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Appraisals of Homes in Buena Vista Mobile Home Park 
Palo Alto, California 

Dear Mr. Dolan: 

As requested, I have completed a review of 32 appraisals of the above referenced 
property. Standard 3 of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USP AP) 
establishes the criteria to be addressed in such a review. Within the framework of guidelines set 
forth in Standard 3 of USP AP, I have summarized the following pertinent comments, opinions 
and conclusions resulting from the review process. 

Identification of the Client 

This review report was prepared at the request of the Law Foundation of Silicon Valley, 
Sidley Austin LLP, and Western Center on Law and Poverty. The opinions expressed herein are 
those of the author and do not necessarily represent the views of the Resident Association or 
their attorneys. 

Intended Use and Users of the Review Report 

It is my understanding that the review appraisers' opinions and conclusions will be utilized 
by my client to assist in evaluating the appraisals of mobile homes/travel trailers that were included 
in a Resident Impact Report (RIR). 

Purpose of the Review Assignment 

· The primary purpose of this review is to develop an opinion as to the overall adequacy 
and appropriateness of the reports being reviewed, and, specifically not to develop independent 
opinions of market value for each of the homes. Further, it is intended to determine ifthe results 
of the appraisal are credible for the intended user's intended use and also to evaluate compliance 
with relevant USP AP and client requirements. 
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Identification of the Reports 

The reports under review are identified as Summary Appraisal Reports as described by 
Standard 2-2(b) of USPAP. The reports were prepared by Beccaria & Weber, Inc., Realtors, 
Appraisers and Property Managers. Their office is located at 830-F Bay Avenue, Capitola, 
California 95010. Their client was Toufic Jisser of San Jose, California. 

It appears that Beccaria & Weber prepared 99 appraisal reports and their conclusions 
were reported in the Resident Impact Report (RIR) for Buena Vista Mobile Home Park. The 
RIR was prepared by Margaret Ecker Nanda, Attorney at Law and Brian Grasser, Attorney at 
Law, on behalf of the park owner, The Jisser Family. The Fair Housing Law Project has 
provided me with copies of 32 of the appraisal reports. They have indicated that the 32 reports 
represent all of the appraisals they have in this matter. This is a substantial number of reports 
and would appear to be a fair representation of the entire body of work that was completed by 
Beccaria & Weber in this assignment. 

The 32 reports are appraisals of the homes on the following spaces in Buena Vista 
Mobile Home Park: 2, 5, 13, 16, 19, 21, 24, 31, 32, 35, 38, 46, 47, 48, 50, 58, 63, 71, 72, 73, 74, 
76, 82, 83, 88, 89, 102, 103, 105, 109, 110 and 112. The appraisals are dated in January and 
February of2013. 

Identification of the Appraised Property 

The appraised property consists of the homes located in Buena Vista Mobile Home Park. 
Buena Vista is a high density park that was originally built as an overnight trailer/RV park but 
gradually evolved into a place for long term residency. In the 32 appraisals I have reviewed, 
there is a wide range in the type, age and size of the homes. The types of homes include mobile 
homes, travel trailers, park models and motor homes. The age of the homes ranges from 1955 to 
the 2004, and the sizes range from 180 to 877 square feet. 

Interest Appraised 

Each appraisal includes an opinion of the in-place market value as well as the offsite 
value, where applicable. 

Effective Date of Value and Report 

The valuation dates for the 32 appraisals are various days in January and February of 
2013. The report dates are the same as the dates of value. 

Effective Date of Review and Review Report 

This review and review report are made as of March 23, 2015. I personally inspected the 
subject park, and the five parks that contain comparable sales, on March 19, 2015. 
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Scope of the Review Process 

In developing this review, I have undertaken the following tasks: 

1. Conducted a thorough office review of the 32 appraisal reports that were provided. 
The primary focus of the review has been the opinions of the in-place market values 
of the 32 homes. 

2. Also reviewed the Resident Impact Report (RIR) and other documents. 
3. Discussed the property and reports with the client. 
4. Verified the accuracy of certain factual documentation contained in the reports. 
5. Field reviewed the subject property and selected market data. Exterior inspections of 

the homes. I have relied on details of the interior of the subject homes as described 
in the appraisal reports. 

6. Prepared the review report. 

Extraordinary Assumptions/Hypothetical Conditions 

The opinions of in-place market value are based on two hypothetical conditions. The 
first is the assumption that the park is not going to be closed. The second is the assumption that 
any additions to the homes were legally permitted. However, it appears that the second 
assumption is actually what is termed an extraordinary assumption rather than a hypothetical 
condition. Unless the appraiser knows that every addition to the homes in the park is not legally 
permitted it should be labeled an extraordinary assumption. This is considered to be somewhat 
of a technical matter and did not appear to effect the value conclusions. 

Completeness of the Report and USP AP Compliance 

The intent of the appraiser was to prepare Summary Appraisals in conformance with 
Standards Rule 2-2(b) of USP AP. It appears that all of the components of a Summary Appraisal 
Report are present in the reviewed appraisal reports according to USP AP Standards in effect as 
of the date of the reports. While the components of the appraisals appear to be consistent with 
USP AP, I have serious disagreements with the choice of comparable sales and the way they have 
been analyzed. 

Appropriateness of Appraisal Methods and Techniques 

The appraisal assignment included providing opinions of the in-place market value of the 
homes in Buena Vista Mobile Home Park. The appraiser has adequately set the foundation for 
the valuation process by describing the pertinent physical characteristics and legal constraints of 
the subject property, and the market in which it will compete. To solve this appraisal problem, 
the appraiser has properly identified the Sales Comparison Approach as the most appropriate 
valuation method for the in-place market values of the homes appraised. 
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Adequacy and Relevance of Comparable Data 

As previously mentioned, there is a wide variety in the type, size and age of the 32 homes 
appraised. However, the appraiser utilized only 13 sales as the data base for all 32 appraisals. 
Six of those sales are from Buena Vista, while seven are from five other parks. One sale was 
utilized from Adobe Wells in Sunnyvale, two from Blue Bonnet Mobile Home Park in 
Sunnyvale, one from Sahara Village in Mountain View, two from Santiago Villa Mobile Home 
Park in Mountain View, and one from Harbor Village in Redwood City. 

Each appraisal has either seven or eight comparable sales that are compared and adjusted 
to a subject home for the valuation analysis. At first glance that appears to be a large comparable 
data base for the analysis of each home. However, in spite of the substantial variations in type, 
size and age of the 32 homes appraised, many of the comparable sales are utilized for almost all 
of the home appraisals. In fact, Space 202 in Sahara Village and Space 160 in Harbor Village 
were used in all 32 appraisals despite significant differences in the subject homes. In addition, 
Spaces 30 and 48 in Buena Vista, Spaces 3 and 43 in Blue Bonnet, and Space 27 in Santiago 
Villa, were used in almost all of the 32 appraisals. It looks like a very small sampling of sales 
was chosen from a potentially large data base that could produce misleading results. 

One example of inappropriate market data would be from the appraisal of Space 74 in 
Buena Vista. This is a small park model that was built in 2004. However, five of the seven sales 
utilized were built in the 1960s and are not comparable. 

Another example of inappropriate data would be the one and only comparable sale that 
was utilized from Sahara Village in Mountain View (Space 202). It was a 1969 home with 576 
square feet that sold for $15,000 in September 2012. However, MHousing (HCD records) 
reports a sale in July 2010, of a 520 square foot home built in 1963, on Space 177, that sold for 
$34,000. They report another sale in July 2010, of a 550 square foot home built in 1962, on 
Space 165, at a price of $22,000. In addition, the MLS reports a sale in May 2011, of a 688 
square foot home built in 1964, on Space 253, for $28,000. The MLS also reports a sale in 
March 2011, of a 720 square foot home built in 1967, for a price of $20,000. The lower sale at 
$15,000 was utilized in all 32 of the appraisals. Focusing on the lower sale and ignoring higher 
sales would likely produce a misleading result. 

A further example would be the two comparable sales that were utilized from Santiago 
Villa MHP in Mountain View. The first is a 1970 home on Space 24 with 672 square feet that 
sold for $26,000 in November 2011. The second sale used is a 1966 home on Space 27 with 600 
square feet that sold for 18,000 in March 2012. However, the MLS reports higher sales during 
the same time period that were not used. The MLS reports a sale in July 2012, of a 960 square 
foot home built in 1966, on Space 307, for $50;000. The MLS also reports a sale in December 
2012, of an 800 square foot home built in 1969, on Space 249, for a price of $40,000. Again, 
ignoring higher sales in favor of lower sales would produce a misleading result. 
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Six sales of homes from Buena Vista were utilized as comparables. Five of the six sales 
sold between October 2010 and July 2012. However, one sale (Space 54) was a park model and 
sold in May 2006 at a price of $23,000. It appears that this older transaction was utilized 
because it was the only sale found of a park model. However, no time adjustment was made for 
the six+ year difference between the sale date and the appraiser's date of value. 

The range of the six sales from Buena Vista is from $3,000 to $29,000. However, I am 
aware of at least three of the homes in the park that were purchased for $50,000 or more. The 
home on Space 24 was reportedly purchased for $55,000 in 2006 but was only appraised in 2013 
for $31,500. The home on Space 73 was reportedly purchased for $50,000 in 2003/2004, but 
was only appraised for $16,000. The home on Space 110 was reported sold by MHousing in 
July 2012 for $50,000 but was only appraised for $30,000. 

It is important to provide further information about the sale of the home on Space 110. In 
the appraisal being reviewed, in discussing the prior purchase of the home the appraiser states, 
"The current owner has not provided the date purchased or for what price." However, 
MHousing reported a sale of the home in July 2012 at a price of $50,000. Although the 
appraisals refer to MHousing as a data source in some of the other 32 appraisals, there is no 
mention of this sale. This is significant because it would have been critical information for the 
valuation of the home on Space 110. Of the six sales from Buena Vista utilized in the 32 
appraisals, the highest sale was at a price of $29,000. Ignoring a sale at $50,000 in this park 
seriously undermines the credibility of the valuation conclusions. We interviewed the owner of 
the home on Space 110, Hariberto Avalos, who confirmed that he purchased it for a price of 
$50,000 in July of 2012, and that the home was in good condition. He also stated that he was 
unaware of the pending park closure and would not have purchased if he had known. He was 
notified of the closure about three months after he bought the home. Appraising this home for 
$30,000 in February 2013, when it was purchased only seven months prior at $50,000 and the 
housing market was increasing, is not credible and in my opinion has produced a misleading 
result. The significance of this is not just the impact on the valuation of the home on Space 110, 
but the fact that this sale could have been utilized as a comparable sale for other homes in the 
park. 

Adequacy of Adjustment Process 

The 13 comparable sales that served as the data base for the appraisals of the 32 homes 
ranged in date from May 2006 to October 2012, with all but one of them occurring in the two 
year period from October 2010 to October 2012. However, no time adjustments were made for 
the difference between the sale dates of the comparables and the dates of value. And in the 
Neighborhood section of each report, the Property Value box is checked for Stable rather than 
Increasing. This is in contrast to the data presented in the report that includes information about 
the substantial increase in median home price for single-family homes in Palo Alto and the 
surrounding area, having increased from $1,428,000 in 2011 to $1,726,000 in 2012. The report 
then says "Conversely the median sale price for mobile and manufactured homes in mobile home 
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parks throughout Santa Clara County was $70,000 in 2012 up from $63,000 in 2011." The word 
"conversely" is inaccurate since the market for mobile homes was going up, albeit not as rapidly 
as the market for single-family homes. In addition, the "Increasing" box should have been 
checked in the Neighborhood section, rather than the "Stable" box. More importantly, the 
appraisals should have recognized that the market for mobile homes was increasing and that fact 
should have been reflected by making time adjustments. 

No adjustments are made in the 32 appraisals for differences in Location and/or Site 
Value. When the comparable sale is from Redwood City, Mountain View or Sunnyvale, the 
report indicates the location is offset by the rent. It appears that for location, the appraisers are 
primarily concerned with the quality of the park and all of the comparable parks are rated 
superior to Buena Vista. However, there does not appear to be any recognition of the superior 
home prices in Palo Alto compared with those other cities. Using Space 112 in Buena Vista as 
an example, Comparable 1 is located in Redwood City, which has a substantially lower median 
home price than Palo Alto. However, the park (Harbor Village) is rated superior to Buena Vista. 
But, the location is stated to be offset by the rent. The space rent for Space 112 in Buena Vista is 
$695 while the space rent for Comparable 1 in Harbor Village is $708 which is only $13 per 
month higher. Apparently, the higher rent is supposed to be offsetting the superior park. 
However, the superior Palo Alto location seems to be lost in this process. 

The lack of adjustment for either Location or Site Value is the same for all 32 appraisals. 
However, it is interesting to note that there is some support for a site value, even in the 
comparable parks utilized in the appraisals. For example, the home on Space 200 in Sahara 
Village sold for $48,000 in November 2014. It was a 1972 single-wide home with 576 square 
feet. It has been removed and a new home is currently being installed. In effect, the buyer paid 
$48,000 in site value for the right to control the space and purchase the new home that is being 
installed. The same thing happened at Space 139 in Santiago Villa MHP. A 600 square foot 
home, built in 1969, was purchased for $43,000 in September 2013. It was removed and a new 
home is on the site. It should not be surprising to find examples of this type of site value in 
mobile home parks located in areas where you have such high home prices. 

The 32 appraisals include adjustments for the difference in the size of the homes at a rate 
of $20.00 per square foot. This same rate of adjustment was made regardless of the age or 
quality of the home. For example, in the appraisal of the home on Space 19, Comparable No. 1 
is the home on Space 37 in Buena Vista which is a 1959 home with 176 square feet that sold for 
$3,000 in November 2011. The sale price calculates to $17.05 per square feet. The home being 
appraised was built in 1958 and has 378 square feet. The difference in the size of the two homes 
is 202 square feet (378 minus 176), and the size adjustment is 202 x $20 = 4,040. Contrast this 
with the appraisal of the home on Space 74 in Buena Vista that was built in 2004 and has 441 
square feet. Comparable No. 7 is the home on Space 54 in Buena Vista that was also built in 
2004 and has 286 square feet. That home sold for $23,000 in May 2006, which calculates to 
$80.42 per square foot. The difference in the size of the two homes is 155 square feet (441 
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minus 286), and the size adjustment is 155 x $20 = $3,100. The use of the same size adjustment 
rate for the appraisal of these two homes is inappropriate and in my opinion produces an 
incorrect value conclusion. This same incorrect analysis was used for all of the appraisals. 

Adjustments were made for differences in the age of the homes (year built) based on 
$100 per year. This is such a small amount that borders on being nominal. This becomes 
exaggerated in the appraisal of the home on Space 74 which was built in 2004. Five of the 
comparable sales used in that appraisal were built in the 1960s but they are not really 
comparable. Using an inadequate upward adjustment of $100 per year understates the indicated 
value of that home. 

Significance of the Date of Value in a Rising Market 

Although the appraisals of the 32 homes in Buena Vista provide statistical data about the 
rising housing market, that fact has not been recognized in the analyses of comparable sales that 
go clear back to 2010 (one sale goes back to 2006), while the date of value is in early 2013. This 
lack of making time adjustments has already been discussed in the previous section. However, 
the determination of the date of value becomes extremely important when you have a rising 
market. 

Using Zillow as a source, the median price for residential properties (all homes) in Santa 
Clara County increased from $593,000 as of January 2010, to $853,000 as of January 2015, or a 
total increase of 44 percent for the five year period. However, the median price for residential 
properties in Palo Alto increased from $1, 100,000 to $2,200,000 during the same period, for an 
increase of 100 percent. For that same time period, Sunnyvale increased 50 percent, Mountain 
View increased 48 percent and Redwood City increased 34 percent. The increase in Palo Alto 
for the most recent two years alone (January 2013 to January 2015) was 4 7 percent (see attached 
Exhibit 1). 

To further illustrate the significance of the raising housing market I have identified a 
couple of mobile homes that sold in 2011 or 2012 and then resold more recently. The first sale 
involves Space 43 in Blue Bonnet Mobile Home Park. This transaction occurred in March 2012 
at a purchase price of $25,000 and as previously discussed was utilized in almost all of the 32 
appraisals. According to MLS, this home resold in December 2014 at the significantly higher 
price of $62,900. 

I have also identified the April 2011 sale of Space 228 in Santiago Villa for $38,000. 
This 860 square foot home was built in 1969 and although it was not used in any of the 32 
appraisals I reviewed, it is similar to the data used. According to MLS, this home resold in 
November 2014 at a price of $85,000. 

Both of these examples demonstrate the impact that the date of value can have, 
particularly in a rising market. Again, referring to data that occurred after the dates of the 
appraisals is not intended as a criticism of the appraisals since no appraiser can be responsible for 
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failing to use data that had not yet occurred. However, it certainly emphasizes the significance 
of the date of value to the home values. 

Appropriateness & Reasonableness of Analysis, Opinions & Conclusions 

The appraiser provided an adequate description of the subject properties and employed a 
valuation technique that is commonly used by the industry in providing opinions of in-place 
market value of mobile homes/travel trailers, etc. However, in my opinion, the selection and 
analyses of the comparable data in the 32 appraisals is flawed and does not provide reasonable 
estimates of in-place market value. It also appears that most of the shortcomings have resulted 
in an under valuation of the homes. 

Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. Please let me know if I can be of further 
assistance in this matter. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ANDERSON & BRABANT, INC. 

£"~ IlU;Brabant, MAI 
State Certification No. AG002100 

Attachments: 
Exhibit 1 (Residential trends reported by Zillow) 
Statement of Qualifications 



Matthew Dolan 
Review Appraisal 
March 23, 2015 
Page 9 of9 

APPRAISER'S CERTIFICATION 

I do hereby certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief ... 

1. The statements of fact contained in this review report are true and correct. 

2. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported 
assumptions and limiting conditions, are my personal, unbiased professional analyses, opinions 
and conclusions. 

3. I have no present or prospective future interest in the property that is the subject of the 
work under review, and I have no personal interest or bias with respect to the parties involved. 

4. I have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of the work under review or 
to the parties involved with this assignment. 

5. My compensation is not contingent on an action or event resulting from the analyses, 
opinions, or conclusions in this review or from its use. Further, my compensation is not 
contingent upon development or reporting of predetermined assignment results or assignment 
results that favors the cause of the client, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence 
of a subsequent event directly related to the intended use of this appraisal review. 

6. My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this review report was 
prepared, in conformity with the requirements of the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice. 

7. The use of this review report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute 
relating to review by its duly authorized representatives. 

8. I have made a personal inspection of the properties that are the subject of this review 
report. 

9. Patricia Haskins provided significant professional assistance to the person signing this 
review report. 

10. As of the date of this report, I, James Brabant, have completed the requirements under the 
continuing education program of the Appraisal Institute. 

11. I have not provided any service regarding the subject property in the three years 
immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment, as an appraiser or in any capacity. 

&~ esBI~ant, MAI 
March 23, 2015 

State Certification No. AG002100 



Attachments 

Anderson & Brabant, Inc. 


