read: "Security deposit means money or property advanced or deposited, or any right given by or on behalf of a prospective tenant, to be held or enforced on or behalf of a landlord." And then it adds.... Well, actually it would have preceded that with "an entrance fee, " et cetera,

I think that the business of entrance fees onto empty spaces is looked after here. I don't know if the minister's intimating that part 5 looks after this ... which says in section 35 ... by amending in section 35, by adding the following after subsection (4) . . . so it really just ... section 35 talks about ... well, actually, section 35 in the Landlord and Tenant Act is under the "right to assign or sublet." Okay.

In terms of assigning it would then say that no landlord shall charge directly or indirectly a fee for giving his consent under this section. Of course, it makes it even more complicated by then referring to section 59. Is the deputy minister satisfied that this covers the problem of exit fees?
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Mr Rice: All right, Mr Chairman. I just wanted to raise that and I appreciate the member's position. That's all, I guess, I could ask for.

Specifically, with respect to the bill the way it's proposed today, it deals with the amendments to three acts, the Landlord and Tenant Act, the Rental Housing Protection Act and the Planning Act. Our family and our company -- we have no problems with the changes that are proposed to the Planning Act or the Rental Housing Protection Act. Our concerns are with the Landlord and Tenant Act changes, specifically with respect to two areas, and they are with the inclusion or permission to allow for-sale signs within retirement communities and, secondly, with the exclusion or the elimination from leases of the first right of refusal, as it's proposed.

I've got to go back to a little bit of history. In the mid-1960s my dad and his partners started a plan to build Sandycove Acres, which now has about 1,200 homes located in it. In their planning they went around North America, they went throughout Canada, trying to determine what's good and bad because, at that time and a little bit existing today, mobile home parks did not have a good connotation. They had a connotation of almost a second-class type of living and they wanted to build Sandycove so that it wasn't that way.

They arrived at a conclusion that the biggest problem within mobile home parks was the devaluation of the homes that the home owners owned. It followed that if these homes devalued, then eventually the third or fourth or fifth purchaser of the home might be of a financial calibre that he wouldn't be able to pay the rent to maintain the high standards of the community.

So they came up with a number of ideas to include in our leases, and these all took place 25 years ago and are still being used today -- a number of items in the leases, two of which were the exclusion of for-sale signs and the first right of refusal to give the landlord that right. I should say that both of these, along with a number of other things they have done, succeeded. They succeeded in making Sandycove, Wilmot Creek now, and also Grand Cove Estates what we like to think of as three of the best mobile home parks not only in Ontario but in Canada. Certainly, that's been proven by the number of people who have wanted to imitate and copy what has been done.

My dad and his partner succeeded in creating a mobile home park where the tenant had an investment that was secure. That was really the first time we were aware that had happened. So we're very adamant on our position relative to these for-sale signs in particular. You might say, "Well, why?" You have to picture these communities. I have to talk as a community being a retirement community. There are a lot of other mobile home parks that are family communities and I think the committee has to be aware that there are a lot of variations and it's difficult to paint a brush with this bill to apply to everything.
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In a retirement community, we sell the way of life. The homes sell themselves; what we sell is a way of life. It's a way of life where the people choose to live in a retirement community like Wilmot Creek because they don't want to live in a condominium. Mr Mills, I'm sure, could vouch as to how the people are in Wilmot Creek. They're friendly. They want to help their neighbours. They want to know their neighbours. That's the way of life we sell.

I want to mention that because when you get into a retirement community, the figures are, from a planning point of view, that the annual turnover of homes in a mature retirement community is 12% turnover per year. In a normal subdivision like most of us probably live in, it's 7%. What that really means is that for the given same number of homes, there are virtually twice as many for-sale signs up. What that ends up doing is, when the purchaser comes in, whether he's coming to buy a new home or a resale home, he's going to see twice as many for-sale signs as he normally would have seen. Whether the signs are on the grass or in the window of the home, the fact is he's going to see these for-sale signs and a little red flag is going to pop into his mind asking, "What's wrong with this place?"

Based on that, it's our feeling, and I think it's pretty obvious, that homes will devalue to some degree because the market will shrink. There are going to be some of those people who get that little red flag who say: "I'm not going to buy here. There's something wrong."

Similarly, it's like saying -- this is exaggerating -- that if they permit for-sale signs on the front lawn or in the windows of a condominium building, a person is going to look at it and say, "Well, you know, there must be something wrong there," and they're going to think twice before they buy. That's the main point.

If you turn around and say you are going to permit for-sale signs, you have to remember that in our communities -- and I can only speak about our communities -- all of the people were well aware when they purchased. You're probably going to hear tomorrow from the home owners who live at Wilmot Creek and Sandycove, and they're going to tell you, I believe, that they don't want for-sale signs. They agreed to that and we think that's part of the reason they choose to live there today.

This has worked for 25 years in our community. I just want to tell you that even though there are no for-sale signs, resale homes outsell new homes five to one at Wilmot Creek. So resale homes are selling. Because there are no for-sale signs doesn't mean they're not going to sell. I've got to keep moving here; it's hard to deal with this.

Another little problem we have -- not a little problem, but it creates a complication of this -- is that at Wilmot Creek we have 250 lots left to lease or houses to build, and you run into the problem if you put up for-sale signs it's us, as a company, who are advertising and attracting the people to the community, because it is a private community. People coming into Wilmot Creek would not normally go into there unless they were being enticed to come in, whether it's to visit a friend or to buy. Here they'll come in and they'll see a Re/Max, or a Royal Lepage, or some sign, and some percentage of them will be lost. That's another wrinkle you've got to be aware of. It's not as easy, as I say, to paint the whole thing with one brush.

With respect to first right of refusal, in a retirement community it's a little different again. In a retirement community we end up having a number of estate sales because of the age of the children who are willed the home and they want to sell the home. Because the rent is going out monthly, there is a degree of saying, "Look, okay, let's sell this thing quickly." We've had examples in our communities where the estate sale has been put on the market at 50% below market value. That obviously affects the couple down the street who are trying to sell their home. In those cases we use this clause. In 10 years we've only used this clause 12 times at Wilmot Creek, so it's like an item that's blown out of proportion. What we do is we step in on that estate sale if it's below value, refurbish the home, put it back on the market at value and now the couple down the street is once again competitive.

The other example is that as a retirement community, and as it becomes older, now and then you get an individual, say a husband, who's the remaining person in the home who may not have the health or the financial means or the desire to maintain his home properly. That happens. I know with my grandparents, I remember it was a job to get them to eat properly.

In this case, we find at Sandycove once in a while that an individual hasn't maintained his home properly for the last few years and it turns out that when he passes away or decides to sell, the home is below standard. That again affects the value of the couple down the street. What we do in that case is, if the price is right, meaning that it is well below market, we step in, purchase the home, put in a new roof, siding, carpeting, whatever it needs, and put it back on the market. Not only have we made the home that the couple down the street is trying to sell competitive with it again, but we've refurbished the whole community and helped in both of these things.

I know I'm talking quickly, but both of these items, the for-sale sign and the first right of refusal, are items that without a doubt have worked to maintain the value of the homes of the tenants. Getting back to what I started saying, it's essential in retirement communities or in mobile home parks in general that nothing be done to devalue those homes. If they devalue, we're going to go right back to what we all had in the 1950s and 1960s with the typical community. We're very proud of what we've been able to do in our communities. We know that the people who choose to live in our communities are proud of what they've got and we don't want any of that to be hurt.

I've got to say very quickly with respect to another situation, when you get into land leasing and rent controls, if there were for-sale signs and no first right of refusal, it's very possible for somebody to drive into Wilmot Creek, see a Re/Max sign and decide to buy the home. They could buy the home without ever going to our sales office, without ever being aware of the details of the lease or of the way of life, because under the Landlord and Tenant Act we must assign the lease. So you end up that a major part of the community, the fact of understanding the complications of the Rent Control Act, would be lost to this individual.

We've had cases like that where we've had to sort them out. Sometimes in a case like that we say, "No, we're going to step in and buy this home and sort out the problem." The realtor is interested in selling the home. He's interested in making a commission on the sale. Sure, we want to sell homes, whether they're new homes or used homes, but we also are a landlord and we want to live, and live happily, with the tenants for 20 years. That basically is all I want to say on that.
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Another major concern of ours is the provision that deals with the removal of mobile homes from the rental property, and this is the new subsection 4(2.2). In reading the provision, one can only hope, at least as a tenant advocate, that the purpose of the provision would be to allow a tenant who owns their own mobile home and rents the site to remove the mobile home without prior approval by the municipality and also to prohibit landlords from removing mobile homes without the prior approval of the municipality. But that's not the way it reads. It seems to indicate that a tenant who both rents the land and the unit can remove the unit, which doesn't make sense, without prior approval, but a tenant who owns their own unit cannot remove it. There's a problem in this. It could allow collusion between landlords and tenants to change the status of the park by the removal of units from the park. We simply hope there's a drafting oversight or some omission there that can be explained.

The Landlord and Tenant Act was first introduced to govern residential premises in 1970. It was amended in 1972, it had a major amendment in 1975, other amendments in 1981 and 1986, a major amendment in 1987, another amendment in 1989, a major amendment in 1990, another major amendment in 1992 and there is already Bill 121 before the Legislature with further major amendments. This type of Band-Aid amendment cannot go on. The reality of residential tenancies has changed markedly, particularly with respect to mobile homes and land-lease communities, and the 25 years since the introduction of part IV of the Landlord and Tenant Act requires comprehensive consideration.
I want to just touch briefly on the final part of my submission, and these are a few miscellaneous points: the right of first refusal and the for-sale-sign issue, which was addressed by the previous two speakers.

I have to say that we as tenant advocates agree that the right-of-first-refusal provision is far too broadly stated. There may be times when such an agreement between landlords and tenants would be to the mutual benefit of both. It obviously wants to ensure that the agreement is made in good faith, that it's not imposed upon the tenant by undue influence or an inequality in bargaining position, but this could be arranged, and we have suggested in our written submission the types of agreements that could be validated and the types of situations where they may be justified.

On the for-sale-sign issue I take a different point of view than the previous two speakers. I think the right to sell, which is now contained already for all mobile homes in the Landlord and Tenant Act, must obviously include the incidentals of a sale, and those include not only for-sale signs but the right to show potential purchasers and the right to advertise. We think there needs to be a right to have any disputes resolved in a summary fashion.

But we think the inclusion of the one provision, the right to have a for-sale sign, diminishes the existing rights. If the courts see that there is a right to have a for-sale sign, they're going to read that it means there is not a right to show purchasers the property, there is not the right to advertise the premises, there are not all kinds of other rights which are necessary to making a sale take place. We have concerns about the limited inclusion of a specific right to place a for-sale sign.

There, in a nutshell, is 25 pages of submissions. Our submission also includes quite a detailed legislative history and some of the jurisprudence dealing with mobile home park concerns. But I want to say, as an advocate who was involved in a number of very nasty and lengthy disputes between mobile home park tenants and their landlords, that it is definitely a time where there is a need for change. I commend Mr Wessenger for bringing forward this bill. As I said, there are some problems with it.

We will now make comments on the bill, amendments to the Landlord and Tenant Act.

Amendment 1: The federation supports expansion of the Landlord and Tenant Act to cover land-lease community homes. We feel the tenants in these communities should be afforded the same protection as other tenants.

Amendment 2: The federation supports amendment 2, requiring the landlord to provide reasons for refusing consent for the tenant to sell, lease or otherwise part with possession of their mobile home or land-lease community home.

Amendment 3: We are not certain that amending the first right of refusal -- now, we've discussed that, so I don't know whether to just; I'll go through it anyway -- has as great a benefit to tenants as originally thought. The first right of refusal that is present in most tenancy agreements is not so much for the individual tenant but as a benefit for the whole community. It is our understanding that some first-right-of-refusal agreements between landlords and tenants contained in lease agreements were worded in a way that the tenant would receive 95% of the purchase price from the landlord in the event the landlord was to exercise his first right of refusal when presented with another offer from a purchaser of the tenant's home. We feel that this should be amended so that the landlord would have to pay 100% of the purchase price and not be allowed to deduct the real estate commission from that first-right-purchase agreement.

Our membership's understanding of the purpose of the first right of refusal contained in tenants' agreements is for two reasons:

(1) Upgrading standards of poorly maintained homes. In the event a tenant wasn't able to keep his home properly maintained, that tenant's actions tend to depress the value of the homes around it. It would be in the best interest of the rest of the residents in the community for the landlord to exercise the first right of refusal on a sale to buy that home and upgrade that home to present park standards, thus maintaining or increasing the values of other homes in the park.

(2) The home becomes physically and functionally obsolete. There comes a point in time in every mobile home park that the original home that was placed in the park 30 years ago becomes physically and functionally obsolete. Twenty or 30 years ago there weren't available double- and triple-glazed windows, R-40 insulation in the ceilings, floors and walls, and the flat roofs that have been replaced with asphalt-shingled roofs. Not only do these older homes lead to extremely high heat bills, but they do not enhance the community.

In the event of one of these older homes becoming available, it would be in the remaining residents' best interests for the landlord to exercise his first right of refusal and buy that home, remove it from the community and replace it with a new home, thus upgrading the standards of the community. If the first-right-of-refusal condition is amended to allow the landlord to exercise the first right of refusal at 100% of the purchase price of any offer negotiated with the tenant and third party, what harm can come from the tenant receiving the same price from the landlord?

Amendment 4: The for-sale sign issue seems to be one of great contention. In communities where for-sale signs have never been permitted, most landlords and residents don't want them permitted. In communities where for-sale signs have been permitted, imposition of this regulation doesn't seem to cause a concern. But for the majority of the community, for-sale signs have never been permitted. For this reason, we feel that the for- sale sign provision in this bill should be reconsidered. The main reason for this is that in a small community, if 20 homes are for sale at the same time -- I'm talking a small community of 50 or 60 homes -- it can cause panic among potential buyers as well as fellow residents as to why so many homes are for sale, thus devaluing those homes that are for sale at that time and those around them.

In the alternative that this committee does not feel that section 125.2 should be deleted, then we suggest the for-sale-sign issue be resolved on a community-by-community basis. We suggest a vote of the majority of the residents in the community, and we further suggest that there should be some restrictions placed on the signs. The restrictions are as follows:

(1) The signs should be limited to one sign per mobile home or land-lease community home and placed inside the home's window.

(2) The size of the sign should be limited to no more than 4 square feet. In measuring several of the real estate for-sale signs, this seems to be a general size, a 2-by-2-foot area.

(3) We strongly recommend that for-sale signs not be placed on the lawns in front of the mobile home. We feel this will send an unclear and misleading message to a mobile home purchaser thinking he's buying the lot on which the home is situated. We know in one community this has happened and has caused the new mobile home purchaser a lot of frustration.

(4) The introduction of for-sale signs into a community where no for-sale signs were present in the past could increase significantly the danger and risk of break-ins and vandalism. In the past, if for-sale signs were not present in the community, purchasers would make inquiries directly to the office. The office would obtain details about this potential purchaser, determining their name, address, phone number, and what type of home they were interested in. We have found that sincere purchasers will volunteer this information and people who are there for improper purposes won't and they will leave the park.

Another reason why signs should not be placed on lawns is that some mobile home lots are very small and their setbacks from the road are smaller. Large for-sale signs placed on the front lawn would be very unsightly. Why should other residents who are not selling their homes be exposed to this?

Another suggestion is that prior to any tenant placing his home for sale, he notify the landlord of what he intends to do.
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Amendment 5: The federation feels that the reserve fund issue should be removed entirely from this bill. The Rent Control Act deals adequately with services that are not maintained by the landlord for the benefit of the tenants and the Rent Control Act has many remedies contained in it to ensure the landlord is complying with all the requirements of this intended reserve fund.

Amendments to the Planning Act: Most of the members feel already that the Planning Act has been extended to the mobile home parks and land-lease communities, if not by law then by application, and we feel this is an acceptable amendment.

Amendments to the Rental Housing Protection Act: We would suggest that the amendments which would be brought about in this regulation would thwart the legislative intent of the Rental Housing Protection Act. In general, it provides for protection in designated areas where the government feels that it is necessary in communities of 50,000 people or larger. The net effect of these amendments would simply be an aggregate of an existing situation where the landlord is held hostage with low and chronically depressed rents while the tenants gain increased value in their homes thanks to such low or chronically depressed rent. At the same time, the thrust of the legislation is to give the landlord further duties to complete in the event of a conversion. It is impossible to resolve a long-term infrastructure problem with the inability to charge more than a 3% rent increase for a capital expenditure under the Rent Control Act. Even with the three-year rollover provision, 3% on a monthly rent of $100 is not enough to resolve the problem and gives no security to a lender or a financial institution to advance moneys on a long-term financing basis.

Because of the new environmental laws, the Planning Act and local zoning bylaws, it is next to impossible to establish more s

