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Thank you, Chairman Davidson, Ranking Member Cleaver, and Members of the
Subcommittee, for the opportunity to testify today about how various mandates can distort markets
and drive up costs for housing.

My name is Bill Boor and I am the Chief Executive Officer of Cavco Industries, Inc., a public
company engaged in the production of factory-built homes. Our company was founded in 1965 in
Phoenix and today we operate 31 manufactured housing factories across the country, 64 retail
locations, a manufactured housing lending business and an insurance company. Our company employs
approximately 7,000 people across the United States. Last year we produced 19,376 homes, doing our
part to help alleviate our country’s critical housing shortage and control rising housing costs.

At Cavco, we focus on delivering the high-quality, safe, reliable, and affordable housing our
customers desire in a way that benefits all of our stakeholders from our valued employees, customers,
and suppliers, to the communities in which we operate and deliver our homes, to the environment,
and, indeed, our investors. We are fortunate to come to work everyday knowing that our work is
making a tremendous, positive social impact through the quality, affordable housing we deliver, and a
positive environmental impact through processes that are, by their very nature, more efficient and
environmentally friendly than alternative forms of construction. We have embraced robust
compliance and quality assurance regulations, that are in many instances more stringent than those for
traditional site-built homes. However, we do not need to be managed by external interests who
generally lack a holistic understanding of our product, our processes, or the housing needs of our
customers, and risk imposing requirements that lead to unbuildable or prohibitively expensive
products. Our customers and our values drive our priorities within the context of our mission and
inform how we define success. Under this principle, Corporate Responsibility is not separable from
operating and growing the business. To the contrary, it is good for business and an integral component
of what makes Cavco successful.

I am appearing before you today on behalf of the Manufactured Housing Institute (MHI)
where I serve as the Vice-Chairman of the Board of Directors. Therefore, my testimony today is on
behalf of the manufactured housing industry. In September 2023, I will become MHI’s Chairman.
MHI is the only national trade association that represents every segment of the factory-built housing
industry. MHI members include home builders, suppliers, retail sellers, lenders, installers, community
owners, community operators, and others who serve the industry, as well as 48 affiliated state
organizations. MHI’s members are responsible for close to 85 percent of the manufactured homes
produced each year. In 2022, our industry produced over 112,000 homes, accounting for over 11
percent of new single-family home starts and 7 percent of total housing starts. Manufactured homes
are produced by 35 U.S. Corporations in 147 plants located in communities across the United States.

As context to the topic of Envronmental, Social, and Governance (ESG), it is important to
understand the track record of the manufactured housing industry. Our industry has a history of
significant and meaningful improvement in safety and quality. Our modern, factory-built homes
compare favorably to site-built construction in durability and energy efficiency. Many of our homes
qualify for Energy Star certification and other government programs for energy efficiency. In short,
the Subcommittee should be disavowed of any misperception that ours is a lagging industry that needs
to be pulled forward with regard to ESG performance. We build to a federal construction code that
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has been developed by and administered by HUD for 48 years and we share the objective of
continually improving building standards in a balanced manner. The vast majority of manufactured
homes being built today exceed HUD’s standards for energy efficiency.

Congress passed the Manufactured Housing Construction Safety Standards Act of 1974 (the
MHCSS) making HUD the sole and primary governing body over passage and enforcement of
manufactured home construction standards (the HUD Code). The MHCSS can be interpreted as
taking into account ESG principles since it requires HUD to balance affordability and cost-
effectiveness through performance-based construction standards. As a part of the MHCSS, HUD has
the statutory responsibility to “facilitate the availability of affordable manufactured homes and to
increase homeownership for all Americans.” As new regulations are considered, HUD is “to ensure
that the public interest in, and need for, affordable manufactured housing is duly considered in all
determinations relating to the Federal standards and their enforcement.”! MHI strongly supports this
approach to our building code.

MHI and its members always have supported, and will continue to support, energy
conservation and efficiency efforts. New factory-built manufactured homes currently are at least as, if
not more, efficient than new site-built homes. Today’s manufactured homes offer many energy
efficient options and have energy efficient features that are tailored to the climate demands of the
region in which each home will be sited. Further, the controlled environment of the factory-built
process not only offers consumers unmatched quality and affordability due to technological
advancements and other advantages, but the industry is a pioneer in the development of processes
that value efficiency and reduce waste. Our in-factory home builders constantly are developing new
initiatives and technologies, such as advanced, computer-aided design, and comprehensive recycling
programs, that dramatically reduce waste. Today’s modern manufacturing plants are so efficient that
nearly everything is reused or recycled such as cardboard, plastic, carpet padding, vinyl siding, scrap
wood and much more.

Bottom line, we believe ESG goals are best defined by the stakeholders most directly impacted.
Whatever label one wishes to put on it, today’s housing manufacturers are in the business of delivering
positive social, environmental and economic impact by listening to our customers and working for

! The MHCSS has the following express statutory purpose:

1 to protect the quality, durability, safety, and affordability of manufactured homes;

@) to facilitate the availability of affordable manufactured homes and to increase homeownership for all
Americans;

3) to provide for the establishment of practical, uniform, and if possible, performance-based Federal construction
standards for manufactured homes;

4 to encourage innovative and cost-effective construction techniques for manufactured homes;

5) to protect residents of manufactured homes with respect to personal injuries and the amount of insurance costs
and property damage in manufactured housing, consistent with the purposes of this section;

(6) to establish a balanced consensus process for development, revision, and interpretation of Federal construction
and safety standards for manufactured homes and related regulations for the enforcement of such standards;

(7) to ensure uniform and effective enforcement of Federal construction and safety standards for manufactured
homes; and

) to ensure the public interest in, and need for, affordable housing is duly considered in all determinations

relating to the Federal standards and their enforcement.
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them and with other relevant stakeholders to deliver the high-quality jobs and housing American
families want and need.

An unfortunate example of an imbalanced regulatory approach to ESG exists in energy
standards the Department of Energy (DOE) promulgated for new manufactured homes last year.
Even though our industry clearly leads the way in energy efficient building processes that produce
energy efficient residential housing, these standards create a number of legal, policy, and procedural
problems that stand to adversely impact our industry, our customers in search of quality, affordable
housing, and policymakers’ goals of boosting affordable housing supplies. However well-intentioned,
these standards were developed without the input of those who know the housing manufacturing
business or who are most in touch with the needs and concerns of housing stakeholders, and resulted
in standards that are in conflict with the MHCSS. If finalized as proposed, these standards would
significantly threaten the affordability of new manufactured homes — our nation’s most affordable
homeownership option — by imposing costs on homeowners that far exceed any reasonable value
placed upon the hoped-for energy savings. Stated otherwise, low-income consumers will be forced
bear the cost of an overzealous and ill-informed approach to ESG at the expense of the American
dream of homeownership, but also, perhaps counterintuitively, at the expense of helping households
move into what for most would be newer and more energy-efficient housing than they have now.

Because it is such a stark example of how a well-intentioned energy mandate can have
significant negative consequences for affordable housing, my testimony will focus primarily on
problems and solutions with regard to the DOE energy standards for manufactured housing. This
should be of particular interest to this subcommittee, as HUD is supposed to have sole responsibility
for federal manufactured home construction standards according to the MHCSS. MHI calls on
Congtess to reaffirm HUD’s exclusive role in setting manufactured housing construction standards
by passing H.R. 3327, the Manufactured Housing Affordability and Energy Efficiency Act of 2023,
which is bipartisan legislation that will subject all building standards for manufactured housing to the
HUD Code process. This would eliminate crippling conflicts in federal regulations over the
construction of manufactured homes, which currently have now emerged between DOE’s standard
and the HUD Code. H.R 3327 would ensure that homeownership affordability and the logistics of
factory-built construction get fair consideration in the development of federal manufactured home
standards, which was the original intent of Congress in establishing a federal construction code for
manufactured housing.

My testimony will also touch on other manufactured home availability and affordability issues
where we believe Congress and federal agencies can take constructive actions to expand
homeownership opportunities. Rather than artificially making it more difficult for us to produce
quality, affordable housing we believe there are things that Congress and federal agencies can do to
facilitate the availability of manufactured housing. For example, HUD is authorized to, and should do
more to, intervene when localities impose barriers restricting manufactured housing. MHI also
supportts the specific items in the Administration’s Housing Supply Action Plan calling for increasing
the usability of FHA’s Title I loan program for manufactured housing (including greater securitization
of Title I loans through Ginnie Mae’s platform) and updating the HUD Code to allow manufacturers
to modernize and expand their production lines. In addition, Congress should support the
preservation, expansion and development of manufactured home communities.
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Manufactured Housing Has a Critical Role in Meeting Nation’s Housing Supply Challenges

As Congress confronts the nation’s housing supply challenges, it is important that the
Committee understand that manufactured housing is the largest form of unsubsidized affordable
housing in the United States - and by far the most affordable homeownership option for American
families. However, the longstanding historical role of manufactured housing as the most affordable
homeownership option could be undermined severely depending on how certain federal policies are
handled.

Manufactured housing offers affordability and quality to consumers because of technological
advancements, cost savings, and efficiencies associated with the factory-built process. Manufactured
housing is the only type of housing constructed to a federal residential building code, which is
regulated by HUD. The HUD Code’s single regulatory framework for home design and construction
includes standards for health, safety, energy efficiency, and durability. Since 2000, these federal
standards have been developed and revised through a deliberative body made up of industry
professionals, state officials, and consumers — the Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee
(MHCC) — which makes recommendations for the HUD Secretary to act on, retaining final authority
over new standards. Further, manufactured homes are subject to minimum federal installation
standards. As a result, consumers enjoy the reliability of new manufactured homes that meet high and
uniform national standards.

In 2022, the average sale price of a new site-built single-family home without land was
$413,160. By comparison, in 2022, the average price of a new manufactured home was $127,250. In
addition, statistics dramatically show that manufactured homes disproportionately serve low and
moderate-income families, compared to site-built homes. The average manufactured home
homeowner’s median household income is approximately $35,000 per year, far below the national
average. In contrast, the average median income for a site-built homeowner is over $100,000.

The manufactured housing industry is at a critical crossroads due to regulatory barriers and
market forces. Cumulative shipments from January 1 through April 30, 2023, decreased by 30 percent
compared to the same time period of 2022. April 2023 shipments were down 34 percent compared to
April 2022 shipments. These decreases in shipments are being caused by prospective homeowners
being priced out of potential purchase due to increased costs of construction and skyrocketing
mortgage interest rates — factors affecting all segments of the housing industry. When families are
priced out of buying a manufactured home, they are priced out of the security and wealth-building
benefits of homeownership.

Congress Should Ensure HUD is the Sole Regulator for all Manufactured Housing
Construction Standards

The most significant challenge facing the affordability of manufactured home ownership is
pending manufactured housing energy standards finalized by the DOE in May 2022. Unless these
standards are substantially revised, (1) the cost of every new manufactured home will unnecessarily
increase by thousands of dollars per home; (2) the annual costs incurred by the homebuyer through
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increased mortgage costs will exceed the purported energy savings under the new standards; (3) many
potential manufactured homebuyers will no longer qualify for a mortgage loan, due to the impact of
higher prices on debt to income (DTT) ratios and related prudent lending limitations; (4) manufactured
home energy standards will be governed by inappropriate standards designed for site-built homes,
instead of by standards that take into account the distrinct characteristics and benefits of manufactured
homes; and (5) manufactured homes will be held to a higher energy efficiency standard than site-built
homes.

The problem is simple: the standards were developed by DOE without any meaningful input
from HUD, whose overall mission is housing affordability, and which is the exclusive repository
within the federal government of expertise regarding construction and safety standards. The DOE’s
narrow attempt to push a singular ESG objective has devastating unintended consequences for
housing affordability.

The solution is also simple: DOE standards must be subject to the HUD Code process, with
HUD having final authority to issue such energy standards. And, HUD should follow the guidance
of its experts on the subject, the MHCC — a body that has already found serious fault with the
proposed DOE standards.

The MHCSS gives HUD jurisdiction over the construction requirements for manufactured
housing construction and it clearly states that energy conservation standards “shall take into
consideration the design and factory construction techniques of manufactured homes and shall
provide for alternative practices that result in net estimated energy consumption equal to or less than
the specified standards.”” The HUD Code regulations require these enetgy efficiency construction
methods to be “within the limits of reasonable economics.”” However, the jurisdictional lines were
blurred in 2007 when a rider was attached to the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007
(EISA). In that rider, the DOE was directed to “establish standards for energy efficiency in
manufactured housing.” * This language had not been subject to congressional hearings and the House
Financial Services Committee, which has jurisdiction over HUD and therefore the manufactured
housing construction code, was not aware of this provision. The language contained in the EISA rider
was pootly crafted and these flaws were exacerbated by the DOE’s fundamental lack of understanding
about the realities of factory-built home construction.

In fact, HUD’s federal advisory committee, the MHCC, refused to recommend wholesale
adoption of the DOE’s rule into the HUD Code. When the MHCC considered the DOE energy
standards last fall, it determined there was a failure by the DOE to consider the unique characteristics
of manufactured home construction. The MHCC determined that “DOE circumvented the standards
development process prescribed in EISA which requires cost justification and consultation with
HUD.” It also determined that “DOE provided an energy conservation standard which was based on
site-built construction and applied it to a performance-based national code.”

254 US.C. § 5403(g)
324 C.F.R. § 3280.505(a)(“The goal of the infiltration control critetia is to reduce heat loss/heat gain due to infiltration as

much as possible without impinging on health and comfort and within the limits of reasonable economics.”)
442 US.C. §17071(a)(1).
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The MHCC warned that: “If adopted as written, the final [DOE] rule would adversely impact
the entire Manufactured Housing program and cost increases associated with compliance would
reduce prospective purchasers (especially minorities and low-income consumers) from durable, safe,
high quality and affordable housing.”

Instead of adopting the DOE standard, the MHCC recommended vast improvements to
energy efficiency standards for manufactured homes while tailoring these standards to the unique
methods of factory-built construction and to the aim of preserving the affordability of the product.
MHI strongly supports the MHCC’s recommended revisions to the HUD Code to increase energy
efficiency standards in a way that makes sense for affordable, factory-built construction.

MHI strongly encourages passage of H.R. 3327, which would reaffirm in statute that HUD,
through the HUD Code, is the sole regulator of construction and safety standards for manufactured
housing. This is absolutely essential for a functioning manufactured housing market because HUD
has an established process by which to update the building code for manufactured housing. Unlike
the process at HUD, the Department of Energy (DOE) issued these standards without engaging with
relevant stakeholders. The result was a regulation based on a building code that is for site-built homes,
which is where materials are taken to a construction site where the home is built. A construction code
based on the site-built process does not apply to the construction methods of manufactured homes,
which are assembled in a factory and then transported to the home site.

The unintended consequence of a second industry regulator implementing misguided
standards that significantly diminish affordability for the most vulnerable low-income households can
be readily corrected with passage of H.R. 3327. DOE’s own analysis showed that its rule would
increase costs for homebuyers without reciprocal energy savings. Even based on its flawed and overly-
optimistic assumptions, DOE determined that its rule would result in an average cost increase of
around $700 for a single-section home and $4,100 to $4,500 for a multi-section home. DOE’s analysis
hinged on purchase price, not the ability of a homeowner to obtain financing based on debt-to-income
ratios and other factors. A cost-benefit analysis performed by MHI and provided to the DOE
demonstrated that the DOE’s rule would result in a net loss of up to $5,500 to a consumer for a single-
section home and up to $6,800 for a multi-section home depending on the location. An economic
study performed by international economic consulting firm, the Analysis Group, confirmed that when
using updated cost figures, approximately 95% percent of manufactured home shipments would have
a negative 10-year life cycle cost under the DOE’s rule.

The DOE rule is a perfect example of how external ESG mandates distort markets and have
unintended consequences that outweigh any potential benefit to consumers, businesses, and the
environment. The DOE rule will increase cost of manufactured homes to the point of requiring
thousands of low-income consumers to remain in older, less energy-efficient housing, and miss what
for many may be their only opportunity to attain homeownership. Stated otherwise, the DOE’s failed
attempt at “E” came at the expense of “S” as it is socially unjust to put out of reach the ability to
purchase a manufactured home. The MHCSS at HUD’s direction does a better job at holistically
promoting ESG principles. Under this mandate, the manufactured housing industry has and will
continue to provide quality, energy-efficient homes at affordable prices to satisfy the critical need for
affordable housing in the United States. Implementation of the DOFE’s rule will only increase the
affordable housing shortage in the United States with no appreciable environmental benefit.
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The right approach is established in the current HUD Code process where HUD is required
to properly balance construction standards with homeownership affordability to ensure that
manufactured homes remain an attainable source of homeownership for American families. Congress
must reaffirm this process to ensure standards from other agencies that lack an understanding of the
manufactured housing construction process do not limit the dream of homeownership.

HUD Should Intervene When Localities Place Restrictions on Manufactured Housing

Manufactured homes serve many housing needs in a wide range of communities from rural
areas where housing alternatives are few and construction labor is scarce and/or costly, to highet-cost
metropolitan areas as in-fill housing. However, restrictive zoning and land planning ordinances have
a profound impact on the availability of manufactured housing.

Across the country, there are countless state and local zoning, planning, and development
restrictions that either severely limit or outright prohibit the placement of a manufactured home.
These practices harm those who could attain homeownership through manufactured housing.
Examples of these discriminatory practices include:

1.) Outright Bans — Adoption of ordinances that eliminate or ban the placement of
manufactured homes in cities, localities or municipalities.

2.) Zoning Barriers — Changing zoning laws after developers have purchased land to prevent
the development of manufactured housing communities.

3.) Segregated Zoning — Banning manufactured homes as a “permitted use” in residential
zones and segregating them into one special overlay zone in one area of the city. These areas
are usually far away from essential setvices and/or the homes act as buffers to commercial
zones.

4.) Lot Size Requirements — Requiring a certain number of acres for placement of a
manufactured home on private land.

5.) Value Requirements — Setting an arbitrary and capricious value that a manufactured home
must meet before it can be sited in a city, locality or municipality.

6.) Age Prohibitions — Prohibiting placement or movement of a home based upon its age.

7.) Contradictory Construction Requirements - Imposing site-built construction standards to
HUD Code homes.

These examples reflect a growing trend whereby local jurisdictions adopt land planning
ordinances and utilize code enforcement that excludes manufactured housing.

There are actions that HUD can take to improve the availability of manufactured housing in
jurisdictions across the country. HUD has the statutory authority to prevent local jurisdictions from
excluding manufactured homes through the “Manufactured Housing Improvement Act of 2000,”
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which specifically states that when HUD construction and safety standards are in effect, a locality does
not have authority to establish different standards. The statute explicitly states that this preemption
should be “broadly and liberally construed” to avoid disparate local requirements. HUD has the
authority and duty to pursue more vigorous enforcement of this provision, which clearly establishes
federal supremacy for manufactured housing construction.

Due to lax enforcement of preemption by HUD, many localities use requirements that deviate
from the HUD Code to accomplish an underlying objective of zoning out manufactured housing (or
making it prohibitively expensive). To address this, HUD must strengthen preemption enforcement
and must provide clearer, more transparent guidelines for compliance. Further, HUD must respond
promptly and definitively whenever localities violate this provision. While HUD has pursued
individual cases where local jurisdictions have introduced construction and safety standards that are
not consistent with the HUD Code or have imposed zoning and planning requirements that exclude
HUD-compliant manufactured homes, HUD must take on a much greater role in this effort. HUD
has a statutory mandate to do so.

HUD should also issue an updated policy statement concerning federal preemption as its
current statement has not been updated to reflect the Manufactured Housing Improvement Act of
2000. The current statement is from 1997 - “Statement of Policy 1997-1: State and Local Zoning
Determinations Involving the HUD Code.” Updating this statement would galvanize HUD’s
responsibility to facilitate the availability of affordable manufactured homes across the country.

Congress Should Remove the Chassis Requirement

The current definition of a “manufactured home” based on the “permanent chassis” is many
decades old and reflects the origins of manufactured housing in the United States when these homes
were “trailers.” However, modern manufactured housing has little in common with a trailer. Instead,
today’s manufactured homes are indistinguishable from traditional site-built homes with the primary
exception of the permanent chassis which is required only for transportation and can now be readily
removed on site. But because the “permanent chassis” is part of the definition of a “manufactured
home,” the manufactured housing industry cannot remove the chassis from a manufactured home
without changing the law.

If the permanent chassis requirement were removed, most manufactured homes would still be
built and transported on a chassis, but the chassis could be removed on site and recycled after the
home is permanently installed on a foundation. Among other benefits, removing the permanent
chassis requirement would allow for manufactured homes to have a more desirable low-profile
installation aesthetic, facilitate more multi-story HUD Code home designs, improve energy efficiency,
reduce waste (most notably the heavy steel chassis that could be recycled), and overcome government
zoning prohibitions that use the chassis requirement as a method for zoning manufactured housing
out of their area.

Above all else, removing the chassis requirement would facilitate continued innovation that
will lead to lower costs to consumers. Additionally, allowing manufacturers to construct homes that
are designed to be removed from a permanent chassis would allow for more aesthetically pleasing
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design option that could remove the decades-old “stigma” from manufactured housing and
discriminatory zoning requirements based on that “stigma.” Therefore, the removal of the permanent
chassis requirement is a perfect example of how Congress can remove barriers to affordable housing.

Federal Policies Should Support Development and Preservation of Land-Lease Communities

There are more than 43,000 land-lease manufactured housing communities in the country with
almost 4.3 million home sites. About one-third of the new manufactured homes built today are placed
in these land-lease communities. Homeownership in land-lease communities is often less expensive
than renting an apartment, providing an affordable form of homeownership to many Americans and
their families.

Just as in other forms of housing, some policymakers have raised concerns about rising rents
in manufactured home communities. The truth is that all forms of housing are seeing significant price
hikes - and rent levels for leased land in manufactured home communities are rising at a lower overall
rate than for rental housing units.

In fact, according to DataComp, the largest provider of manufactured home appraisals,
inspections, and market data, the average site-rent increase in 2021 was approximately 3.6 percent.
Average manufactured housing community rent increases are substantially below the increases
experienced in other forms of housing.

Demand for living in land-lease communities continues to rise because of the financial and
lifestyle benefits of owning a home. Consumers are attracted to well-maintained outdoor spaces and
neighborhood amenities. Professional management of land-lease communities ensures that critically
needed infrastructure like water, sewers, roadways are continuously updated to protect the
homeowner’s investment. Capital expenditures by professionally managed community operators
continue to increase annually and at faster rates than rents.

U.S. Census and MHI data consistently show that residents of land-lease communities are
highly satisfied and are likely to recommend living in manufactured housing communities to others.
In fact, 90 percent of people living in manufactured housing communities are satisfied with their
homes—95 percent in senior-only communities and 87 percent in all-age communities report
satisfaction with their homes. These satisfaction rates show that, overwhelmingly, land-lease
community owners are meeting their resident’s expectations.

The federal government has much it can do to support these important and vibrant
communities. Federal affordable housing policies should encourage capital investment into land-lease
communities to build, update, and preserve land-lease communities.

One initiative Congress should consider is creating more flexibility with respect to tax
incentives in Opportunity Zones for investments that build and preserve affordable manufactured
home communities.
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Another important Congressional action is for HUD to use its statutory discretion to make all
community owners, including for-profits, eligible for the $200 million in the Fiscal Year 2023 T-HUD
appropriations bill for grants and financing to preserve and revitalize manufactured housing
communities. Grant programs like this should be awarded competitively to the best applicants and
applications, that can do the most to preserve affordable manufactured homeownership.

Finally, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac should continue and expand their commitment to
financing manufactured housing communities. Through our National Communities Council (NCC),
MHI was an early proactive participant in working with consumer groups and FHFA to develop
balanced tenant protections for Duty to Serve for manufactured homeowners leasing the land on
which the home was cited - that resulted in the tenant protection guidelines that the GSEs have in
place today. These tenant protections include all of the basic consumer protections for such
homeowners; efforts to go beyond this are unnecessary and would be self-defeating, since they could
result in community owners deciding Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac loans are no longer viable for this

purpose.

FHA Should Do More to Support Financing for Manufactured Housing.

The Federal Housing Administration (FHA) has a critical role in insuring mortgages for first-
time, minority, and other underserved borrowers. Because of manufactured housing’s affordability,
FHA should do more to support financing for manufactured housing. We appreciate the
Administration’s recognition of the need to update the FHA programs for manufactured housing in
its Housing Supply Action plan. Because of a lack of updates, FHA’s mortgage insurance programs
are not serving those seeking homeownership through manufactured housing. FHA’s Title I program
for personal property loans needs substantial reforms to restore its role in this sector and FHA’s Title
II program for real property loans needs updates so that FHA can better fulfill its mission of
homeownership.

In 2022, zero manufactured home loans were insured by FHA’s Title I program. And
manufactured home loans only made up 4.3 percent of all new single-family loans insured by FHA’s
Title II program that same year. Several actions will remedy this situation. For the FHA Title I
Program, FHA should consider these changes:

1. Align FHA manufactured home definitions with HUD Code definitions;
2. Allow an adequate loan origination fee;
3. Allow financing of closing costs; and
4. Align FHA Title I underwriting standards with Title II standards.
For the FHA Title II program, FHA should consider these changes:

1. Improve guidance for CrossMod homes to ensure accurate appraisals, as both Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac have already done;
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2. Incorporate the HUD Code’s model minimum installation standards;
3. Revise the requirements for manufactured homes in flood zones; and
4. Lift the prohibition against financing for relocated homes.

With these changes, FHA can better accomplish its goal of providing affordable
homeownership for first-time, minority and other underserved borrowers.

Conclusion

MHI appreciates the opportunity to testify before the Committee about mandates that have
created barriers to affordable housing. The industry is supportive of the MHCC’s (HUD’s federal
advisory committee) recommendations to improve energy efficiency standards for our homes.
Because HUD is our primary regulator and understands our construction process, the MHCC’s
approach would enhance environmental outcomes while eliminating the contradictions and feasibility
issues created by the DOE rule, while preserving cost effectiveness for aspiring homeowners. The
DOEFE’s unfamiliarity with the manufactured housing construction process and lack of meaningful
engagement with stakeholders most directly impacted demonstrates the dangers of mandates that
sound laudable but can wind up undermining the best outcomes for American households — in this
case by reducing the supply of high-quality, affordable, and energy-efficient housing options. We urge
swift passage of H.R. 3327 to ensure HUD retains sole jurisdiction over implementation and
enforcement of all construction standards for manufactured housing.

Thank you for your recognition that manufactured housing is an integral component to
addressing the nation’s affordable housing supply challenges. By ensuring HUD uses its authority to
prevent localities from imposing barriers to placement of manufactured homes, ensuring that FHA
does more to support financing for manufactured homes, supporting land lease communities, and
removing the chassis requirement, this Subcommittee can help ensure that the innovations of
manufactured housing are an essential part of HUD’s work to help more Americans achieve quality
homeownership at an attainable price. As the only national trade association that represents every
segment of the factory-built housing industry, we look forward to working with you to support the 22
million people who live in manufactured homes today and the many more who are seeking attainable
homeownership in a quality home.
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APPENDIX — Photos
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