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10 April 2024 
 
Manufactured Homes (Residen�al Parks) Amendment Bill 2024 
Housing and Homelessness Services 
Department of Communi�es, Housing and Digital Economy 
PO Box 690 
Brisbane QLD 4001 
BY POST/EMAIL –  

 

Dear Sir/Madam,  

First and foremost, we want to express our apprecia�on for the Government's dedica�on to fostering fair and 
transparent residen�al parks through the proposed legisla�on. Aligning legisla�ve frameworks with 
community expecta�ons and promo�ng sustainability for both home owners and park owners is indeed 
crucial for the well-being of all involved. 

However, despite acknowledging the posi�ve intent behind the proposed measures, we feel compelled to 
express our apprehensions regarding certain aspects of the bill. Our concerns stem from poten�al 
unintended consequences that could create challenges for stakeholders within the residen�al parks sector 
and fundamentally impact the value of home owners’ homes within our communi�es and their ability to 
realise fair value on the resale of their homes when they need to release capital to fund their next stage of 
life or changing accommoda�on requirements. 

As stakeholders deeply commited to the sector's success, we believe it is essen�al to address these concerns 
to ensure that the legisla�on effec�vely achieves its intended goals without inadvertently causing harm or 
disrup�on. We are commited to collabora�ng with the Government to iden�fy and address any poten�al 
shortcomings in the proposed measures to foster a regulatory framework that truly serves the interests of all 
stakeholders. 

We set out below an execu�ve summary of our posi�on.  The Appendix contains our more detailed 
comments on specific provisions that we would be happy to engage further upon as appropriate.  

Serenitas supports:  

- the linking of CPI to the na�onal CPI index as the majority of home owners within the RLLC sector are 
supported financially by the pension and rental assistance payments which are generally linked to 
na�onal CPI movements  

- the non-assignment of site lease agreements on resale of homes  
- the removal of market rent clauses, subject to legisla�on not imposing rental caps  

Serenitas requests that the following proposals are reviewed due to unintended impacts on stakeholders:  

- the proposed rent cap of the greater of CPI or 3.5%: 
o opera�onal costs (rates, u�li�es, insurance, waste management, taxes repairs and 

maintenance, and staff costs) and reinvestment requirements rou�nely exceed this proposed 
basis and declining margins will results in under-reinvestment in the community 
infrastructure by operators 

o declining profitability and therefore reinvestment and maintenance will ul�mately result in 
the deteriora�on of a community’s quality, home owner support and therefore reduced 
market appeal of homes to incoming home owners 

o reduced market demand for homes within a deteriora�ng community will result in lower 
prices and longer �mes to resell homes 
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o lower prices for homes will impair the ability of exi�ng home owners to fund their ongoing 
accommoda�on or care requirements 

o reduced financial capacity of exi�ng home owners will impact funding requirements of the 
government and next of kin to fund home owners’ care and accommoda�on requirements.   
 

- removal of direct debit as an allowed payment method:  
o valuable community based resources will need to be diverted to collec�on of rents 
o payment delays will impact financing requirements of the opera�ons 
o payment delays or mistakes will result in higher volumes of breach no�ces at QCAT.   

 
- introduc�ons of buy backs: 

o  this will likely impact operators of mixed used caravan parks (MUCP) more so than RLLC 
operators.   

o this financial uncertainty will likely lead to MUCP operators seeking to convert their RLLC 
sites to holiday based accommoda�on which will deliver them less vola�le financial returns.   

o conversion of MUCP to holiday parks will impact resale values for exis�ng home owners 
within those parks and ul�mately reduce QLD’s housing supply.   
 

- preparing and keeping maintenance and capital replacement plan 
o professional RLLC operators should have the skills required to determine the reinvestment 

and maintenance priori�es 
o we suggest that the Department provide guidance indica�ng basic levels of maintenance 

that might reasonably be expected in a park. This approach would offer flexibility for park 
operators to tailor their maintenance prac�ces to the unique characteris�cs of their parks 
while ensuring that essen�al maintenance standards are met. 

o budgets need to be sufficiently flexible to allow for unexpected maintenance requirements 
caused by breakages, natural disasters and equipment failure. 

Case studies of home owner financial outcomes:  

As one of Australia’s leading operators of RLLCs it our observa�on is that home owners’ and operators’ 
financial interests are closely aligned.   Deriving an adequate rent which supports the reinvestment in the 
upkeep and maintenance of a community’s infrastructure delivers a stronger capital gain or home price 
apprecia�on for home owners on resale of their home within a RLLC.    

By way of case studies, the below table reflects the increase in both the site rent and the resale value of 
homes within two mature Queensland communi�es over the period of Serenitas’ ownership.  Serenitas has 
reinvested significant capital in the upkeep of these communi�es during its ownership.  

 

CAGR refers to compound average growth rate.  

The financial impact to home owners during our period of ownership were:  

- QLD community A rent increased by $1,175 per annum and the home values increased by $75,071 
over 2 years; and  

- QLD community B rent increased by $2,016 per annum and the home values increased by $167,880 
over 4 years.  

QLD community performance during Serenitas' ownership

Community
Average rent 

(ownership CAGR)
Average EHS price
(ownership CAGR)

QLD community A 5.1% 16.5%
QLD Community B 5.7% 12.5%
Simple average 5.4% 14.5%
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Conclusion 

We recognize the importance of balancing the interests of all stakeholders and ensuring that the legisla�on 
effec�vely addresses the issues it aims to resolve. Therefore, we urge the Government to consider our 
concerns and engage in further dialogue to refine the proposed measures accordingly. 

Ten of thousands of QLD home owners and re�rees have invested their savings into their RLLC based home. 
We es�mate that the value of home owners homes within the QLD RLLC sector to be worth as much as $9bn. 
As park operators, we believe the manner in which our communi�es are presented, operated, maintained 
and reinvested within, improves the value of our home owner's key re�rement asset. 

We urge government to consider the broader implica�ons of the proposed changes its current form and ask 
there be further consulta�on to work through some of these unintended consequences with industry to 
ensure residents do not lose out and to ensure the long-term success of this sector. 

Failure to do so risks undermining the stability and viability of the sector, pu�ng at current home owners’ 
largest asset, their home. 

I Look forward to the opportunity to discuss this further. Please reach out to myself on either  
or via email   

 

Yours sincerely,  

Shaun Forbes 
Regional Manager 
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APPENDIX  
Site Rent CAP 
We have significant concerns regarding the sugges�on to implement a site rent cap in the bill, par�cularly if it 
is to apply retrospec�vely to exis�ng agreements. While we acknowledge the intent behind such a measure, 
we believe that certain amendments are necessary to ensure fairness and prac�cality. 

Firstly, if a site rent cap is to be applied retrospec�vely, it is impera�ve that all exis�ng agreements adopt this 
method as the basis for rent increases. Limi�ng the applica�on to previous increase mechanisms, such as CPI 
or other lower bases, could result in dispari�es and unfair treatment among home owners. 

Furthermore, we propose removing the ability to challenge annual site rent increases, as outlined in sec�ons 
69E(3) and 70 of the bill. Allowing such challenges could lead to frequent disputes ini�ated by home owners, 
par�cularly if CPI has been below the proposed cap. It's important to note that CPI has averaged 2.7% over 
the past 20 years, with only a few instances where it exceeded 3.5%. This could create unnecessary 
administra�ve burdens and strain on both park operators and the state. 

We advocate for retaining sec�on 72 for resolving disputes in site rent generally, rather than engaging in a 
QCAT process for every rent increase. This approach would help prevent undue administra�ve burdens and 
ensure a fair and efficient resolu�on of disputes. 

Moreover, given the significant increases in various cost categories such as electricity, land rates, insurance, 
and garbage removal, it is impera�ve to provide park operators with the flexibility to implement allowable 
increases that reflect the actual cost pressures they face. These increases o�en exceed CPI, and failing to 
account for them could jeopardize the financial viability of residen�al parks. 

How site rent to be paid – Approved way 
We propose the addi�on of direct debit as an approved method for site rent payment in Sec�on 63 of the 
legisla�on. This addi�on is warranted for two main reasons: first, it imposes no addi�onal cost on the home 
owner, and second, it streamlines internal business func�ons for park operators. 

Direct debit offers a seamless and efficient way to process rent payments, benefi�ng both home owners and 
park operators. For instance, in our experience, u�lizing direct debit allows for rent reconcilia�on in a park 
with over 270 homes within just one hour. This level of efficiency is unparalleled compared to other payment 
methods. 

Conversely, if park operators were required to process individual payments made by home owners through 
various channels such as bank transfers, cash, cheque, credit card, or EFTPOS transac�ons, it would 
significantly increase administra�ve burden and opera�onal costs. Es�ma�ons suggest that processing 
payments through these conven�onal methods could take in excess of 12 hours, placing undue strain on 
already busy park managers. 

Moreover, the poten�al for late payments and the subsequent need for chasing unpaid rent could further 
exacerbate the workload for park managers. Late payments not only disrupt cash flow but also increase the 
likelihood of resor�ng to legal avenues such as QCAT applica�ons for non-payment of site rent. 

To mi�gate these challenges and encourage �mely payments, we propose gran�ng park owners the ability to 
charge late fees and interest on overdue payments, with the specific rates to be determined. This incen�vizes 
compliance with site agreements and ensures the financial sustainability of residen�al parks. 

In summary, incorpora�ng direct debit as an approved payment method and allowing for late fees and 
interest charges aligns with the goals of streamlining opera�ons, reducing administra�ve burden, and 
promo�ng �mely payments within the residen�al parks sector. 
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Buyback of homes 
It is important to address the ra�onale behind the op�on of buyback arrangements, par�cularly in light of 
concerns regarding sales delays. However, our industry experience suggests that sales delays are not a 
prevalent issue within residen�al parks. On the contrary, many operators have reported waitlists for 
established homes, indica�ng a healthy demand in the market. 

Residen�al Park home owners typically have a significant degree of control over the sales process, including 
se�ng the price and presenta�on of their homes. This autonomy empowers home owners and ensures a 
streamlined sales process without inordinate delays. 

Introducing buyback obliga�ons could poten�ally burden park owners with addi�onal costs and 
administra�ve complexi�es, ul�mately impac�ng the viability of residen�al parks. While buyback 
arrangements are common in re�rement villages, it's essen�al to recognize the fundamental differences 
between these models. 

Unlike re�rement villages, residen�al parks operate in a dis�nct framework where residents value the 
autonomy and lifestyle benefits offered by this housing op�on. Imposing buyback arrangements without 
considering these fundamental differences could disrupt the equilibrium of the residen�al parks sector and 
undermine the reasons why many individuals choose this form of housing. 

We believe that a nuanced understanding of these differences is crucial in shaping the legisla�ve framework 
for residen�al parks. Rather than adop�ng approaches borrowed from other sectors, policymakers should 
tailor solu�ons that address the unique dynamics of residen�al parks while preserving the autonomy and 
interests of both home owners and park operators. 

The impact of buyback provisions would likely be crippling for small, older, and regional residen�al parks. 
Park owners will not be favoured by financiers in raising funds by buyback and, in any event, funds will be 
reduced to the community and impinge on the services and maintenance available to other home owners. 

We are pleased to share that our residen�al park's currently have hardship provisions in place, which have 
been independently created by the park owner. These provisions have been instrumental in addressing the 
needs of residents facing financial difficul�es, and we are proud to report that we have encountered no 
issues with this system to date. 

The existence of these hardship provisions underscores our commitment to suppor�ng residents during 
challenging �mes and ensuring fairness and compassion in our opera�ons. These provisions have provided a 
safety net for residents experiencing financial hardship, allowing them to navigate difficult circumstances 
with dignity and support. 

We believe it is essen�al to highlight the success of our exis�ng hardship provisions. These provisions 
demonstrate that effec�ve solu�ons can be implemented at the park level, tailored to the specific needs and 
dynamics of our community.  

62C Meaning of eligible home 
We are deeply concerned about the prac�cal challenges associated with determining the origin of homes in a 
say 30-year-old park. It is indeed a complex task to ascertain who originally posi�oned a home on a site a�er 
such a long period, and atemp�ng to do so could lead to significant administra�ve burdens and poten�al 
disputes among stakeholders. 

In light of these challenges, we propose a more straigh�orward eligibility criterion for homes in residen�al 
parks: only homes that were purchased directly from the park owner should be considered eligible. This 
criterion ensures transparency and simplicity in determining eligibility, as the transac�on history would be 
clear and easily verifiable. 
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Homes purchased from exis�ng home owners, even if facilitated by the park owner ac�ng as an agent, 
should not be eligible under this criterion. Including such homes could introduce unnecessary complexity and 
ambiguity, poten�ally leading to disputes over eligibility and undermining the effec�veness of the proposed 
measures. 

By adop�ng this eligibility criterion, we can streamline the implementa�on of the legisla�on and avoid the 
pi�alls associated with trying to determine the origin of homes in older parks. It also ensures fairness and 
transparency in the applica�on of the rules, promo�ng trust and confidence among all stakeholders in the 
residen�al parks sector. 

86B Preparing and keeping maintenance and capital replacement plan 
We express our reserva�ons regarding the proposal to mandate maintenance and capital replacement plans 
for residen�al parks. While we understand the inten�on behind such requirements, we are concerned about 
the poten�al cost, the ini�al setup and ongoing costs associated with engaging quan�ty surveyors to develop 
these plans could impose a significant financial burden on park operators. 

We are deeply concerned about the poten�al for discord among home owners arising from individual 
perspec�ves on technical plant maters. Varying interpreta�ons and preferences could lead to disagreements 
and disputes, ul�mately undermining community cohesion and crea�ng unnecessary tension among home 
owners. 

Furthermore, we an�cipate that home owner commitees may seek to have input into the development of 
maintenance and capital replacement plans. While home owner involvement in community maters is 
valuable, it is crucial to clarify that only the park owner should have input into these plans. This ensures 
clarity in decision-making processes and prevents conflicts between home owner commitees and park 
owners. 

Explicitly sta�ng in legisla�on that only the park owner has input into the maintenance and capital 
replacement plans would help mi�gate poten�al conflicts and streamline the planning process. It would 
provide a clear framework for decision-making, ensuring that the interests of all stakeholders are taken into 
account while maintaining the park owner's authority over opera�onal maters. 

Addi�onally, it is important to recognize that any maintenance plan, no mater how comprehensive, may be 
disrupted by unexpected breakdowns of infrastructure, resul�ng in major expenses. While there is already a 
legisla�ve requirement for operators to maintain the community, manda�ng specific maintenance and 
capital replacement plans may not necessarily address the root causes of maintenance challenges in 
residen�al parks. 

Instead of imposing rigid requirements for maintenance and capital replacement plans, we suggest that the 
Department provide guidance indica�ng basic levels of maintenance that might reasonably be expected in a 
park. This approach would offer flexibility for park operators to tailor their maintenance prac�ces to the 
unique characteris�cs of their parks while ensuring that essen�al maintenance standards are met. 
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