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NOTE TO READER

This report is organized into five volumes, with each volume containing severail.
sections. Following is a complete listing of all volumes and sections, with

asterisks in the left-hand column identifying the volume you are now reading:

VOLIWME I: " THE BUILDING INDUSTRY TOMDRROW:
' I1HE MOBI 4E INDUSTRY
Sections: Introduetion

The !Mobile Home Industry: An Overview
The Mobile Home Industry's Product:
Today and Tomorrow

VOLWME II: THE MOBILE HOME PRODUCTION SYSTEM

Sections: Supply Sector Influence
Industrial Organization
Manufacturing
Cost/Price Analysis
Manufacturer Financing

Appendix
VOLUME III: THE MOBILE HOME DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM
Sections: Industrial Organization
Distribution

Cost/Price Analysis
Dealer Financing
Consumer Financing

Appendix
*xx VOLWME 1IV: THE MOBILE HOME PARK SYSTEM
Sections: Industrial Crganization

Park Development and Operation
Cost/Price Analysis '
Park Financing

Appendix
VOLUME V: PUBLIC REGULATION
Sections: Land Use Controls
Taxation

Building Code Regulation
Highway Regulation
Appendix
In each volume, roman numerals are used to designate the title page and the subse-

quent pages before the beginning of the first section. Each section is organized
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- as an independent entity, and has its own page numbering system and its own Table

of Contents. Each section starts with page number 1 and ends with a page number
determmined by the section's length. Al11 pages of each section show the title of
that section in the upper left-hand corner of the page, so the reader can quickly

find the first page of each section by flipping the pages of the volume.

Therefore, bibliographical references need 1ist only report authors and report
title, volume number, section title, and page number: i.e., Bernhardt, Arthur D.,

et. al., Structure, Operation, Performance and Development Trends of the Mobile

Home Industry, Volume II, Section "Manufacturing,” page 19 (or, Volume II, page

vii).
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Hundreds of individuals in private firms andublic agencies concerned
with the mobile home park system assisted my staff and I as M.I.T.'s
Project Mobile Home Industry gathered information for this volume over

the last seven years.

The necessary statistical primary data base for this volume was developed

through the responses to our national survey by hundreds of mobile home

- park developers, traditional sub-division developers, on-site builders,

and mobile home park owners and managers. These groups helped us to
further understand the park system by inviting us for personal visits.
#dhether we stopped by for a few hours or a few days, and whether we were

in Oklahoma or Ohio, we invariably received a gracious welcome.

A great deal of thanks for the success of our research must go to Mr. J.

3rown Hardison, the publisher of Mobile Home Park Management Magazine,

who went to great lengths to personally introduce us to business leaders
in the park system. The Woodall Organization, whose standard rating of
mobile home parks forms the basis for a great deal of the discussion in
this volume, provided immeasurable assistance in the verification and

interpretation of raw data provided by them.

Many mobile home associations were also most cooperative in helping us
out with information and advice. [ am indebted to the Manufactured

Housing Institute (MHI) for its constant willingness to be of service
to us. (In our report, the MHI is referred to by its former name, the

Mobile Home Manufacturers Association (MHMA) because we did not have
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time to incorporate the recent name change into our copy.) Also of
great importance to our work was the information provided by regional
and state industry associations in most of the 50 states. The help of
these organizations in our mail surveys and personal visits was im-
perative, considering that park operations compete largely in local
markets. At certain points of our research we also called upon the
National Association of Homebuilders, many of whose members are involved

in park development.

In the area of park financing, we sought the advice of large numbers
of finance sector institutions all over the country. bLelp on this
particular aspect also came from various federal government agencies

which are in some way involved in park financing.

To all of the above, as well as to the many unlisted people and organi-
zations who gave of their time and expertise, I offer my deepest grati-
tude, which, I am sure, I can also extend on behalf of the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development.
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of this volume:
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The housing unit delivered by the mobile home industry's production system
is only one component of the industry's final product. The second component
-- the developed site with foundation and utilities -- is an essential com-
plement to the housing unit (mobile home) and in many cases costs almost as
much as the unit itself. It is obvious then that the mobile home park sys-
tem deserves as thorough an analysis as the production and distribution sys-

tems.

The park system serves a function more essential to overall industry perfor-
mance than js evident at first glance. The performance of the park system
directly determines the supply of developed land for placement of the mobile
home. The annual unit production capacity of the production system far ex-
ceeds the annual production rate of new sites. The supply of land is artifi-
cially limited by many factors, including exclusionary or restrictive land
use control practices and local economic and political opposition. The
effectiveness with which the park system deals with these obstacles greatly
influences the rate of new site development. Since, for the immediate future,
the supply of land will remain well below unit production capacity as well

as below the demand level for mobile housing, the performance of the park
system will continue to determine the aggregate effective demand for the

mobile home industry's product.

The analysis in this section delves into the industrial organization of the
park system and its implications for the economic performance of the system.

Because of the crucial importance of the park system for the industry at
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large, special emphasis is placed on understanding the interactions :and in-
terrelationships between this system and the industry's production and dis-
tribution systems. Finally, an attempt is made to identify potential ways

to achijeve improvements in the economic performance of the park system.

It is important to explain the definition of the mobile home park system

which underlies the analysis in this section. Mobile homes are located both

2

in mobile home parks and on individual, scattered lots. Mobile homes located
on individual lots are not considered part of the park system; scattered
sites are not the product of an "yndustry" but of the mobile home owner's 1in-
dividual initiative. The total mobile home park inventory, furthermore,

can be divided into Woodall-rated parks and non-rated parks. Woodall Pub--

1ishing Company is a national organization rating only those parks meeting

)

minimum quality standards established by Woodall; rated parks include most
of the larger, recently-developed parks. Non-rated parks are typically

older and smaller parks, often built to the less rigorous development

£

standards of the past. ‘he mobile home park system is defined to comprise
the sum total of all rated parks and to exclude all non-rated parks. This
definition has been arrived at for two reasons. First, rated park operations
© tend to view themselves much more as part of an "industry" than non-rated
operations do. Second, the data available on non-rated parks is extremely

1imi ted.

[

while this section focuses on the park system as defined, the structure of

the section reflects the need to maintain a perspective on the total inven-

9

tory of all sites on which mobile homes are located. Ffirst, in chapter

B.1.1, <the total inventory of all park sites and non-park sites is

Q)
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analyzed. Then, 1in Chapter B.1.2, the analysis focuses on the mobile nome
park inventory only, including both rated and non-rated parks. Finally,
starting with Chapter B.2, the remainder of the section deals exclusively
with the Woodall-rated park inventory -- the mobile home park system.

the following diagram depicts

the organization of this section.

TOTAL MOBILE |
HOME SITE |
INVENTORY

TOTAL
PARK
THVENTORY

TOTAL
MOM=-PARK
[SITE IMVENTORY

TOTAL
NON-RATED
PARK INVENTORY

TOTAL
WOODALL-RATED
PARK INVENTORY

-~

The basic, primary data used in this industrial organization analysis
of the park system include the results of Project Mobile Home Industry's
national park survey and raw data obtained from the Woodall organizatiom.

Other sources that provided primary and secondary data are too numerous to

1ist here.
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Statistical Perspective
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1.1 MOBILE HOME INVENTORY
1.1.1 National Distribution of Mobile Homes

Dur calculations %or 1974,'I jdentify close to four million mobile units

as vear-round housina. How this housing was being utilized throughout the
United States deserves examination. 'as there an even distribution of these
mobile homes within the country, bv state and by region, and what were the

growth natterns of mobile home housing within the states and regions?

Mobile Home Distribution by State: 1374

Figure 1 reveals that the nattern of mobile home location is very uneven
across the United States. The states of Florida and California have the
largest prooortions of the national market; ©.2% and 7.6% rasoectively,
or a combined total of 1£.8% of the amnroximatelv four million units

in existence. Almost one out of every six mobile homes is located in

either Florida or California.

The sense of uneven distribution is amnlified throuah examination of the
next three leading states: Texas, *orth Carolina, and Georgia. These
three states represent 6.1%, 5.1%, and 4.4% of all units respectively.
Wlhen combined with California and Florida, these five highest ranking states,
account for almost one third of all the mobile homes in the nation's

total inventory. The six lowest rankino states and the District of
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Columbia (national rank 45 through 51) on the other hand, account for

only 1.5% of the national inventory.

Changing State Patterns: 1960-1970; 1870-1974

It is important to examine the changing distributional nattern of mobile
homes from 1960-1970 and 1970-1974 to determine the possibilitv of
emerging geographical patterns. A look at the rankings provided in
Figure 1 shows that California and Florida retained their ranking as
the two leading states from 1960-1974. However, while California held
the first place ranking from 1960 to 1970, it had become the second
leading state by 1974. Its relative share of the market dropped
sharply from 13.3% in 1960 to 9.5% in 1970, and in 1974 its relative
share dropped to 7.6%. On the other hand, Florida not only improved
its ranking but also retained its relative share. By 1874, Florida's
relative share of the market increased to 9.2%, therehy displacine

California to become the top ranking state.

It should be noted, that during the 1960-1970 period, many states showed
growth rates which deviated considerably from the na%ional average of
170.6%. In ten states, the unit inventory arew by less than 100%.

On the other hand, several states, Morth Carolina, Arkansas, Georgia,

Alabama, and lWest Virginia, showed gqrowth rates in excess of 400%.

The averace annual national arowth rate for the 1970-1974 neriod is ?1.9%
which is s1iahtly areater than that for the 1260-1970 period which showed an

averaae annual national growth rate of 17%. An analvsis of the state arowth
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rates, however, shows that the national growth pattern is representative
for less than half the states. In-fact, twenty-three states saw their
percentagé'of the mobile housing stock fall to a lower level in the
1970:i974 beriodAthan it had been in the 1960-1970 period. Seven states
retained the same percentage of the mobile housing stock from 1960-1970
to the 1970-1974 period. The slight increase of the national qrowth rate
in the 1970-1974 period can be attributed to the twenty states that did
increase their percentage of the mobile housina stock. Therefore, these
figures sucaest a greater concentration of the national mobile housina
inventory within a fewer number of states while the absolute number of

mobile homes did not decline in anv state.

Mobile Home Distribution by Regions: 1974

raving noted the variation in distribution and growth rates from state
to state, the examination turns to the regional divisions employed in
thé Decennial Census: thé Hortheast, wWorth Central, South, and West.
rigure 5 reveals that the South is by far the leading region in num-
ber of mobile nome units. The Southern states contain 46.7% of the
total, or 1,318,209 units. The Nortn Central states and the Hest
contain 22.8% (887,923) and 20.1% (779,435) respectively. The
Northeast accounts for the remaining 10.5% (409,587). By partitioning
the four regions into sub-regions the geographical differences are
sharpened. For example, 26.4% of all units in 1974 were found in

the South Atlantic states. New England had only 2.4% of the total.
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Changing Regional Patterns: 1960-1970; 1970-1974

For the last 15 years, the South and each of the Southern sub-regions

increased their relative share of the mobile housing stock. A1l of the
other regions experienced a decline in their percentage of the national

mobile housing stock. This significant trend in the distribution of

mobile homes may have been caused, in part, by the economic revitalization

of the Southern region (e.g. availability of new jobs) and generally

more economical living conditions (e.g. lower fuel costs, etc.).

Summa

The distribution of mobile homes jn‘the U.3. in 1974 was very uneven.

A few states contained more than a third of all units, while several
states accounted for less than one percent of the total. For many
states growth rates diverged significantly from the national trend;
this resulted in considerable market share re-alignments and sharpened
the existing distributional non-uniformities. Finally, a discernible
geographic pattern emerged during the sixties -- one region, the Soutn,

grew at a rate far in excess of the others. .
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STATE TOTAL MOBILE (1950-1370) % OF MOBILE | MATIONAL
HOME UNITS* (1970-1974) | HOUSING STOCK RAMK**
Alabama " | 1960 9,932 1.3 25
1970 57.180 415.3 2.5 13
1974 112,723 120.2 2.9 110
Alaska 1960 3,039 0.4 46
1970 . 10,81 235.0 0.5 43
1976 | 13,218 29.8 0.3 47
Arizona 19650 | " 23,243 3.0 10
1970 52, 060 124.0 2.5 12
. 1974 93,079 78.8 - 2.4 16
- Arkansas 1960 4,880 0.6 43
1970 29, 526 505.0 1.4 25
1974 60,470 104.8 1.6 26
California 1960 101,601 13.3 1
1970 797, 564 84.5 9.5 1
1974 294,031 48.8 . 7.6 2
Colorado 190 12,979 B 16
1970 . 3, 475 142.5 1.5 22
1974 - 51,470 95.3 1.6 24
~ Connecticut 1950' 6,456 0.8 37
' 1 1070 9,542 47.8 0.5 .45
1574 10,720 12.3 0.3- 43
. Delaware. 1960 - 3,569 , 0.5 45
1970 9,001 . 152.2 0.4 43
1974 16,429 82,5 0.4 84
District of 1960 77 0 50
Columbia 1970 281 265.0 0 50
1974 802 185.4 0 50
Florida | 1960 65,087 8.5 2
- 187 171,464 163.4 3.3 . 2
. 197 359,964 109.9 9.2 1

<

* Must be a year-roﬁnd dwellina to be included
** Tncludes the District of Columbia

1960 Census of Housing Volume I, Part 1 and
1970 Census of Housing HC(1) - Bl
1974 Projections by PMHI ( Footnote 1)

Compiled from:

FIGURE 1: MOBILE HOME DISTRIBUTION BY STATE
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T % CHANGE .
STATE TOTAL MOBILE (19€0-1970) | B OF MOBILE | NATIOHAL
' HOME UNITS* (1a70.1a74) | HCUSING STOCK|  RANK**
Georgia 1860 12,689 1.7 18
1970 76,368 506.6 3.7 8
1974 172,316 123.9 4.4 5
Hawai{ 1960 25 0 81
1970 163 552.0 0 51
1974 693 325.2 "0 51
Idaho 1960 6,763 0.9 36
1970 15,854 134.6 0.8 36
1974 29,048 83.1 0.7 34
I11inois 1960 32,470 £.2 5
1870 73,404 126.1 3.5 10
1974 111,564 52.0 2.9 11
Indiana 1860 27,994 3.7 9
1970 63,158 143.5 3.3 N
1974 107,901 58.3 2.8 13
Towa 1960 1,735 1.5 20
1970 24,239 106.7 1.2 30
1974 41,141 69.6 1.1 31
Kansas 1960 11,783 . 1.5 19
1970 26 985 129.0 1.3 29
. 1974 48,661 80.3 1.2 28
Kentucky ] 1960 10,076 1.3 24
1970 £,930 326.1 2.1 19
1974 80,464 87.4 2.1 18
Louisiana 1960 9,445 1.2 28..
3970 38,524 307.9 1.8 20
574 67,609 75.5 1.7 15
Maine L1960 6,189 0.8 39
1970 16,527 167.4 0.3 35
1974 30,092 82.1 0.8 36

* Must be a year-round dwelling to be included
** Includes the District of Columbia

Compiled from:

FIGURE 1:
(cont.)

1974 Projections by PMHI (Footnote 1)

MOBILE HOME DISTRIBUTION BY STATE

1960 Census of Housing Volume I, ‘art 1 and
1970 Census of Housing HC (1) - 51
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‘ : 4 % CHANGE '
STATE - . © | TOTAL MOBILE (1960-1970) | % OF MOSILE | MATIONAL
HOME UNITS* (1970-1974) | HOUSING STOCK| RAHK**
. .4A . - »
Maryland 1960 9,521 1.2 27
1970 | 20,263 112.8 1.0 32
1974 ] 27,534 . 35.9 0.7 35
. 1 . .
Massachusetts 1960 6,766 . ' 0.9 35
1970 10, 862 60.5 0.5 41
11974 .14,425 32.8 0.4 45
"Michigan 1960 29,400 . 8
19 1970 . 75,161 155.6 3,2 9
(1974 1 148,540 97.6 3.8 7
Minnesota 1960 10,702 1.4 23
1970 29,601 176.6 1.4 24
{1974 61,516 107.8 1.6 25
Mississippi 1960 6,327 0.8 38
1970 30,492 380.1 1.5 23
1974 71,503 134.8 1.8 22
Missouri 1960 16,613 2.2 13
' 1970 50,892 206.3 2.5 14
1574 . 93,712 83.9 2 15
Montana - 11260 "7,077 0.9 33
‘ 1970 16,866 138.3 0.8 34
1074 3N 6.7 0.9 32
. Nebraska. 1960 7,115 0.9 32
§ 1870 14,961 10.3 0.7 38
1072 28,169 88.3 0.9 37
- Nevada 1960 8,025 1.0 31
: 1970 |. 20,662 157.4 1.0 3
J1974 32,889 59.2 0.8 33
New Hampshire 1060 2,896 0.4 ° 47
e 1970 12,598 341.1 0.6 " 39
1074 20,756 64.8 0.5 40

* Muyst be a year-round dwelling to be included
** Includes the District of Columbia

Compiled from: 1960 Census of Housing Volume I, Part 1 and
1970 Census of Housing HC(1) - BI
1974 Projections by PMHI (Footnote 1)

. FIGURE 1: MORILE HOME DISTRIBUTION BY STATE
(cont.)
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~ . o % CHANGE

. STATE .| TOTAL MOBILE (1960-1970) | ¢ OF MOSILE | MATIONAL

HOME UNITS* _ (1970-15974) | 40USING STOCKi RANK**
New Jersey 1960 9,156 1.2 29
1979 { 15,097 64.9 , 0.7 37
“1574 Tt . 22,044 - 46.0 0.6 39
New Mexico 1965 12,937 1.7 17
| 1970 18,983 46.7 0.9 33
1074 {40,060 111.0 1.0 30
New York 196 31,306 4.1 7
1070 77,661 148.1 3.7 7
1074 129,085 66.2 3.3 9
North Carolina 1860 19,133 2.5 1N
1970 { 98,267 413.6 4.8 3
4 1074 71 199,988 103.5 5.1 4
North Dakota 199 5,017 0.7 42
' 1970 9,613 91.6 0.5 24
S 1974 1 18,118 88.5 0.5 42
Ohio 1960 42,892, - 5.6 2
. 1970 86,160 100.9 4.1 6
1974 141,171 63.8 3.6 8
Oklahoma 1260 - 8,086 - N 30
. 15970 27,449 238.5 1.3 27
) 1974 58,584 133.4 ' 1.5 27
Oregon L1060 | 14,090 1.8 15
: {1970 |- 37,74 167.9 : 1.8 21
*1974 =1 72,634 82:5: 1.9 20
Pennsylvania {1960 31,434 4.1 6
. 1970 87,595 178.7 4.2 5
1974 | 164,293 87.6 4.2 6
Rhode Island 1660 1,513 ' 0.2 49
1070 2,403 58.8 0.1 49
1974 3,437 43.0 2.1 49

* Must be a year-round dwelling to be included
** Includes the District of Columbia

Compiled from: 1960 Census of Housing Volume I, ‘art 1 and
' 1970 Census of Housing HC(1) - Bl
1974 Projections by PMHI (Footnote 1)

FIGURE 1: MOBILE HOME DISTRIBUTION BY STATE
(cont.)
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*Must be a year-round dwelling to be included
** Includes the District of Columbia

Compiled from: 1969 Census of Housing Volume I, “art 1 and
1979 Census of Housing HC (1) - B1
1974 Projections by PMHI (Footnotz 1)

FIGURE 1:
{cont.)

MOBILE HOME DISTRIGUTION BY STATE

) % CHAMGE .
STATE TOTAL MOCILE  (1960-127C) *| ¢ OF MOBILE NATIONAL
HOME UNITS*  (1970-1674) HOUSING STOCK  RARK**
South Carolina 1950 11,072 1.4 21
1870 50,471 355.8 2.4 16
1974 | 112,114 122.1 2.9 12
South Dakota 19€n 6,929 0.9 34
1970 11,560 66.8 n.s 40
1974 24,031 107.9 0.6 38
" Tennessee - 1960 9,792 1.3 26
L 1979 48,615 - 3%6.5 2.3 17
197¢ 101,17°4 101.8 2.6 14
Texas 1960 36,878 4.8 4
1970 94,858 . 157.2 4.5 4
1974 239,447 152.4 6.1 3
Utah 1260 4,858 0.6 44
1570 9,133 88.0 0.4 47
197¢ 21,133 131.4 0.5 4
Vermont 1950 2,335 0.3 48
1979 9,484 306.2 0.5 46
1974 14,735 55.4 9.4 46
Virginia [qoen | 17,257 5 3 12
) 1070 50,598 193.2 2.4 15
1078 - 89,278 76.4 2.3 17
Hashington 1960 14,940 1.9 14
: - 1e7n 43,850 193.5 2.1 18
© 1974 71,484 63.0 1.8 21
Ylest Virginia 1060 2,255 0.7 41
1970 26,877 42.4 1.3 28
L 1574 47,909 70.3 1.2 28
. Wisconsin 1960 11,064 1.4 22
1070 28,705 159.4 1.4 26
] . 1974 63,179 120.1 1.6 23
Wyomin 1960 6,165 ’ 0.3 40
;.y : 1979 10,436 69.3 0.5 42
1974 16,525 58.3 0.4 43
U.S.A. 1060 | 766,565 100.0
1070 | 2,073,594 170.6 109.¢
—— 1974 | 3,893,570 87.6 1092.0
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§ CHANGE
€ REGION TOTAL BOGILE (Yaép-1970) | % OF MOSILE | NATIONAL
' HOME USTTSw  fia~a_yaoad | HOUSING STCCK!  RANK**
NORTHEAST 1970 98,042 - 1 s v
1670 241,77 146.1 .6 v
1974 409,587 69.4 10.5 v
€ New England 1060 26,146 3.8 9
1070 61,418 133.7 2.9 9
| 072 94,165 53.3 2.4 N
Middle Atlantic | 1960 | 71,896 9.4 £
1070 - 180,353 150.6 5.7 g
@ 1974 315,422 74.9 8.1 3
NORTH CENTRAL 060 | 213,714 , 27.9 111
1970 | 499,459 - 133.4 241 17
1974 837,923 77.8 22.8 11
East North 12€0 143,820 18.3 ]
Centra) 1970 - 321,588 130.2 _ 16.0 2
@ : ' L 1674 {572,355 72.6 14,7 2
Kest North 1960 69,894 : 9.1 6
Central 1970 167,871 140.0 2. 8
: 1974 315,568 - 88.0 _ 2. 7
, SOUTH 1960 | 239,066 1 3.2 I
@ .- , 1970 - 867,768 263.2 | 4.9 I
, 1974 { 1,818,209 108.5 “4€.7 I
South Atlantic | 1960 143,650 1 e 2
i 1970 504,194 251.1 : 24.3 1
1974 | 1,026,135 103.5 26.4 )
€ East South - 1960 36,127 4.7 ¢
Central 1070 173217 380.8 8.4 7
101974 365,964 111.3 9.4 5
West S 19€9 52,239 7.7 7
Cgigra'?“h 1070 190,387 220.9 0.2 4
- . 1974 26,110 ., 123.8 A 10.¢ 4
© WEST - 1 eeo | 215,783 0 T 7 TTTHT oy I
: : 1070 464,993 115.3 : 22.4 111
1974 779,435 67.6 20.1 111
Mountain 1660 32,043 . ; 10.7 4
. je7n 175,469 113.5 8.4 6
e t 1974 327.375 §6.5 8.4 6
Pacific lo89 | . 133,695 ] 1 7.4 3
: . 1070 289,499 i16.5 : 14.0 3
1974 452 06D 56.2 1.6 3

*Must be a year-round dwelling to be included
** Includes the District of Columbia
& Commiled from: 19€70 Census of Housina Volume I, Part 1 and
1970 Census of Housinag HC (7) - 6
1974 Projections by PMHI (Footnote 1)
FIGURE 5: COBILE HOME DISTRIBUTICN BY REGINNIS A0 SUS-RERINIS
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1.1.2 The Contribution of Mohile Homes to Total Housing

The distribution of mobile homes across the United States does not aive
an indication of the contribution of mobile homes to the total housing

stock for the nation or for specific areas within the nation. To obtain

an index which better reflects the “sianificance" of mobile homes, calculations

have been made from 196N and 1970 census data. Percentages were ohtained

of the total national vear-round housing stock represented hv mobile

homes for regions, sub-reqions, and individual states. The results are

found in Figures 9 and 13.

1270 Contrihution of Mobile Homes hv State

The key feature which emerges from Fiqure ¢ is that the contribution of
mobile homes to the total housing stock varies sharplv from state to
state. Several states showed at least 9.0% of all units as mobile homes:

other states showed virtuallv no mobile home contribution.

For example, in Nevada 12.0% of all units in 1970 were mobile homes.

In Alaska, mobile homes accounted for 11.4%. By contrast, in 1970 there
were six states in which mobile homes comprised 1.9% or less of the total
housing stock. Thd yistrict of Co1umbia and Hawaii were the principal
examples in this group with only a 0.1% incidence. For the nation as

a whole mobile homes comprise 3.1% of the total housino stock.
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Changing State Patterns: 1960-1970

A comparison of the data for 1960 with 1970 reveals an expanded role for
the mobile home in most states and for the nation as a whole. In 1969

the mobile home accoﬁnted for 2.0% of all housing in the United States;

in 1970 it accounted for 3.1%. In 1960 at least 3.0% Qf the total housing
stock in nine of the fifty states including the District of Columbia

were mobile homes; by 1970 the number of states with this proportion

had risen to thirty-three. In 1960 the mobile home comnrised at least
5.0% of the total housing stock in only three stétas; in 197N there

were sixteen states in this category.

The increasing role of the mobile home from 1960 to 1970 was widespread,

but it was not all-pervasive. The District of Columbia, Hawaii, Massachusetts,
New Jersey, Rhode Island, and Connecticut experienced increases in

percentage of total units of less than 0.3%. Though the increased contri-
bution of the mobile home in these states was slight, there was no state

in which the contribution declined.

1970 Contribution of Mobile Homes by Reaion

Focusing on the contrjyution of mobile homes, the auestion of nossible
regional variations develops. Fiqure 13 provides the data which addresses
this topic, indicating that reaional differences do exist. In the South,
4.2% of all year-round dwelling units were mobile homes. In the Morth-

east, mobile homes accounted for only 1.5%.
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Sharper distinctions were drawn when the sub-region figures were
tabulated. In the "ountain states and South Atlantic states, mobile homes
provided at least 5.0% of the units (6.4% and 5.0% respectivelv). In
contrast to fhose two areas were the New England and Mid-Atlantic

states where mobile homes accounted for only 1.6% and 1.5% of the total

units, respectively.

Changing Regional Pattern: 1960-197"

Having noted the existence of a regional pattern in 1977, was this
significantly different from the patterns of 1960, and if so, in what

way? Figure 13 orovides some answers to such questions.

According to Figure 13, there was a verv non-uniform manner in which
the increased contribution of the mobile home was distributed regionallv.
The Southern states showed the most significant gains (+2.8%), while the
Northeast gained very 1ittle {+0.8%). On a sub-regional basis, the
greatest increases achieQed bv the mobile home were found in the South
Atlantic (3.2%) and East South Central states (3.2%). The Mountain

states also registered a sizable increase (2.7%).

From these figures, it appears that the areas in which the mobile home
made its most significant contribution did not change from 1960 to 1979
though the patterns of regional differences have been more sharply drawn.

Again the South is the clear leader.



PEN

@

Industrial Organization 2
Summary

The role of the mobile home has increased from 1960 to 1970 in many
states and has been negligible in certain other states. To the extent
that regional patterns exist, the tendency seems to be toward the

strengthening of these existing regional patterns.
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P
TOTAL OKE UNIT #OSILE HOMES | % MOBILE HOMES y
STATE Uit uiiTs| WousIge  |0R TRAILZas+s| TOTAL HOUSING LNITS RAILK
1960 967,498~ 853,908 9,922 1.0 33-39
ALAEAMA 1970 1,114,625 924,427 51,407 46 19
PERCENT CHANGE +15.2 +8.3 +417.6 +3.6
1960 67,57 13,257 1 ﬁﬁﬁ 45 5
ALASKA 1970 88,555 45,450 . 1.4 -2
PERCENT CHAKGE +31.3 +5.1 +232.7 +6.9
1960 415,760 - 347,822 23,243 5.6 2
ARTZONA 1970 578,771 422,501 52,247 9.0 3-4
PERCENT CHAMGE +33.2 +21.5 +124,8 +3.4
’ 1950 585,516 538,614 4,880 0.8 4445
ARKANSRS 1670 672,961 574,303 29,665 4.4 21-22
: PERCERT CHANGE +14.7 +1.7 +507.9 +3.6
: 1960 5,464,885 4,081,443 101,591 1.8 18216
CALIFORNIA 1570 6,876,261 4,675,488 197,358 a8 35
PERCENT CHANGE +27.7 +14.6 +94.3 +C.5
1960 94,408 - 465,824 12,970 2.2 13
" COLORADO 1970 742,858 533,039 31,137 2.2 23.
. PERCENT CHANGE +25.0 +14.2 +140.0 2.0
1560 818,428 - 512,107 5,456 5.8 44-45
CONNECTICUT 1970 958,815 572,286 9,605 1.2 46
PERCENT CIIANGE 8.4 +11.8 +48.8 +0.2
- leg0 142,699 - 120,343 3,569 2.5 1
DELAVARE 1870 174,990 132,128 ¢,001 5.1 14-15
PERCTHT ClANGE +21.8 +9.8 *152.2 Tib
i 50-51
. 1960 262,639 105,302 77 0.5
DISTRICT OF COL. 1970 273,320 102,337 246 0.1 50-51
PERCENT CHANGE +6.0 -2.8 +219.5 +0.1
1380 1,776,075~ 1,196 ,376- €5,087 37 6
FLORIDA 1970 2,430,830 1.728,559 172,100 5.9 6
PERCENT CHAMNGE +40.2 +23.8 +154.4 +3.2
1960 1,168,871- 579,203 12,689 1] 32'32
SEDRGIA 1970 1,465,687 1,007,812 76.438 5.2
PERCENY CHANGE +25.4 +12.1 +572.4 +4.1
i - 50-51
98D 65, 90~ 8,77 25 0.0
HAWATI 1970 215,832 139,436 161, 0. 50-31
PERCLHT CHAXSE +30.5 +15.0 +584.0 +0.
1260 223,533~ 183,026~ 6,763 2.0 ;-9
1DAHO 1970 238,293 191,589 15,939 g.;
PERCINT CHANGE +6.6 -7 +135.7 +2
1960 3,274,982- 2,029 ,405- 32.47C 1.0 23:33
ILLIKDIS 3,692,447 2,187,179 73,757 %-g
PERCENT CHAMGE +2.7 +7.8 +127.2 +l.
1960 1,503,531 1,276,428 - 27,994 1-% ;2-‘5
INDIANA 1270 1,711,526 1,338,954 67,983 40 :
PERCENT CHANSE +13.9 ¥9.3 “i32.E +2.
3 24-25
o 205,271— 787,596 - 1,735 1.3
10UA }5;8 954,575 780,507 24,235 2.5 37-33
: PERCEET CHAGE +5.5 -8 +106.9 *.2
. 19-20
oz 740,244 647,143~ 11,783 1.6 -
KANSAS }5;2 767,502 642,900 26,690 3.4 28-29
PERCENT CHANGE +6.4 -7 +126.5 +1.8
1660 925,383 201,929~ 9,075 1-} 32-32
KENTUCKY 1570 1,060,682 £05.970 43,29) 4.
PERCENT CHANGE +14.6 +5.5 +377.0 ‘ +3.0

* Includes one unit detached plus one unit attached
** Must be a year-round dwelling to be included
Compiled from: 1960 Census of Housing Volume I, Part 1 and
1970 Census of Housing HC(1) - BI

FIGURE 9:

MOBILE HOMES AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL HOUSING UNITS BY STATES:

1960-1970, 1960-1970 PERCENTAGE CHANGE
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— = % MOBILE HOTCS
TOTAL ONC UNIT MOBILE HOMES A MODILE ¢ AR
c . STATE WOUSING UNITS| HOUSIHG* 0P TRAILLRS** | TOTAL HOUSING UNITS
: . 1.0 33-39
1960 978,351 . 810,470~ ¢, 448 b
Loyrsta 1970 1,146,105 893,411 38,305 a3
PERCENT CHANGE +17.1 +10.2 +305.5 : o
1.9 17-
- 1960 ‘364,603 270,268 - 6.180 48 17-18
WATHE 1970 332,440 239,913 16,250 +31
PERCLNT CHANGE -6.8 214,86 +162.9 ’
' 1960 Cg3e,261- | 7az.E- | 9521 o 33-39
- MARYLAND - 1970 1,234,680 850,071 20,343 1.6 44
PERCEMT CHANGE +22.2 +14,5 +113.7 0.6
1950 Y,69C,850 ] 91C,509- %765 0.4 49
MASSACHUSETTS 1670 1,839,028 926,323 10,828 0.6 48
PERCENT CHANGE +8.8 1.7 +61.5 +0.2
. 1960 2,548,373~ | 2,074,674~ 28,400 1.2 28-29
. MICHIGAN 1970 2,845,448 2.160,483 75,012 2.6 3%
C PERCENT CiAKGE | +11.7 +4.1 +164.1 +1.4
] 1960 1,)16,775- 884,911~ 10,502 1.C 33-39
MINNESOTA 1970 1,219,501 891,882 28,740 2-§ 4
PERCENT CHANGE |  +9.2 i.8 +189.5 +1.
1960 £2B.945~ 569,036~ 6,327 1-3 g?-gg
MISSISSIPPI 1970 697,27 595,768 30,581 .. 4-4 -
PERCENT CItANGE +10.9 +4.9 +383.3 +3.
. : 1960 1,401,273— | 1,047,549~ 16,613 1.1 §$-32
& MISSOURT 1970 1,665,506 1,225,647 0,678 3.]
: PERCEHT CHANSE +11.7 +17. +206.3 *2.0
1060 233,285 186,214~ 7,877 3.0 8-3
HORTANA 1976 240,755 178,396 16,935 7.0 50
PERCENT CHARG +3.2 . -4.2 +135.3 +4.0
. i 21-23
1960 472,915- 396,010~ 7,118 1.5 !
NEBRASKA 1970 511,473 405,372 14,838 ?-g 3
— : PERCENT CHANGE +8.2 +2.5 +1£8.5 1.
~ , 1960 1 101,586 73,110+ 3,026 7-3 }
NEVADA: 1970 171,633 103,149 20,520 13-]
PERCSNT CHANGE +63.0 +41.1 +155.7 *a.
3 A~
1560 22¢ 420 160,520~ 2,296 i w-a
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1570 248,799 158,047 12,621 28
PERCENT CHANGE +10.5 -1.7. $335.8 .
¢ T 1950 1,998,456 | 1,126,037~ 9,156 0.5 45-48
» NEW JERSEY . 1870 2,305,203 | 1.334,268 15,025 0.7 pH
PERCENT CHANGE #15.4 +16.5 +64.1 +0.2
1960 281,892 |  232,592- 12,9 " 4.6 4
KEM MEXICO 1970 322,294 252,388 15,911, 5.9 13
BERCENT CHANGE +14.3 +8.2 +46.2 +1.3
1960 5,693,681 2,443,958~ 31,308 0.5 46-48
. KEW YORK 1970 5,159,314 2,482,716 77.550 1.3 a5
& , PERCENT CHANGE +8.2 +1.6 +137.7. +0.8
1960 1,322,839 1,108,754~ 18,123 1.4 24-25
“ NORTH CAROLINA 1970 1,519,543 1,233,579 98,274 6.1 10
PERCENT CHANGE +22.4 +11.2 +453.1 +4.7
1262 194,597 160,178- 5,017 2.5 10
HORTH DAKOTA 1870 200,465 148,152. 9,645 , 4.3 17-18
PERCENT CHANGE +3.0 7.5 +52.2 ‘2.2
1950 3,040,352 2,362,472~ 42,882 1.4 24.25
OHI0 : 1970 3,447,860 2,479,741 85,228 2.5 37-39
: PERCENT CMANGE +13.4 +3 8 +1ca.1 a1

* Includes one unit detached plus one unit attached
** Must be a year-round dwelling to be included
Compiled from: 1960 Census of Housing “'olume I, Part 1 and
1870 Census of Housing HC(1) - BI

FIGURE 9:  MOBILE HOMES AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL HOUSING UNITS BY STATES:
(cont) 1960-1870, 1960~1970 PERCENTAGE CHANGE

~
A4



L&

Industrial Organization 32
TOTAL ONE UNIT  |MOBILE wones | % MOBILE BOMES | o,
STATE WUSING UNITS| HOUSING® OR TRAILERS*+| TOTAL HOUSING URITS
1960 815,609 735,523~ 8,086 1.0 33-39
OKLAHOMA 1970 937,815 795,031 27,600 2.9 ¥
PERCERT CHANGE +15.0 +8.2 +281.3 +1.8
622,726 524 ,854- 13,090 2.3 12
OREGON 7258 735,631 565,700 37,501 5.0 16
PERCENT CWANGE +18.1 +7.8 +168.8 +2.7
1960 3,581.046 | 2,914,810- 31,434 0.9 40443
PEXNSYLVANLA 1970 3,880,102 | 2,816,131 87,571 2.3 1
PERCENT CHANGE +8.4 -3.4 +178.6 +1.4
46-48
1960 285,712 151,217 1,513 0.5
RHODE ISLAND 1970 307,39 155,724 2,338 0.8 47
PERCENT CHANGE +7.2 +5.0 +54.5 +0.3
19€0 678,355 cos.5e1- | 11,072 1.5 19-20
SOUTH CARDLINA 1570 804,£58 566,650 50,21 52 R
PERCENT CHANGE +12.6 +2.5 +383.5 a5t e
) 1960 216,449 184,406+ 64929 3.2 7
SOUTH DAKOTA 1970 221,636 177.256 11,637 53 . 12
PERCENT CHANGE +2.4 -3.9 +68.0 +201
1960 1,084,322 956,546~ " 9,792 0.8 4043
TENNESSEE 1970 1,257,800 1,036,340 48,418 3.7 2
PERCEHT CHANGE | . +19.E ° +8.3 +394.5 +2.8
1960 3,152.953 2,760,059... 3,378 1.2 28-29
TEXAS 1570 3,809,086 3,057,493 94,687 2.5 37-39
PERCENT CHANEE +20.8 +10.8 +155.8 .3
: 1960 262,582 209,871 4,858 1.9 18216
UTAH 1970 311,982 234,344 9,9 2.9 4
PERCENT CHAMNGE +18.8 +11.7 +69.2 +1.0 -
1860 135,307 102,284 2,335 1.7 1718
VERmAT 1570 142,762 35,62 9,234 £.3 4
) PERCENT CHANGE +9.9 -3.7 +301.0 +4.6 .
1969 1,188,641 973,372 17,257 1.5 21.23
YIRGINIA 1970 1,404,952 1,109,621 50,421 32 28-25 .
PERCENT CHANGE +21.1 +14.0 +192.2 +1.9
1960 | 1,009,484 823,907 14,940 1.5 21-23
VASHINGTON 1370 1,204,902 910,493 43,878 36 27
PERCENT CHANGE +19.4 +10.5 +194.4 2.1
1950 574,354 517,580 £,245 0.9 40-43
NEST VIRGINIA 1970 592,845 489,435 27,123 4.6 19-20
- | PERCENT chance +3.2 -5.4 +417.1 +3.7
1960 1,288,499 977,175 11,064 0.9 40-43
RISCONSIN 1970 1,416,427 998,052 28,474 2.0 42-43
PERCENT CHANGE +9.9 +2.1 +157.4 +1.1
1960 113,080 87,715~ €,165 5.5 3
WYOHMING 1870 114,572 85,163 10,256 9D 34
PERCENT CHANGE +1.3 -2.9 +66.4 +3.5
1960 58,314,781 | 43,785,566 766,565 2.0
U.S.A. 1370 671599,078 | 46,545,551 2,072,837 R
PERCENT CHANGE +1€.1 +7.1 +170.4 a9

* Includes one unit detached p

** Must be a year-round dwelling to be included
Compiled from: 1960 Censuys of Housing Volume I, Part 1 and

FIGURE 9:
(cont)

1970 Census of Housing HC(1) - BI
MOBILE HOMES AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL HOUSING UNITS BY STATES:

TQS one unit atfached

1960-1970, 1960-1570 PERCENTAGE CHANGE
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REGIONAL
Mobile % of total
Total year-round home housing
housing units units units
I.  NORTHEAST
1960 14,507,801 98,042 0.7
1970 16,197,862 241,262 1.5
% + 11.6 +146.1 + 0.8
A. New England
1960 3,234,618 26,146 0.8
1970 3,853,153 61,106 1.6
% + 19.1 + 133.7 + 0.8
B. Middle Atlantic
1960 11,273,183 71,896 0.6
1970 12,344,709 180,156 1.5
% + 9.5 + 150.6 + 0.9
II. NORTH CENTRAL ‘
1960 16,793,361 213,714 1.3
1870 18,675,232 498,763 2.7
% + 11.2 + 133.4 + 1.4
A. East North Central i _
1960 11,655,837 143,820 1.2
1970 13,114,078 331,050 2.5
% + 12.5 + 130.2 + 1.3
B. West North Central
1960 5,137,524 69,894 1.4
1970 5,561,154 167,713 3.0
% + 8.2 + 140.0 + 1.6
III. SOUTH
1960 17,171,181 239,066 1.4
1970 20,883,566 868,309 4.2
% + 21.6 + 263.2 + 2.8

Compiled from: 1960 Census of Housing Volume I, Part 1 and
1970 Census of Housing HC (1) - B]

FIGURE 13:

REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE OF MOBILE HOUSING UNITS

Rank

Iv
IV

oo o

WO W

IT1
111

~N o
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IV,

Mobile % of total
Total year-round home housing
housing units units units

A. South Atlantic

1960 8,031,594 143,650 1.8

1970 10,147,788 504,354 5.0

% + 26.3 + 251.1 + 3.2
B. East South Central

1960 3,606,148 36,127 1.0

1970 4,169,805 173,697 4.2

% + 15.6 + 380.8 + 3.2
C. West South Central

1960 5,533,439 59,289 1.1

1970 6,565,973 190,258 2.9

% + 18.7 + 220.9 + 1.8
WEST

1960 9,555,729 215,743 2.3

1970 11,942,424 464,553 3.9

% + 25.0 + 115.3 + 1.6
A. Mountain

1960 2,226,086 82,048 3.7

1970 2,721,183 175,144 6.4

% + 22.2 + 213.5 + 2.7
B. Pacific

1960 7,329,643 133,695 1.8

1970 9,221,241 289,409 3.1

% + 25.8 + 116.5 + 1.3

Compiled from: 1960 Census of Housing Volume I, Part 1 and

FIGURE 13:

(cont)

1970 Census of Housing HC (1) - Bl

REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE OF MOBILE HOUSIMNG UNITS

Rank

W~

(o) W)}
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1.1.3 Distribution of Mobile Homes “Within States

The ‘focus thus far has been on the distribution of mobile homes across

the nation. The way in which mebile homes were distributed within states
now deserves examination. More specifically, it is useful to invest-
igate the urban vs. rural location pattern of the mobile home dweller.

To do this, 1970 Census data is used as a basis for the calculations

found in  Figures 17 through 26€.

Distribution Urban vs. Rural: 1270 and Trends 1960-1970

As Figure 17 indicates, most mobile homes were located ocutside of areas

designated "urban." In 1970, only 39.1 percent were found in urban
areas. This contrasts sharply with the pattern in 1970 for all year-

round housing units when 73.9 percent were listed as urban.

In addition, the percentage of mobile nomes found in urban areas has been
steadily declining over the past two decades. According to the 1950 cen-
sus data, approximately 55 percent of all mobile homes were found in urban
areas. By 1960 the figure had dropped to 48.5 percent and in 1970 to 39.1
percent. Again this contrasts sharply with the trend for all vear-round
units which has experienced a rise in the percentage found in urban areas

--from 69.9 percent in 1960 to 73.8 percent in 1970,

These statistics have certain implications regarding the contribution of

mobile homes to the total housing stock in various areas within each state.
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In particular, it would be expected that the contribution of mobile homes
is far less in urban than in rural areas; this is, in fact, the case. In

1970 mobile homes accounted for onlv 1.6 percent of all urban housing

units, but in rural areas mobile homes accounted for 7.1 nercent of all

units. The contribution of mobile homes varies within states as well as

across the states.

Another indication of the distribution of mobile homes within states comes
from 1970 Census data aggregated according to Standard Metropolitan Sta-
tistical Area (S.M.S.A.) boundaries. These figures (found in Figure 17}
indicate a pattern in 1970 very similar to the one cited above. In 1970,
45 percent of all mobile homes were found inside an S.M.S.A.. Of this
number, only one-third were located inside the central city. Therefore,

in 1970 nine out of ten mobile homes in the nation were located outside the
central city. To the extent that this phenomenon may be explained by the
presence of highly restrictive land use controls and rising land orices
etc., the attention of the reader is directed to the section on land use

controls in Volume V.

Regional Variation

Figure 18 indicates that the urban/rural distributional pattern
jdentified for the nation as a whole is not aoplicahle in at least
one region and several sub-régions. Specificallyv, in the Vestern
region the urban/rural pattern is reversed. In 1979, 56.5 percent of
all mobile homes were located in urban rather than rural areas. S.M.S.A.

figures yield the same nattern - £0.2 percent located inside an S.M.S.A..
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It is worth noting that this pattern results from the domination of
the region by the Pacific States and,in particular, the state of

California (see Figures 19 and 21) where 82.5 percent of its mobile

homes are found inside an S.M.S.A. and 71.2 percent in urban areas.

Summary

Recent data reveals that the distribution of mobile homes varies within
states as well as across states. Mobile homes are usually found outside
of urban areas and almost always outside of the central city. The mobile
home's contribution to the total housina stock is mue;~};;;—;;;-—~~— -
the urban areas than in rural areas. Finally, notable regional except-

ions on this pattern exist in some of the ‘lestern states--California

being the most important example.
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€
Year-Round Units Mobile Home Units
# #
TOTAL UNITS 67,699,084 2,072,887
I URBAN
# 50,002,480 810,900
% 73.9 39.1
¢ 11 RURAL
# 17,696 ,604 1,261,987
% 26.1 60.9
_ NONFARM
# 14,601,925 1,124,437
% 21.6 54.2
QCCUPIED FARM
C # 3,094,679 137,550
% 4.6 6.6
I INSIDE SMSA'S
) # 46,082,602 932,721
; o 68.1 45.0
IN CENTRAL CITY
# 22,566,060 174,387
© % 33.3 8.4
NOT IN CENTRAL CITY
# 23,516,542 758,334
% 34.8 36.6
@
IT QUTSIDE SMSA'S
# 21,616,482 1,140,766
% 31.9 55.0
FIGURE 17: 1970 DISTRIBUTION OF MOBILE HOMES WITHIN THE STATES--

NATIONAL TOTALS

e
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— GRIZW - RURAL
lortheast 2 of % of % of Qscupied *or
Toral | Total Tota) Totzl Nonfarm Tota! ‘;a:'.n Total
New England 19,196 3.4 41,910 6B.6 39,010 63.8 2,900 4.8
Connecticut 4,535 47.2 5,070 52.8 4,633 48.2 437 4.6
Maine 4,381 27.0 11,869 73.0 11,025 €7.8 844 5.2
Massachusetts 5,047 46.2 5,881 §3.8 $,302 '48.5 578 5.3
New Huushire 3,645 28.9 8,976 na 8,521 67.5 ©oass 3.6
Rhode Isiand 1;084 46.4 1,254 $3.6 1,131 48.3 123 5.3
Yermont 504 5.4 - 8,860 94.6 8,398 89.7 462 4.9
Mid-Atlantic 34,727 19.3 145,429 80.7 132,697 73.6 12,732 7.1
New Jers_gy Co7.2 48.7 7,703 51.3 6,608 44.0 1,095 . 7.3 i
New York 12,565 16.2 64,595 83.8 58,829 77.1 5,166 6.7
Pennsylvania 14,840 16.9 72,731 83.1 . 66,260 75.7 6,471 7.4

Totals 53,923 22.4 187,339 77.6 17,707 . 15,632 6.5

North Central

E. Horth Central 130,434 9.4 200,516 60.6 175,085 52.9 25,321 7.7

Nlinofs 37,659 | s1.3 35,898 | 48.7 0,592 | #1.s 5,306 7.2
Indiana 2,216 | 35.6 43,767 | 64.¢ 38,057 | 56.0 5,710 8.4
Michigan 26,329 | 3. 48,623 | 64.9 23,334 | 57.8 5,339 7.5
Dhio %,807 | 40.6 51,017 | 59.4 15,257 | s2.7 | 5,70 8.7
Wisconsin 7,323 [ 25.7 21,151 | 74.3 17,885 [ 62.4 3,406 1.9
I torth Central 65,205 | 38.9 | ‘102,508 | 611 85,31 | s1.2 § 8,617 9.9
Towa 10,820 | 44.6 13,465 | 55.4 n,148 | 45.9 2,17 9.5
Kensas T, | 439 14,962 | 56.1 12,650 | 47.4 2,30 {87
Winnesota 12,120 | 40.7 17,626 | 59.3 14,285 | 48.2 3,135 10.5
Missouri 16,249 | 31.9 3,629 | 68.1 30,509 | 60.0 4,120 8.1
Nebraska 6,289 [ 42.4 8,549 |s7.s 6,937 | 46.7 1,612 10.9
North Dakota - 3,274 | 35.0 . 6,211° | 65.0 4621 | 79| 1.650 17.1
South Dakota 4,625 | 3.7 7,002 §60.3 5,580 | 47.6 1,472 12.7
Totals 195,639 { 9.2 w3024 fec.8 | 260,98 [ s2.4 § 42,138 | 8.4

Source: HC(1) - B Detailed Housing Characteristics- 1970 Census

FIGURE 19:  DISTRIBUTION URBAN VS. RURAL - BY STATE
U.S. YEAR-ROUND MOBILE HOME UNITS
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G S,
T of
South Total ‘?oi;‘l Total 1:’0251 Nonfarm '?o:::-\ Og:::ied Tot
South Atlantic 62,868 § 2.3] M98 | 67.7 | 19,23 § 61.3] 32,250 6.4
Delaware 1,606 | 17.8 7,395 | s2.2 6.520 | 72.4 875 9.8 .
D. C. 246 | 100.0 - - -
Florida 9,655 | 53.3§ 80,285 | 46.7 2,55 | 42,1 7,910 4.6
Georgia 17,599 | 23.04 58,8% | 77.0 £3.844 ) 70.5 4,992 6.5
Maryland 4,689 1 23.0 ] 50656 | 7. 14,252 § 70 1,402 6.9
North Carolina 15,367 | 15.6 | -83,307 | 8s.4 73,868 | 75.0 9,239 9.4
South Carotina 13,352 | 2.6 | s6.ese | 726 34,087 | 67.9 2,772 5.5
" Virginia 14,904 f 28.6 8 36,017 | 7.4 32,481 f 64.4 3,53 |.7.0
vest Virginia 3,950 | 4.6 ] 23073 | &5 21,645 § 79.8 1,524 5.5
E. South Central 47,121 f-27.1 | 126,576 | 72.9 | 11,773 | s4.6 | 14,803 8.5
Alabawa 14,974 B 201§ 36,433 | 70.9 4,422 § 65.0 3.0 5.9
Kentucky 9,854 | 22.8 } 33,437 | 77.2 28,25 [ 65.2 5,92 |} 12.0
Mississippi 8,078 § 26.4 f 22,503 | 73.6 19,911 E 63 2,592 8.5
Tennessee 14,215 § 29.4 | 34,203 [ 70.5 30,185 § 62.3 4,008 8.3
West South Central 88,570 ¥ 46.6 101,588 | s53.4 | 90,435 £ 47.5 § 11,153 5.9
Arkansas 9,325 | 31.4 20,391 | 68.6 | 17,835 § 60.1 2,506 8.5
Lovisiana 13,280 ¥ 4.7 25,025 | e5.3| 22,591 § 59.0 2,434 6.3
Oklahoma 12,569 § 45.5 15,031 | s4.5 ) 13,291 K 48.2 § 1,740 6.3
Texas 53,436 § 5€.5 #.09 | ¢35 %18 o380 4,472 4.
Totals 269,659 #34.4 ) 563,65 | 65.6 | 511,444 @ 58.9 | 58,206 6.7
dest
Hountain 83,580 [ 0.6 %,604 | 49.4 76,750 [ 43.8% 9,844 5.5
Ari zona 0,663 | 58.7 2,58 | 4.3 12,517 | 37.41 2,067 3.3
Colorads 16,155 | 51.9 14992 | a8 13,041 | 41.9] 1,981 6.3
Idaho 5,410 [ 33.9 10,529 [ 66.1 g | ss.z| 1,418 8.5
Hontana 5,312 | 3.4 M,623 | 68.6 9,927 | 58.6) 1.5% 10.0
Hevada 12,617 | 615 7,903 | 8.5 7,319 | 5.7 584 2.8
New Mexico 9,758 | 51.6 9,153 | 48.4 8,316 | 44.0 387 4.4
Utah 5,553 | 60.4 3,63 | 9.6 3,250 | 3.4 386 4.2
Wyoming 3,072 | .0 7,184 { 70.0 §,279 | 61.2 905 8.8
Pacific 174,03 | €0.2 § Ms.270 § ;.8 | 103,540 | 3.8 1,70 | 4.0
.Alaska 3,011 | .4 7,000 § 69.6 6,868 § s7.9 72 | 1.7
Catifornia 140.483 .2 56,875 | 28.8 51,260 "26.0 £,615 2.8
Hawaii 114 | 7.8 47 { 29.2 a 1 255 6 1 3.7
Oregon 12,849 | 34.0 24,952 ] 66.0 21,400 | 36.6 3,82 1 9.4
washington 17,622 | 40.1 26,356 | 59.9 23,971 ] 5.5 2,385 | 5.4
Totals 262,679 § 56.5 y 2m,s74 { 43.5 | ‘se,300 ] 38.8 21,51} a7

Source: HC(1) - B Detailed Housing
FIGURE 19:
(cont)

Characteristics- 1970 Census

DISTRIBUTION URBAN VS. RURAL - BY STATE
[1.S. YEAR-ROUND MOBILE HOME UNITS

e —————
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C.
: ; ) i
- Inside 2 of Cutside ¢ I of
Horthaase Totals SHSH Toea! Suss Tntal
New England 61,106 16,337 26.7 44,760 73.3
Connecticut 9,605 6,378 66.4 3,227 33.6
Matne “F 16,250 846 5.2 15,404 94.5
Hassachusetts 10,928 6,160 56.4 4,768 43.6
New Hampshire . 12,621 1,628 12.9 10,993 87.1
C Rhode 1sland 2,338 1,325 56.7 1,013 42.3
Yerzont 9,354 - - 9,384 . }100.0
Hid-Atlantic ‘ 1e6,156 91,792 - 51.0 88,364 49,2
Rew Jersey 15,025 9,523 63.4 5,502 -} %.6
c New York 77,560 34,557 44.6 43,003 55.¢
Pennsylvania 87,57 C 412 54.5 30,850 .5
Totals 241,262 108,129 4.5 133,133 55.2

florth Centra!

o E. North Central 331,050 162,946 4.2 163,104 50.8
Minois 73,757 33,874 52.7 3,883 47.3 -
indizna ~ 67,983 29,520 834 38,463 $6.5
Kichigan A a2 38,920 51.9 3,092 48.1
Ohio 8,824 47,410 §5.3 38,414 a7

Wisconsin 28,474 8,222 28.9 20,252 7n.a

N. North Central was | see N4 14,971 68.5
lowa ' 24,285 7,972 2.3 16,313 67.2
Kansas 26,690 8,494 ) 18,196 €8.2
Kinnesote . 29,740 10,685 35.9 19,055 64.1
Kissouri 50,872 19,78 | 32.9 31,092 £1.1
Hebraska “a L a0 25.2 1,008 74.8
North Dakota 9,645 975§ 10.1 8,670 83.9

' South Dakota 1,637 1,050 9.4 10,547 50.6
Totals 498,753 215,688 4.2 283,075 56.8

@ .
Source: HC({1)- B Detailed Housing Characteristics=~ 1970 Census

FIGURE 2]: DISTRIBUTION SMSA VS. QUTSIDE -~ SMSA - BY STATE
U.S. YEAR - ROUND MOBILE HOME UNITS

P
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IS ———
o w1 Poard wmme § oo
South Atlantic 594,354 192,242 r 38.1 RETRI 61.9
- Delaware 9,001 2,565 28.5 6.43% n.s
o. C. _ 246 246 100.0 -- -
Florida 172,100 84,746 9.2 87,354 50.8
Georgia 76,435 19,981 26.1 56,454 73.9
v Maryland : 20,343 10,927 53.7 9,416 46.3
¢ North Carolina 98,474 30,661 na 67,813 68.9
South Carolina - 50,211 19,601 3.0 3,610 61.0
Virginia £0,42) 17,479 %.7 2,942 8.3
Nest Virginia 27,123 6,03 22.3 2,087} 7177
‘ E. South Central 173,697 45,384 25.1 128,313 73.9
€ Alabama 51,407 18oss | s 33,352 §4.9
Kentucky 43,291 O TR 35,375 81.7
Mississippi 0,581 5,257 17.2 25,324 82.8
Tennassee 42,418 14,156 29.2 3,262 70.8
West South Central 190,258 91,685 4.2 98,573 5.8
¢ Arkansas 29,666 7,867 26.5 21,799 73.5
Louistana , 38,305 12 626 33.0 25,678 §7.0
OK1ahoma 27,600 11,018 39.9 16,582 60.1
- Texas 94,687 60,174 §3.6 34,513 3.4
C ‘ Totals 868,309 328, M 3.9 538,998 62.1
West
Fauntain 175,144 77,545 44.3 97,599 £5.7
Arizona 52,247 34,133 65.3 18,114 34.7
Colorado ' 3,047 14,753 a7.s 16,156 51.9
G 1daho 15,939 2,428 15.2 13,511 84.8
Montana 16,935 2,921 17.2 14,014 82.8
Nevada ' 26,520 14,864 72.4 5,656 27.5
New Mexico 18.911 3,886 20.5 15,025 79.5
) Utah ' 9,188 s560 | 456 4,629 50.4
C Myaming 10,256 - - 10,256 100.0
Pacific 289,409 202,048 69.8 87,361 0.2
Alaska _ 0,m - - 10,1M 100.0
California 197,358 162,882 8.5 34,476 17.5
< Hawai 161 85 52.8 .76, 47.2
Oregon 37,801 16,497 43.6 21,304 56.4
Nashington 43,978 22,584 51.4 21,394 48.5
Totals] 454,553 279,593 60.2 184,960 3.8

Source: HC(1) - B Detailed Housing Characteristics- 1970 Census

FIGURE 27:  DISTRIBUTION SMSA VS. OUTSIDE - SMSA - BY STATE
(cont) U.S. YEAR— ROUND MOBILE HOME UNTTS
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€
Owner Occupied Renter Occupied
# Yr-Round # Mobile # Yr-Round # Mobile
& Units Home Units Units Home Uni ts
TOTAL UNITS 39,885,545 | 1,751,682 23,559,647 321,205
j 27,785,109 675,227 19,782,263 135,673
L 69.7 38.5 84.0 42.2
II RURAL
# 12,100,436 | 1,076,455 3,777,384 185,532
¢ % 30.3 61.5 16.0 57.8
NONFARM
# 9,608,376 956,176 3,174,765 168,261
% 24.1 '54.6 13.5 52.4
c QCCUPIED FARM
’ # 2,492,060 120,279 602,619 17,271
% 6.2 6.9 2.6 5.4
I  INSIDE SMSA'S
< # 26,089,540 794,058 | 17,769,238 138,663
% 65.4 45.3 75.4 43.2
IN CENTRAL )
CITY # 10,287,803 142,549 11,090,905 31,838
% 25.8 8.1 47.1 8.9
C
NOT IN CENTRAL
CITY
# 15,801,737 651,509 6,678,330 106,825
% 39.6 37.2 28.3 33.3
& II OQUTSIDE
SMSA'S # 13,796,005 957,624 5,790,412 182,542
% 34.6 54.7 24.6 56.8

FIGURE 22:  OCCUPANCY STATUS
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1.2 ‘PLACEMENT OF MOBILE HOMES IN PARKS

This chapter~covers'the following questions: How many mobile homes
are located in mobile home parks? How many are not? M€ the mobile
homes located in narks, how manv are in Yoodall-rated parks? How

many are not?
After tabulating the data, several correlations were found regarding

the ratios of non-park to park locations and non-rated to rated

park locations.

1.2.1 Park Versus !lon-Park Location

Until now, no information was availatle on thic ratie nf mnokilne

homes Tocated in narks to mnhile homns 1ncated on isﬁ1a+e€. nriyate
nronerty even thounh it is despraratelv needed by the makile hara
industry, by other sectors of the housina industrv, and kv the sykldc
sector. To provide an answer to this crucial cuestion, & mainr nffor+
vas undertaken in 1972 bv the ™!'T to determine the nart versuc non-
park distributibn'of the mobile hcme unit inventory on a strte-hv-
state basis.' loodall Publishina Co. nrovided invaluatle assistarce

by hand'tabu1af1nﬂ crucial state-bv-state raw data for the P*1,
Finally, b&sed=nn this raw data, the P!'! was able to project the

-
necessary data .bv earlv 1975 °
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Before presenting this data, we will discuss its significance and
potential applications, since it has important ramifications for issues
dealt with in many other sections of this report--regulatory questions,
consumer financing, future demand, and the consumer movement.

Regulatory issues involve zoning, taxation, and code regulation. In most
states, land use coﬁti?o;lé—i:_réat mobile ‘r;omés in b—ark-s di f%érent'ly from
those located on private property. Also, iwobile homes located on scat-
tered, isolated lots are more likely to be taxed as real property. In
many instances, units on private lots may be required to conform to
traditional building codes. Thus, state-uy-state ratio on park versus
non-park location add an important quantitative perpective to the

material covered in Volume V, “Public Regulation."

Mobile home location has implications for consumer financing. A unit
located on isolated, private property is more likely to qualify for
traditional, long-term mortgage financing, especially if it is perma-
nently attached to the land, subject to real property taxation and

traditional building codes (as many double-wides are).

Mobile home location is especially and very directly relevant to market re-

search and in particular to demand forecasts, not only by the prospective park

developer buf also by the theAMObile home manufacturer. In many states,
most of the unit inventory is located on private property; yet manu-
facturers may design their units primarily to respond to the conditions

in parks and, aence, for the wrong market.
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(\ ‘ Finally, Tocation is hiahlv relevant to the consumer movement. The
widely nublicized examnles of exploitation of tenants hv rark owners
are very often internretedkto "‘mirror the fate” of the entire mo~ile
@y home population. Many consumer advocates often forget that, not only
are many of the reported abuses exceptions in.the park industry
jtself, but also that more mohile homes are located on nrivate nronerty
C than in parks. Thus the maioritv nf the mobile home dwellers kv

definition are "bevond the reach" of the "malicious" park owner.

c
Mational fnalvsis

o 0f the 3,893,570 mobile homes in the country, 5%.5¢ or 2,272,757

) are on private preperty, a ratio of 1.4 non-nark te park locations.
The distribution of mebile homes in non-park commared with nmark 1ncations

o varies over the nation. As a general rule, states and reogions with de-
pressed economies (such as the Appalachian states) or with onlv recent
economic growth ( such as the South) tend to have S areater non-nark to

c park ratio. This is probablv due to fewer land use controls and te the

Tow cost of private land. Areas with hiah land costs tend to favor nark
develonments over private land use larecelyv hecause of land use control

attitudes which reflect real estate economics.

Reaional Analysis

The Sodth, desnite the adverse ratio cf Florida, has the highest

non-nark to park location ratio. ith the state of Florida removed
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from the Southern region, the ratio jumps from 2.1 to 3.2. In the South
Atlantic sub-region, the ratio changes from 1.6 to 9.8 with the removal

of F1orida.

The West has fhe lowest non-park to park location ratio, due primarily
to the state of California which accounts for about 3/8 of the region's
mobile home inventory and about 2/3 of the Pacific sub-region's inven-
tory. With the exclusion of California, the Western region non-park to
park location ratio jumps from .7 to 1.1; the Pacific sub-region jumps

from .4 to 1.1, which is the same as the Mountain region's ratio of 1.1.

In the sub-regions, regional differences are more pronounced. The

highést non-park to park location ratio is 3.8 for the East South Central,
C an economically depressed region. The lowest, 1.1, is shared by New

England and the Mountain sub-region. New England is an area of propor-

tionately high income, tough zoning laws, and high property values; while
G the Mountain sub-region haé had accelerated park development over the

last decade, especially in the form of the retirement parks in the

style of California and Florida.

State-by-State Analysis

Figures 27 and 29 show that only a few of the states have more mobile

homes in parks than on private property. These are the retirement states-

Califﬁrnié: floriaa; Ariiona} the Nbrtheasterm states- Connecticuf, New

Jersey, Rhode Is]and; Iowa; and Alaska. The retirement states are all
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in the U.S.A.'s sun belt which has favored the production of mobile

home parks specifically built as retirement communities. The North-

2astern states generally have stringent zoning laws and high property
costs which discourage mobile home development on private lots.

C Much of the price of a mobile home in Alaska is the shipping charge
and installation labor costs. Park developers are able to take ad-
vantage of the economies of scale which are not available to private

¢ home developers. The ratio in Iowa is due to the restrictive land use
control laws which 1imit mobile homes to parks in 80% of the munic-

ipalities.

Mississippi, and the Appalachian states of North Carolina, South

Carolina, Tennessee, and West Virginia all have non-park to park

location ratios of 4 or more. These states have largely rural popu-
lations, relatively low property costs (though North Carolina has had
a recent land boom which will probably cause a drop in its non-park

¢ to park location ratio), and depressed economies.

An 0Observation

[SaY

HUD recently entered into a contract with the Bureau of the Census.
& The contract essentially is for an on-going survey to identify

the location of new mobile homes sold in the United States. The

survey 1nc1ude§ the retail sale of a mobile home by a dealer

and the placement of that home on the site for use by its first
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occupant, the housing consumer. In announcing this contract, Michae!

H. Moskow, then an Assistant Secretary of H!D, nointed out that informa-
tion on the sales and placement of new motile Aomes will fi1] a

gap in our knowledge of an important part of naw housing production

in the Unitad States.3 This contract; aowever, does not seem to

address the park versus non-nark location auestion. It would

appear imperative (for reasons not the least of which would be cost
effectiveness) that the contract scone be exnanded to identify and

cover actual park versus non-park location.

As an alternative, HUD miaht contract the “oodall Putlishina Comnany
to expand its activities and to compile reliable data reoularly on

~ this issue.
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1.2.2 Weodall-Rated Versus Non-wWoodall-Rated Parks

The Woodall Publishing Company has given PMHI an estimate that there

~are approxjmateTy 24,500 parks currently in existence, nationally.

This projection is based on their insight gained from the annual

compilation of the Mobile Home and Park Directory.

sioodall's staff has been rating mobile home parks since 1947. The

parks are carefully examined for a number of criteria to determine

whether they can be listed anywhere in the one to five-star rating system
Woodall has established (for more detail see the chapter on Product

Policy B.3.3). The staff considers the conditions of the units, the
planning and upkeep of the park, its services and facilities, the

competence of its management, and the characteristics of the unit occupants.
Parks are reevaluted annually to see if they maintain, exceed, or fall

below their previous rating. Rated parks are then listed in the Mobile

Home and Park Directory.

In the11975 issue (based on 1974 inspections) Woodall notes the presence

of close to 13,300 parks which meet their rating standards. According

to research conducted by Woodall for PMHI, there are an additional

5,000 parks in 1975 that either were once listed but now fall below

their standards or have been identified but have never been included

among the rated parks. PMHI, furthermore, estimates that there are
approximately 6,300 existing parks that have never been listed or inspected

for potential listing.
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In general, the parks inspected and subsequently listed in the Woodall's

Directory are newer, larger, and of a better quality than those not

listed. Most of the parks not listed can be stylized as the "Mom and
Pop" type of park, which are in many ways synonymous with the parks
of the pre- and early post-World War II era of park development and

operation.

In an effort to better understand the regional and state-by-state
distributions of the national mobile home park inventory, PMHI has
performed a series of calculations (described in Footnotes 2 and 4)

which offers wnat appears to be a highly accurate picture of the regional

and state representations for the parks.

National Distribution

Out of a total of approximately 3,893,500 mobile homes in the country,
about 42% or 1,614,800 of them are located in close to 24,500 parks.
0f these park-located mobile homes, 62% (994,240) are in the 13,300

Woodall-rated parks.

2egional Distribution

Figure 30 indicates the regional distribution of all the mobile home
parks as projected by PMHI and the number of parks cited in the listings
compiled by the Woodall organization. Regionally, the largest con-

centrations of mobile home parks occur in the Pacific and South At-
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PERCENTAGE OF
WOODALL~RATED

NUMBER OF TOTAL
WOODALL-RATED NUMBER OF

&

o

@

PARKS ALL PARKS PARKS TO ALL

REGION - PARKS

NEW ENGLAND 458 763 60.2%
MID-ATLANTIC 1096 1965 ' 55.8%
EAST NORTH CENTRAL 2127 3511 60.6%
SOUTH ATLANTIC 2089 4463 46.8%
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL 533 1552 34.3%
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL 968 2330 41.5%
WEST NORTH CENTRAL 1283 2356 54.5%
MOUNTAIN 1328 2614 50.8%
PACIFIC 3108 4585 67.8%
UNITED STATES 13058 24487 53.3%

(INCLUDING ALASKA and EXCLUDING HAWAII)

Source: PMHI Projections Based Largely on 1974 Raw Data

Compiled by Woodall for PMHI (See Footnote 4)

FIGURE 30 REGIONAL DISTRIBUTIONS OF WOODALL-RATED PARKS AND

- ALL PARKS
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lantic areas -- 4,585 parks in the former and 4,463 parks in the latter,
constituting 18.7% and 18.2% of the national total respectively. The East
North Central region has the next largest share with 3,511 parks or 14.3%
of the national total. The smallest collection of mobile home parks occurs

in the New England states with 763 parks or 3.1% of the total.

The largest number of Woodall-rated parks is present in the Pacific region
(3,108 parks), but the next largest aggregation of rated parks may be

found in the East iNorth Central region (2,127 parks). The South Atlantic
region is third with 2,08 parks. A more interesting statistic, however,
is the percentages of Woodall-rated parks to all parks in each region
(again see Figure 30). The national average of Woodall~rated parks to all
parks is 53.3%. Most of the northern regions -- .iew England, Mid-Atlantic,
gast North Central, West Worth Central, and Pacific -- have averages that .
are above the national figure, whereas those encompassing the southern
half of the United States are all below the national average. Two-thirds
of the parks in the Pacific region are rated, whereas only one-third

of the parks in the East Soutn Central region are rated.

State-by-State Distribution

in the past, to characterize state-wide park inventories, it was necessary
to rely only on the Woodall-rated park listings. With the calculations
described in Footnote 4 and the resujtant Figure 32 summarizing these
calculations, it is now possible to portray the state-by-state presence
of all mobile home parks with a fairly accurate estimate (an error factor

of certainly less than : 5%).
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Figure 32 also shows the percentaae of toodall-rated parks to the state
totals of mobile home parks. A number of states have percentages higher
than 70% (Massachusetts, Connecticut, New Jersey, and California), whereas
an almost equal number of states have percentages below 30% ( Georgia,
South Carolina, >outh Dakota, Mississippi, and West Virginia). It

would thus appear that, outisde of Florida (which has a percentage of
62.3%), many of the southern states have high relative numbers of parks

that are predominately older, smaller, and of a poorer quality compared

~ to those rated by the Woodall organization.

One may observe from Figure 33 that qreat variations also exist amonn
states with respect to the percentace of park-located mobi1e homes in
tloodal1-rated and non-toodall-rated parks. California and Florida far
outstrip the other states in the number of mohile homes located in

tloodall-rated parks. Althouah Florida has more mobile homes (247,000)

located in both rated and non-rated parks than does California (224n,500),

a smaller percentage of them (65%) are located in Yoodall-rated parks
than in the case of Califoria which has 80% of its park-located mobile
homes in Woodall-rated parks. South Dakota and Yvoming, in comparison,
have the smallest percentages of park-located mobile homes in Woodall-
rated parks (only 32% and 30% respectively). States with a predominant
number of mobile homes in Woodall-rated parks are located in three areas:
1) the "retirement area" (California, Arizona, and Florida); 2) the
heavily-populated Mew England seétor(Massachusetts, Connecticut, and

Rhode Island); and 3) the Midwest (Minnesota, Michiaan, and lowa).

WWhile several of the northesatern states have high nercentaces 0¥ “nodall-

rated parks as well as of units located in rated »arks to the resnective
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state totals, this is not indicative of a generally larqe and superior
segment of the system. Rather,it is indicative of relativelv few pmarks in
these states (because of zoning problems, land costs, weather, and other
factors). Those available parks are generally well-established and have
maintained rating standards--many of these parks have been built in more
recent years and had to feature hiah development standards in order to win

zoning approval.
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WUMBER OF - TOTAL PERCENTAGE OF
WGQDALL-RATED HUMBER OF WOODALL-RATED PARKS

STATE PARKS ALL PARKS TO ALL PARKS
ALABAMA 207 504 41.1%

~ ALASKA 68 148 45 .9%
ARIZONA 475 795 59.7%
ARKAISAS 136 374 36.4%
CALIFORIIA 2110 3010 " 70.1%
COLORADO 153 298 51.3%
CONNECTICUT 76 100 76.0%
DELAYARE 53 104 51.0%
FLORIDA 1222 1962 62.3%
GEORGIA 160 616 26.0%
IDAHO 204 326 62.6%
ILLINQIS 422 633 61.5%
INDIARNA 495 666 6C.8%
IOWA 237 477 62.3%
RANSAS 147 323 45,5%
RZNTUCKY 112 314 35: %
LOUISANHA 131 37 _ 35.7%
MAINE 116 ‘ 211 55.0%
MARYLAND 81 178 45.,5%

MASSACHUSETTS 111 147 75.5%

Source: PMHI Projections Based Largely on 1974 Paw Data
Compiled by Yondall for PMHI (See Footnote 4)

FIRURE 32: DISTRIRUTINM RY STATE OF YNNDALL-PATFD PAPYS AMD
ALL PARKS (EXCLUDTMG HAVATT)
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NUMBER OF TOTAL PERCENTAGE OF
WOODALL -RATED NUMBER OF MANDALL-RATED PAPKS

STATE PARKS ALL PARKS TO ALL PARKS

MICHIGAN 492 776 63.4%

MINNESOTA 238 437 54.5%

HISSISSIPPI 90 343 26.2%

MISSOURI 358 615 58.2%

MOWTANA 150 290 5. )

NEBRASKA 140 253 55.3%

NEVADA BT | 413 36.8%

NEY HAMPSHIRE 04 176 53.4%

MEY JERSEY 121 164 73.8%

NEW MEXICN 87 206 35 .43

NEV! YORK 27 - 822 50, 3%

NORTH CAPOLINA 251 799 31,49

MORTH DAKNTA 7 113 F2.0¥

QHID 581 035 £2.1%

OKLAHOMA 188 340 55 3%

OREGON 440 €es 65.6%

PENNSYLVANIA - 488 979 29.5%

RHODE ISLAMD o5 42 5.5y

SOUTH CAROLINA 106 407 26.0%

SOUTH DAKOTA 32 138 23.2%

Source: PMHI Projections Based Largely on 1974 Raw: Nata
Compiled by toodall for PMHI (See Footnote &)

FIGURE 32 (Cont.): RISTRIRUTINM Ry STATE OF VNADALI- PATER DARVS
AMD ALL PARKS (EXCLUDING HAMATIT)

TR T T T
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MUMBER OF TOTAL DERCENTAGE NF
MOODALL-RATED MUMRER NF MONDALL-RATED DARYS
STATE PARKS ALL PARKS TO ALL PARVS
TENNESSEE 124 391 31.7%
TEXAS 513 1249 a1.1%
UTAH 77 152 50,7
VERMONT 37 ' 37 A7 .52
VIRGINIA 157 | 303 41.0%
WASHINGTON 540 80 R1.7%
WEST VIRRINIA 59 214 77 .6%
WISCONSON 227 451 5N, 3%
HYOMING 3n . 04 31.0¢
UNITED STATES 13059 20487 53.3%

(NOT INCLUDING HAWAIIL)

Source: PMHI Projections Based Largely on 1974 Raw Data
Compiled bv Yoodall for PMHI (See Footnote 4)

FIGURE 32 (Cont.): DISTRIBUTIOM 8Y STATE OF YONDALL-PATED PARKS
AND ALL PARKS (EXCLUDIMG HAUVATT)




80

Industrial Organization

SNUYd IWOH

190K 03LV4-TIVA00N-NON GNY QILV-1TVA0OM NI SIWOH FT1I90K 40 NOIINGIYLISIQ ALVIS-A-IIVIS €€ JWNOI

Ae 930uUjl004 wwmv IHWd 40} _._.Mﬁ@cz ha ﬁm_...p.n_Eou ejeq mey /61 uo h_.wm.:w._ paseq m:c.wa‘uw_.cgn_ TH 1 934Nn0¢§
6°9¢€ 86L°‘9 T°€9 81G°TT 9€€ ‘8T SVSNVA
v° 8¢ 8T0*L 9° 1L €EL LT TSL YT VHOI
T°%2 LZTTT 6°6¢L 9TTSE I X AT VNVIANTI
9°L¢ . ST9‘%T v Tl SHE “8E 096°2S SIONITTI
8°T¢€ 268°¢€ 7789 6€€‘8 T€C° 2T OHval
0°8¢ L6€°TT 0°2Y Y8T9T T86°8¢ vidd0d9d
L"%¢E £08°G8 £°69 867 19T T90°L%T varvyod
7°9¢ L9s‘t 8°€9 8ISy S80°L davmMy1Ea
8°v1 860°T 2768 y2€°‘9 (AN LNDTILIANNOD
0°%¢ G099 0°9¢ wmm.oN 866°LT 0avyo10d
T 6T gv0°‘9Yy 6°08 €05 Y6T T65°0%T VIN40AITIVD
T°66 006°8 6°0Y v88°¢g y8E YT SYSNVAUV
6°0¢ T8E“ LT 0°69 8€L 8¢ 6TT°96 VNOZIHuV
¢° 8¢ T F AN 8°T9 90g°‘S 1658 VASVIV
9°9Yy YTILTT €S TYY €T GSTGT VRVAVTY

sjied . sjaeq sjyaegq syied
pa31eBy—-uoN Uuf¥ pa3eyg-uoyN Uuf pajey uf paley uf syieg ufy ALVLS
HH Jo ¥ HW Te3j0} HW 30 % HW Te30] HH Te3jof




81

STuVd TW0H 311804 (*3u0)

Q31y+-11YQ00M-NON QMY Q3LvY-T1TvA00OM MI S3WOH 3ITI90W 40 MOILNGIYLISIQ ILVIS-Ag-3LVLIS €€ FUNII4
(v 910u3004 99S) IHWd 404 LLepooM Aq pa|tduo) ejeq mey p/6| uo L|abue paseg suapldafodd [Hitd :304n0S

O0IXdW MEAN

Industrial Organization:

€°2S 6L8°9 L°LY €82°9 T9T°€T

VAl 4 76S°Y 9°9¢ €L0°GT L99°6T X4s¥dr MIN
G GE 05S°€E S° %9 6EV°9 686°6 AY4THSINVH MAN
S LT LST*S A 986G ET T%L°8T VAvVAIN
7' 6€ 0LT*S 8°09 0€0°‘8 00Z €T VASVEEAN
€ 1Y (AR 0°86 6TT¢9 TEY‘0T VNVINOKW
L°6T 790°0T €°0L €EE€EB ET S68°€E Id4N0SSIN
0°99 LYS 6 0°vE ST6‘Yy ZLY YT IddISSISSIN
9°9¢ 700°8 v €L 860‘te z90°0¢€ VIOSANNINW
v 81 109°€T 9°18 €Y 09 SE0‘YL NVOIHOIR
0" %2 N 4 0°9¢L v96°L 65701 SLLASNHOVSSVYH
8° 8¢ 8CT°S 719 060°8 8TCZ €T ANVTXAYVH
€8¢ T9%°€ L°T9 98G6°¢ LY0°‘6 ANIVH
9°6¢ 878°8 VAR A Y90 L TL8°ST VNVISINO1
L*LY tL8‘s €°¢§ 6TL°6 166 8T XADALINAN
sjaeq sjied sjaeq syaeq

p@23By-uoN Uuf po3ey-uoN pa23ey uf po23iey ug sjaeqd ug
HH Jo % U HW Te3lO] HW Jo % HH TB30] HW Te3og ALVILS

i




SIVd O (*3uo2)

371900 QILVE-1TVA00N-NON GNV G3L1Wd-1TWA00M NI SIWOH IT1G0W 40 MOILNGIYLSIQ ILVIS-AQ-3ILVIS  “EE NVl

(v 37017004 99S) IHWd 403 Llepoop Aq patjduwo) ejeq mey p/6l Uo E_wm(..m._ paseq m.:o.Sum.Sé IHWd 1924n0¢
S oY GE9 6 S° 6§ L9T YT T08°€C VINISUIA
S 16 86C°C S gy L9T1°C S9v‘y LNOW¥dA
L°vE 9/€‘% €°69 ¥GE“9 0EL‘6 HVIN
6y 0Z6°€€E 9°0¢S 66L°YE 61L°89 SVXAL
6°RS 165°0T T°1% 9¢€ ‘L L06°LT A4S SANNIL
£°89 gyh Yy L' 1€ £€90°C 1169 V1OMVA HLOOS
o 8°2¢9 SIT‘CT T°L€ 691 °L Y87 6T VNI'IO¥VD HLAOS
0°0Y 780°T 0°09 LT9°T 669°C aNvV1SI FdOHY
1°L€ A GE:A 6°79 €L9°0¢€ S6L°8Y VINVATASNNHd
6°8¢ 692°6 T°1L £68°ce zTi‘ee CRER(Y
mm L€ 8L€°9 €°L9 TOT €T 08%°6T VHOHV'IXO0
m b 97 TOS LT 9° €1 0L9°8Y TLT°99 0THO
w% 84T T98°T 2 st WLSES STV L V103IVA HIYON
Mh 9°6S YI6°€C v 0y S0Z°9T1 6TT 0Y VNIT04VD HIMON
5 yTE €T6°CT 9°89 SEY* OE 8YE ‘Y AYOK MAN
3
S sjyaeq syaed syaed syaeq
pPo9lEY~UON UT PpPo3IEY~UON Uuf pajey urg pajey utg sjaed uf
HW 30 3% uf HW TE30] HW Jo % HW TE3I0] HW TE30]L ALVLS
xor o < O O O O O )




o

SHYYd. JWOoN (-3u02)
7190 AILWVY-11Va00r-NON aHV Q3LVi-11va00M NI SIWOH I1190W 40 NOTLNATYISIO ILVIS-AG-ILVIS €€ NOI4
(v 930uj004 83S) .JHWd 404 L[{ePOOM AQ pajirdwo) eleq mey p/6l uo Ajabuaeq paseg suo13dafodd IHWd 1324Nn0§
o™
[e0]
146°0Z9 YT Y66 €I8°%I9°1 S1VIOL
5
o :
N €°0¢L 080°€ L6 662°1T 6LE*Y ONIWOAM
| =
> ¢*9¢ 758°8 8°€9 209°ST I T AN NISNOOSIN
QO
- 1°99 L9L°‘s 6°¢€¢t 766°C T1ZL°8 VINIOYIA ILSHM
m 6°6¢ 566°6 1°0L 86y ‘€T ESHEeE NOLINIHSVM
=1 e
= sjaeyg sjaieq syaed syied
pelBy—uoN uf peiBy-uoN pajey ufg paiey ufg syaegd ufg
HW JOo 7% U HW Te30] HR Jo ¥% HW TEBI0] HW Te30] ALVLS
_. ¢ ¢ . o .
L . U & & O ) W @ W




C

Industrial Organization

84

1.3 DEFINITION OF THE MOBILE HOME PARK SYSTEM

The main objective of this section on the industrial ornanization of the
park system is to identify major structural and operational character-
istics of the system and to cauqe the implications of the character-
istics for the system's economic operformance. Adecuate data for such

an analysis are not available for non-rated parks. 0nlyv for rated parks
do two major data sources exist: 'foodall statistics and PMHI's national

survey of park operators/owners (PMHI/PS). For statistical purposes,

“the park system, is therefore defined to comprise all Woodall-rated parks

and to exclude non-rated parks. The necessary perspective for this
definition was provided by this Chapter 1 on the total unit and park

inventory.

This definition appears justified for reasons other than data limitations.
Nationally, 62% of all park-sited mobile homes are located in rated parks.
for several subregions this percentage is annroximatelv 75%. Further-
more, most non-rated parks are not only older and smaller but also
physically and functionallv obsolete and hence not representative of

today's park system.
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Structure
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2.1 PROFILE OF THE MOBILE HOME PARK SYSTEM
2.1.1 drigins of the Park System

This project was interested in understanding and characterizing

the origins of the park owners for two reasons:

First, to establisih if any current park owners have entered the
mobile home park system from the traditional housing industrv or
fields related to it. Because the mobile home industry has been
created separately from the traditional nousing industry, people
entering the mobile home industry from the housing industry may
transfer know-how important for the future growth of the park
system--and more generally the mobile home industry--or may stimulate
the integration of the mobile home industry and the larger housing

industry.

Second, to determine how relevant the past experiences of park
owners are in providing guidance and/or insight into their cur-

rent resoonsibilities and tasks.

Influence from the Traditional Housing Industry

The PMHI Park Sﬁrvey (See Figure 34) has revealed that aponroximately

one-sixth of all owners had mobile home jndustrv-related backarounds:
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ACTIVITY FREQUEMNCY
DEALERSHIP 129
MANUFACTURING OF MOBILE HOMES 1%
TRAILER-RECREATIOHAL VEHICLE PARK

DEVELOPMENT A"D/OR OPERATION 4%
BUILDING MANUFACTURING &%
LAND DEVELOPMENT NTHZIR THAH MOBILE

HOME QR TRAILER PARK ‘ 12%
0M=-SITE RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTINH A%
OTHER ACTIVITIES (NOT SPECIFIEN HERF) 16%

WEMT STRAIGKT IUTN PARK DPERATION
WITH 4O PRINP EXPERIENCE 6%

Source: Compilad from resnonses to the P™HI Park
Uperator/Owner Survey

FIGURE 34: PRIOR EXPERIENCES OF PARK OWNERS
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dealerships (12%), recreational vehicle park development or operation
(4%), and mobile home manufacturing (1%). On the other hand, approx-
imately one-fourth of the respondents were previously engaqed in aspects
of the traditional building industry--land development other than mobile
home or trailer parks (12%), on-site residential construction (6%), and
building manufacturing (6%). This suages ts that at least as many, if not
more, of the park owners come from trad1t1ona1 bu11d1nq 1ndustry re1ated

activities than from mobile home 1ndustry-re1ated f1e1ds

Those respondents engaged in the develomment of their parks (See Fiaure
35) revealed much the same backaround as the owners. fnlv a small per-
centzme had had mobile home 1ndustry-re1ated exoeriences: dealershios
(15%), éﬁé recreat1ona1 veh1c1e park deve1ooment or operation (8%).

None had prior exnerience as a manufacturer of mobile homes. Those having
backarounds in the traditional building industry comprised apnroximately

one-fifth of the developer-respondents--acain an amount similar to the

owner-respondents.

By creating a separate and rapidly arowina, new industrv--namely, the
park system--the mobile home industry has succeeded in attractina to the
nark svstem some hiahly relevant exprertise from fields related to the
on-site building industry. The renresentation of huildinn industrv-re-
lated backgrounds in the park svstem mav be larner than indigated hy +he
PMHI Park Survey. It is apparent that this trend of peonle enterina the

Dark syster ‘rom the trad1t1ona1 hu11d1no 1ndustrv 1< conf1ru1nn anﬁ wil]

11ke1y continue in the future. This professional movement is significant
because it offers the possible intearation of the motile home industry

and the conventional housing industrv.
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ACTIVITY FREQUENCY
DEALERSHIP 15%
MOBILE HOME MAMUFACTURER ' 0%
TRAILER-RECREATIONAL VEHICLE PARK

DEVELNPMENT AND/OR NPERATINN 8%
BUILDING MAHUFACTURER 2%
DEVELOPHMENT OF OTHER FACILITIES THAN

MOBILE HOME OR TRAILER-RECREATINHAL

VEHICLE PARKS 2%
0:=-SITE RESIDEMTIAL CONSTRUCTIN 11¢%
(OTHER CATEGORIES 11%
ENTERED MOBILE MOME NEVELNPMEMNT

WITHOUT PRICR EXPERIENCE 53%
Source: Comniled from resoonses to the PMHI Park

Operator/Owner Survey

FIGURE 38: PRIJR EXPERIENCES NF PARK DEVELOPERS
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Relevance of Origins

The PMHI Park Survey _ig@isg;es that the range of prior ex-
periences held by the current owners is large, but also that many
of these experiences were not directly related to the mobile

home industry or the park system. Sixty-four percent of the own-

er-respondents had hot had prior backaround in hobi1e home industry-

re1ated“éc¥{§%ife§; The f}béﬁ éfhékpé}ienceé c{fedMEQ those who

had had prior involvement with this industry included mobile home
dealerships, recreational vehicle development, and mobile home manu-
facturing. The frequencies of these types of experiences being
cited were low, ranging from 1% to 12% (see Figure 34). A number °
of these owner-respondents had participated in two or more such
experiences related to the mobjle home industry. It is noteworthy
that only 1% of the respondents were previously involved in the

manufacturing of mobile home units.

As an alternative to practical experience, 1% of the respondents

had had prior school training in park management. “he form of the
schooling or school(s) attended was not clear from the survey.

The PMHI staff is currently aware of only one university in the

United States that offers study in park management--Michigan State
University, Lansing, ‘'ichigan. A private organization in Los Angeles--
Park !Management Associates-- also provides instruction in park

management, both through attendance and by mail-crder.

In spite of the somewhat T1imited characteristics of the survev and
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the resultant data, a number of immortant observations concerning
potential difficulties that might be encountered in both the start-
up and the operation of a park can be drawn from the data and the
collective experience of the staff. Fifty-one percent of the own-
er-respondents had developed the_uark about which they were an-
swering the PMHI Park Sur;ey quéstionnaire. The other 49% had pur-
chased the specific park after it had been develoned by someone

else. This discussion will note potential problem areas for both

the owner-developer and the owner-nurchaser.

First, it is clear from the PMHI Park Survey data that many park
owner-respondents had had, at best, 1imited prior experiences that
would enhance their knowledge of park development and operation.

1

This presumably means that many of their practices would have to

be established by trial-and-error or by '"Seat:;;:éﬁé:b;ntgihcg;:
mon sense. It is likely that these park Bwners would exoerience;
as in many business ventures, nrob1ems. in the procedures for
start-up and initial operation which, if solved inadecuately, could
cause their failures. That many such inexnerienced people are able
to begin park operation is an indication of the relative "youth"
of the mobile home industry and of its apparent lack of»comp1ex

or established practices that would offer obstacles to development

and operation.
Second, many of the park owners run small organizations and must

risk the problems that may befall such independence. The traditional

image of the "Mom and Pop" trailer camps, popular in the 1930's
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and 1940's, is not true of the generally more orofessional comtempor-

ary park system. But it is still true that many parks are operated
and owned by husband-and-wife teams, who depend upon the parks for
their livelihoods and who have neither large capital reserves nor
prior managerial experience. ihereas many of the best parks in

the national park system in terms of quality of product and ser-
vice as well as profitability are of the one-park variety, they

do not represent the average. Jecause of a number of factors (e.g.
the expenses of development and operation, expansion of the park
system at the regional and national levels and the resu]tan£ in-
crease in competition for the consumer market, and a stricter re-
hu1atory environment), it is clear that the one-park owner today

faces a complex situation.

Conclusions

The mobile home industry, {ﬁtentiona11y or otherwise, has attracted
and continues to attract a significant participation of peonle from
the traditional building industry. These peonle have participated
in the creation and development of the park system, forging a new,
ranidly growing national industry. This has brought relevant know-
now into the park system. It may also signal a slowly emerging
trend toward integration of the mobile home and the larger housing
industry. finally, the existence of know-how of the traditional
bui{ding industry in the park system suggests the potential capa-

bility of this system to move into markets not presently served
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c by the mobile home industry (e.g. higher density urban housing).

The apparent lack of re]evént experience of the park owner- devel-
c opers and the owner-purchasers has been discussed at some 19Q9th
already. That many pﬁrk owners are able to enter and succeed in
the park system without such experience is indeed remarkable and
s indicative Of the obvious “youth" of the mobile home industry.
But to continue the recent growth of both the park system and the
encorpassing mobile home industry in the face of increasing com-
& petition within and outside of the ij?US?ryand the likely in-

crease in comnlexities of start-up and operation procedures, there

must be a corresponding injection of more spphisticated know-how.

Thus, individuals who enter the park system will probably in-

creasingly require relevant prior experience or education.

One possibility for the prospective owner who wishes to reduce the
risks involved in the development and/or operation of a park would

be to employ a professional developer or manager, either of

whom would be a specialist and thus more knowledgeable in these

tasks. The owner who does so may incur greater expenses in both
processess, but the 1ikelihood of his success,financially and in
providing services, would be agreater. At the moment the existing
supply of such professional developers or managers is not being

used to its full potential. This implies that the park system and the

mobile home industry as a whole could benefit from both 1) the
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education of park owners as to the advantages of professionally trained

talent and 2) the training of these professionals.

A start has been made. Educational programs similar to the one at
Michigan State University or with Park Management Associates should

be extremely valuable. As an alternative to direct classroom leaming,
the MHMA's Land Development Committee could develop and publish contin-
uously updated instructional documents on mobile home development. There
is also an increasing number of private firms which provide consulting
services on the feasibility of development and the metnods to be followed,
once decisions are made to proceed. unfortunately, nost of these con-

sulting firms have met with 1ittle success due to underutilization.

There is currently available little information that offers meaningful in-
sights into park operations. .juestions about monitoring cash flow, es--
tablishing rents, or choosing services are not discussed in any substan-
tive fashion in any currently available literature. Nor are there any
commercial services which have been formed specifically to treat sucn
questions. The formation of a private or public agency to provide advisory
services would appear to be of primary importance to the continued growth
and well-veing of the park system. An organization like the 4oodall
Publishing Company, which has extensive experience in park operation
gained from observing tﬁe national park system for-almost thirty years,

should be encouraged to become involved in this work area.
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c
2.1.2 Production of New Mobile Home Parks
C The following discussion on production of new parks and spaces is based on
tabular data compiled specifically for PMHI by the Woodall Publishing Com-
- pany as well as on annually compiled Woodall tabulations listing new parks
c and new spaces for each state. This discussion will concentrate on the
production period from 1963 to 1573.
o Before proceeding to an analysis of production, it is necessary to explain
PMHI's method of interpreting and refining the raw data provided by Woodall.
_ witﬁ_regard to new space production, the number of new spaces per year for
¢ a given year is def{ned'aé the fota] ﬁumber of Yoodall-listed spaces in
that given year minus that of the previous year plus the number of spaces
deleted from the listing in the given year. 1he assumption is that the new
e spaces either replace deleted ones or increase the number of total spaces.

For example, the total number of spaces in New York was 31,414 in 1972 and
27,442 in 1971; the number of deleted spaces in 1972 was 923. Therefore,
the number of new spaces in 1972 was 31,414 - 27,442 + 923 = 4895.

Regional figures were determined by summing the data for individual states
within each region. ational figures are for the continental United States

only.
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ilational Production of New Parks and Spaces

An analysis of national production figures (as shown in the summations in

¢ Figure 36) does not reveal any clear trends in the production of new parks
and spaces between 1969 and 1973. Dué to significant year to year fluctua-
tions, it can only be said that prodh;tion figures presented a see-saw pat-

© tern of growth. Production of new parks was comparatively low in 1969 and
1971, and although the number of new parks produced in each of these two years
is nearly identicai, the numbermbf ;eQ»séééés'prbduced in each year differs

¢ significantly. Similarly, while production of parks decreased in 1873 by
27% from the previous year, the number of new spaces decreased by only 5%.
Tnese discrepancies ére reflected in the changes in average park size --

G. the average number of new spaces per new park. Although the average park
size reached its peak in 1973, it too underwent significant fluctuation
from year to year.

@

Regional Production of Wew Parks and Spaces

&
An examination of production by region also reveals a see-saw pattern of
growth in many 1nstance§ (See Figure 37). Néverthe1ess, it is possible to

& identify certain regions which have higher growth rates than other regions.
While annual production figures for new parks remained relatively constant
or even declined in the New England, :iid-Atlantic, East South Central, and

e Pacific regions, production figures in other regions increased by as much

as 50 to over 100 percent. It should be noted that the peak years of park

i
{
|
!

]
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; YEAR NEW PARKS MEW SPACES AVG. SPACES/PARK

;

|

!

E 1969 852 105,721 1241
1970 1586 164,088 103.5
1971 856 71,761 83.8
1972 1420 170,811 120.3
1873 1026 162,379 158.3

Source:

Figure 36

Computed by PMHI from Raw Data Provided by the Wloodall Publishing
Company. (Computations Revised June 1976)

: S}INUAL NATIONAL TOTALS OF WEW PARKS AND SPACES

FOR THE PRODUCTION PERIOD 1969-1873.
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~ REGION 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973
HEW P 42 52 17 14 4
ENGLAND s | aos2 3068 2228 2983 455
S/P 97.4 59.0 131.0 213.0 92.9
C M P 75 100 65 82 54
ATLANTIC s | 7386 6688 6913 9103 8955
s/P 8.5 66.9 106.4 1.0 165.8
SOUTH P 78 277 200 146 123
AUARTIC o | 20346 39453 10288 40029 42475
s/p | 286.5 142.4 51.4 278.7 385.3
C E.N. 3 12 317 89 150 169
CENTRAL s | 1se58 30417 12442 18728 33832
s/l 139.8 96.0 139.8 124.% 170.0
E.S Plo02 4 f 89 66
CENTRAL S| 1730 998 4860 6855 6800
s/P .8 100.0 19,5 77.0 103.0
TR
. . P
C CENTRA 62 285 68 100 93
S| 12m2 29872 1343 12965 13121
/P 193.5 104.8 27.1 128.4 1411
.5, ® 78 14 37 423 134
CENTRAL . ¢ | 10678 7471 3557 36396 | 12307
s/p | 136.9 53.0 96.1 86.0 92.5
C MOLITALY P 55 122 95 120 118
s| 3423 12515 12381 18571 14845
' s/P 62.2 102.6 130.3 154.8 125.9
PACIFIC P 248 252 244 29.5 190
s | 26897 30607 17249 FN 25403
/P 108.5 121, | . 707 85.1 133.7
C;
Source: <C{omputed by PMRI from Raw Data Provided by the
e kioodall Publishing Company. {Computations Revised June 1976)
Figure 37: =EGIONAL PRODUCTION OF NEW PARKS
AHD SPACES FOR THE PERIOD 1969-1973.
~
N

N
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production by region do not coincide for all the regions. For example,
the peak annual production of parks in the East South Central region
occurred in 1969, whereas the peak production for the Mountain region was

reached in 1973.

The regional breakdown also indicates that the average number of spaces
per park increased in most regions. The largest average number of spaces
per park was recorded in the South Atlantic region (345.3 spaces/park in
1973), and the smallest average occurred in the West North Central region
(27.1 spaces/park in 1971). The average number of spaces per park in the

Pacific region (which includes California) never exceeded 133.7 -- iess

than half that of the South Atlantic region (which includes Florida).

Production of New Spaces by State

Two states -- Florida and California -- were consistent leaders in produc-
tion of new spaces from 1969 to 1973. During this five year span, the
average production per year in Florida was 20,990 spaces; in California
it was 20,857 spaces. Tnere is a significant gap between the production

of new spaces in these two states and the production in the eight other

leading states (See Fig. 38). It is apparent that the areas with the

greatest growth in production of spaces are the California-~rizona area

and the Michigan-Jhio-Indiana area.
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STATE 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 average
FLA 11,290 29,261 1,795 29,082 33,626 20,990
CAL 21,593 23,747 15,138 21,254 22,555 20,857
TEX 7,067 1,246 00 29,768 6,520 9,120
MICH 6,749 12,103 1,070 4,241 8,284 6,489
OHIO 2,957 8,412 2,821 5,506 6,889 5,317
IND 2,419 3,473 4,297 2,217 12,239 5,009
ARIZ 00 5,361 4,461 5,511 4,232 3,353
MO 3,412 9,234 00 2,463 4,119 3,845
PA 3,495 4,049 3,810 3,570 4,282 3,541
MINN 3,783 7,395 48 3,337 1,169 3,266

Source: cComputed by PMHI from Raw Data Provided by the Yoodall
(Computations Revised June 1976)

Publishing Company.

Figure 38:

TABULATION OFTHE TEN STATES WITH THE LARGEST AVERAGE

ANNUAL PRODUCTION OF NEW SPACES FOR THE PERIOD 1969-13973.
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A Comparison of New Spaces Produced Versus Hew Units Shipped

In Figure 39, the numbers of new mobile home units shipped have been tabulated
by region and year and compared with the total number of park spaces produced
for each year. The purpose of this comparison was to indicate the degree of
fit between the units shipped for the several regions and the number of park
spaces available for locating them. The general disparity between the units
shipped and the spaces available is particularly evident in four regions:

New England, .iid-Atlantic, South Atlantic, and East South Central. In the
East South Central region, for instance, an annual average of 5,150 park
spaces was produced betw;en 1969 and 1973, whereas the number of units shipped
to this region averaged 51,454. Thus only 10% of these new units could have
occupied the new park spaces. The rates of fit between the number of spaces
built and the number of units shipped for the other three regions, :.id-
Atlantic, .iew Eng]and, and South Atlantic, were, respectively, 19.8%, 30.4%,
and 21.5%. These rates indicate that most recently-cuilt mobile homes lo-
cated in these four regions are not placed in parks but are sited on priv-

ate property.

The best fit between the number of spaces produced and the number of units
shipped is found in the Pacific region. Specifically, an average of 25,053
spaces/year were built during the period of 1969 fo 1973 and an average of
48,285 units were shipped to this region. 7his comparison provides a rate
of fit of 51.8% between spaces and units, thus indicating that roughly half

of new mobile home units in this region are likely to be located in parks.
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REGION 1563 ) 1870 ‘JQ?‘I 1972 1973
[
e tew England
total spaces 4092 3068 2228 2983 4551
untts shipped to | 11814 11148 10915 10954 10669
Mid-Atlantic
C total spaces 7386 6688 6913 9123 8955
units shipped to | 36080 32783 36368 46152 45889
South Atiantic
total spaces | 22346 39453 10288 40099 42475
units shipped to |111003 114443 138550 175720 176624
o

East North Central
total spaces | 15659 30417 12842 18728 33832
units shipped to | 65669 65012 69926 7402) 80436

East South Central
G total spaces 3238 3998. 4850 6855 6800
units shipped to | 33701 33163 51403 68430 73574

West North Central

total spaces | 12002 29872 1843 12965 13121
—~ wnits shipped to | 34157 3INB 40492 50881 48398
L
west South Central
total spaces | 10678 74N 3557 36396 12397
units shipped to | 44103 50228 61678 | B7eus 76563
-, Mountain
i i
total spaces | 3423 12515 1238 18571 14845
wits shipped to | 29041 N6X 43564 53181 52721
Pacific
total spaces | 26897 | 20607 | 17249 | 25111 | 25403
G units shipped to | 44148 3nss 49989 54201 55900
UNITED STATES-total
total spaces |105721  |164089 71761 170811 162379
units shipped in |418604  [417a30  |SO7650  |626467 1624773
Ay
) —

Source: Lomputed by PMHI from Raw Data Provided by the loodall
PubTishing Company; Unit Shipment Data from Montnly
Market Letter, Mobile-Medular Housing Dealer Magazine

Figure'.39: COMPARISOM BY REGION AND YEAR OF THE PRODUCTION OF WEW
SPACE VERSUS WUMBER OF MOBILE HOME UNITS SAIPPED FOR
THE PERIOD OF 1968 TO 1973.

¢ h
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From the data listed in Figure 39 it is apparent that, nationally there has
been 1ittle reduction in the disparity between the number of mobile home
units shipped and the number of park sbaces developed. In 1969, the amount
of spaces coﬁstructéd wés 25#?% of the number of units shibped. By 19870,
this percentage had risen to 39.3%, out by 1973 it had declined to 25.9%.
The fact that this rate of fit exceeded 30% only once during the study per-
jod indicates a structural difference between these two production rates.
Whether such Tow rates of fit are evidence of the real quantity of demand
for park spaces is not clear. it is also not clear whether efforts should
be made to encourage one group (the park developers or the unit manufacturers)
to establish fit with the other. To do so may create artificial situations
where too many park spaces would become available or insufficient units
would be manufactured for sale to others, such as purchasers who wish to
locate their units in non-rated parks or on private property. An analysis
of the character of the supply of and demand for park spaces would go be-

yond the scope of this supply-side-oriented study.
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2.1.3 Inventory of Woodall-Rated Parks

National Distribution

The number of mobile home parks rated py the Woodall Publishing
Company is aoproximately one-half of the projected total ndmber of
mobile home parks or about 13,000 Woodall-rated narks to the pro-
jected national total of 24,500. Examination of the national dis-
tribution data in Figure 40 indicates that the number of mobile
home parks has generally been on the increase since 1968. In

this regard, it is interesting to note that although the total
number of Woodall-rated parks tended to follow only an erratically
unward path (see Figure 41), the graph of the total number

of spaces (see Figure 42) across the country has a much more reqular
upward-trend, - The apparent uneven growth in the number of
Woodall-rated parks--despite the fact that an average 1,150 new
parks have been developed annually for the period of 1968 to
1973--is an indication of the yearly adjustments in the Woodall
rating system. Thus, though almost 7,700 new parks have been ‘
developed in the period from 1968 to 1973 (renorted bv the
Woodall Organization as 1969 to 1974), there has been a change
of only 905 parks in the Woodall listings. Zuch a minimizing of

the change in the number of the loodall-rated narks suggests that ,

as new parks are included in the listing, clder parks fail to

meet the new,ungraded standards.
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FIGURE 41: TOTAL NUMBER OF RATED PARKS IN U.S. 1958; 1968-74
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The change in the number of spaées between the 1969 and 1974 reporting
dates (about 400,000 park spaces), in spite of the net difference of
only 905 Woodall-rated parks for the same period, indicates that the
number of spaces/park for those parks listed by the Woodall Publishing
Company has markedly increased during the period (70.8 spaces/park for
the 1969 reporting date and 95.9 spaces/park for 1974). That the
number of spaces/park has changed dramatically is evidence both that
many of the newer parks are larger than the existing parks and that
many of the older parks that have been dropped from the Woodall listing

are smaller than those currently listed.

Regional Distribution

Further scrutiny of Figure 40 reveals the regional pattern of mobile
housing distribution, and Figures 43 and 44 indicate the relative con-
tributions of the various census regions and sub-regions in terms of
rated parks and spaces. Again in 1974, the Western region leads the
nation, with 4,504 of the rated parks, due largely to the predominance
of California within the Pacific sub-region. However, a comparison
with 1973 data indicates that 1n 1974,  for the first time, the West
has Tost its lead in total sites to the Southern region. In any case,
with 2,110 parks and more than 227,000 spaces, the state of California
accounts for more than 47% of all the mobile home parks in the region.
Similarly, the Pacific sub-region as a whole represents 65%-of the

rated parks in the Western region.

This jmbalance may be partially accounted for by the fact that a majority
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NO. OF| NO. OF | PERCENT
REGION SUBREGION PARKS PARK OF PARKS
SPACES .
WEST 4,504 | 403,289 | 34
PACIFIC 3,176 284,096 24
MOUNTAIN 1,328 119,193 10
SOUTH 3,790 413,172 | 29
SOUTH ATLANTIC 2,089 286,945 18
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL 533 43,331 4
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL 968 82,896 7
NORTH CENTRAL 3,410 324,143 | 26
EAST NORTH CENTRAL | 2,127 220,370 17
WEST NORTH CENTRAL | 1,283 103,773 9
NORTHEAST 1,555 111,915 | 11
NEW ENGLAND 459 31,103 3
MID ATLANTIC 1,096 80,812 8
TOTALS 13,059 1,252,519 | 100.
Source: Compiled by PMHI from 1974 Statistics of the Woodall
Publishing Company
FIGURE 43: THE NUMBERS OF WOODALL RATED PARKS AND SPACES BY CENSUS

REGION AND SUBREGION
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of the large population centers are in California, but factors such as
climate and land-use controls are also important. Portions of the
Western region, particularly California and Arizona, have long been con-
sidered especially attractive areas for retirement. Recent growth
trends in Arizona, which ranks second to California within the region,
suggest that the popularity of these southern areas as retirement
communities has not diminished. This PMHI study projection, based on
the 1973 data, is strongly supported by the recently released 1974
statistics. Mobile home parks in Arizona showed significant growth

in all categories.

Although the Yestern reqion led the nation aacain in 1974, it did not

lead in spaces per park, i.e. averaae park size (see Fiqure 45), 1In 1074,
there was an averane of 89.54 sites/park in the reaion as a vhnle
(national average 95.91 sites/park) with a mean of 89.75 sites/park in

the Mountain.sub-region and £9.45 in the Pacific sub-reqion. The South

showed an increase from 104,96 sites/park in 1973 to 115.00 sites in 1974,

By controlling for only those park sites and rated parks located in
California, it is possible to observe an important phenomenon: the
average size of the mobile home park within the region is sharply
reduced from an average of 89.5 to 73.6 sites/park. Within the
Pacific sub-region, the drop is even more severe from an average of
89.4 to 53.6 sites/park. The clear indication from these data is
that a significant majority of the larger and therefore probably
newer-rated parks in the Western region are located within the state
of California. Because of this major reduction in park sizes outside

of California, the data suggest mecst of the new park gdnstruction in
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the region is taking place in a limited number of states.

Although trailing the West in total number of rated parks, the

Southern region had taken the lead in total spaces (413,172) in 1974,

)

As shown in Figure 45,jt is far and away the leader fﬁ-terﬁs of
average park size with an average of 115.09 sites/park. - As in the

Western situation, the Southern region is dominated by one state,

F1or1dé, within the éb&éh Afﬁahf%gusub-region.’The 1,222 rated

mobiTé home‘pgrké {h‘tggf state rebreﬁéﬁt over 35% of the fota]

mobile home developments in the region. The South Atlantic sub-region
as a whole accounts for 59% of the rated parks, while the remainder

of the Southern region is represented by the East South Central sub-

region, 13%, and the West South Central, 27%.

Heavily weighted by the presence of Florida, the overwhelmina majoritv

of these larger parks is in the South Atlantic sub-reaion(173.35 sites/nark),
as compared with East South Central (81.29 sites/park) and Yest South

Central (85.63 sites/park). The importance of Florida tp the reninn mav

be substantiated by excludina it from the total. The reainonal averane

draps sharply from 115.00 to 87.14 sites/park, while the South Atlantic

O

sub-reqion mean plummets to 75. 10 sites/park. 0Of sionificance, however,
is the fact that even with Florida excluded, the Scuthern renional averane

park size remains close to the national average (95.91 sites/mark). This

(:\

result would indicate that there is much greater balance in the Southern
region than in the Vestern region and that larger parks are beina built

in states other than Florida.
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The general concentration in the Southern renion is due to the same two
factors as in the Yestern reaion: 1) a majoritv of the nonulation centers
are located south of Atlanta, and 2) the South Atlantic sub-reaion has
continued to he a popular location for retirement communities, especiallv
in Florida. To further illustrate the profound effects that the states
of California and Florida have on their respective reqions, the oraphs

in Figures 4€ and 47 are presented. In the second araph, by excludina
Florida and California, the relative share of total mobile home parks

cf these two regions becomes nearly equal. Moreover, the dominating
influence of the Yestern and Southern renions on national distribution
patterns is almost entirely eliminated. In conclusion, it is evident
that the national data are, in a sense, "skewed" by these two states,
which are 1iterallv in a class bv themselves concernine the utilizatinn

of mobile housing,

The North Central region ranks third in terms of total number of rated
mobile home parks with 3,410 establishments. Sixty-one percent of
these are in the East North Central sub-region, while the remaining

39% are located in the Yest Morth Central sub-region. However, it is
apparent from Fioure 45 that the Fast North Central suh-reqion (1n3.8n
sites/park) is second only to the South Alantic suh-reaion in averane
size of parks. This may he explained larnelv hv the fact that Flibhart,
Indiana has been for manv vears the manufacturinag center of the mobile
housing industry. Thus, transnortation costs are lower, stoclk is
qgreater, ard auite nossibly there are “awer major imnediments +*n

development.
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Tne iortheast region has the least number of rated parks (1,355) with
only 11% of the total national distribution. rarks tend to be relatively
small by national standards (72.26 sites/park) witn 28% of the develop-
ments in New England and the remainipg’72% jn thg_Miqut1antic sub-
region. Several factors have prevented more widespread use of this

form of housing in the most populated region of the nation. in Hew
England the severe winters cause higher fuel bills,quicker depreciation,
and a need for better and more expensive insulation. Jtrict zoning
constraints are in existence througnout the region, and, with the
exception of certain rural areas in the extreme north (e.g. .iaine),

land prices are uniformly high.

Changing Regional Patterns

A1l regions of the United States are experiencing continued expansion
in the size of mobile home parks. Regional distribution data are
skewed by the overwhelming size and number of parks in California and
Florida. The most rapid new park development is taking place in the
"sun regions", particularly the Pacific (California), .iountain (Arizona),
South Atlantic (Florida, Georgia), and West South Central (Texas
and Oklahoma). This is largely in response to continued demand for
retirement communities as well as for housing for families looking

to beat the high cost of living in the northern climates.
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Other regions continue to exhibit steady growth, both in the overall
numbers of parks and spaces and in the average size of parks. Of note
are the North Central sub-region, surrounding the mobile home manu-
facturing center, and the Mountain sub-region (Arizona and Colorado).
In no area has the development of mobile home parks declined, although
grthh in the Northeast region has been relatively slow due to the

many factors cited earlier (e.g., zoning restrictions).

State Distribution

Some general patterns have emerged in recent years concerning the
siting of mobile home parks. For the past several years, the top
twelve states, illustrated in Figure 40, have remained generally the
same. Figure 48 presents the twelQe leading states in 1974. Within
the top five, there was no movement during the past five years.
Growth predictions by PMHI were strongly fulfilled by Arizona,

which = has now surpassed heavily-populated I11inois to become number
sig in the nation. Within the second five-state grouping, Indiana

also took a major jump, moving ahead of Pennsylvania from number

ten up to number eight.

Within the Western region, California continues to lead the nation in
total number of rated parks. Elsewhere in the region, attention has
been drawn to Arizona, which has been undergoing a major degree of

growth in the past few years with regard to total number of parks and
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. AVERAGE
STATE PARKS SPACES SPACES/PARK
CALIFORNIA 2,110 227,011 107.59
FLORIDA 1,222 206,811 169.23
MICHIGAN 492 66,465 135.09
QHIO 581 ‘54,059 93.04
TEXAS 500 47,963 95.93
ARIZONA 475 47,602 100.21
ILLINOIS 422 41,358 98.00
PENNSYLVANIA 488 33,311 68.26
NEW YORK 487 32,238 66..20
INDIANA 405 40,812 100.77
WASHINGTON 549 27,577 50.23
MISSOURI 358 26,823 74.92
TOTAL 8,089 852,030 105.33
Source: Compiled by PMHI from 1974 Statistics of the

Woodall Publishing Company

FIGURE 48: THE TWEKVE HIGHEST RANKING STATES BY MUMBERS NF
SPACES IN WOJDALL RATED PARKS
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spaces. The state of Hawaii bears mention due to its outright pro-

hibition on mobile home park development.

Since Florida was discussed at some length above, mention need only be
made that it has, on the average, the Targest average-sized mobile
home parks of any state in the nation (169.23 sites/park). Other
states within the South Atlantic sub-region also contribute to the
nationally-leading average park size. While none are among the
Jeaders in terms of total parks or sites, Georgia (124.02 sites/park),
Delaware (123.62 sites/pa;k), Maryland (103.70 sites/park), and
Virginia (97.91 sites/park) are all above the national average park

size.

0f special note within the Southern region is the state of Texas. In
one of the most remarkable increases in recent years, Texas jumped
from only 217 rated parks with 18,775 spaces in 1972 to a surprising
500 parks with 44,569 ppaces in 1973. Texas joined Arizona in con-
tinuing this strong upward movement in 1974, It also has led the

West South Central sub-region in average park size.

The North Central region is dominated by those states contiguous to
the Elkhart, Indiana, manufacturing center. The state of Michigan
leads the sub-region in all categories and is of particular interest
due to its extremely large average park size (135.09 sites/park).
IT1inois and Ohio are both in the top twelve states containing larae

numbers of rated parks and spaces, and their average rated park sizes
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(98.00 sites/park and 93.04 sites/park respectively) are very large.

¢ Indiana, the manufacturing center of the mobile home industry, has
also moved up strongly among the national leaders.

¢ Due to the problems mentioned earlier, the Hortheastern states have
the fewest parks and sites even thouan two states of the Mid-Atlantic
sub-region, Pennsylvania and New York, are represented on the top

< twelve 1ist. The mobile home unit and park development are strikingly
underutilized in the states of the "BosWash" corridor as compared to
California, Florida, and Michigan.

o

& Changing State Patterns
While the warmer regions of the nation continue to attract the most

e intense new park development, it is extremely significant that only
one state {other than Florida), Texas, is in the top twelve list
from the Southern region. One of the reasons for this is that mobile

G | home owners often do not face the same degree of restriction conceming
§1aééﬁent on f;diVidué11y B&ﬁé& 1ots; iﬁ fhe Sbuth as in ther'
ﬁarts of the cbuntry. VIn addition, with the_é%ceptioﬁ.of FTorida~

& and Texas, park sizes are generally smaller -- more the "ma and pa"
operation rather than the large-scale land developers.

€ Re-examination of the data including and excluding the states of
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California and Florida, as in Figures 49 and 50, reveals some
interesting facts. Of those states not in the "super-state" class
(i.e., California and Florida), Michigan showed surprising strength in
both 1973 and 1974. Clearly the leader in terms of total sites, its
492 rated parks also give it among the largest average size parks in
the country (135.09 sites/park). Joining Michigan in this revised
ranking are the states of Ohio, I1linois, and Indiana, giving the

East North Central sub-region the largest representation in the top
twelve 1ist in terms of size of parks and population served. This is
especially significant in 1ight of the generally assumed domination

by the Pacific (California) and South Atlantic (Florida) sub-regions.

Texas and Arizona again bear mention as the stateé which continue to
show the strongest potential for expansion in mobile home park develop-
ment. As cited earlier, Texas more than doubled its rated park
capacity in the course of a single year. Arizona now shows every
indication of becoming the next great area for retirement community
expansion. Finally, new expansion was evidenced in the state of
Missouri, moving up two ranks (from 12 to 10) in this "revised" top

twelve Tist.




135

Industrial Organization

Auedwoy ButysLLqnd | LepOOM 3y} 46 SOLISLIRIS p/6L WOAY THWA AQ paLtdwo)

+924N0§

¢

o

g.
s ’ d
593035 X|$ _Eouom.% °
HYMVH vESVIV
...........‘..\.
[ ® o .0
cocococcccccccco .c&cc e o @ PR
%
X J
e%e%"* ocoo
.0000 s 0 L
* o ® e L
' e o coo e%e%."
ouIkin Mia L . P LI I
® o LN ]
. 032.0 ° 0000000 2
* o o o * o o o ¢ o o
LI N Y ® o o
o o o 0. . o CC.C
LI I ccccc o®
. coocc
0.. * o
* o
A
SYINY ¢cry010d A
Hvin %% 0
- L ]
I wavalN ° ooo
aNYIREY R noocooo
v g HEIM e ® o
N * o
JuymvIa sy u!.-e..ﬁmu
DR KiKOLM ’
2ITUIF MIN '
HYOl
_ ¥104va HINOS ° LRI
‘HNOD g5k
eNYITI ‘
200Ky ‘
VYNYIRON
: vioxva HI¥OR
RAMY viosIKNIA
AHOWBIA
JUIHSINYH mn
k - - P .
@ ] &) o © Q @

W

GEOGRAPHICAL DISPLAY OF THE TWELVE HIGHEST RANKING

STATES BY NUMBER OF PARK SPACES

FIGURE 49

)



QD

o

Industrial Organization 136
*
3]
. z
™ - O« - .
g 1T E3F % wvae
T b3 sz = = 5 % o
s S T $:8 3
2 . 3 <~ « =
- - o <« -
~ = ez Q
- , x
- Ry [re}
T - : <
“w 2 oy § rerxd
r a1 -l z 22 L4
3 3 4 JO - FL L a0
; - z - = e L oD’
> k¢ - = P .
3 "5 Q -6 +§:¢¢+¢+
. ; > < - Sese
<={ S -
»
s, % /< F L)
*m © -
. s - -
LR + S
ene * ° - O
LR e — (]
.’p ° ® - + b 3
*sle ¢ °.° 3 h-] (%] [
» [ a | e ot o
® < < : w
o.’. ae ® 0. - L] - bl
y @ o ® < ., - w -
[3 . E w
(] - x
3 S & B
R o o= z :‘ s =]
s o, L] % - o Q
e =z . ; < o @
2 ° % < [x] [ 7]
z b E)
% : q : : III
E : -, B3 ] £
: - i
3 =

JowA

OXLAHOMA

-
{ -3
r < o ;
-, - <
% o - -
ol <
< : -
o e =
T g z '
= 5 1
= o
g - .
' -
o
-
3 o
() - -
T O 3 Sa
< H © 3 @
z [ 3
z 5 * q
x
°
I Q
: {
o
<
- .
3 §5§\
(A
R Al R T g :
T e o :::"
A o

.
A

FIGURE 50: THE TWELVE LARGEST STATES (EXCLUDING CALIFORNIA AND
FLORIDA) -BY NUMBER OF WOODALL-RATED PARK SPACES

Compiled by PMHI from 1974 Statistics of the Woodall Publishing Company

Source



G Industrial Organization
137
2.2 CONCENTRATION
C
ilhat is the degree of economic concentration in the mobile home
¢ industrv's nark system? The discussion here examines this auestion
and looks at the characteristics and motivations of the multi-
park owner as compared to the one-nark owner.
C
2.2.1 Analysis of Expansion by Park Owners
C:
National Patterns of Expansion
C
A majority of respondents to the PMHI Park Survey worked (managed ,
developed, or owned) in parks whose owners possessed only one
G mobile home park (70.3%). The percentages of respondents working
in parks whose owners possessed two and three narks were, res-
nectively, 12.4% and 8.5%. The average number of mobile home parks
G was 2.0, whereas the median rate of ownershiop was one. The averaae“_
or mean is larger than the median due primarily to two respondents,
one of whom reported working in a park which was one of 35 in a chain
& and another in one of a 20 park chain. The next 1arqést total of nark

ownership cited was nine. While it is clear that some owners are enganed
in at least a 1imited form of expansion (cf. 29,7% of the resnondents

reported working for owners possessing two or more parks), the dearee of

o

expansion is low and this survev of the nark svstem has revealed further

evidence of the atomistic nature of this industry.
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Regional Patterns of Expansion

The frequency of owners possessing more than one nark is higher in
certain regions of the United States: the Pacific, che llestern
South Central regions, and, to a lesser extent, the Southern Atlantic
region (according to the geographic designations employed by the
Bureau of the Census). It should be noted that these regions cur-

rently have the highest rate of placement of new mobile homes.

The incidence of multinle-park ownerships still appears to be a

1imited phenoﬁenon, The tradition of the small park operated on a
husband-and-Qife basis is well-known. Fred Hunt, Jirector of Pro-

gram Development at the Mobile Home Manufacturers Association, has
reported to the PMHI staff that, in his experience, most parks cur-
rently are "built, filled, and then sold". te has further noted

that this process occurs most frequently with the larger parks and

that many of these are purchased by husband-and-./ife teams, '/ho run
them for a 1ivelihood as well as an investment. evertheless, a number

of organizations exist winich are multiple-park owners (e.qg. cne

Jocated in New England had 30 pmarks in Aoril 1974; on the same date -

" a second firm, whose corporate headquarters are located in Colorado,

nad 39 parks; and a third, located in Los Angeles, California, .as

acquired aporoximately 100 parks through a number of martnerships).

The PMHI staff has recently communicated with several individuals
from nine of the largest park-chain organizations about possible
future trends in multiple-park ownerships. A1l agree that it is

likely that the existence of such large ownershins will continue,
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although the number of such organizations will be relatively small

for at least the next decade. For examole, the first two corporations
noted above anticipate that they will each own approximately 200
parks in the foreseeable future. Thus, there might be ten such

corporations owning 100 or more parks by 1985.

'Tﬁésenlarge organizations will probably have a wide national basis.

The organization located in Colorado currently operates parks in 12
states. A number of respondents to PMHI's special survey of nine
existing large corporations have indicated that large regional organ-
izations will also come into existence in the next decade, each
owning up to 100 parks. These are thought 1ikely to occur in such
states or regions as Florida and California-Arizona and, to a lesser

frequency, in the Mountain states and the Pacific Northwest.

The operation of these large multiple-park ownerships requires sound
financial backing, management skills, and knowledge of the mobile

home industry.

(1) Market research--The several problems that require solution

prior to beginning development include: determining whether sufficient
demand for park spaces exists in the locales for which the parks are
being planned; exploring the types of services that the future narks'
clientele will want; generating whatever forms of advertising are to
be employed;and establishing working relationships with manufacturers

and dealers.

(2) Park development--Besides constructing the park sites and
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the services for the parks, development requires performance of a num-
ber of other procedures. Suitable land must be found and variances
sought if existing zoning codes are written to prohibit park develop-
ment, and capital must be established for land acquisition and con-
struction bf the park facilities. A significant part of the estab-
Tishment of capital is the identification of sources of money at
reasonable interest rates.

(3) Park operation -- Many of the immediate problems of operation

involve money nandling -- setting rents, monitoring cash flow, providing
necessary and appropriate services, and purchasing supplies. Other
questions for large firms to resolve would include -- what manpower
should be employed during operation of the parks and what short cuts

are possible in obtaining outside assistance and suppliers (e.g. snow

removal, plumbing, gardening, etc.).

Thus, the level of sophistication needed would conflict with the tra-
ditional "seat-of-the-pants" operation of many of the older one-jsark

ownerships. Of course, the prospective park owners can reduce the com-

plexity of the task by purchasing the parks after other people had developed

them or, even better, after other people had developed and operated
them (thus providing known models for the operation of the parks). But
in each of the latter two instances, the purchaser will likely have to

pay a greater sum of money.

Large organizations may come about either through initial development
or the purchase of existing parks. It is not evident which route is
the more efficient. Theoretically,the simultaneous development of

a number of parks in a regionalized area would be optimum because
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o possible efficiencies in organizing labor and construction equip-
ment and purchasing building materials could be achieved (i.e. by
aggregating demands for such items). But it is ofter not practical

e to do so because of the difficulty in simultaneously acquiring a
number of tracts, establishing suitable zoning,.and then securing

sufficient capital. For example, the first two organizations noted

previously--the New England and Colorado firms-- have indicated in
their communications withthe PMHI staff that they have grown pri-
marily by buying existing parks. This presumes that parks exist

to be purchased, having been developed previously by others.

In his communications a senior official at one of these organizations
has noted the difficulties facgd'py ¢§vglopers gf the ™om and Pon”

tradition, nresumably because of zoning problems, tight money, and

the problems of gaining managerial skills.

Thus, the processes of development and acquisition of parks can be char-
acterized as bejng populated by two principal groups: 1) those who
develop and sell and move on to build others and 2) those who buy

from developers. This latter group anpears to have three distinct
subgroups: (a) the operators who own odne park: b) a significant,

though retatively small number of operators (compared to those who

own one park), who own a 1imited number of parks-- say two to five
in a local area; and (c) a small number of large, multiple-nark
ownership organizations which are seeking to expand geogranhically
€ and in terms of numbers of parks owned. It should be noted that

these large ownership groups also perform their own development

functions in a sianificant numher of instances.
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2.2.2 Characterization of the "ultiple-park "wnershin “raganizations
o
Mumber of Smaces Accumulated hv Multinle-nark ™mershins
As noted above, 29.7% of the respondents to the PMMI Park Survev indicated
@ that their nark was a nart of a multinle-park cwnershin organization
consisting of two or more parks. For such multiole-nark ownershirs,
the ﬁean size w;§ 662 spaces/ownersﬁip group with a median size of
& - 220 épaces/éroup:_‘Tﬁéhéy-one nércen% of thesé mu1tinTe-parE ownershin B
organizations controlled 1,007 or more spaces. The laraest such oraanization
responding to the PMEI Park Survev stated that it controlled 7,600
< - spaces (based on an ownershin of 35 narks). However, this sum is small
compared to the Los Angeles company, descrihed above, vhich corntrols
in excess of 30,000 spaces over its 100+ narks.
It is interesting to note that, amonn these larne multinle-nark ownershins,
the mean number of spaces in the narks of these ormanizations are
C well above the averaae size of 2all the 'oodall-rated rarls (05 0 gnaces/
nark, based on its 1972 inspections). The Los Arneles araanization
averaqes about 300 spaces/park. The Colorado-hased corporatinn has
& an average size of 290 spaces/mark; and a Florida-hased ormanization,

currently controlling about 20 narks, has an averane nark size of
360 spaces,while the largest orqanization from the PMFI Park Survev

averaged about 220 spaces/nark.

2
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The Aaes of “uch "“ultiple-mark Nunaprshin Memanizatinne

This topic is essentially a two-fold question: principally, how old
are the multiple-park ownership organizations; and secondly, how o]d
are the parks which comprise these organizations? Because of the
manner in which the PMHI Park Survey questionnaire was constructed,
it was not possible to determine the ages of the various organizations
reporting ownership of more than one park nor the ages of the several
parks that make up these organizations. Considering the special PMHI
survey of the several organizations, it is possible to develop some
insight about the first question. Two organizations -- the Colorado
and the Los Angeles corporations -- started quite recently in 1969
and 1971 respectively. Others were begun in the middle 1960's,

supporting the supposition that these large multiple-park ownerships

are fairly recent phenomena. However, the ‘lev: Taaland ormarizatien,

claimina to be the oldest multinle-nark cemershin ir the !ritad Statng,

J

dates from well before 1080,

The anes of the irdividual parks which make ur these larne ownershins

cannot be directly determmined from the ™I Park Survev data. It is

apparent from P1HI staff's special survey of a number of these ornanizations

that many of the parks presently keino added come about throuch those
comnanies' cwn  development efforts. It would also apnear that the
large ownerships hased in Florida and the Western states are comrosed
nresumably of relativelv new narks [i.e. those develoned in the last

ten years.)
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C
2.2.3 Concentration Ratios
The presences of parks nationally and by state have been dealt with
& ’
in item 2.1 of this chapter. The focal noint of this discussion is the
degree of concentration manifested both nationally and recionally,
C
Mational Concentration
o

From the special survey conducted bv the PMFI staff of nine multinle-

park ownerships, it was clear that the level of concentration was quite

low. At the hianhest level of apparent concentration is the Los 3naeles-
based group controlling approximately 100 parks and cver 30,N0N spaces:

this organization represents cnly 2.0% of the national total of nark

&

spaces and onlv N.4% of the total of national parks. The other organiza-

tions referred to earlier are comparatively smaller,

Yational estimates of the numbers nf these multinle-nark ownershins,

drawn from this special survev, were correspondinaly low: the numher

of oraanizations presently cwnina between two and “ive narbks was set

@ at about 150 ownershins, the number of comnanies ownine between 27 apd
50 parks was set at about five, and the numher contrnllina mnre +han
50 was projected as somewhere between one and five. Cuch estimates

& reinforce the aenerallv accented imace of the national nmarl svsiem

as 2 hiahlv atomistic and uncencentrated industrv.
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Reaional Concentration

The several large multiple-park ownerships with whom the PMW] staff

© has communicated are all nationally based, cwnina parks in two or three
of the Bureau of the Census qeographical reéions. Each of these ornan-
izations expects that-the relatively national character will continue,
© thus necating any specific reaionality for these organizations.
@ ;
State and Local Concentrations
Sianificant local concentratinns of ownerships do exist. This is
¢ implicit in the fact that some of the larae national or multi-renional
companies have beaun their arowth throuch local exnansien. The colorade-
based orqanization, for examnle, controls six different parks in Nenver,
< Aurora, and Solden, Colorado, representing about 227 of the nark snaces
(2,100 spaces) in the metropolitan Denver area. There are nerhans other
such instances of local concentration, but these are limited in numbers.
C The oprortunities for such organizations, provided bv their sizes,
are not immediately clear and thus reauire further investiaation.

2.2.4 Summarv and Conclusions

Presumably, the reason for the low level 0F concentration renipnallv

or natiomally s that the mobile home park system is the product mainly

-
[\
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of many individual entrenreneurs who have entered the park system
without the apparent interests or canabilities for acauiring multiple-
park ownershiins. Most orosnective owners enter the nark svstem as
Tone investors with neither the canital nor the managerial exnerience
necessary for forming an organization controlling two or more large-

size parks.

It would anpear that the motivations of the one-nark owner and the
multiple-park owner -- whether an individual, a nartnershin, or a corn-
oration -- are expressly dtfferent., The ore-nark ovmer see®'s +n invest

nis capital in a park which will orovide a liveliheed ard will nnt nacessarilv
foster sianificant arowth, whereas the multinle-nark owner sets such

growth as a primary aoal from the start of operation. Frcouranement ‘or

) ! the formaticn of such larne ownerships should be directed at new companies
which start out with their goals set for growth, rather than at current

owners who are successfullv operating a single park. !'ith this ochservation

in mind, it would appear wise to consicder further the existina large

ownerships.

& 'Hith the exception of the Mew Fnaland-based cornoration, these cemmanies
have bequn the formations of such ownerships comparativelv recentlv
and with the explicit ooal of acauirina a sianificant numher of narks,

& The reasons for the recent formation of these larae ownershins are nnt
clear other than possibly that a number of arouns with sufficient can-
ital realized that opnortunities existed to make handsome nro€its in

€ this industrv. It is interestina to note that onlv a faw estabtlished

oraanizations with managerial exnerience in other related or nen-related

Q
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fields and seeking opportunities for integration or diversification
have entered this industrial area. “ost of the orsanizations currently
functioning as multiple-park ownershios began operation as new companies

rather than as extensions of existina companies.

An additional important question could be asked about notivations
that caused the Mew Fnaland corpecration -- one that is decades older
than the other larae ownershin ormanizations -- to acouire a laree
number of parks. The factors leading to its crowth may not have been

the same as those quiding the much newer organizations but mav rather

nave been related to benefits associated with size.

it appears that a number of opnortunities provided bv the size of
Targe ownerships (which are appreciably larger in terms of spaces
ner nark than even large single-park ownershins) should encouraae
growth. Whether economies of scale exist for multi-nark ownershios
is unclear. :iowever, the Tikelihoods for establishina highly develoned
managerial skills (at least at the cornorate level) and the creation
of workable oractices for running narks, based on a sharina of ex-
perience and insight by the various managers could be real advantaaqes.
Large organizations should also enjoy enhanced abilities for securing
funds for develcpment and oneration (presumably at lower rates than
the one-park owners). Compared with the atomistic character and low
rate of organization dispﬂayed by the park system, large ownershins
should exnerience marked advantace over the one--~ark owners and be

better able to uniformly provide a higher nuality ¢f site and service.
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2s noted in item 2.2.1, hoth reaional and national exnansinns are likelv

—~
“.
throuah the continued arowth of the existina larae cwnershins and the
formation of new corporations devoted to this goal. It is also probable
that such new formations will increase amona investors from nther industries
o _
who enter the mobile home park svstem for the first time uron discoverina
its potential for diversifyina their holdings. The rates of return
on investments in the park system have been ascod in the recent nast
- . . . ‘
and are likely to continue. Put the arowth of larce ownershins from
within the park system would apnear to be unlikely because existing
levels of managerial and financial experience are qenerallv in-
< adequate for large-scale operations.
C
'
~
C
<

o
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2.3 INTEGRATICN

Two purposes souaht in establishing vertical integration are in-

creased stability and 1imited competition. Both of these purposes

have meaningful application in the mobile home park svstem. The first,
enhancement of stability, is widely emploved by park owners who
establish dealerships for the primary purpose of insuring that there

will be tenants for their parks. Many, in fact, operate throuah con-

o

a

e

«

‘;ractual agreements with purchasers so tha; thgir hcmg; yi]lﬁpg_

located in that park which the dealer also owns.

The second purpose, limitina comnetition, mav well be of imnortance
on a local level, denendina on how closelv comnetitive mokile home
narks are clustered. Theoreticallv, if dealers are ré1ativa1v distant
in a region of hany parks, the park ovmer whe alsc orerates the one
dealership in the area mav have'some control over how eacilv rival

park owners are able to find tenants.

2.3.1. Distinquishable Patterns ¢f Vertical Intearation in the

Mobile Home Park System

There are two distinguishable paths of vertical inteqration as-

sociated with the mobile home nark svstem. These corresnand to the

two products which are combined to form the final mohile home nark

environment--the mobile home itself and the site unon which it is
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located.

The production of the mobile home, including such primary issues as
the supply and manufacture of the homes and the dealership system
through»which they are sold, has been previously described. 3y in-
tegrating the earlier stages of the mobile home production process in-
to a unified business concern, a park owner may be able to increase
his own stability. He may also be able to establish a position

that will work to his advantage in competition with other park

owners who may depend on his manufacturing or dealership facilities

for their 1ivelihood.

The same considerations must be made for vertical integration of park
site development. Such integration would be exemplified by owners
who had developed their own parks and who maintained the capabilities

necessary for further land development.

2.3.2 Analysis of Integration by Park QOwners

The major emphasis of the PMHI Park Survey was to examine the vertical
chain through which homes, as opposed to sites, are produced. However,
the survey did include one question which sheds 1ight on integration
of site development. "Are you the park manager? Owner? Developer?"

In response to the question, nearly 42% answered that they had pre-

viously developed and were now the owners of the parks.
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Thus, there is a sianificant auantitv of vertical intearation in

the process by which mobile home sites are nroduced, extending from

land develcpment to the actual operation of the park. It should

be noted that the actual size of the park and of the develonmental
process in any given case will have much to do with the notentialities
for 1imiting competition. In particular, the 42% probahlv includes manv
park owners who required a once-only operation to develop their parks
instead of a continuing involvement in land development operations

which might convey control of the availability of site-production services
to would-be competitors. The data from the PMHI Park Survey do not

allow for any more exact analysis.

On the other hand, a aood deal of data has been aathered abaut the deqree
to which - park owners are presently integrated with cther narts

of the mobile home production nrocess, as well as thair future nlans.

In the case of park size, these data are difficult to interpret. Far
example, a park owner may claim to be a dealer thnuah his dealership

is too small to influence the sunnlv of mohile homes %o customers
intendina to rent sites in a competing park. The effects

of intearation on competition denend on how competitive the remainder

of the vertical chain is. One should also nnte that the park owner,
reqardless of the size of his park, is attracted to vertical intearation
because he can either suggest or, in certain cases, demand that the
purchaser's home be located in the owner's nark. This process increases

the owner's stability.
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Geoqraphic Analvsis of Inteqration

Only 2.5% of the respondents to the survey stated that they were now
involved or becoming involved in mobile home manufacturing. This
Tow percentage suggests that vertical integration of the entire
mobile home system by a aiven park owner is virtuallv unseen.

Small statistical bases made it imnossible to consider svstemwide
intearation by cross-sectional analysis. The survev Aid indicate,
however, that 35.7% of the resrondents had nreviouslv entered or
were planning to enter the mnbile home dealershin husiness. This
includes both dealers vho sell new units and those sellina hoth new
and used units. The PMHI Park Survev data do not Aifferentiate
between park owners who resell units and conventional dealers. To
further explore owner inteqration into the dealership svstem, a
variety of demoaraphic and financial characterisitics are examined

in the remainder of this discussion,

Figure 31 indicates that, regionally, 2 large nroportion of nark
owners in the Wortn Central and Southern Atlantic areas are also

mobile home dealers. 1In the East North Central area 47.1% of the

owner/manager respondents also act as mobile home dealers. This region

is followed closely by the iWest tlorth Central with 45.0%. In the South

Atlantic sector, similar patterns are noted in 40% of the cases. The
nercentages observed were generally much lower in the western nart of
the country. Only 16.7% of the Pacific park owners and 22.2% of the

Mountain area owners also engage in mobile home dealing. T7he small
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RERION INTEGRATED NOT INT. ® INT.
New England 2 2 50.0
< Middle Atlantic 4 1 80.0
South Atlantic 12 18 40.0
East North Central 8 9 47.1
West North Central a 11 45,9
C East South Central n 3 n.n
Hest South Central 2 2 18.2
“ountain 4 7 22.2
Pacific 4 2n 1€.7
&
Source: PMHI Park Survév
¢ ,
< FIGURE 51:  PERCENTAGES NF papy S|IPVMEY DESPNANNFMTS THTECMDATER THTN
DEALEPSHIPS, CPNSS-TARULATED RY CEMSUS PEnTNM
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number of observations for the ilew England and Middle Atlantic regions
do not permit any conclusions, even thouah the high nercentages seem
in Tine with the intuitive excerience of high deorzes of upstream:-in-

tegration into dealerships in these reqgions.

Cross-Sectional Analysis of Cther Factors

Variance of Intearation bv Ane

The percentage of park owners who are also dealers seems unrelated to
parg age. Nf parks beaun between 1950 and 19808, 3P 2% oFf the owners
stated that they were also dealers. The croportion was scarcelv
different for the 1960's, 26.6%. The first five -vears of the 1877's
produced a 36.0% rate. Thus, no distinctions hased on ace are annarent

from the data (see Fioure 52).

Variance of Integration by Park Size

Most of the park system's intearation with the dealership svstem

is the work of those resrondents ownina parks with between 51 arpd

200 spaces. ONf pmarks with 50 to 100 spaces, 22.7% had adioinina
dealership operations. The fiaure was somewhat hiaher €or narks of

100 to 209 spaces, 31.4%. Together, these *wo catenories included
59.4% of the parks involvina dezlershin intearation, hut thev contained

70.2% of the owners resnondina to the question.
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YEAR PARK BEGAN INTEGRATED NOT INT. % INTEGRATED
1950-1959 13 21 38.2

1960-1969 15 26 36.6

1970-1974 9 16 36.0

Source:. PMHI Park Survey

FIGURE 52: PERCENTAGES OF PARK SURVEY RESPONDENTS INTEGRATED

INTOQ DEALERSHIPS, CROSS-TABULATED BY PARK AGE
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The small samples in other catecories make it difficult to discuss
¢ the extent of integration in any but the most cursorv of wavs. There
~were no park owners in the N to 57 space rance claiminn that thev had
integrated into the dealer system. Only six of the respondents owning

¢ : more than 200 spaces claimed dealership activities.

N
\

Variance of Integration by Cwner Origin

The results of the PMHI Park Survev indicate that 46.3% of those ennaaed
¢ in park and dealership intearation had oriainally qone into park oneration.
Thus, the movement was vertically upstream in nearly half¥ of the samnle.
Alternately, those who had evolved from beina mohile home dealers to
C ownina mobile home parks constituted 26.2% of the respondents to this

survey auestion.

C Results in other categories were sparse, with some relativelv surnrisinn
results in the fields of land develooment and on-site residential
construction., Of the nark owners who also own dealerships,.14.3% nad
original experiences in land development operations outside the mobile

home industry, while 9.5% had been involved in on-site construction.

¢ The survey may or may not have uncovered the owner origins of a number
of park owners also controlling dealerships. 0f the resnondents,
19.5% stated that thev had become involved in narks as an outgrowth of

other areas. However, those who commented about what these "nther"

&

origins were tended to aive answers which were just nersonalized exnlan-

ations of their going directly into mohile home nark cneration.

Al
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< It is important to note that the survey question on "arigin' was
designed to elicit information on know-.iow transfer rather than on
corporate expansion, integration, or diversification. hus, tne

& cross-tabulations of nark owners' vertical intsgration into dealershins

with owners' origins provide more of an analysis of the work ex-

nerience of these owners rather than of the direction of corporate

C movement. For examnle, an owner who stated that he had oriainated in
on-site residential construction may have been a construction worker
who concluded that the ownership of a mobile home park was a aood

@ deal and one he could afford rather than an owner of a construction
firm who decided to go into mobile home park operation. Many resnonses
with comments suqoest this pattern may be substantial if not nrevalent

and that tne pattern should temmer conclusions that can be drawn about

origins which go beyond "original" experience.

Variance of Integration by PR on Fouity

Data here are rather sparse and those which are available are verv

c
evenly distributed amonast a variety of ROR's ranaing from 9 to 107¢.
The apparent difficulties that many park owners experienced in relatina
- their financial condition tc this standard of orofitahlilitv also tend

to place the results of cross-sectional tabulations in doutt. The

only valid conclusicn is that tbere are nc strona trends in anv direction.

A
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Variance of Inteqration bv Lenal Form of Araanization

The tendency of the resnondent to inteqrate mark and deatler enerations
increases with the comnlexitv of the leaal form of oraanization (see
Figure 53). Of the nark cwners who stated that thev were the individual
proprietors of their parks, 31.7% were also maintaining or planning

to expand into dealershins. A laraer percentage of those respondents
(33.5%) involved in partné?ships disnlaved integration. A still greater
percentage of those respondents (45.82) who said that their ownershin

was of a corporate form exercised some control over dealersnins.

2.3.3 Causalitv

There is 2 sinnificant denree of vertical integraticn in the mokile hnme
nark system insofar as the dealerchin svstem is cencerned. Such intearation
results from a natural inclination to link the sale of nroduct and the es-
tablishment of site and communitvy more than from anv tendancv tovards
anaressive expansion. This is oropabiv due to the relativelv simrle

manner in which many owners dnerate. This belief is reirforced by the
extreme naucity of intecration from the park system into the manufacturing

system which generally requires considerable capital outlay.

“Mith few excentions, the reaional and cross-sectional demnarankic and
financial analvses tend to sunnort the above internretation of integratinm,
The recioral analysis indicates 19ttle trend teward intearatien in the

more develoned areas of the swstem, such as the Pacific reainn, PDather,
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C :
FORM INTEGRATED NOT INT. % INT.
Individual Proprietor 20 43 31.7
Partnership 10 16 38.5
¢ Corporation 11 13 45.8
Source: PMHI Park Survey
C
C
© ‘
FIGURE 53: PERCENTAGES OF PARK SURVEY RESPOWDENTS INTEGRATED
\ INTO DEALERSHIPS, CROSS-TABULATED BY “"LEGAL FORM
€ OF ORGANIZATION"
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it suggests that some of the more generally dilapidated parks in the

© system-- the North Central and South Atlantic areas (with the excention
of Florida)-- have the highest pronortions of park owners who are also
dealers.

C
Our analysis by park age indicates no significant trend toward inteaqratdion
among newer park owners who tend less freauentlv to be “ma and na"

c owners of the nast. Though the newer narks are often nwﬁéd h# a siﬁj1e
family, these narks seem more scnhisticated than their "historical"
predecessors. Consideration of nrofitability based on ecuitv return

@& offers no insights at all because of insufficient data.

The consideration of a possible relationshic between the number of nark

(&} sraces owned as a measure of maijor cornorate activitv and the dearee of
vertical integration does not lead to affirmative results., ‘'that is
clear from the analvsis is that most mart ovmers are clustered in the

@) cateqory of owning 57 to 27" park snaces and & similar proportion of
intearation cccurs within this ranne. There is little indication that
size apnreciably affects the 1ivelihond of an ovner's heipn a Aealer-

c nark operator.

Consideration of owner oriain suhstantiates a varietv of logical conclusions

& but few of them pertain to the causalities of intearation in the mohile
home park svstem. !ost nark owners tend to anter directlv inte park
ownership as an occunation and then branch into dealershin, rather

-~ than the other wav =zreound. The survev was distributed to parl ovners

D)

as a primary hase. 'nen a nuestionraire (PMFI/DS) was sant %o dealers

whe also chanced tc be park owners, the nrororticn wvas nuyite di€ferent.

Q?
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A sizeable proportion of respondents to the PMHI Park Survey stéted

that they were involved in land development operation, some directly ih-
volving on-site residential construction. Such developmental operations
have been noted previously in the discussion of the integration nath

by which the mobile home site is produced and owned by the resnondents.
As such, the data suggest a crossover from the one vertical path to

the other, intersecting at the mobile home park ownershin level.

The one stronn indication that the ohserved natierns of inteapatien
rmay be associated with maior husiness activitv derives “rom the r~pnesg-

sectional analvsis of the survev hy the lecal form under which +ha
‘ >

-nark is croanized. As the svstem moves from more simnle t0 mare comnlex

ornanization, the tendencvy toward intearation seems to ircreass, ‘nwaver,
the major consideration is how closelv commlexitv of leaal form n€
organization correlates with the scope of the activitiec of that oraanizatinn.

The survey data do not effectivelv resolve that auestion.

2.3.4 Emeraina Trends

Because data gathered for the nuestions o whether A resnondent vas
"now in" or "plannine to enter" were coded into clusters for overal]
ease of data handlina, it was not nossible to determine channinrn

trends with any effectiveness “rnm these survev nuestions. There are
indications based upon the cross-sectional analvsis of nark aase and
inteqration that patterns have remained fairlv constant over the nast
twenty-five vears. The data nresent no reasorn to conclude that this
will chanae in the foreseeable future. However, conditions under which

change is 1ikelv to cccur can he hynothesized.
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During the period under study, the mobile home park.system tended toward
complexity through increased size, expanded quality of services, and
total costs. iis such, one would expect that integration, in this case
the purchase of dealerships, would increase. The likelinood of manu-
facturing firms being acquired also becomes greater. Similar trends

in the dealership and manufacturing sectors will result in increased
park purchases. The entire mobile home system's growth as an industry

would probably lend itself to increased integration.

Jn the other hand, such a growth would tend to reduce the "ma and pa“
operators who also sell homes in a used car lot and are considered to
be integrated under the analysis of the PMHI Park Survey. The overall
effect might be an initial reduction in integration followed by a

gradual increase until a socially desirable level would be reached.

2.3.5 Summary and Conclusions

There is evidence of a considerable amount of integration in and
adjacent to the mobile home park system, though virtually none of it
extends beyond the dealership level. This integration is largely
found in the eastern and central parts of the country and somewhat
more 1ikely among newer parks of the 50-200 units size. There seems

to be no relationship to profitability.

A1l of these results suggest that the integration patterns observed

are being caused by small park owners rather than those owning large
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parks or many parks. 0nlv one nart of the analvsis -- that of the
leqal form of the ownership of the parks which are verticallv
integrated with dealershins -- would draw cuestion to this conclusion.
The tendency to intearate increases as the comnlexitv of oraanization
increases. Rv itself, however, this tendency would seem to be an
insufficient ohjection to the conclusion that the intenration is going

on among small-scale operators.

As already stated, this inteqration pattern bv small nark owvners will
depend on the local availahility of alternatives. 'hile the ™MUI

Fark Survey suanested that 21.7% of the nark owners have comnetitinn
viithin ten miles, there are clearlv areas where comretitinn g inhikitad
due to the zonina nolicies of local acvermmerts. Coannecticu+ nrrvideg
an examnle of this throuah a renort issued by their Attorrav feneral's
Office which claimed that rastrictive zorinn nolicies had creatad manv

local mononolies.

In conclusion, the considerabtle extent of mohile homa nark svstem inte-
aration need not have major 1m91ications ‘or Ehe perforrmance of the
system, though implications are more likely when integration is the
work of major firms, or when it is occurring in highly restricted
localities. This results in restrictions not only upon the parks but
upon dealership activities as well. As such, it is not likely that

the observed integration is responsible for major economic patterns in

the system.
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2.4 DIVERSTFICATION

Diversification is the movement by a firm into an area of business activity
which is not directly related to the type of activity in which it was ini-
tially engaged. In general, diversification may be undertaken for two rea-
sons. First, diversification may ihcrease the market power of the firm by
enabling the firm to compete in markets for goods which are reasonab}e sub-
stitutes for the goods which it initially produced. Thus, a park owner who
begins to produce conventional housing is in the position of being able to
fulfill a basic demand for housing in two different markets and is in a
stronger market position in both. Second, diversification may provide an
alternative area for investment of funds when there are limited attractive

investment opportunities within the firm's initial area of activity.

2.4.1 Analvsis

The PMHI Park Survev polled park ovwners and operators on whether or not thev

had diversified or were nlannina to diversifyv into the followina fields:
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mobile home consumer inancina, recreational vehicle nark develanment,

< on-site residential and non-residential construction, nroductien and
distribution of building supplies, or other businesses. In the case
of this last category, respondents were requested to make further speci-
fications, but few did so.
R . .
Geographical Analysis
@ Mational
The mobile home park svstem shows a sizable amnunt of averall diversifica-
< tion thouah it is only slightlv diversified irto anv ore of the tarnet
industries (see Figure 54). 0¥ the survev resnondents, 14.1% stated
that they were either now in or planning to enter the field of recrea-
& | tional vehicle park development and €.4% of those were alrsadv in the
field. This was the larnest sinale field of diversification noted.
The second largest cateaory on a national level, 2% of the resrondents,
@ was diversification into on-site residential construction. A1l cther
categories were far behind; ncne of the resnondents had diversiied
into the production of huildina supnlies. Those who stated that thev
& should be 1isted in some other unspecified catenorvy tfotaled 2,09,
It alsc appears that Mmany of the parkAsurvey resnondentsvare unstire
o of the nresent or future state of their business concerns, Fully
32.1% did not know vhether or not the husiness either nlanned to or

‘,i’:"gzgf' et e o s s e P e e e o - - e —
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o ACTIVITY DIVERSIFIED  MAT % DIVERSIFICATION
DIVERSI™TED
TRAILER-RECREATIONAL VEHICLE 11 67 14.1
PARK DEVELOPMENT
& MOBILE HOME CONSUMER 3 75 3.8
FINANCING
ON-SITE RESIDENTIAL 7 71 9.0
CONSTRUCTION
© ON-SITE NON-RESIDENTIAL 4 74 5.2
CONSTRUCTION
PRODUCTION OF BUILDING 9 78 n.n
SUPPLIES
G | DISTRIBUTINH NF BUILDING 2 76 2.6
SUPPLIES
| D0 NOT KMOW 25 53 .1
i
| OTHEP 7 71 8.9
c | —
e Seurce: PMHI Park Survey
€ FIGUPE 54:  TYPES OF DIVEQRSIFICATINNS CITED BY PARK (M[ED-DESPANPENTS
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had already diversified into other areas; 16.7% indicated that thev
did not even knotr the present state of diversification of their €irm.
Surely, much of this uncertaintv-is related to the fact that 1.7

of the surveys were completed hv someone vho was not the owner of the
park, and that many of them miaht not have been at all sure of the
owner's intentions or, for that matter, the real extent of the owner's

or corporation's presently diversified holdinas,

In the P Park Survey the onlv catenorias of Adiversi€icatinn wi+h
any possitilities for concentrated market rower were on-site-resiAentiaT
construction and trailer and recreational vehicle nart Aavelonment,
ot surprisinnly, thev were also the major areas toward which €irms

diversified.

Decause of the small percentages for many other catecories of diversi-
fication presented in the P"YI Park Survey, various cross-sactional
analyses are impossible. Djversiffcation into areas other than the
two main target fields will, therefore, be discussed aenerallv as one
phenomenon rather than hbroken down into manv catemories. This s a
sensible anproach because of the 1imited nractical value of most cat-
eqories of diversification. Even so, the differential effects of

various cateqories of diversificaticn may serve as 2 measure of the

financial success of the industry.
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Peqional

Distribution of mobile home parks with diversified husiness interests
tends to be the heaviest in the Pacific, the '"est 'arth fertral, and
Middle Atlantic reaions of the country (see Finure BB, 0¥ the Pacific
respondents, 24% stated that thev had encaced in some sort of cdiversifi-
cation; in the Hest Morth Central renion, 25% had diversi€ied; apd

£2% in the Middle Atlantic reaion. (However, there were onlv five

respondents for this last reaion.)

Diversification into recreational vehicle park develonment totaled
9.5% in the South Atlantic reaion and 7.7% in the Pacific reaion. In
the case of entry into cn-site residential construction, these Fiqures

are 4.8% and 7.7%, respectively.

Cross-Sectional Analvsis nf Nther Factors

Variance of Diversification bv Park Afce

The tendency of mohile home park cwners toward diversification decreases
with the age of the park as is illustrated tv Fiqure 56. Mone of the
respondents whese parks had been developed durina the '40's had diversified.
Some form of diversification had heen enaaced in bv 11.17 of thecse

whose parks had been developed Auring the'S0's. This fiaure increased
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REGION DIVEPSIFIED  NOT DIVEPSIFIED % DIVERSIFICATION

NEW ENGLAMD | 3 25.0

MIDDLE ATLANTIC 3 2 60.0

SOUTH ATLANTIC 5 26 16.1 ;

EAST NORTH CENTRAL 3 14 17.6 %

WEST NORTH CENTRAL 5 15 25.1 i

EAST SOUTH CENTRAL 0 3 0.0 |

WEST SOUTH CENTRAL 2 1n 18.7 E
|

MOUNTAIN 2 10 16.7 |

PACIFIC 6 19 Ji {

Source: PMHI Park Survey

FIGURE 55:  PRESENCE NF DIVERSIFICATION CITEDR BY PADY SUPVEY PESOANDENTS,

CPOSS-TABULATED DY CENSUS REGINON
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to 24.4% of park owners whose parks were develoned in the 'fN's, Finallw,
44.4% of owners sampled from the current decade stated that thev aithar

had already diversified or were nlanninn to diversify,

These trends changed somewhat in the narticular cases of on-site
residential construction and recreational vehicle park develooment.

In the case of the former,a qreater tendency to diversifyv was observed
e for the 1960's and}7b;su;han for any other period, and the two periods
were roughly comparable to one another. Fourteen point three nercent
of those parks developed in the 1970's and 11.1% of thnse from the
& 1960's were owned by individuals or qrouns who either had diversified
or were nlanning to diversifv into on-site residential construction.

Mone of the respondents whose narks had been built Aurinag +the 108N'g

< had diversified via on-site residential construction.

Nuite different results were ohserved for those resnondents diversi®vino
C. into recreational vehicle park develcnment. A2 areat deal of diversi-

fication activities (22.6% of respondents) was in%tiated hv parks

developed during the present decade, and, surprisinalv, bv narks daveloned

in the 1550's as well (13.8%).

P
C

Variance of Diversification by Oriqin

“ost park owners engacint in diversification either orioinated in land
development (25%) or henan their careers in this industry as narlt

onerators (49.7%).
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-~ fﬁ;EAR PARK BEGAN DIVERSIFIED NOT DIVERSIFIED % DIVEPSIFICATION
1950-1959 4 32 11.1
1960-1969 10 3l 24.4
1970-1974 12 15 44 .4
G
o
G
C Source: PMHI Park Survey
FIGURE 56:  PRESENCE 0OF DIVERSIFICATINY CITED RV DAPYK SU!DVEY DESPAMAENMTS
€ CROSS-TARULATED RY PADY ACE ’
C

s s e T ———— e e e 3
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Variance of Diversificatien bv PNP on Fquity

Analysis of the PMMI Park Survey data did not lead to clear conclusions
about the relationship between the tendency to diversify and the dearee
of profitablility. Based on sparse samples, it was discovered that the
rate of return {POR) on equity rances from 7 to 5% and ‘rom 15 to 2N%
for most diversified firms. "f the diversified park owner-resocndents,
30.8% were in the former ranae, while 23.1% were in the latter.
Only 7.7% of these respendents claimed a rate of return or souitv af

from 10 to 15%.

One may also consider the 1ik21ihood of those within a given enuitv ranoe
to diversify. The 5 to £% and 15 te BO%vare still the mainr contributors,
with AC.6% of those in the first range diversifyipa, while 37.5% nf theose
in the latter ranne have diversified or are nlannina to do so. ''hat

is interestina, however, is that the tendency to diversify is distri-

“buted fairly well throuchout all equity ranges. The aroup showina the

least tendency to diversify was the one with an ROR on equity greater
than 207, Sfi11, 16.7% of the respondents in that aroun claimed

involvement in some sort of diversificatien.

The results of cross-tabulations -- as a measure of the success of
establishing diversificaticn -- between the P"P on eocuitv and the
presence in the specific areas of 1) recreational vehicle nart davelanment

and/or 2) on-site residential develooment were verv snarse, For

recreational park development, the tanaible results vere Feu and almost
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equally distributed, with a slight tulge at 0%. The same was true for
on-site residential constructinn, except that the bulge was located at

the 10 to 15% equity level. Mo meaningful conclusions can be justified.

Varijance of Diversification by Park Size

Host evidences of diversification occurred amonn resnondents ‘he

jndicated that their parks contained between N and 17N snaces. Sixtv-
five point four percent of the total number of diversified nmark oneratinns
found by the PMMI Park Surveyv apneared in this range. This is not narti-
cularly surprising, insofar as 71.9% of the total narks for which resnonses
rere received fall into this size aroun themselves. Parks of low

to medium size levels do not tend to diversifv their operations in

equal proportion to those running larger operations. This may be
illustrated by considerina the trends toward diversificaticn within

each particular size category. ONf respondents ownina a park of between

N and 50 spaces, 15.7% stated that they had either diversified ar were
planning to in the near future. That perecentage increased to 25.7%

for the pnark owner arcun between 51 and 170 spaces. It fell #o 13.F~¥

for owners between 101 and 157 spaces, then returned to 25.7% for the

next fifty, and finally, was 170% for those ownino parks with more

than 300 snaces. These last two catencries were hased on verv few rasnnonsag,

Upon considerina diversification into recreational vehicle nark davelen-
ment, one finds almost all of the activitvy in the low to moderate

ranges (i.e. parks with 0 to 170 snaces). Of the parks diversifV1nc’
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72.7% fell into this ranae. The results were only slinhtlv more

C broadly distributed for owners who had specifically diversified into
on-site residential construction, hut this mav he due to the smallness
of the sample and not to the actual pooulation distribution values.

€ One of the three owners who was in the greater-than-3N0-space park

| range answered the question of diversification into on-site residen-
tial construction in the affirmative.
Variance of Niversification bv Legal Form of fOraganizatien

C
There appears to be a markedly stronaer tendency for nartnershins and
for corporations owning mobile home parks to diversifyv than there is

e for individuals (see Fiaure 57). Mnlv 11.8% of theose respondents who

' stated that their =ark was owned by one nerson were alsc enaganed in
some form of diversification. This nrovides & sharn contrast *n the

o 32.5% of narks owned hv martners, and the 32.7% muned by crrmaratinns
vtho had diversified,

c — However, the differences in aksolute numkers kohinen tvnes of lenal
organization are small. Nf the narks with diversified heldines,
30.2% traced back te individual ownershin, 37.5% to nartnershins,

c and 30.2% +p corporations. Thus, the actual contritution to industrvy
diversificaticn from each sector [individual, partrer, and corporate
ownership) seems nuite balanced.

The tendency toward diversification intoc recrzational vehicle nark

O
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LEGAL FORM OF DIVERSIFIED NOT % DIVERSIFIED
ORGANIZATION DIVERSIFIED

INDIVIDUAL 8 61 11.6
PROPRIETOR

PARTNERSHIP 10 16 38.5
CORPORATION 8 17 32.0
Source: PMHI Park Survey

FIGURE 57: PRESENCE OF DIVERSIFICATION CITED BY PARK SURVEY

RESPONDENTS, CROSS-TABULATED BY "LEGAL FORM OF

ORGANIZATION"
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development is even. Jf individually owned parks i4. % are
involved in this form of diversificatioﬁ, while 15.8% of those owned

by partners and 15.8% of those corporately owned are also so diver-

sified according to the PMHI Park Survey. The data also suggest that diversifi-
cation by partnerships or corpbrations tends to be more planned as

opposed to individual diversification. Once again, these are small

samples, and it is difficult to do 1ittle more than speculate.

In the case of on-site residential construction diversification, the
tendency seems to increase with the complexity of the legal form of
organization. nF fhe indiQidua1 proprietors resnonding to these nuestions,
2.9% answéréﬂ in tﬁe af%irmative. That percentage increéééd td-

10.5% in the case of partneréhips, and to 15.8% for corporations. It

is interesting to note fhat 50% of all those diversified into thfs

field were owned through corporations.

2.4.2 Causality

Nur analysis of reaional variation of diversification leads to.some
anticipated and unanticipated results, renardina the mare successful
parts of the industrv, such as those narks located in Cali“ernia and
in Florida. The lest Pacific renion was a sianificant contrikuter

to diversifcation, but the South Atlantic was not. In fact, the ''est
Rorth Central and 'liddle Atlantic regicns were imnortant areas *or

diversification. This mav suqaest that the sample was skewed, or that

diversification is not as effective a measure for financial success as
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it should be. Firms in the areas mentioned above may have been finan-

¢ cially successful and may have diversified, but their absolute size
scale (both of the park and of its diversification) mav have been
smaller.
Hore éonventiona] and expected results were found in the analvsis hv
age, with the most recentlv develoned parks (which tend mnre commonlv
¢

to be owned by professionals than hv "ma and pa" onerators) showina
more diversification than the older ones. I[n the case of overall

industry diversification, this pattern is a verv steadv cne. 'hile

there seems to have been some hulne of diversification into trajler
and recreational development in parks develoned in the 1957's, this

phenomenon remains unexpiained.

@
The examination of owner oriains for narks engagine in diversification
indicates that the major areas inveolved owners whe had none strajoht

& into park operation and land development oneration, which is horizontallv

-
1
|

related to park develcpment. These same patterns held for the two
. specific areas of diversification analvzed (recreatinnal vehicle nart

development and on-site residential construction).

The amhiauous results cbserved in the cross-secticnal analvsis of

] diversification bv the rate of return on eouity mav he exnlained hv
the paucity of data from respondents and their lack cf understandinn
for the aquestion on ecuitv. ‘aturally, it would he exnected that

C diversification would increase in a very like manner to the rate of

return, as a measure of nrofitahlilitv. On the contrarv, the data
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suagest diversification bulnes at the 0 #0 5% and 15 to 2N Jevels.

Cne might speculate that owners at these levels mav have verv differant
notions of diversification, hut the PMHI/PC apgd other emnloved data

do not sucnort this conclusion. The sutiect would ke vnrthy of futiyre

analysis.

It would be expected that the number of snaces in a nark miaht he a

crude indicator of the success of its ovmer(s) and, therefere, that
diversification would tend to increase with size. This was the trend
generally observed, with one unexnlained drop in civersificatien

activities occurring for the group between 129 and 150 snaces.

Lastlv, accordina to the PMYI Dark Survev, diversi€ication increasss

as the complexity of the leqal oraanization of rark ownershins increases.
The Tenal forﬁ of organization is related to the size of the “usiness
enternrise, as has alreadyv heen discussed, Such a relatinrshin is
exnected due to the connection of cdiversi©ication %o keth the dearee

of financial success and the scale 6f financial activities.

The cross-sectional analvsis chove a]sc_indicates that the relationshin
between diversification into rocreational vehicle nark develonment

and the legal form of orscanization is somewhat different from that of
total diversification to the lenal form. The trend toward diversification
appears to be quite equally distributed amono each leaal form. “nce

. _ e s
again, this may reflect owners' different notiens of what activities
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actually constitute diversification. The pattern was more along expected

lines for on-site residential construction, diversification increasing

with the complexity of ownership.

2.4.3 Emergina Trends

Emerging trends in cdiversificatien of the mobile home park svstem are

difficult to distinguish , because of the manner in which respondents

ansviered the questionnaire. The survev aquestioned respondents as to whether

or not thev had diver§ified or were nlannina to diversifv by 1074
which was, at that time, a tast of future intentions. Most were not
planning to diversify at that time. This is an indicatinn of onerater
understandina. or unwillingness to respond %o a verv limited nuestion

rather than an indication of 1ittle future diversification .

&4 better indicator of future diversification patterns is park ace,.

As has already been stated, the newer parks show the stronnest trend
toward diversification. This is a sensible pattern if one assumes the
apparent increasing influence of larger and more complex corporate
structures on the industry. Under such conditions, increased diversi-

fication may be anticipated.
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AL Summarv and Conclusions

There is a good deal of diversification in the mobile home nark industry,
particularly into fields with horizontal imnlications, such as on-site
residential construction and land development. This is understandahle
because diversification provides the means for a firm to increase

market control through influence over.substitute markets. The PMI'I

Park Survey does not indicate that this increase in power has occurred
with any reqularity, but incentives will remain until lecal or economic
constraints make the acquisition of such substitutes impossihle.

Judging from the deqree to which diversification into these fields

occurs, one may conclude that owners continue to feel these incentives.

t may also be concluded that diversification is an indicator of the

success enjoyed by tHe park owner. An analysis of park age, the number
of spaces in the nark, and the legal form of organization of the park
all lead toward this conclusion. iiore ambiguous results occurred with
regard to the regional placement of parks and their rate of return on
equity, but not enough to challenge the concluded correlation between

diversification and the scale of the park oneration.

These patterns did not hold up as well for the particular types of
diversification -- residential on-site construction and recreational

vehicle park development -- that were considered. The results were most
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ambiquous for the cross-tazbulations with recion, rate 0f return on
equity, number of spaces, and leaal form of ormanization. In several
of these cases, however, the samnles were rather smal1l and should he

considered in that light. ONtherwise, the results were in fair aoreement.

To the extent that new trends in the system were visible, thev would
seem to suaaqest a continuina diversification. This diversification
has nenerally neutral effects on ecoromic efficiencv, hut it may he

seen as an indicator of an industrv undergoinn naw arnwth,
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2.5 ECOMMIES NF SCALE
Do economies of scale exist in the mobile home park svstem, and if they
@
do, are they factors in beth mobile home parkx development and
operation? The PMKI staff has attemnted to determine snecificallv to
what extent economies or diseconomies of scale exist, vhether economies
of scale act as barriers o eantrv, and whether an ontimal nark size
exists above or below which efficiency is notably immaired,
6
2.5.1 Economies of Scale in Park Construction
@ Tnree main functions of nark development offer potential economies of
scale: planning, nurchasing, and construction. Total costs oer nark
space for design, planninag, obtaining of regulatory abprovals,and securing
& of financing decrease as the scale of operation increases. These economies,
obviously, are greatest for companies specializing in park develonment
and naving in-house staff for these activities.
Purchasing economies are also evident durina park construction. Cfosts
of materials are 1ikely to fall as the size of the nark and the auantity
€ of needed materials increase. Pv purchasina large cuantities of asohalt,

cement, pipina, etc., substantial cost savinas per nark space can ke

O
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obtained. Truly significant purchasinc economies can be achieved bv

large firms which are simultaneously or seauentiallv develonina several

parks in a given area.

€ Finally, technical economies of scale can be realized in park construction.
Heavy construction equipment can be used more efficiently on larsce projects.
Cost savings can be achieved by reducing transportation costs of heavy

@ construction equipment; no additional transportation costs are incurred
in constructing an additional 100 park spaces if the equipment has already
been moved to the site to construct the first 200 spaces. Larger scale

® park projects are also likely to have lower per-space labor costs and are
more likely to capture the attention of larae established construction
firms which tend to have the highly snecialized labor force, heavy eauip-

€ ment, and know-how to efficiently complete a aualitv job.

The data available from the PMHI Park Survev did not permit the auanti-

@ fication of different types of economies of scale associated with park
development. Econometric analysis proved imnossible since the development
costs reported were for parks of different quality, built in different

& years in different regions. However, general evidence on the existence
of economies of scale in park construction was discovered. This information
is given in a later section (“Cost/Price Analysis"). -

)

2.5.2 Economies of Scale in Park QOperation
€

The larcer the park the larger the resident pooulation over which fixed

and certain variable costs can he sporead. This lowers the averaae
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operating costs per park space, achieves asconomies of scale, and makes
possible many facilities and services less commonlv found in small marks.
From the PMHI Park Survey, it was evident that laraer parks were aot to
provide more recreational, sporting, and religious faci1ities than smaller
parks. Large parks are also able to take advantaae of savings and bene-
fits that accrue from the division of labor. Whereas small "ma and na"
park operations often require the owners to assume many roles (i.e.-manaf
ger, maintenance personnnel, accountant, social director, etc.), larae parks

are able to hire specialized individuals.

For lack of adequate data, economies of scale in park oneration could not
be reliably quantified. General field experience as well as the data
generated by PMHI's Park Survey do, however, suoqest that these economies
are probably substantial. Economies of scale in park operation are
important for both the park owner and the resident; economies influence

profitability as well as occupancy costs.

2.5.3 Summary and Conclusions

Economies of scale operate in park development as well as in park operation.

Average costs per park space (i.e. the cost of constructing and operating
a park) fall as the size of the park increases. [Unfortunately, there is
no comprehensive set of data which can be used to quatifv the cost-scale
relationships necessary to determine the extent of existina economies of
scale, whether scale economies act as entry barriers -and whether an

optimal park size exists. !



e

Industrial Organization ’ 185

A major study directed toward auantification of scale economies in park
development and operation is needed. Hard evidense on this phenomenon
would DrovideAboth the indusf%y and ihe public sector with an innut

important for determining and encouraaqing an ontimal firm and industrv

structure.
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2.0 BARRIERS TO ENTRY

C:

Two potential barriers to the entry of new competition into the mobile

- nome park system were studied: absolute cost barriers and product
differentiation.

2.6.1 Absolute Cost Barriers

There are three major barriers -- land costs, development costs, and
the cost for obtaining favorable zoning. Detailed information on
factors contributing to these barriers can be found in other parts
of this report, particularly in the section on "Cost-Price Analysis”

& C s o .
in this volume and the section "Land Use Controls" in Volume V.

The cost of land is substantial and varies dramatically among re-

& gions and among rural, suburban, and urban areas. In certain re-
gions and in many suburban and urban situations, this cost will
constitute a significant barrier to entry.

Development costs are high, increasing, and as much of a hindrance
to free entry as the costs of land. They vary from area to area

& because parks in different areas are built to different quality

standards and supply their customers with different services.
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For instance, retirement parks located in California or Florida
will require greater funds for construction than a two-star park

in New England.

The cost of “cbtaining zoning" is the cost incurred in order to

- convince the local government to alter restrictive zoning practices.

In many cases, these practices are immutable and no amount of money
and effort will be enough to overcome discriminatory land-use con-
trol attitudes. Such inhibitive zoning ordinances cause cost
barriers to entry ;o become infinite. This fixes the available sup-
ply and allows those owners who ware established nrior to the

adoption of an ordinance to collect Ricardian rents in excess of

the prices that a competitive framework would nermit.

It is difficult to assess the degree to which these absolute cost
barriers inhibit competition. The vast majority, 83.2% of the PMHI/PS
respondents, claimed that there were parks within ten miles, a rea-
sonable proximity, offering similar services. This would suggest

a competitive environment, but several other factors need to be con-
sidered. First, there is the question of similarity of parks'
orientation. For instance, a #&wo-star park would not normally

be a serious competitor to a five-star park within ten miles.
Secondly, truly similar parks located near one another may prefer
to work together to realize the highest nossible profits rather
than compete. For example, overly restrictive zoning practices

in Connecticut seem to have created monopoly pricing situations

fSee item 2.3 on integration.)
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2.6.2 Product Differentiation Barriers
Analysis

The second barrier to entering the park system is the cost of
overcoming product differentiation. Analysis of product dif-
ferentiation within an industry is most commonly undertaken by
studying advertising patterns and techniaues. The same approach
was followed here. It was discovered that advertising, as
bracticed by park owners, creates only minfma] distortions in

the consumer mentality and does little to contribute new barriers

to entry.

The major advertising techniques used are newspaper advertisements
(34.2% of the PMHI/PS respondents) and highway signs (22.8%). The
other forms of advertising polled were less utilized: radio messages
(7.0%), television (3.5%), signs in stores (1.8%). ‘lord-of-routh
advertising played an important role in knowledge dissemination for

78.9% of the respondents, while 36.3% used some unspecified means.
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From demographic cross-tabulations with a park owner's tendency

to advertise, it was found: 1) the Pacific, South Atlantic, and Cen-

tral regions tend to be the most active; and 2) owners of parks dev-

eloped during the 1370's consistently tend to advertise more than owners

of older parks. The only exception to the latter trend came in the

case of advertisement through signs in parks developed during the 1960's.
Their level of sian advertising was as large, if not larger, than the level

used by respondents from parks developed in the 1970's.

Another consistent trend was noted in a cross-tabulation of advertising
data with data on total spaces of all parks that the respondent owns.
Advertising of all kinds except by word-of-mouth was more commonly
conducted by those firms with greater numbers of spaces. Publicity

by word-of-mouth did not vary with the number of spaces.

An effort was also made to determine through the cross-tabulation
< process wnether or not advertising was a proxy for product differen-
tiation. This was undertaken by comparing data on the means of ad-
vertising with the vacancy rates and the existence or nonexistence
© of waiting 1ists. It would be expected that Tow vacancy rates and
a positive response to the question about waiting 1ists would ac-

company more sophisticated forms of advertising.

Exactly the opposite result was observed. The firms that tend to fund

the most sophisticated and expensive forms of advertising are those

experiencing greater difficulties in conducting their business. They

tend to have more vacancies and fewerpeople on tneir waiting Tists.

[ et et e et PR—
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Causa]igx

It is understandable that the mobile home park system tends to advertise

through non-mass media techniques (this excludes radio, television, and
newspapers). The system has a multitude of owners and very few

have the resources to make use of advertisements on radio or on tele-

¢ vision. The owners do not feel the need to advertise and are not
particularly concerned with the problems of product differentiation.
The observed demographic cross-tabulations reflect the trend toward

© larger parks in certain regions, such as the South Atlantic and the
Pacific, at the present time.

< The annually published Woodall Mobile Home Park Directory, which
analyzed parks nationally according to rentals and quality of ser-
vices, also tends to limit the need for advertising as well as the

@ ' potential benefits of product differentiation by 1imiting the number
of consumers who will rely on park advertising as their primary
source of information. The Directory's analysis is well accepted

@ throughout the industry and by many of those who would locate their
mobile homes in some park. Thus it contributes to the free flow
of information throughout the market.

&
The analysis of the influence of advertising on a firm's success, as
a measure of product differentiation, suggests more that failure leads

& a firm to advertise rather than advertising leads a firm to success.
There is definitely a distinction to be made as to which is cause and

¢ e e
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which is effect, and that distinction often creates a danger in the

testing of an advertising success hypothesis.

tmerging Trends

As has already been indicated, the ownérs of those parks constructed
in the 1970's tend to engage in more mass media advertising (radio,
television, newspapers) than their predecessors do. This is a sensible
result, insofar as the more modern parks tend to be large enough both
geographically and financially to more effectively use mass media
techniques. It is anticipated that this trend will continue, but
that it will probably be a great deal of time before significant
product differentiation is seen within the system, except for such
geographic areas as California and Florida where the industry is
highly developed. This can be assumed both from the slowness with
which the present trends are proceeding -- as indicated by the
concentration rate of the park system -- and the additional time

that will bé required for the development of brand name identification

once advertising reaches the proper level.
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2.6.3 Summary and Conclusions

e There are many barriers to entry in the mobile home park system which

' are based on the costs of development, land, and obtaining favorable

zoning. These costs are highly volatile from area to area, and they may
range from the moderate to the infinite. They allow a park owner in many

< instances to raise the price of the services he supp]ies.due to his
exclusive control.

G
Barriers to entry caused by product differentiation are minimal, though
they may be expected to increase gradually over time. Though there are
regional exceptions, park owners, for the most part, do not perceive a

< need nor do they have the resources to carry on advertising through the
major communications media -- radio, television, or newspapers. The
presence of WOoda11's Directory seems to encourage this perception.

c
As such, advertising does not damage system efficiency by creating
favoritisms among consumers for a certain brand of services which then

<

might allow prices to be increased above competitive levels, and which
might make it more difficult for competitors to successfully invade the

market. As used by park owners, advertising seems to be a very much

more defensive than offensive weapon. Poor performance triggers adver-
tising rather than advertising triggering high sales. In total, the
barriers to entry of the mobile home park system are relatively high

“ and increasing and may ultimately begin to inhibit competition.
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3.1 EXPECTATIONS BASED ON STRUCTURE
The moblie home park system in America is competitively structured.

< The distribution of members is extremelv atomistic, with the laraest
firms in the industry controlling less than one percent of the national
total of approximately 25,000 parks. Inteagration is almost entirelv re-

& stricted to the dealership system, thouah it is very sianificant on
this Tevel and, for many purposes, makes it practical to consider the
dealer-park combination as one operation. Diversification apnears

') significant but very little of it is directed into anv one specific
area. Diversification into areas providina for substitute noods seems
rather limited. All1 of these structural conditions suagest com-

2 petition.

On the other hand, there are some significant barriers to entry,

particularly the costs of obtaining zoning and the costs of land and

development, which would tend to inhibit competition. However, the
PMHI Park Survey results indicate that parks offering 1ike services

are, in the wide variety of cases, available within a reasonable dis-

@
tance. The question concerning the number of such parks in nroximitv
was not asked in this survey. The greater the number, the less likely
e that collusion, increasing prices to the consumer, would be able to

occur.
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Other significant structural conclusions derived ir the precedina
chapter are as follows: First, that entry barriers due to product
differentiation are slight, which encourages competition. Secondly,
economies of scale do apply for different aspects of the pmark svstem,

but their total impact is difficult to measure from our data.

In conclusion, the mobile home park svstem should behave competitively

with only limited and scattered local pockets of market control nenerated

by high entry barriers. Rents will probably be determined by the costs
facing the park owner, as opposed to the amount he can extract from the
market by contracting supply. Therefore, reasonable profits, based on

the characterisitics of economic rent, should be observed instead of profits
at windfall levels. ‘Prices should be relatively stable over time as

bursts of predatory pricing to clear the market of occasional competitors
should not be a characteristic of the system. Rents should be auite

similar in an area facing similar costs over time, thouah thev should

not vary too c1ose1ylin the short run, as might be expected from an
oligopolistic system of tacit price coordination. The influence of the
Woodall's guide as a standardizing influence must be considered in this
regard. Rents must also be examined in terms of price discrimination
implications; there should be little discrimination between consumers

based on the consumer's income, life stvle, age, season of apnlication,

or other characteristics in a competitive system. Some of these expectations

with regard to price policy are examined under "Price Policy" .
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Product policies and other dynamics, which can be expected to develop

in a system with generally active internal competition are examined in
the balance of this chapter on svstem operations. Specialization of

park services as a means of getting around competition would be expected
to deQelop and those parks which do not qo the specialization route would
be forced to develop a very standard set of services in order to remain
competitive. Lastly, we exnect the innovative behavior which often

characterizes truly competitive systems.
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3.2 PRICE POLICY

3.2.1 Analysis

As Figure 58 indicates, virtually all park revenue derives from park
renta]s.- Of the respondents 74.87 replied that between 81% and 100%
of their revenue comes from this source. Furthermore, 54.4% of the
sample stated that between 95% and 100% of their income comes from
rent. For the entire survey population, a mean percentage of park

revenue based on rent of 85.3% was recorded.

Other sources of income are minor, as can be seen in Figure 59. It
was found that approximately 2.0% of total revenue comes from sales
of lots to home owners, with 95.2% of those owning parks repbrting

no revenue from this source. Revenue from sales of mobile homes was
6.1% of the total. Though this was the largest secondary source of
revenue reported, it still seems small given the extent of park owner

diversification into the dealership system . Revenue from mobile

_ home rentals, a highly related area, was 2.7%. Home sales generated
no revenue for 83.5%, while 81.7% stated that they received no in-

come from rentals.
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REVENUE FROM PARK RENTALS

% OF TOTAL REVENUE

% OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS

9 - 20 5.8
2] - 40 2.0
41 - 60 5.8
bl - &0 11.6
81 - 85 3.0
86 - 90 10.6
9] - 95 6.8
95 - 99 14.6
100 39.8

Source: PMHI Park Survey

FIGURE 58:  REVEMUE FROM PARK REMTALS
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% OF RESPONDENTS
MEAN % OF DERIVING NO
SOURCE TOTAL REVENUE REVENUE FROM SOURCE

Park Rentals 85.3 1.9
Mobile Home Sales 6.1 83.5
Mobile Home Rentals 2.7 | 81.7
Lot Sales 2.0 85.2
Overnight Rec. Vehicles - 1.7 85.4
Utilities 1.3 88.5
Service Fees 0.3 92.9
Concessions | 0.2 88.8
Other 0.5 92.8
Source: PMHI Park Survey

FIGURE 59: SOURCES OF PARK OWNER REVENUE
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Some other minor sources of revenue, all considered in the mean, were
utilities (1.3%, with 88. 5% receiving no funds in this way), service
fees (C.3%), concessions (0.2%), and fees from overnight stay of re-
creational vehicles (1.7%). Of all respondents, 92.9%, 88.8%, an-
85.4%, respectively, reported no revenue from the last three sources.

A total of 0.5% came from other sources.

There are certain census regions in which the pattern of the predom-
inant contribution of rent to total revenue is altered, but on the
whole, the trend is quite stable. Some of the major exceptions to the
pattern may be found in the Middle Atlantic, South Atlantic, East
South Central, and Pacific areas. On the mean, in the Middle Atlantic,
only 56.3% of revenue derives from rent, while 49.0% of their revenue
comes from mobile home sales. In the South Atlantic, lot sales are
more than thrice the national average standing at 7.4%. East South
Central respondents stated that 10.0% of their revenue came from
mobile home rentals, almost four times the national average, and that
10.0% came from over-night recreational vehicles which is nearly

seven times the national figure.

The PMHI/PS also questioned park owners about charges in ad-
dition to continuing rent that they may assess to consumers on a
one time only basis. They are few in number and are used in a
minor way by park owners. O0Only 7.)% of the respondents to the
survey charge an entrance fee to their customers. The mean en-
trance fee was $51.89. Of the owners 27.5% have a requirement

for a security deposit, averaging $47.31. A resale fee
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for home owners planning to leave the park is assessed by 11.2% of the

%

respondents to the survey. No information on the average costs

charged was available.

There was broad agreement with regard to the policies (entrance
fees, security deposits,and resale fees) of owners in different

< - regions. The only skewed results may be observed in isolated cases
in the South Atlantic, cast North Central, West North Central, and
West South Central regions. In the South Atlantic, 13.8% of the

@ parks have an entrance fee which is approximately twice the na-
tional average. Security deposits are widely used in the West North
Central area (42.9% of the owners require them) and in the West

c South Central. (45.5%). They are also more commonly used in the
East North Central region (41.2%). Of that region's park owners

18.8% also have entrance fees.

There were a number of other charges for certain services which could
be assessed to home owners and which could be included in rent or in

C the sale price, if the park owner were selling lots. A detailed effort
was made to categorize these services and to determine the contribution
of their costs to rents placed upon consumers. Much information has

€ been tabulated about the tendencies of park owners to include or ex-
clude services from the rents they charge, but, due to time constraints,
relatively little about their actual contribution to rents prices

€ could be determined.
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Data on this variety of services is displayed in Figure 60. As can be

seen by the changes in the size of the statistical base for each
category, there is remarkable variance. It should also be noted that

there were strong differences in the behavior of owners selling lots

from those renting them. In the former case, the amenities most oftenm
included were the mobile home unit, supports and skirts for the home,
an initial hook-Up of the home to the facilities, and other unspecified

accessories and items.

The most commonly included services in the rentals case ~seem to be
water, sewers, park maintenance, the mobile home and its supports, and
other accessories and items. There are also many other services to
the home owner included in about one-fifth of the cases, such as
C gas, electricity, garbage disposal, and taxes. The percentages

of these services included in lot sales is understandably much

lower due to their continuing nature.

Since almost all park spaces are rented and the predominant source
of revenue is rent, it seems reasonable to base a study of prices

in the mobile home park system on an analysis of rents. Fortunately,

oy

extensive data on rent policy throughout the United States were

availabfle through annual rent statistics provided to PMHI by the

Woodall Publishing Company. The analysis that follows is basad on
this data comniled by Woodall in 1974, It is confined to Yoodall-

rated parks.

(i
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o The Hoodall's rent data (see Figure 61) is divided into five catenories:
$29 or less, $30-39, $40-59, $6N-10N, and more than ¢17N ner month., Mn
a national level, verv few narks are located at either extremitv. N¥

the parks 5.8% fall in the lowest cateaory, while 1.€% all in the hichest.

The data clusters in the $40-50 ranage, with some 4f.4% of the sample.

A1l in all, the distribution is rather svrmetrical.

<
The data differ strongly from region to region. In New England,
86.3% of the owners charge rents in the $30 to $59 range. The South

© Atlantic region is a less skewed, though still far from average aggre-
gation, with 58.5% of the park owners receiving rents between $3C ard $39 a
month. Several other regions tended to have the preponderance of

© their rents in the second and third Categories. The Pacific re-
nion is biased in just the opposite direétion; 35.5% of this re-

c cion's pnarks charge rents between $40 and $100, the third and

fourth categories. Five point eight percent charced rents in ex-
cess of $100, a very large number relative to the natdéonal total.

California alone contained 182 of the 197 parks in the category.

A crude attemnt was made to use this data as an indicator of oricing

P
&

of rents in the mobile home park system. Each of the five rent
categories was assigned a consecutive number between one and five.
These integers were multiplied by the percentage of parks in that
category, summed for each region,and then for the nation as a

whole in order to produce a value analogous to a mean value.
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These regional values can then be compared with the national value as

a measure of differences in prices and perhaps of competition.

For example, in Figure 61, .030 of the parks in New England had rents
of $29 or less. $29 or less has been assigned the value 1. .030 is
multiplied by 1 and then added to .354 multiplied by 2 and to .509
multipliied by 3, etc. This eventually sums to 2.696. - By conducting
this same process with the statistics available for the entire United
States, the value 2.870 is produced. On this basis, it is concluded
that rent levels are lower in the New England area than for the country
as a whole, and that this may suggest a more competitive than average

industry in that region.

This technique crudely implies that the industry is more competitive

in some places than in others. Competition is only one of many factors
that might influence the rents which are assessed to the consumer. Other
factors include the differences in developmental and continuing costs

which the park owner faces in each area, the difference in price growth
locally, and the differences in quality and variety of services that the
park offers. Following the ana1ysis of the rent price Tlevels in different
regions, an effort will be made to consider the rate of return (ROR) on
equity enjoyed by industry membérs in different areas, in order to deter-
mine the extent to which different rent levels may reflect greater than

competitive profits and not merely higher costs and normal profits.

The highest rents in the country are seen in the Pacific region with
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a value of 3.434, compared to the national average of 2.870. This is

B

more than likely due to the many parks of high quality located in
California. The next highest ratings were the Mountain and Middle
Atlantic areas, with 2.903 and 2.995, respectively. Particujar1y in
the latter case, these may well reflect differences in the competitive
framework because they are much less the result of the presence of high
quality parks.. A1l other regions ranked below the national level with
the Towest being the West North Central and East South Central (2.253

and 2.104 respectively).

These values compare favorably with the ROR on equity in most of the
regions, based on sparse data from the PMHI/PS. The Middle
Atlantic, Mountain, and Pacific regions all had the most parks located
¢ ' in the higher ROR ranges. Smaller values than the national average

were seen in the New England and West North Central areas. Only in

the South Atlantic and West South Central regions do the rent and profit
< data diverge. On the basis of this information, one may speculate about

the extent of competition in different regions. The least compet-

itive areas, based on price and profits, appear to be the Middle Atlantic,
© Mountain, and perhaps the Pacific areas. The more competitive park
owners may be found in the West North Central, the South Atlantic, and

possibly the East South Central sectors.

Overall, the PMHI Park Survey indicates that the average ROR on equity
is 16.196%.. As Figure 62 1ndicates,»19.6% of the respondents claimed

&

equity returns of between 0 and 5%. The largest group, 31.4%, stated

o



T Industrial Organization 208

RATE OF RETURN ON EQUITY
&
% Rate of Return ' % of Total Respondents
0- 5 19.6
e & - 10 31.4
11 - 15 . 9.8
16 - 20 15.7
e 21 - 25 7.8
26 - 30 7.9
30 + 7.8
€ Source: PMHI Park Survey

FIGURE 62: AMOUNT OF RATE OF RETURN ON EQUITY
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that their ROR's were between 6 and 10%. Other categories were fairly

‘ equally distributed among the population,with the exception of the
16 - 20% level, in which 15.7% of the respondents were located.
3
3.2.2 Emerging Trends
c
All efforts to examine trends in price policy were based on the PMHI
Park Survey (see Figure 63). There were three areas in which a sub-
stantial enough body of data was available to consider trends. These
© were the percentage breakdown of the revenue received by owners, the
existence of additional one time only charges, and the matter of ROR
on equity to owners.
As can be observed from this figure, park rentals are making up a de-
clining proportion of revenue over time. For parks begun in the 1950's,
¢ rentals account for 91.5% of the revenue, out account for only 82.9% thus
far for parks started in the 1970's. The tendency toward lot sales
also appears to be decreasing. None of the respondents who had started
¢ during the current decade reported any such sales. Jn the other hand,

mobile home rentals, revenue from overnight recreational vehicles, and

other unspecified categories all appear to be on the upswing.

Additional charges do not appear to be trending neatly in any dir-

gction. Entrance fees stood at 9.1% for respondents whose parks were

&

built during the 1950's, took a dip to 5.3 % for parks started during

the 1960's, but have returned to approximately the previous level,

o
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presently standing at 11.5%. Security deposits are coming into

=

more and more use. Of the parks surveyed, 44.4% now require deposits
as opposed to only 18.2% of the parks constructed during the 1950's.
Resale fees have moved in the opposite direction, increasing

0.4% from the 1950's to the 1960's. Resale fees are used by only

4.8% of the respondents who built their parks during the current decade.

The trend in ROR on equity, visible from the survey data, may be
perceived either through Figure 63 or through Figure 64 which graphs
the rate of return with the percentage of parks at each equity level
for the three relevant decades. Figure 64 shows that ROR on equity
distribution throughout the system was relatively similar for parks
built in the 1950's and the 1960's, with the 1960's having more firms
< at lower ROR levels and fewer firms at higher ROR levels than the
1950's. However the 1970's is a very different story with two major

concentrations of parks at the 0 to 5% and 15 to 20% levels.

3.2.3 Summary and Conclusions

Nearly all revenue received by park owners derives from park

rentals. There are many other amenities or services which the owner
© may or may not provide within those rentals, but they are of small

significance in the development of pricing policy. A comparison of

rental rates throughout the country, furthermore, suggests wide vari-

¢ ation from a national average. This variance correlates well with
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variance of data on profit rates, leading to the conclusion that

the system is more competitive in certain areas than in others.

Price policy in the system is tending toward increasing revenues from
sources other than park rentals, though park rentals continue to pro-
vide the lion's share of revenue. So far in the 1970's, profit rates
are also undergoing changes, a very radical movement toward a bipolar
equity return distribution. Such a distribution would be consistent
with the hypothesis of two different types of parks in the system,

as presented in the diversification chapter. One type is the sophis-
ticated well organized retirement community which earns a high rate
of return, and the other type is the "ma and pa" operation, at a

lower level of return.

Many other aspects of price policy have not been discussed in this
chapter either because of unavailable data or because of data too raw

¢ to be properly tabulated in time to contribute to this study. There
are also a number of major areas which, for reasons of time constraints,
could not be examined in more- depth. They now should be enumerated.

© First, the measure used in the analysis of price policy to measure
competition could be much improved. A number of other factors, already
mentioned, must be considered and controlled to determine the extent to

< which differences in rent levels indicate differences in competition.

Ly carefully analyzing the costs incurred, the regional variations in

prices and the quality of services, one should be able to produce some

< sort of properly weighted variable that could be compared regionally.

o
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It might also be productive to approach the problem through regression
analysis, introducing the factors mentioned above and a dummy variab]e

representing local competition.

A second problem was the inability of the analysis to determine
whether or not, or to what extent, the system is characterized by
price discrimination. Very 1ittle data exists in this regard, and it
would probably be necessary to conduct additional polling to build up
some body of information. Such a survey might well be directed toward
park tenants rather than park owners. It would have to determine
whether or not the owners attempted to charge different rents to diff-
erent tenants based on their estimation of the tenants ability and

willingness to pay.

Another important topic that could not be sufficiently analyzed is
whether or not price coordination exists regionally or locally. This
could be tested through the Woodall data at the Project's disposal,
but it would have to be properly tabulated -- & very time consuming
process. Such data could then be used to trace rates of price change
over some period of time, say five years, - to see how smoothly
movement between rental price levels occurred. This would have to be
compared with consumer price index increases to see exactly how

prices were keeping step with regional levels.
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3.3 PRODUCT POLICY

3.3.1 Analysis

In order to properly examine product policies in the mobile home park
system, it is first necessary to more carefully define the product
which the park owner offers to the consumer. This product is the

mobile home space on which the home may be sited, and a wide variety

of supporting goods and services, some private and some communal.

The types of services and facilities that a park may provide for its

occupants include:

a. A street system -- paved and curbed

b. An underground utility system

c. Automatic laundry or laundromat

d. Play areas for children and run areas for pets

e. Recreational facilities, including a swimming pool and/or
a recreational program

f. Competent and helpful management available at all times

g. Mail delijvery

h. Other facilities and services, such as everyday and casual
shopping, religious services, and community-wide gatherings

of a social or entertainment nature
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The variation of the goods and services supplied by park owners
throughout the country was measured through two sources: data supplied
by Woodall's Publishing Company and the PMHI Park Survey. The

former source is the more comprehensive while the latter was used to
examine particular aspects of product policy that could not be 2nalvzed

with the data made available by the Woodall's organization.

A Description of the Woodall's Rating System

The Woodall's staff has been rating mobile home parks since 1947.
Small teams, usually two persons, carefully inspect the various parks
requesting to be listed. Before one is listed, it is systematically
examined on a number of points, such as the conditions of the mobile
home units present, the degree of planning and upkeep of the park, its

services and facilities, the competence of its management, and the

character of the occupant clientele. Parks examined are not listed
if their quality levels fall below “oodall minimum standards. It is
probable that not all parks are or have ever been examined. The
Woodall's Bfrectory currently lists only about 13,8N0 narks of the

national total of about 24,500.

Because of the competitive nature of the park system, the 1ikely peer
pressure to establish recognition and to prove that one's park is as
good as its neighbors'.and the value in advertising their presence and
quality, it is probable that most parks feel that they should be listed
among the top parks and request to be inspected. Therefore, the Wood-

all's 1istings are 1ikely to provide an accurate picture of the better
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parks in the United States. It should be noted that the Woodali's
staff is continuously re-examining previously rated parks and in-
specting new ones, so that incentives exist for the maintenance and/or

establishment of a high quality product.

The mobile home park rating system, as developed by the Woodall
Publishing Company, has undergone a constant process of revision and
upgrading in the 26 years it has been published. As the mobile home
has outgrown the image of the travel trailer and become more sophis-
ticated and legitimate, so too have the scope and concerns of the
Woodall rating system changed. This has been especially true since
the advent of the larger, wider single-wide and double-wide units,
which have significantly altered the spatial requirements for quality

© mobile home park developments.

A comparison o% the star-rating system in 1968 and 1972 revea]s‘some

interesting facts. The Woodall One-star Rating -- the lowest accept-

able rating for parks which are at least "a decent place to live" --

changed 1ittle over the five year period from 1968 to 1972. The

< only significant alteration was the elimination of the requirement of
"adequate- laundry facilities." This apparent downgrading in the

rating may be partially explained by a new exception added in 1972 to

@

the Two-star Rating, i.e. ‘'requirements may be waived in parks where

all residents have laundry in home."

£

The Woodall Two-star Rating, which requires certain extra amenities

(e.g. landscaping, storage areas, etc.) in addition to those offered
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in a One-star Park, also remained generally the same. With the ex-

ception of the above-stated waiver, the only other alterations were
the elimination of the requirements for: 1) the availability of 220
volt lines, and 2) the provision of play areas "if the children are
accepted." Since families with children tend to be much more common
in parks with Tower star ratings, the elimination of this requirement

is significant.

Woodall Three-star Parks are of significantly higher quality than the

One and Two-star Parks, but are not as uniformly outstanding as the

higher rated parks. Many of the Three-star Parks may once have been

rated higher, but original construction in these parks might pro-

. hibit utilization of the newer 12-foot, 14-foot or double-wide width

G units or the 55-foot and 60-foot and over length units. A1l modifi-
cations in the requirements for fhree-star Parks were of a purely
structural nature (e.g. changes in porches, cabanas, park signs, etc.).
However, it is important tc note that in 1972 the following reference
to children was eliminated from the introduction to the Three-star
section: "If children are allowed, there should be adequate play
C area. However, the disarray caused by children may at times be the

determining factor that keeps a Three-star Park at that level when it

otherwise could be rated higher."

The Woodall Four-star and Five-star categories are the luxury park

classifications. It is here that the rating system has undergone jts

most rigorous upgrading since 1968. Consequently, many parks formerly

O
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rated as Four or Five-star often have "slipped" to a Three-star

rating. Luxury mobile home parks may be defined primarily by the
presence of certain extra features in the physical environment as

well as by outstanding upkeep and management. In 1972, some of the
ways in which the Four-star Parks were upgraded included the following:
1) 75-98% of the homes must be covered with skirting of some kind;

2) tanks and bottles must be concealed or eliminated; 3) no eight-foot
wide homes may be permitted; and 4) off-street parking must be pro-
vided. In addition, a new requirement concerning play areas for

children was added.

The top Woodall rating is the Five-star Park. As the directory states,
"They should be nearly impossible to improve. Their quality must be
diligently maintained.” These parks must include outstanding re-
creational facilities (e.g. pool, recreation hall, etc.), carefully
planned lay-out (i.e. wide paved streets, sidewalks, setbacks, etc.),
only late model homes, and must be at least 75% occupied in order for
Woodall "to judge the quality of the residents which indicates the

park's ability to maintain Five-star rating between inspections.”

Five-star mobile home parks had to meet the following upgraded require-
ments in 1972: 1) there had to be 320 square feet of porch or patio
space on all homes (except double wides); 2) paved two-car,off-street
parking; 3) all homes completely skirted with qua1ity‘skirting;

4) awnings or cabanas and carport on all homes; 5) uniform sheds at
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all homes; and 6) superior on-duty management. In addition, an
admonition that "most Five-star Parks were for adults only" was

eliminated.

Geographic Variations

Given the rating system as it currently ekists, an effort was made to
determine differences in the quality of the product -- the mobile

home park -- being made available by owners in different regions, and,
in some cases, different states. This effort was based on the exact
same type of system used in the discussion of price policy in the
previous chapter. A mean value star rating for each area was deve-

Toped (see Figure 65).

As the data indicate, the mean U.S. park star rating in 1973 was 2.18.
It is interesting to note that most regions fall below this mean, some
very much so. South Atlantic and the East South Central, for instance,
stand at 1.59 and 1.78, respectively. The only regions above the
national average were New England, which is seldom viewed as a higher
than average quality product area, and the Pacific area, which was
rated 2.44, much higher than anywhere else in the system. A state by
state analysis indicates that California's mean star rating is 2.69,

while Florida's is 2.50.

This analysis suggests that the mobile home park product is very

different in quality in California and Florida from the rest of the
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c STATE/REGION 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
CONN. 23 2 12 9 3 75
{0.31) {0.37) {0.16) {0.12) (0.04)
MAINE 22 5 28 3 0 110
{0.20) (0.52) {0.25) (0.0.03) | (0.00)
MASS. 21 37 35 8 0 100
(0.21) {0.37) {0.35) {0.08) {0.00)
N.H. 17 3 2 7 1 85
(0.20) (0.42) (0.28) (0.08)
¢ R.I. 4 n 7 0 0 22 .
YERMONT 3 17 12 0 0 32
NEW ENGLANO 80 186 118 27 4 425
(2.22) {0.21) (0.44) (0.28 (0.06) {0.01)
N.d. 14 3 56 6 1
~ N.Y. 185 188 66 10 0
) PA. 78 226 140 17 2
MID-ATLANTIC 287 453 262 33 3 1038
(2.03) (0.28) (0.44) (0.25) {0.03) (0.60)
DELAWARE 13 17 1 1 )
FLORIDA 275 338 2n 138 8 1900
¢ {0.25) (0.30) {0.24) (0.12) (0.09) (2.50)
GEORGIA & 61 2 1 0
MD. 17 40 18 3 0
N.C. 121 %0 2 1 1
s.cC. 44 38 10 1 0
& VA, n 55 21 3 0
W.YA. 18 2 7 1 0
SOUTH ATLANTIC 619 664 388 149 99 1919
{1.58) {0.32) {0.35) {0.20) {0.08) (0.05)
ALR. 66 89 35 2 0
@ KY. 30 51 20 0 0
MISS. a2 3 8 0 0
TENN. 40 & 2 3 0
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL | 178 220 65 5 0 468
(1.78) {0.38) (0.47) (0.14) (0.01) (0.00)
ARK. 60 3 25 3 0
€ LA. 36 56 18 1 0
OKLA. 52 49 37 4 0
TEX. 109 149 125 3 2
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL | 257 285 207 39 2 790
{2.03) (0.33) {0.36) {0.26) {0.08) {0.00)
Source: Computed from data provided by Woodall Publishing Company
g’*
FIGURE 65: 1973 PARK QUALITY LEVELS
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STATE/REGION 1 ) 3 2 5 ToTAL
ILL. 126 137 88 16 1 ‘
IND. 70 143 132 19 0

MICH. 82 177 144 a9 0

OHIO 16 197 165 29 0

MISC, n 82 & 7 1

™ | 8 B | B el ™

TOWA 60 s 66 14 0

KANSAS &2 52 £ 1 0

MINK. 76 90 & 12 0

0. 100 138 78 15 0

NEBR. 53 52 2 6 0

N.D. 2% 23 18 1 0

s.D. 12 15 1 0 0

WEST NORTH CENTRAL | 367 ags 266 a9 0 167

(2.00) (0.31) (0.42) (0.23) (0.04) (0.00)

ARIZ. n 121 74 27 5

coLo. 28 38 a5 14 1

1DANO 77 77 33 5 0

MONT. 74 e 13 2 1

NEV. a8 a2 2 15 2

NEW MEX. 3 3 12 2 1

UTAH 19 35 15 1 1

WY0. 13 13 1 0 0

MOUNTAIN 45 359 220 66 no | nsr
(1.93} (0.40) (0.38) (0.19) (0.06) {0.01)

ALASKA 3 24 7 1 0

CALIFORNIA 391 474 551 357 127 | 1900
i G | g G| | G e
WASH. 68 199 13 29 6

PACIFIC 704 851 787 421 143 2906
(2.44) ©.20) | (©.2) (021 | (.19 (0.05) |

ti8) (0.29) (0.36) (0.25) (0.08) (0.02) i 11788

Source: Computed from data provided by Woodall Publishing Company

FIGURE 65 : 1873 PARK QUALITY LEVELS
cont.
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country. In the rest of the nation, regional analvsis indicates
broad similarities, with the exception of the South "tlantic which
offers a lower quality product, Florida excepted. There may be at
least three different types of product markets at work in the country

with differential sets of policies being used by owners.

There is also close correlation between the ratings and the size of
the parks (in terms of the number of units present). As one
orogresses upward from the average One-star Park to the

average Five-star Park, the number of units present increases.

This correlation is 1ikely because the expenses for

the installation of the various services required for a Five-star
rating inevitably necessitate a money pool that can be provided only

by a larger park. Economies of scale seem to play a significant role.

Services Not Included in Woodall's Ratings

As was already mentioned, certain aspects of product policy which were
not included in the Woodall's star rating system were examined through
the PMHI Park Survey. There was a variety of services involved based
on the availability of community facilities. It was found, for ex-
ample, that only 2% of parks have shopping or religious facilities,
while a sizeable percentage maintain recreational, sports, or other
communal facilities. In all cases, however, facilities outside the
park are much more widely used than those within the park (see Figure

66).
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PARK HAS USE PARK'S USE COMMUNITY'S
Shopping 21 0.0 82.1
Other Shopping 2.1 0.0 78.1
Religious 2.1 1.0 79.2
Recreational 36.1 ) 22.7 48.5
Sports 28.4 20.0 64.2
Other 24.5 14.7 27.4

Figures in percentages

Source: PMHI Park Survey
FIGURE 66: COMMUNITY SERVIGES OFFERED BY THE PARK
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Low percentaaes of parks makina communal facilities availahle does
not mean that park owners are unresponsive to their tenants'desires.
It is clear from the data that the overwhelming majoritv o€ tenants
perceive services located outside their park to be better than those
inside the nark, with the possible exception of athletic activities,
and that the owners perceive that they cannot match the quality of
outside facilities and design their product accordingly. These statistics
would suggest that the mobile home park system is a competitive one
in which owners cannot afford to establish facilities which will by
and large not be favored by the tenant. There is some indication of

owner responsiveness here.

Practices such as entrance fees, securitv deposits,and resale fees
have already been discussed. MnNther practices which should he considered
as elements of product policy are leasina agreements, restrictive

entry practices, and influence bv the tenant in park decisions.

Thirty-seven percent of the respondents require a lease. That figure
reflects a preponderance of verbal agreements in the South Atlantic,
meaning that the actual percentagé of iron-clad agreements arrived at
is much higher. Of those parks in which a lease is required, 19.0%
specify a one month agreement, 51.0% between one month and one year,

25.6% one year, and 20.5% have no set length.



Industrial Organization 226

It is difficult to draw conclusions about owner responsiveness to con-
sumer demand on the basis of this information. The requirement of a
lease, and its length, will mean very different things to owner and
tenant, depending on the type of park. In a young adult park, it may
be presumed that tenants would prefer a shorter lease, giving them

more flexibility. In a retirement park, however, older tenants are
1ikely to want the stability of a long term lease. The only conclusion
that can be drawn is that a movement of leasing arranaements from
verbal to written form would be favorable as a matter of sound business

practice.

PMHI/PS data also indicate that mobile home nrarks tend tn have a
limited mix in terms of their ethnic, professional, or sccial ron-
ulations. “hile, in manv cases, this may he the result o re-
strictive entrv practices, no such conclusion can he drawn “rem +the
PMHI Park Survey (see Figures A7 and AR), 1t should be noted in
this context that 17.7% of nark owners restrict entrv to new units,
This should be viewed as an attemnt to maintain the acuality of the
nark rather than a ”restrictjve" practice. Even if the tenart mix
should be the result of restrictive practices, it is altocgether
1ikely that such practices are very resnonsive to the wishes of
tenants--that is, that there is a widesnread desire to restrict
& certain population elements in the community. Such practices mav
vell be due to the competitive needs of the park owner to desian

the kind of community that the tenant vants or that he nerceives

him to want.
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"Have you ever had these groups in your park?"

227

99.1%
31.3%
21.4%
17.9%
30.4%

8.0%

C
White
Spanish-American
@ Indian
Black
Oriental
c Other
Q
c
Source: PMHI Park Survey
FIGURE 67: RACIAL AND ETHNIC PARK TENANT MIX
€
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“Do you view these groups as potential occupants?"

C
Older 94,0%
Young Couples " 75.0%
< Widowed 50.0%
Couples with children 46.6%
Single 'men 39.0%
¢ Single women 36.4%
Divorcees 31.4%
Students 26.0%
C Persons with pets 24.6%
Others 10.2%
G
&
Source: PMHI Park Survey
FIGURE 68:  SOCIAL AND PROFESSIONAL PARK TENANT MIX
D

€
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Owners do not tend, as a matter of policy, to huy homes back from

their tenants when they leave. O0Of the resnondents,54.1% never purchase
homes back from their tenants when they leave, 28.8% do so rarelv,
15.3% do so occasionally, and only 1.8% do so most of the time.

This information suggests that park owners are resnonsive to their
tenants but that the actual power exerted Ly the tenants over the

owner is very limited.

This is confirmed by data on the influence that tenants enjoy over

the decision-making process of the park. 0f the respondents 42,07

allow tenants to participate in deciding park activities, 26.€% allow
tenant influence over new facilities, and 9.9% allow participation in
expansion decisions. There would seem to be the level of responsiveness
to tenants that a competitive framework would require, but also a

clear delineatijon of the right of mangement to make those decisions

which determine the future of'the park financially.

‘Standardization

0f the respondents to the PMHI Park Survev,95.N% stated that other
parks are located within a 10 mile radius. Such a competitive
framework would suagest the development of product standardization
within given states or regions, which would then serve to differentiate

and specialize that region in terms of the entire nation.



G

&

&

Industrial Organization 230

Regarding standardization, 21.2% of the park owners stated that oérks
located nearby had similar orientations. This standardization of

the parks throughout the svstem has been primarilv fostered hv the
presence of the Woodall's rating method. Since. 1947, when the loodall
organization initiated its service, their 1istinas and evaluation
process have served as a guideline for park development and operation.
The parks, in seeking to achieve and maintain a particular rating
level, have necessarily accepted the quality requirements set forth

as guides for the evaluation process. Thus, the extent of standardization
is strongly indicated by the number of parks subscribing to the Yoodall's

rating and by the number of parks at each rating level.

It should be remembered that tﬁe bases for rating the parks have been
upgraded since the inception of the Yoodall's Directorv. This
improvement of standards over time has resulted jointly from the

Woodall organization raisina {ts standards to match the improvement

of various parks and the loodall organization causina hetter develorment

and operation of new parks and the uparading of older narks.

Becausé of its continued presence and recognition, the “oodall
organization also wields the power to foster policy chanaes within
the system. They do not directly initiate policy chanaes.

Rather, the Woodall organization can stronaly influence practices
in the system by setting standards which are assiduously followed

by many parks.
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Aside from the Yoodall's Directorv, two other factors have also con-

tributed-to the competition which has standardized park services:

1) advances in the technologies employed by the park system and their
wider availability and easier accessibility and 2) an increased level

of sophistication by newer owners of parks.

3.3.2 Emerging Trends

As can be seen from a comparison of Figures 69 and 5, the aualitv of
mobile home parks has increased in the five vear period from 106R to
1973. During this period, the mean star ratino for the total !inited
States increased from.2.07 to 2.12, some 5.3%. However, reaional
variations were much stronger. The largest increase was in the central
part of the country: the Fast South Central's ratina jumped 13.4%,
the Yest South Central went up by 14.7%, the East Morth Central in-
creased 11,3%, and the llest Morth Central's growth was 14.%%. The
next highest increase was MNew England's 6.7%, followed by slight
changes in the Mountain and Pacific areas, which increased 2.1% and
1.7% respectively. Declines were experienced alono the east coast,
with the Mid-Atlantic quality rating going down 2.4% and the South
At1antic-20.5%.

Considering the states individually, California onlv increased in
quality rating by 3.1%, while Florida went un bv a heftv 17 €%,
Given Florida's arowth, the decline in the rest of the South Atlantic

must have been very severe.
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STATE/REGION 1 K 3 K3 -] TOTAT

CONN. 18 2 23 15 1

MAINE 74 17 8 0 0

MASS. 23 33 35 7 1

N.H. 16 7 23 5 2

R.I. 8 n 5 3 0

vI. 9 18 8 2 0

NEW ENGLAND 148 134 102 2 3 420

(2.08) (0.35) (0.32) (0.28) (0.08) (0.01)

N.d. 13 23 57 32 1

N.Y. 14 201 72 15 1

PA. 152 160 78 18 1

MIDATLANTIC 302 384 207 65 3 961

(2.05) (0.31) (0.40) (0.22) (0.07) (0.00)

DELA. 4 1 16 5 1

FLA. 363 400 223 123 49 1158

- (Oégl) (05?5) (0-;9) (0-}7) (0-g4) (2.22)

0. 14 17 7 15 1

K.C. 109 60 19 0 1

s.C. 59 17 4 1 0

VA. 85 40 n 0 o

W.VA. 16 3 1 0 0

SOUTH ATLANTIC 738 579 307 145 52 182
(2.00) (0.41) (0.32) (0.17) (0.08) (0.03)

ALA. 82 48 16 1 0

KY. 2 22 4 0 0

MISS. 66 39 10 0 0

TENN. 2 2 6 0 0

EAST SOUTH CENTRAL | 193 133 36 1 o | 36
(1.57) (0.53) (0.37) (0.10) (0.00) (0.00) |

R, B ER) z z T

LA, 57 2 22 7 o ;

OKLA. 64 32 16 0 0

TEX. , 140 100 56 14 1 l

WEST SOUTH CENTRAL | 320 150 116 2 1 652
(1.77) (0.49) (0.29) (0.18) (0.04) (0.00)

&

Source: Computed from data provided by Woodall Publishing Company

FIGURE 69: 1965 PARK QUALITY LEVELS
FOR_COMPARISON W IG. 65: 1973 LEVELS)
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C |_STATE/REGION __ 1 2 3 3 5 R
L. 175 15 53 12 3 h
IND. 19 n7 82 7 0
MICH, 102 121 97 26 1
oo OHIO 15 165 14 3 1
WisC. 94 n 24 4 1
EAST NORTH CENTRAL | 641 589 370 83 6 1689
(1.94) (0.38) (0.35) (0.22) (0.05) (0.00)
TOMA 136 64 37 8 1
 Kansas 79 33 13 1 0
© MINN. 97 61 ag 12 0
. i 70 37 8 0
NEBR. 62 a 23 5 0
N.D. 27 n 5 1 0
o s.0. 3% 32 4 4 0
WEST NORTH CENTRAL | 512 N2 167 39 1 1031
(1.74) (0.50) (0.30) (0.16) (0.04) (0.00)
ARIZ. 146 131 75 &0 g
coLo. 105 53 22 3 3
o IDAHD 99 a8 16 1 1
MONT. 108 25 4 3 1
NEV., 62 38 20 7 1
.M. 50 8 20 n 2
e 7 2 | 1 14 0
o) Y0, 2 17 0 0 0
MOUNTAIN 629 360 - R 17 1312
(1.89) (0.48) (0.27) (0.14) (0.10) (9.01)
ALASKA 82 43 16 1 0
CAL. 404 522 474 322 153 1875
(0.22) (0.28) (0.25) (0.17) (0.08) (2.61)
@ ORE. 169 105 as 23 g
WASH. 193 122 7 7 12
P a0) S | & | % | oan | | ¥
U.s. 4309 3451 2089 | 872 258 10979
(2.07) }(msﬂ (0.31) ¢ (0.19) | (0.08) (0.02)

€ Source: Computed from data provided by Woodall Publishing Company
FIGURE 69 : 1969 PARK QUALITY LEVELS
(cont.) (FOR COMPARISON WITH Fi1G. 65: 1973 LEVELS)
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The overall trend, then, would seem to be one of rapid arowth in the
center of the country and Florida, a tremendous decline in the other
South Atlantic states, and a relatively static situation everwhere
else. This trend must be judged in the 1ight of the changes in
toodall's ratings which have occurred during the period in ouestion
-- given the decreased auality implied by the lower star ratinas

and the increased quality of the higher star ratinas, the changes

observed in each direction are probably even more substantial.

3.3.3 Summary and Conclusions

The product policies of the mobile home park svstem are those of a
highly competitive system. This is largely due to the Yoodall's

Mobile Yome Park Directorv, which has caused a much areater nroduct

information flow throughout the system. There has been considerahle
differentiation of the product from reqion to region as each area

has undergone its own standardization process.

Park owners seem generally responsive to the wishes of their tenants
with regard to maintaining certain types of communities. They have
allowed a reasonable level of input from tenants in the decision-
making process, while retaining their control over the financial
affairs of the system. Furthermore, they have generally upgraded the
quality of their product, as measured through the star rating system

from 1968 to 1973.
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It is worth reemphasizing that these trends are in no wav uniform
on the national level, but varv markedly from reqion to reaion. fn
the basis of the available information, it would appear that the
highest quality product can be found in California and_F1orida, but

that the central region of the country is making rapid gains.
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4.

Performance
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Relying on private initiative alone, the mobile home industry

‘ has developed from scratch an entirely new, separate industry--
the mobile home park industry. This is a Crucially important sup-

o porting industry because it is the very market without which the

| production system could not have survived and prospered.

The history of the mobile home park system dates back to the im-

¢ mediate post-war period. All over the country, people had taken to
the trailer coach for primary, vear-round living even though the trailer
coach had been intended as secondary housing. The jndustry sud-

© denly found itself in the housing "business" and the demand for its
product, the mobile home, developed beyond expectations. While
productive capacity was readilystepped up to keep pace with rising

¢ demand, the industry quiCk]y.realized that it could not satisfy this
demand effectively. Now that its product was used as.a home, the
industry realized that it produced only one"part" of this home;

¢ it did not provide the other indispensible “parts" -- the land
upon which to place the home and the community into which to integrate
its inhabitants.

C
Apart from largely substandard trailer camps and poorly main-
tained private lots, nobody had developed land for the industry's

€ product. Even worse, whatever initiative in this direction did
exist was discouraged if not terminated. Oue to the prevailing
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highly negative "trailer" image, local government officials em-
ployed regulatory measures to prevent land from being made available
for mobile homes. Examples of these tactics included exclusionary
zoning practices or the imposition of local building codes which

the mobile home, by definition, could not meet. The industry was
left with the sobering realization that without an adequate supply
of land, it had no effective market, and that public opinion and
the regulatory climate seemed to make the creation of this mar-

ket impossible.

The industry's reaction demonstrates an unusal degree of farsighted-
ness. In the middle to late 1940's, the Trailer Coach Manufacturers
Association (TCMA), the predecessor of the MHMA, embarked on a major
effort to build a new, national industry that could provide a suffi-

cient supply of the needed land and new communities.

The effort proceeded on many fronts. The TCMA developed engineering
and planning standards for mobile home parks. It also launched an
intensive campaign to overcome prejudice on the part of local govern-
ment and the financial sector, since the TCMA realized that it was
crucial to develop more favorable land use control attitudes and
greater willingness tobfinance the development of parks. Finally, the
TCMA directed a general, sustained effort toward overcoming the nega-
tive attitudes of the population at large. The continuous upgrading

of the quality of park developments was an equally important objective
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in this effort. Here, the Woodall's organization worked in the -same
direction and deserves major credit for the emergence of today's high-—

quality mobile home park.

From the late 1940‘s.to the 1970's, the development of the park
system remained one of the highest priority areas of the MHMA.
In the early 1970's, the MHMA had become the world's largest
residential land developer, with its in-house staff providing
design, financing and other assistance in the development of
more that 100,700 park sites per year. 'The MHMA then decided
to discontinue the massive efforts of its land develooment
division and to leave this function to the private sector. By
the time this took place, a rapidly growing national industry,

the mobile home park industry, had been created.

The c¢reation of this new, crucially important supporting industry is
one of the most impressive achievements that any trade association can
claim. Without this sustained effort at building its own market, the

mobile home industry probably would not exist today.

The implications of this achievement are far-reaching. Many advocates -
of "industrialization of building" have maintained for some time that
public initiative in aggregating a high and stable demand volume for
industrialized shelter is the imperative prerequisite for successful
building industrialization. This notion, which originated' in

European countries with highly centralized oovernment structures,
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has also been advocated for many years as the panacea in the U.S.

While the reliance on the government as a nation's major "houser"
should be questioned in almost any economy, it is certainly an un-
realistic proposition in this country, which has such a long and sirong
history of private enterprise. The mobile home industry is by far

the most successful paradigm of the "industrialization of building"

in all countries with market economies. In fact,it probably can be
considered the most successful example in the world. This industry
and the park industry that it built have been created by exclusive
_reliance on private initiative. This fact should stimulate
the thinking of individuals in any country who are concerned with or

involved in the development of the building industry.
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c.

POTENTIALS
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A number of potentials for performance improvement exist in the park
svstem, and these are eminently acﬁievable. Ps noted previously, thé

park system is a young industry with only a short historv; few constraints
to growth have developed within the system itself. Instead, most in-
hibitions to further develomment result from external factors, notably

from land use controls. The system must increase its efforts at overcoming

these external forces.

The aoals in this discussion are to indicate hmw the svstem can continue
to grow and mature. Mne opnortunity is esr2cially evident -- extending

the svstem's presence and allowing it to acauire a areater share of the
housing market by increasing its responsiveness %4r the needs of the
consumer. In the early vears of park develonment (i.e. the 1030's

and 1940's), many of the parks resembled ghettos and were treated as

such by the occupants and the communities surrounding the parks. The
parks of that period were developed with 1ittle planning and operators
paid 1ittle attention to tenant needs beyond simply providing unit sites.
liow the system is develoning environments which begin to feature many

of the same attributes of the usual suburban community. The nark system,
aowever, can move beyond that. It can offer the housina industry a uninue
opportunity to exnlore innovations in community develonment and housing
services that would normally be inhibited by long-established and constraining
nractices within the conventional home buildinc industry. ‘he park svstem
has the notential to nursue such innovations because it is not bound bv

the many requlations directina the conventional housina industry,

Perhans the most imnortant acdvantage is that the narb svstem and the
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mobile home industry alreadv treat housina as a total service. The
prospective unit owner is able to nurchase a dwellind unit from a dealer
who is often a park operator. The occupant mav then secure a place in

the dealer/park-gwner park, which mav have all the sunnlementarv services
of shoppinag, recreational facilities, relicious facilities, and estahlished
social proagrams. It is entirelv pessihle that the occurant will find

a relatively homooeneous community into which he/she mav be immediately
accepted. MNowhere else in the housing sector is such an nnnortunitv

for further experimentation with the "housina-as-a-comnrehensive-service"

concept even approximated.
In the following 1ist, a number of other onnortunities will be noted

which, if followed, may allow the park system to exnand further and

reinforce its strenaths.

Peinforcina Professionalism in the Svstem

The park svstem has reached a staae in its arowth where a shortace of
professional talent is beqginning to develon. Three onnortunities
should be explored or created: 1) improved and more widelv accessihle
methods for training and/or educating prosnective develoners, owners,
or managers to better allow them to start up and onerate the nark:

2) an increase in consultina services for developers or nwners who
wish to obtain assistance durinn start up and initial oneration (a

case in point is the !‘oodall organization which has recentlv heaun to
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establish such services); and 3) knowledaeahle qroups or individuals
should be encouraced to enter the park system as hoth developers and
owners. A key auestion is: what %ind of encouragement is annronriate
and are there specific incentives for attractino qualified individuals
or aroups? Part of the solution mav he to make the potential investor

more aware of opportunities in the nark system.

Encouraging Greater Economic Concentration

The continued qrowth and further creation of large multiple nart
ownerships offer the development of areater exnertise within the park
system. These organizations auicklv generate understandinas of the
development and oneration nrocedures anf create “inh cualitv narks which
are stable elements within the svstem. Thev also offer the nassihilitv
of qeneratina some dearee of concentration for securina more favorahle
treatment in the market nlace. [For example, thev mav he akle to locate

and obtain more monev for nurchasina or cdevelonina rarks or for

developing know-how for arranging land acquisition and code variances.)

Multiole park ownership bv firms with relatively sophisticated financial

techniques should also be encouraged.

Develonina Strenath in the Park Svstem bv Establishina

Intearatior and Niversification

1f economic concentration can he increased, and if it increases eryallv
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throughout the system, intearation and diversification will naturallv
increase. A areater intearation of activities nrovides two primaryv
opportunities for evolving a more efficient park system. First, more
vertical integration can be created by manufacturers or manufacturer-
dealers who enter the system as developers or owners; oresumably such neople
will have a greater level of insight and background relevant to the mobile
home industryv. Such intearation would also appear to offer onnortunities
for establishing better ties hetween the various memhers of industrv

and for providing a streamlined procass of the sunplv of unit, site,

and services. Second, vertical intearation, like diversification,

may provide a means of nrotectinag the particinant against “inancial

difficulties.

Buildina an Accurate Public Imaae of the Svstem

By employina more sophisticated and pervasive advertisina methods, the
park system should be better able to display its product and foster
growth.. Advertising the nature of the park system's product is as im-
portant as stressing the range and quality of services offered by the
system. In order to overcome the image fostered primarily by the

old trailer camps of the 1930's and the 1940's, the park system

must inform the public of its new character. To nromote more widesnread
acceptance, the park svstem should communicate its abilitv %o nrovide

a total housing service, includina dwellinn unit, land, mainterance,

community, and community services. Such advertisina should he hased
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on existing demographic data (e.a. census information or specifically
coomissioned studies) to ascertain who would be most receptive to the
nark system's product and what methods of advertisina would be most
rewarding. It should be noted that well-emnloved advertising will heln
to fi11 existina park spaces and create a demand for new narks and

spaces.

Discouraging Sub-Standard Mperations

Strong incentives should be created to encourage nark owners and/or
managers of sub-standard parks to upgrade their parks. For example,

the Yoodall organization could be cormissioned to develop incentives
designed to encourage more park operators to recuest inspection. In
extending its service, the !'oodall oraanization would require financial
assistance of some private or public agency such as the MMA or the

Small Business Administfation. Such assistance would make “oodall
amenable to reflect input from the mobile home industrv at larnme and/or
from the public sector in its ratina criteria. The nurnose of insnectinn
nresently sub-standard narks would be to rrovide the nmark owners and/or
managers with insights into the deficiencies of their rarks and methnds
of imnrovement. Possible incentives miaht include the ease of acauirirn
capital for such improvemerts, the establishment of hinher rents (without
eliminating existing tenants) resultina in potentiallv areater nrofits,
peer pressure from nearbv parks, and increased rentzl of existira or

newly-develoned spaces.
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Continuina a Peliance on Private Initjative

In its further development, the narl svstem should continue to relv

& . s oaa . .
on its own initiative. Its proud historical record, the success*ul
building of a new industry, the park system, by nrivate enternrise,
should not be forgotten. fovernment action should focus on makinn

¢ growth and maturation easier for the industry while allowing the industry
to grow independently.
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The mobile home park system has developed along two qenerallv senarate
tracks. The oriqginal development included the old trailer camps and early
parks that were established predominately in the 1930's and 124N's,

These camps or parks were often small, looselv structured and maintained,
and lacked the facilities and services common tc the newer narks, Thev
are often described as "ma and pa" parks, governed by husband-and-wife
teams and operated accordina to a variety ¢f nmractices. s such, these
camps or early parks have not served as the nroncenitors of more recentlv
developed marks. A new nhase, begqun after Horld Yar II, develoned

parks that are a model for todav's parks which are desianed and onerated

as communities.

This second period was initiated laraely by the '‘chile 'ome “anufacturers
~Association (M™A) which aimed to create an indisgensatle, supnortina
{ndustry--the park system--to serve as a companion to the preduction and
distribution systems. The '"MA acted to offer the mohile home urit
purchaser a place to locate his dwellina; that is, to tuild a market for
mobile home units. For a number of vears in the 1767's and earlv 1070'g
the MIMA was the laraest residential land developer in the world, assistinn
in nlannina, financinag, and constructina more than 107,770 nark s-anes
annuallyv. PRecently, the YA decided to discontinue the massive af¥fnrts
of its 1apnd development division and to leave this “unction to the manv

specialized plannina and enaineering firms and ocuali€ied develoners that

have emerqed alonc with the development of this new industrv.

The creation of this new, crucially important supnortina industry by

exclusive reliance on private initiative must he considered an outstandina
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and truly impressive achievement. !'ithout this sustained effort at buildina
its own market, the mobile home industry probablv would not exist todav.

The lesson is clear and the policy implications are far-reachinn; success-
ful innovation in housina nroducticn and deliverv does nct necessarilv
depend on government initiative. The building of the part system attests

to the resourcefulness and capability of the nrivate sector.

Mew parks are aenerallyv built to hiah desien starndards and tvpicallv
provide a wide range of occupant services and facilities. For the
approximately 24,502 parks that exist nationally, a rating system has

been evolved by the ‘oodall Publishing Company. In 1874, 13,189 parks
were deemed to be of sufficient quality fo justify their listina accordina
to Yoodall's standards. A larae majority of these parks have been

developed since world var IT.

The majority of the park owners and develoners have entered their
respective occupations without orior relevant exnerience. However,

small but sianificant percentaces of owners and develoners have entared
the park system from the conventional huildina industry. The mark svstem
and the mobile home industrv have both teaun and evolved anmart from the
conventional building and housina industries. Thus, the infusion o€
knowledge and experience by such people entering from these industries

& with a Tong tradition in land development may offer the park svstem

insights that will be usefuT for its future arowth.
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The park svstem, in particular, and the mobile home industrv in aeneral
offer a product that is uniaue amnnn housine nroducers -- honsino as a

total service. Recause many orerators in the nark svstem alsn sel]

mobile home units and bhecause the parks freauently offer extensive
recreational, social, and cultural services and facilities, the nurchaser
of a2 unit is able to acnuire housing as well as to secure continuous

and often comprehensive services.

But the park svstem has a number of structural and organizational
inadequacies that 1imit its onportunities for qrowth. First, the svstem

is largely atomistic, consistina of manv small businesses oceratina sinaly
with only 1imited access to capital. *™any current narks, thounh Aisnlavinn
considerably greater sophistication than the old "ma and pa" parks,

are still run indenendently by husband-and-wrife teams who onerate them

as an investment and for a livelihood. The economic cnncentration in the
park svstem is insianificant. 2 relatively few larae multinle nart
avnershins participate in the svstem, but these chains aenerallv mvn no
more than 30 to 40 narks. "nlv one ormanization contrals as manv as

100 narks.

Secondly, the nark system disnlays only limited evidence of vertical
integration. Existing intenration is confined larnelv to nark owners
who establish small dealershins to provide units for nresnective tenants
wishing to enter the specific park. Such linkina of nark owners with
supporting dealershins annears to cccur rore ;FE”U?EEEX,”ith the

small to medium sized parks and does not seem to relate closelv to

profitablilitv. It alse annears that few -~arl ovmers nain mnre
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than 2 minimal share of their income from motile home unit sales.

Similarly, the extent of economic diversification in the svstem is

limited in scope. Most mark owners anpear to have created fezur onnortunities
in other fields that would offer nrotection from anv notential oark-

related financial difficulties.

Economies of scaTe in park develooment and oreration dn exist. IPverage
costs ner park space (i.e. the cost of constructinn and oneratinm a
park) fall as the size of the nark 1ncrease§. hit the ontimal nark

size has not been gstaklished. These economies of scale could act as

barriers to enterina the nark svstem.

There are two other distinct harfiers to enterina the nart svstem,

First, three absolute cost barriers influence the nrocess of start-up

-- land costs, development costs, and the costs associated with ohbtaining
favorable zoning. 0Of the three cost tarriers, the “irst twe (land hurchase
and development of narks and facilities) are currentlyv substantial and
are increasing in amount. The third cost (gaining favorable zonina)

can act as an infinite barrier for development i¥ suitable accomodations
cannot be‘arranqed. Such an infinite barrier impedes develonment and
restricts cometition. Second, entrv barriers resulting from product
differentiation in the system are low. The use of formal advertising
methods, which are the most nrevalent means for establishing oroduct
differentiation, zppears to be emploved primarily by parks which are

sustaining noor nerformance.
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A number of opnortunities for creating positive chanae within the park
system have been noted in this section. Nf these, the mest important
would appear to be the followina: 1) People and ornanizations with
experience and know-how from related industries should ke encourned

to enter the park system as owners and developers, thus continuina the
jnfusion of new ideas and capital into the park svstem. ?) Greater
economic concen?ration 1n the_system is desirable, If_concentration can
be iﬁcreased eaqually throuahout the park svstem, then intecration and
diversification patterns more conducive to further development of the
system will naturally begin to occur. 3) Means must be found to over-
come zoning laws that frecuently create insurmountable entry bérriers

by making further park development impossible in areas where demand for
parg spaces exists. 4) The park system must find means for improving
its image in the public's eve. It can i1l afford the widespread public
misconception that the park system provides second-class livinn accomodations
for below-averaage income aroups. Instead, the nmark svstem should brna--

cast the unjoue onportunitv it nrovides its occunants, that n® housina

as a total service. The nark svstem should also show i*sel€ as an industrv,
made up of manyv elements, hut still linked in its ahility to meet the
consumers' needs for housing, related services and facilities, and

viable communities.

Each of these opportunities should be pursued while recognizing that the
mobile home park system, because of its lack of internal restraints,
offers a unique setting for fostering experimentation and innovation in

housing, community, and related services.
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MOBILE HOME COMMUNITIES TODAY

FIGURE 77
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FOOTMOTES
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FOOTNOTES
1. The 1374 mobile home inventory figureswere derived by PMiI from

Table 15, “"Location of Mobile Homes: 1272," Sutiect Renort HC(7) - 7
Mobile Homes, 2 publication of the 1272 Lensus ¢f Housing, and from
the annual projected shioment figures from the January issue of The

Monthly Market Letter on 'obile Home Shioments witich is publishec Lty

the Mobile-Modular Housina Dealer Magazine. The to*al number of

mobile homes/state fiqures was derived by multiolying the 1272 cen-
sus figures by .20 to allow for deterioration of older motile omes
betwean Januaryv, 1972, and January, 1974, The 197 detericration
rate was derived from the slightly less than 20 per year deteriora-
tion rate found in the 1970 census figurzss. Assuming static oro-
duction from one decade to the next, the deterioration rate weculd

o

be 3%, but with increasing production, an additional 27 was tackad

(3]

=

on. The incustry claims that about 57 of all mobile homes are usad
as temporary offices, so the annual {Dealer magazinz nrojected)
shipment figuras were multinlied by .25 and were added to the ad-
justed 1972 census figures to get the total mobile home/state
figures.

The projections of the non-park versus nark data were primarily

based on two sources. The first source is a Woodall compilation of

tﬁé“rétéa-park iHventory for 1974, second, upon the request of the

P41, Yoodall's Publishing Cempany extracted from their files, anc
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hand-tabulated a state-by-state and yearly (1279 to 1274) cemrila-
tion of-the number of deleted narks, thea number of deleted spaces,

and the number of parks never listed.

The method that was used by PMHI to compute the park versus non-
park data is as follows: Yoodall's 1974 estimates that there are
24,500 parks (rated and unrated) in the country. They 1list anprox-
imately 13,970 narks (included in this number are new, rebuilt,
not-inspected and rated narks). Their tahulations for PM4I cover
approximately another 4,200 deleted parks and acproximately 700
never listed parks, bringing the total of ‘oodall-accountad parks

to about 17,95.. Therefore, there are an estimated £,179 narks not
accounted for or identified by ‘Yoodall.

In order to compute the number of mobile homes in these £,127 narks,
a paone interview was conducted with Eliot Krane, Associate Pub-
lisher of “oodall's Publishing Companv, who suqgested that an
average size cf 40 mobile homes per nafk should be assigned resulting
in annroximately 244,797 mohile homes in nen-Yoodall-identified

parks in the country. Tnis number, 242 020, was divided by the tn+al
of "unassicned" mobila homes .in the country (2,572,642 units, anp-
roximated to 2,57C,700 for convenience) and the result was a factor
of .097. £ach state's total mobile home'figure, by ‘oodall, was
multiplied by .223. This figure is recerded as the numbder of

mosile heomes on private proparty.

It must he understood that there is an inharent error facteor in all
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the figures utilizad, since the £,102 non-identified {oodall parks
are undoubtedly distributed unevenly ahout the country. ‘llonethe-

less, this error is small, in the ranze of S to 107,

UD Mews, No. 74-256, U.S. Department of Housing and Urilan Develon-

ment, Washington, D.C., Auqust 2, 1974,
CALCULATION OF THE DISTRIBUTIMI BY STATE OF THE (IUMSER CF ALL PARKS.
Referring to Fiqure 80 below, the numbers in the narentheses at the

top of each tabulated column are characterized as follows:

(1) MNo. of units in parks: These data are taken directly from the
calculations performed for itams. 1.2.1 above.

{2) Mo. of units in ‘oodall-rated parks: Thas= data are taken
from tabulations performed by the ‘lcodall Publishing Company and

released as Mobile Home Park and Snace Statistics by State and

Rating Cateqory as Shown in Yoodall's 1974 Mobile Home and Park

Directory Plus Vacancies and Monthly Rentals. The number of units

are determined by subtracting the number of vacancies from the

number of spaces for the listed parks, by state.

(3) o. of units in loodall-deleted parks: These data are estab-
lished from tebulations performed for PMHI by the “Wocdall Publishing
Company and cite parks that were once listed among the rated parks
but have since been dropoed from the listinas because of a change

in the rating standards or a deterioration of the nark.

(4) to. of units in parks "never listed”: These data again core
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from tabulations performed by the Yoodall organization for PMHI
1isting parks that have been identified by ‘oodall's for in-

spections but which were not of sufficient quality to bear rating.

(5) Ho. of units not listed: These data have been established by
the following calculation -- [(1)] - [(2) + (3) + {4)] = (5). Thus,
by subtractinc the sum of columns (2), (3), and (4) from (1Y, colurmn

(5) has been achievad.

(£) Ho. of narks Yocdall-rated: These data are established from the

samz document as is noted for column {2) above.

(7) o. of narks deleted and never-rated: Thess data are estab-
1ished from the same tabulations bv the \'‘codall Publishina Comnany

as are noted above for columns (2) and (4).

(3) do. of narks not listed: These data are estatlishad by takinn
the data listed in eolumn (5) and dividing by a constant amount set
at 40 units/nark. This constant civisor is a figure suagested by

liot Xrane of the !oodall Publishinn Company as an averane size

m

for the unrated parks.

(¢) Total no. of parks: These totals have been established by
adding the data from columms (&}, (7}, and (2). To wit,

[i6) + (7) + (8)1 = ().
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The mobile home park is at a crucial point in its evolution. Should the
park concept pe strengthened or abolished? The nature of the park is
unigue and in many ways progressive (for example, in the perception of
housing as a total service); the park today resembles a suburban sub-
division rather than a campground, and it is more professionally managed
than it has been in the past. On the other hand, the park has not yet
freed itself from the image of its progenitor, the trailer camp, because
of retrograde forces such as zoning reztwictions; it is still developed
and operated as a closed,isolated communi{y, reflecting society's policy
of segregation that ignores the key step in park evolution: ‘that the
mobile home is now another form of legitimate housina, permanently located

on fts site.

While tﬂe'preceding section presented an analysis of the park system at
large, this section will examine the performance of specific functions
of the park system: park design, development and construction, and
operation and management. This analysis will be preceded by a profile
of mobile home residents because an understanding of their needs is
crucial in assessing performance. Finally, this section will e1uc1déte
the restraints on the develepment of the park concept and explore the
potentials for future evolution, illustrating the uniqueness of the park
in comparison with other community types. A strategy for assuring

the continued development of mobile home environments -- whether park
communities or single-family scattered sites -- is essential to the

health of the mobile home industry.



e e e,

B.

ANALYSIS OF THE PRESENT SITUATION
AND EMERGING TRENDS
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1.

Occupant Profiles
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Industry surveys taken at different times in different types of parks
give a changing profile of mobile home occupant groups. The 12970
Census indicates that the primarv, but not exclusive, demand for
mobile homes stems from moderate income aroups: blue-collar workina
families and refirees. The number of families with children is
suprisingly high, given the small size of most units. An accurate
occupant profile is a prerequisite for evaluation of user needs and

park design (see Chapter 2, Park Design and Construction).

Income, ownership, occupation, education, age and family size are
the most important factors affecting park design and performance. In
each of these aspects except education, mobile home occupants differ
significantly from the rest of the population. Their income is much
lower than incomes of families in conventional housinga who are, how-
ever less likely to own their homes. The proportion of blue collar
workers is higher and whipe collar workers lower, than for the
population as a whole. There are more vouna families, which results
in smaller families with mcre children under six and fewer under

eighteen.

Income is the most important difference between families in mobile
homes and those in conventional housing. The income gap affects
expectations and determines the guality of 1ife mobile home occupants

can afford. The industry's greatest success is that it can provide
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home ownership for these lower-income families. without subsidy.

C
Recent trends to increase the size and upgrade the quality of mobile
homes and parks will gradually attract consumers who presently do
c
not consider mobile home 1iving an acceptable housing alternative,
while continuing to meet the needs of the aroup which the industry
now serves, thereby decreasing the gap between mobile home families
C
and conventional housing families.
C
o

M
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INCOME

The income of mobile home families is much lower than the income of

conventionally housed families, particularly those in suburban areas.

In rural areas, this difference is the least pronounced.

Yedian family incomes in 1962 are summarized in Fiaure 1. The median
1969 income o% mobile home families, $€,690, compares to a median of
$9,433 for all families, 311,09b for families in suburban areas, and
$7,980 for families in rural areas. Mobile home families had hiaher

incomes than renters of mobile homes or conventional housing.

Mobiles A1l Families

MEDIAN ___________ $6.690__________ 59,433 ______
Under $5,000 35.9% 20.0%
$5-6,999 17.3% 12.3%
$7-9,999 23.1% 21.7%
$10-14,999 18.0% 26.7%
$15,000 5.7% 19.3%
MEDIAN

Central City N/A $9,150

Suburban N/A 11,090

Rural N/A 7,980

Owner $7,000 $9,700

Renter $5,000 $6,300
Source: 1 (Table A-1); 2; 4(Table A) (See D. Footnotes)

FIGURE 1: FAMILY INCOME IN 1969
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Median family income in new mobile homes is higher, reaching $7,700

for families who own homes less than five years old:

AGE OF MOBILE HOME OWNERS RENTERS
MEDIAN $7,000 ... $5,000__
1 yr 7,500 5,500
2-5 yrs 7,700 5,600
6-10 yrs 6,900 5,200
11-20 yrs 5,000 4,300
21 yrs or more 5,600 3,900
Source: 1 (Table A-1), 1970 Census

FIGURE 2: INCOME OF MOBILE HOME FAMILIES, 1969

Families in mobile homes more than ten years old represented only 25
percent of the mobile home population in 197C. The high rate of sales

from 1970 to 1574 indicates the proportion of older mobile homes could

decrease further.

Earlier income comparisons indicated a smaller gap between mobile home
and conventional housing families than the 1970 Census figures. The
1965-66 HUD/Census survey of 2900 new mobile home occupants found an

income difference of about $800:

New Mobiles A1l Families

1965-66 1967 CPS
MEDIAN $6,620 $7,440
Source: 6, 7

FIGURE 3: INCOME IN 1965-66




[

Park Development and Operation 282

However, this survey was based solely on a sample of recently purchased
mobile homes, whereas the 1966 income of all families included residents
of both new and old housing. The conclusion implied in Figure 3, that
purchasers of new mobjle homes have relatively higher incomes, has some
marketing value but it dees not correctly portray the income level of
all mobile home occupants. Moreover, the more accurate 1970 Census
indicated the income gap between occupants of new mobile homes and the

population as a whole exceeded $1,700.

These income characteristics have significant implications regarding
demand and design standards for mobile homes and parks. On the positive
side, the relatively higher incomes of mobile home owners, compared to
conventional housing renters, indicate that mobile home ownership is

a matter of choice and that fhese families simply prefer it to renting
conventional housing of gererally higher density. Of the population
sample including all renters and all mobile home families in the US,
mobile home families were roughly 15 percent of the total in 1974, and
the proportion was increasing rapidly. A 1965 industry survey of 775
mobile home families indicated almost one-fourth preferred mobiie homes

to conventional home ownership, cost and other factors considered:

Mobile Home 33.8%

Rented Apartment 21.3% 34.09
Rented House 12.7%

Owner House 23.2%

Other 9.0%

Source: Mobile Life Consumer Survey

FIGURE 4: OWNER'S LAST RESIDENCE BEFQRE MOBILE HOME
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The relatively lower incomes of mobjle home families, however,
compared to the population as a whole, indicates cost plays a

dominant role in housing selection. The relatively lower expectations
(as opposed to needs) of lower and moderate-income groups explains to
some degree the relatively lower design standards found in mobile home
parks compared to conventional single-family subdivisions. However,

as will be discussed in Chapter 2, the potential exists for the mobile
home industry, without raising costs significantly, to meet user

needs as well as expectations by improvements in mobile home

community design.
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1.2 OWNERSHIP
c
The desire for privacy and ownership inherent in the "Great American
Dream" to own a single family home is the most important user preference
c affecting mobile home demand. Mobile home families aremore likely to
own their own homes (85 percent) than families in conventional
housing (63 percent).]’2 This characteristic provides a measure of
< stability for mdbi]e home parks that is not found in rental housing.
It refutes the obsolete stereotype characterization of the mobile
home occupant as a transient whose contribution to the community is
< temporary in nature. Over half of the 775 families surveyed by Mobile
Life Magazine in 1965 had not moved in the last five years - another
third had moved only once or twice.
C |
None 54.2%
o s .12
- Three 5.8%
C Four or more 5.9%
Source: 8
FIGURE 5: NUMBER OF MOBILE HOME MOVES DURING THE -PAST
c FIVE YEARS

(\
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Although precise figures are not available, this suggests that mobile
home families move less often than families in rental housing. Community
opposition to mobile home parks based on transience is understandable
only if conventional rental units in the community are restricted for

the same reason.
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1.3 OCCUPATION AND EDUCATION

In mobile home communities, the proportion of blue-collar workers is
higher and white-collar workers lower than in conventional housing.
Farm and service workers are rare. More mobile home families are not
in the labor force (retired, unemployed, students, etc.) than families

in conventional housing (FIGURE 6):

Mobiles A1l Households
Professional/Technical 6.3% 11.3%
Managers/Administators 5.0% . 8.5%
Clerical/Sales 8.4% 12.4%
Craftsmen 18.0% 14.4%
Other Blue Collar 22.6% 16.6%
Farm Workers 2.7% 2.8%
Service/Private Household 6.2% 6.7%
Not_in_Labor Force ___________ 30.8% . 27.3%_____
# Units ' 2,073,944 63,573,042
Source: 1 (Table A-2), 3 (Table 23) - 1970 Census
FIGURE 6: QCCUPATION OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD, 1970

Surveys based on selected samples, such as quality parks (rated 4 or
5 stars) or parks near military installations yield a different occupant
profile. The 1965 Mobile Life Survey of 775 families indicated there
were more military personnel than retirees, and the proportion not in

the labor force was lower than the 1970 Census figures (FIGURE 7).
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Cﬂ,
The Urban Land Institute's 1972 survey of 220 quality mobile home
parks found a much higher percentage of retirees, particularily in
p
- one region. 7 Some of these differences are due to terms used in
each éurvey. However, they confirm the need to clearly define the sample
and to consider the distinctions between parks oriented towards
& different occupant groups.
Professional 15.3%
c Clerical/Sales 10.2%
’ Skilled 25.1%
Farm Workers 1.5%
Laborars 8.7%
MiTitary 12.0%
Retired 8.8%
. Other 18.4%
C »
FIGURE 7: OCCUPATION OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD, 1965
MOBILE LIFE SURVEY, 775 FAMILIES
O
Education levels of mebile home families compare favorably to Tevels
for all households (median about 12 years - FIGURE 8):
€
Mobiles A1l Households
Owners 11.8 Yrs
Renters 12.0 Yrs 12.1 ¥rs
Source: 1 (Table A-3), 3 (Table 11), 1970 Census
FIGURE 8: EDUCATION OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD

MEDIAN NUMBER OF YEARS

g
s
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1.4 AGE

There are more young families in mobile homes but proportionally fewer
senior citizens than in conventional housing. Surprisinglv, more than

one-third are in middle age groups (Age 30 - 54 - see FIGURE 9):

Mobiles AT11 Households
Under 25 18.29 . 7.3%
25-29 15.2% 33.4% 9.54  16.8%
30-34 913 8.9%
35-44 12.79 35.0% 18.6%  46.9%
45-54 13.2% 19.4%
55-64 14.4% 17.0% ]
65 and Over 17.2% 31.6% 19.39  36.3%

Source: 1 (Table A-1) and 3 (Table 1), 1970 Census
FIGURE 9: AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD, 1970

The relatively large number of young families (twice as many as

in conventional housing) differs from the results that most industry
sources have obtained by other surveys. Once again, the sample
selected 1s significant. For example, 70 percent of the qualitv parks
surveved by the Urban Land Institute in 1972 were restricted to

adults only, yielding a2 quite different occupant profile (EIGU?E 100,
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Young Marrieds 9.0% (47% in Highest Region)

Middle Age 27.0%

Elderly 26.0% (45% 4in Highest Region)

Source: 17, Mobile Home Parks,Part Two, An Analysis of
Communities

Urban Land Institute

FIGURE 10¢  AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD, 1972

UL1 SURVEY, 220 QUALITY PARKS

These parks were clearly oriented more towards retirees than young

marrieds, in contrast to parks in the national sample.



o)

Park Development and Operation _2 90

1.5 FAMILY SIZE

Mobile home families are somewhat smaller (median 2.3 persons per
household) than conventional housing families (median 2.7 persons
per household). They have more children under 6, fewer children
under 18. They have more children than families in apartments,
regardless of age group. FIGURE 11 describes comparative family size

and FIZURE 12 the incidence of children in various types of housing.

Mobiles AT Househo]ds
MEDIAN __ 2e3 el 2e7 .
1 20.4% 17.5%
2 36.9% 29.5%
3 19.7% 17.2%
4 13.0% 15.5%
5 5.9% 0.8%
6 2.5% 5.4%
7 or more 1.6% 5.1%

Source: 1 (Table A-1) and 3 (Table 23) and 18 (Table A-1),
1970 Census

FIGURE 11: PERSONS IN HOUSEHOLDS , 1270

The number of mobile home families with children under 18 is about 40
percent of the total, compared to 44 nercent for all households. Al-

most 27 percent have young children (under 6), compared to 21% for all
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househalds. A substantial portion of families with children are
found in rural areas where density is not a restraint, indicating
that the number of children in suburban mobile home parks is proba-
bly Tower than 1970 Census figures suggest. Most industry surveys
confirm a relatively low number of children in parks, but figures
c vary considerably for different samples.
AGE MOBILES ALL HOUSEHOLDS SINGLES  MULTI- =+
FAMILY UNIT
C
Under 18
None 60.2% 55.7% 49.9% 71.7% - 79.8%
1 18.3% 14.6% 15.04 13.2% - 9.7%
- 2 or more 21.5% 29.7% 35.1% 15.1% - 10.5%
Under 6
None 73.3% 79.1% 78.2% 81.8% - 88.3%
1 17.8% 13.2% 13.6%2 12.1% - 7.9%
2 or more 8.9% 7.7% 8.2% 6.1% - 3.8%
© 4 Units 2.1 63.4 44,0 25 4.0
(millions)
** Fiprst column in Multi-family is housing with 5 - 19
units per buiiding,second column 20 units or more per
¢ building.
Source: 2 (Table A-5), 1870 Census
FIGURE 12¢ CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLDS, 1970 Census
<3
At one extreme, the Urban Land Institute survev of predominately
adults-only parks (70 percent) indicated an average of 0.2 children
< per unit, with 0.7 children per unit in the region with the most

(\
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chﬂdr‘en..|7

One land planner, ¢iting numerous surveys, suggests
that one child for every five mobile homes (0.2 children per
unit) is a widely accepted figure, compared to 1.5 children for

19 oM4I's analysis of the ULI

conventional single family homes.
study and 1970 Census fiaures, however, indicate that 0.2 children
per unit is a valid figure only for parks oriented towards adults,
and the median is clearly somewhere between this figure and the US
median, 1.36 children per family in 1970°2
At the other extreme, parks oriented almost exclusively towards
families, such as parks on military 1ﬁsta11at16ns, may have
almost as many children as conventional housing proiects. One
commercial park near a short-term military school in Alabama is

occupied predominately by young officers; almost all have children

and many have two or three.

The number of children per unit is an extreme1y41mportant factor
affecting the design of mobile homes and parks and the impact of
proposed parks on the community (particularily schools). Accurate
census figures for numbers of children per unit for various types
of housing are not avajlable. However, the average number under
18 can be estimated from 1970 Census data. PMHI's analysis of the

census , mobile home surveys, a recent survey of 1700 townhouse

residents and average bedroom count of various housina types suagests
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the approximate "medians" shown in FIGURE 13.

BEDROOMS PER CHILDREN PER
UNIT UNIT
Mobile Homes 2.5 0.7

(20% Double-Wides)
Conventional Singles 3 1.5
Townhouses 3 1.0
Walk-up Apartments 2 0.5

US MEDIAN, 1970 N/A 1.36

Source: 1970 Census and Carl Norcross, Townhouses
and Condominiums, Urban Land Institute,
1973

FIGURE 13: NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER UNIT

More important from the point of view of determining the school
impact of 2 mobile home park is the number of children in various
age groups- Age groups shown in the 1965 Mobile Life Survey are
roughly consistent with 1970 Census data. The survey indicated
that 36 percent of mobile home families had pre-school children,
21 percent had children in kindergarten to grade 6 and 16 percent
had children in grades 7 - 12 (FIGURE 14). Although these indic-
ators of family size are less accurate than desirable. they do
provide an arder af maanityde sstimate nf the numhar nf children

in mobile home parks.
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¢
NUMBER OF PRE-SCHOOL KG-GRADE 6 GRADE 7-12
CHILDREN
¢ 0 63.8% 79.4% 84.2%
1 18.7 11.9% 11.8
2 13.69% 32% 6.0% 18% .14 15%
3 2.8% 2.2% 0.9%
4 or more 1.1% 0.5% 0.0%
¢ -
Source: 8
FIGURE 14: CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLDS, 1965
¢ 775 MOBILE HOME FAMILIES
It is readily apparent that increases in the size of mobile homes
e and number of bedrooms will increase family size and the number
( of children in this form of housing.
&
€
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1.6 ADULT, FAMILY AND STUDENT PARKS
c
Mobile home parks can be grouped into three broad categories,
based on their primary source of occupants:
| Adult Parks
Family Parks
o Student Parks
Adult parks are oriented towards seninr citizens and tend to be
located in warm weather locations. Children.may be excluded entirely,
© or families with children may 1ive in a separate section of the
park. Community facilities play a dominant role in encouraging
aroup activities. Parks oriented towards families with children
© place greater emphasis on economy and tend to have fewer community
facilities than adult parks (a pool and laundry are the most common).
Park locations closer to employment centers are needed for this

group. Parks for students serve a pressing need for low-Cost
housing near education centers, especially for young married "student"

families not on the labor force. The remainder of mobile home parks

=

include parks for temporary use for such groups as construction
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and seasonal workers, but these parks are relatively small in number.

tach of these occupant groups has different priorities, and parks
differ in design and scope to accommodate these differences. User
needs and design features are discussed in Chapter 2, rark Design

and Construction.
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2.

Park Design and Construction
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Analysis of mobile home park design and construction focused on
seven areas of concern:

User Preferences

Factors Affecting Park Location

Park Size/Density/Land Use

Community Facilities

Street and Lot Patterns

Utilities and Services

Construction
In each of these areas, existing mobile home parks and conventional
housing projects were compared by PMHI and trends in park design and
construction identified. While much of this analysis draws on first-
hand experience in the field, priméry sources used include designs
published in industry journals, designs forwarded to PMHI by
professional design firms, Hooda11'§ directeries, and industry

studies of user needs.
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2.1 USER PREFERENCES

o
User preferences affect mobile home demand, mobile home design, oark
location, and park design. The focus of this chapter is on those

c factors that affect mobile home park design. PMHI identified five
broad areas into which these preferences can be grouped:

Privacy

c Landscaoning and Open Space
Community Activity
Variety and Individuality

c Economy
Existing mobile home parks vary considerably in terms of responsiveness
to these user needs. An effective measure of park quality, which

e incorporaﬁes many of the elements that affect the needs identified

‘ above, is the Woodall rating system.

c Woodall's rating system has encouraged park improvements for many
years, as park operators recognize that financial success may be
contingent upon achieving a high-quality rating. Median rentals are

c higher in states with a relatively large prooortion of 4 or 5 star

parks (Figure 15). From the point of view of both owner and user, a
quality park makes sense. In a 1968 survey of parks in California, 19

out of 20 mobile home owners said they prefer their mobile homes to
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apartments or conventional housing.] This indicates that parks in
California have been reasonably successful in living up to Woodall's

standards.

Privacy is stressed in the responses to many industry surveys;
orivacy usually being more important for families on private lots
than for families in parks. Dominant among the responses to PMHI's
Park Survey was a desire for lower densities and larger lots,

which clearly relate to privacy. A 1965 industry survey indicated
that a 1ot of about 5400 square feet was preferred by almost half
of the occupants. PMH! anticipates that the figure would be higher
today due to larger unit sizes now being sold. More extensive
surveys regarding privacy features have been accomplished outside the
mobile home park industry. A recent study of 1700 townhouse |
residents stressed landscaping,cpen space, space around buildings,
and other features that affect orivacy (Figure 16)2. Sixty-three
percent preferred an enclosed patio with fencing on all three sides

as an effective means of achieving privacy.

Landscaping and open space were the two user needs stressed the most
in the responses of townhouse residents. Forty-two percent wanted
more trees, woods, and landscaping; 27% wanted more open space. The
density range of the townhouse projects, 6 to 10 units per acre, was
higher than most mobile home parks, but it is unlikely that the
items mentioned in a similar survey of mobile home families would be
significantly different. These are just the features that are most

often lacking in typical mobile home parks.
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Community activities ére important to townhouse and mobile home

park residents alike. In the townhouse survey,play or recreation

space ranked third on the list of priorities, followed closely by
convenience to shops. The isolated location of many mobile home

parks causes even greater emphasis to be placed on community facilities,

particularly in adult parks.

Variety and individuality are important to most housing residents,
particularly single-family and townhouse residents. The wide

variety of unit accessories and landscaping features with which
owners "decorate" their homes is sufficient evidence of the strong
desire for individuality. Despite the overall sameness of most mobile
nome designs, families are remarkably successful in achieving this
objective. The preference for parking cars off-street, on a lot
beside each home(75%)3, is due in part to convenience but also to

the desire to have a clearly defined space under the control of the

owner,

Economy.remains a major user need and limits the number of improvements
that mobile home occupants are willing to pay for. Features which
residents of conventional housing might find mandatory may greatly
exceed the expectations and income of mobile home residents, or may
not be desired at all. Evaluating the design and performance of

mobile home parks should be accomplished with this in mind.
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THIS PAGE REPRESENTS PAGE 302, WHICH HAD THE

FOLLOWING COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL:

FIGURE 15: MEDIAN RENTALS COMPARED TO PARK QUALITY

Woodall's Directory of Mobile Home Communities, 1971;

Woodall's Mobile Home and Park Directory, 1973,

Woodall Publishing Company, 500 Hyacinth Place, Highland

Place, Highland Park, Illinois 60035,
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THIS PAGE REPRESENTS PAGE 303, WHICH HAD THE

FOLLOWING COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL:

FIGURE 16: OCCUPANT OPINION SURVEY, 1700 RESIDENTS

49 CALIFORNIA/WASHINGTON DC TOWNHOUSE/CONDOMINIUM PROJECTS

Carl Norcross, Townhouses and Condominiums, ULI, 1973.
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2.2 FACTORS AFFECTING PARK LOCATION

There are several complex factors affecting mobile home park loca-
tion. Chance, user needs, community opposition, and site character-
istics play major roles in site selection. These related factors
are affected.by the trend towards suburbanization of America,
particulariy employment centeré, and by the recent counter-trend

towards urbanization instigated by the energy crisis.

Chance was the dominant factor affecting the location of early
trajler camps. and it has only recently decreased in importance.
Trailers were found on empty lots, behind gas stations, on the edge

of town, and in farmer's fields:

"Having discovered the cheapest livina in the US. many of
these gasoline Bedouins settled. down at congenial oases;
they unhitched the tow car. hiked up the trailer on blocks
and called it home."  ("200,N00 Trailers", Fortune, March
1937). -
In short. the first trajler camps were not planned — they just
happened. Traces of these parks linger on today, particularly in
rural areas. During field interviews conducted by PMHI with park

owners, many stated that they had not consulted anyone regarding

i e
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the location of their parks. However, proximity to the

main highway, shooping, residential areas, and flourishing com-
munities were cited as major factors affectine location, so

the sites were not selected entirely by chance. In 1972, a survey
of 220 qua11ty parks (rated 4 or 5 stars) also stressed the element

of chance:

"It apnears that the location of the mobile home parks
within a particular community has been more the result

of chance and the presence or absence of public regulation
than of choice." 4

The haphazard siting of mobile homes and parks resulting from this
lack of planning has contributed substantially to the unfavorable
image of the industry in many areas. Figure 17 summarizes the park

surroundings found in three surveys:

Ok 1ahoma Arizona United States

971 Parks: 1961 1962 220 Parks: 1972
Residential 34%

Single~family 50%

Apartments 245 (1 o7 nore
Commercial 82% 47% 247 W
Industrial 19% 19% "

Flood Plains 21%

Vacant Land 38% "

QOther 33% W

Source: "Oklahoma Mobile Home Park SFrvey, )
Fieser, Max E. "#rizona Mobile HOme Park Survey,’

Arizona State Univ., Oct. 1962
"Mobile Home Parks, Part 2, An Analysis of Com-

munities," LLI 5

Figure 17: PARK SURPOUNDINGS
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Although the quality parks in the 1972 Urban Land Institute survey
were more likely to be in residential areas than the Oklahoma and
Arizona parks surveyed ten years earlier, a relatively high
proportion remained‘ in commercial, industrial and institutional
areas. The Mobile Homé Manufacturers Association has 1oﬁg recog-
nized that improving the location and design of mobile home parks,
in response to user needs, is necessary. MHMA has contributed
significantly to this favorable trend. Planning officials are now
beginning to recognize that mobile home parks are simply another
form of residential land use and families within them have the same
user needs as families in conventional housing. The most important
user needs affecting park location are economy, privacy and proximity
to work.

Land cost has a significant influence on tot§1 inf;;ai ;;sés,

even thouah most parks are located 16 ;ﬁbﬁrban areas or on ihe rufaf
fringe of cities (see Section on Cost/Price Analysis). The Tow cost
of mobile homes, combined with'relatively Tow density, 1imits the
price most users will pay for a developed site. The cost of land
plus site development approaches,-;;»;;ﬁé éases, the

cost of the mobile home itself, and this is rarely tfue 1h conQen-
tional housing. This supply/demand relationship has forced park
developers to seek lower-cost land in areas further from the center
city or in less desirable lecations than conventional housing

projects.

The desire for privacy inherent in the preference for single-

family 1iving also affects park location. Typical new parks have
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densities of 5 to 7 units per acre; older parks maintain up to 10
units per acre. Although these are higher than conventional
single-family densities and are in the same range as townhouses,
they are not high enough for mobile home parks to compete
successfully for high~priced 1and in desirable, suburban

locations.

For working families, proximity to work is a major user need
affecting park location. Privacy and convenience to work are trade-
off values that are typically in opposition. The location of most
parks, in suburban/rural areas, does not create major commuting
problems for blue-collar workers, who are more likely to be

employed in the suburbs than white-collar workers.

Hobile home parks have proportionate1y'more blue-collar workers and
fewer white~-collar workers than the nopulation as a whole, not least
because of the distance of parks #rom the center city [ see Park
Development and Operation: Chapter 1, Nccupant Profiles). As

recent trends towards the suburhbanization of retail trade and

other white-collar emplovment centers procress, this could chanae.
Demand for mobile home parks amona moderate-income white-collar
workers is restrained primarily by park lccation, not necessarilv
hecause tastes differ. Hovwever, suburtanization may net continue
indefinitely. Trends halting the outward arowth of cities are
beninning to emerge as a result of the enercy crisis and increased
availability of mass transit. These trends could accelerate demand for

higher-density housing which is currently not beina produced by many

mobile home manufacturers.
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For retirees, the desire for economy and a nleasant environment ir
wnich fo live are mest imoortant. Proximity to worlk is clearlv nnt
important, although shoppino and other community facilities which
all families need 1imits to some deoree how far from the cenrter
city a retirement-oriented park can be. Resort nmarks in isclated
locations tend to have more community facilities and self-contained

activities than suburban family parks.

The relative importance of user needs affecting park location
was addressed in a 1963 survey of park occupants. The survey
distinguished responses of owners and renters and distinauished

families in parks from those on private lots:

owners Renters
In Parks Private Lot In Parks Private
Lot
Privacy 38% 66% 15% 58%
Economy 30% 47% 18% 15%
Near Work/Shop 36% 33% 72% 42%
Services 26% 11% 22% 9%
Family Ties 13% 24% 9% 23%
Close to Friends 6% 15% 10% 10%
Source: Consumer Survey, Mobile Home Journal, 1963

Figure 18: FACTORS AFFECTING PARK LOCATION

The survey clearly indicates that economy is more important for
owners than renters, particularly for families on rural private

lots. For renters, proximity to work and shopping are most important.
Privacy is stressed by occupants of private lots, as miaht be

expected. Availability of services ranks behind these factors and
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is closely related to convenience to work and shopping. Ties with
family and friends are mentioned but clearly are considered less

important than other factors.

Community opposition to mobile homes, because of their appearance,
occupancy, .and environmental impact is also an important location
factor. Most often, this opposition takes the form of zoning
requlations which exclude mobile homes entirely or restrict them
to parks, often in the least desirable areas (see Volume V, Public
Regulation, Section on Land Use Controls). The availability of land
which can be-zoned for mobile home parks is one of the developer's
primary concerns. Many sites in residential areas which would
otherwise be very desirable are ruled out because of zoning

restraints.

Site characteristics, such as surrdundings, vegetation, community
facilities, topography, availability of utilities, views and
numerous other featuresalso affect park location. Such char-
acteristics are compared by developers to site characteristics

of other mobile home parks in the area in order to determine

the probability of success.

PMHI's Park Survey confirms that concern for user needs, community
opposition, and favorable site features were primary location

factors:
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% of Respond-
ents Mentioning
EFach Factor

High Demand for Park Spaces in Area 53%
Favorable Location (To Shopping/Employment/Transportation) 53%
Attractive Natural Features 37%
Favorable Zoning 35%
Attractive Surroundings ' 28%
Low Land Costs for the Area 20%
Low Construction/Utility Costs 20%
Other 15%

Figure 19:  FACTORS AFFECTING PARK LOCATION

From the point of view of both the user and the developer, user
needs, community opposition, economy .and favorable site character-
istics are primary factors affecting park location. The developer
is also concerned with profit, but a site which does not respond

to user needs will not be as profitable as one which does. Increased
interest in the elements which distingufsh;one site from another
provides evidence that the location of mobile home parks is less a
matter of chance than it once was. This relatively new land-use
form will become an integral element of the entire residential
community in the future. As the design of mobile homes comes closer
to the design of conventional housing, cormunity onnosition will

diminish, increasing the availalility of land.
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MOBILE HOME COMMUNITIES TODAY
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2.3 PARK SIZE, DENSITY, LAND USE

The size of mobile home parks, their density, and land use patterns
are important design parameters that affect the quality of life

they provide. Park sizes have increased rapidly in recent years, and
there has been a gradual decline in density to accommodate increasing
numbers of large single-wide and double-wide mobile homes. Land

uses in most parks are primarily residential, but some large highly-
rated parks provide a wide variety of community facilities as well,
Park size is a major factor in determining the feasibility of develoo-
ment, the amount of funds available for community facilities, and the

sense of "neighborhood" or "place."

The average size of mobile home parks in 1970 was 75 spaces, but new
parks planned or under construction in 1973 averaged almost 175 spaces.
Quality parks rated 4 or 5 stars were almost twice as large (153 spaces
average) as all other rated parks (Fiqure 30). As recently as 1958,
average park size was only 36 spaces,and sizes have increased an
average of 15% per year since that time (Figure 31). The extent of the
increases shown on a regional basis in this figure can be compared to
increases for each state shown in Figure 32. Florida has the largest
parks, in all categories (all parks, qualitv parks, new parks). In
every state, the quality parks are much larger than the other parks
(Figure 33), and new parks tend to be larger than even the quality

parks.
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More important to park developers is the range of park sizes available
within the state and in specific locations, because this provides an
indication of the community facilities competitors can provide at

a comparable rent level. California was selected to illustrate the
distribution of park sizes because it has more "quality” parks than
other states. The sample was limited to "quality" parks under the
assumption that most developers would strive to build parks rated

4 or 5 stars. The sample indicates that park sizes in 1970 ranged from
under 50 spaces to more than 400 spaces (Figure 34). Seventy-five percent
of the parks were between 50 and 200 spaces, and more than one-fifth
had Tess than 75 spaces - the U.S. national average in 1970, Nnly 15%
were larger than 200 spaces. Community facilities for this sample are

discussed in chapter 2.4, .

Larger parks tend to command higher rentals, since they are generally
newer and provide more community facilities. 91 of the parks responding
to PMHI's Park Operator Survey identified rent levels (Figure 35)

which were much higher for larger parks.

Park size was one of the major differences between parks included in

one 1965 survey (Figure 36) and another 1972 survey (Figure 37). The
200 parks in the 1965 survey averaged 117 spaces and contained fewer
community facilities than the 1972 survey of 220 quality parks (averaged
160 spaces). For example, only 15% of the parks surveyed in 1965

had a community building and pool, compared to €1% in the 1972 survey.
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Average density for both samples was about 6 units per acre.

Park density is a second major design parameter that affects park
quality. As density increases, the amount of usable open space is
diminished and must be compensated for by additional privacy

features.

Density trends in mobile home parks are significant. Current densities
are typically around 5 to 7 units per acre, compared to about 10

units per acre for older parks. The demand for larger lots to accommodate
double-wides and larger singles has made many older parks prematurely

obsolete. The trend in industry sales is clearly toward larger units:

RANGE OF UNIT SIZES, 1973 SHIPMENTS

0.1 8, 10, 16" SINGLE-WIDES

58.6 12' SINGLE-WIDES (Decreasing Trend)
21.6 14' SINGLE-WIDES (Increasing Trend)
19.7 EXPANDABLES/DOUBLE~WIDES (Increasing Trend)

Source: MHMA Flash Facts, June, 1974

If this trend continues as brojected, developers and park owners
would benefit by reducing density even further to accommodate large
units on most, if not all future sites. Thié trend may be halted

by increases in land cost, in which case modifying the design of
units to permit more successful medium-density siting in high cost

areas will be required,

Responses from PMHI's Park Survey indicated a desire for larger lots
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and lower densities. A similar pattern is found in conventional

medium-density housing projects. The previously mentioned 1973 survey

of 49 townhouse and condominium projects indicated a clear trend

towards higher quality ratings in lower-density projects. Each of

M

1700 residents was asked to respond to two simple questions. One

was unit-oriented: "Does this project provide good living conditions?"
The other more directly related to the site: "Does this project
provide a good environment?" Answers were averaged to provide a com-
posite rating for the project as a whole (Figure 38). Dissatisfaction
with the site was more common than with the unit, particularly for
lower-cost projects. One high-density project (17 units per acre)
received high ratings because of its relatively small size (52 units),

attractive ooen surroundings (an ocean view and vacant land), and

intensive development ofA;ts surfﬁﬁﬁdfﬁgét'

The average density of mobile home parks studied by PMHI,6 6 units oer

& acre, cannot be compared directly to the top-rated townhouse projects
(which had the same average density). The quantity and quality of
open space in mobile home parks and townhouses differ significantly,

C even at the same densfty. One-story units (mobile homes) cover a much

higher proportion of available land than two-or three-story units

(townhouses). Funds available for sitework, especially landscaoing

and privacy features, were much higher in the townhouse orojects than
in most mobile home parks. For this reason, many mobile home parks

have some of the density-related problems identified in the townhouse
¢ projects which received lower quality ratings.  This is particularly

true in family parks with large numbers of children.

ST c o g e e o
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Density can be related to lot size in more specific terms. The general
range of lot sizes found in single-family housing is shown in Figure
39. Efficient designs which provide 1ittle public open space will

use about 10% of total land érea for streets, walks, and community
space. Inefficient designs, or designs which provide a large amount
of open space and community facilities, use about 30% of land area for
public use and yfe]d smaller lots at the same density. Some designs
fall outside this range at either end. The "typical" low-density
project, single-family or mobile home park, will probably have 20% of
its land area devoted to streets and public land. In such a "typical"
project, a density of 6 units per acre will yield lots averaging just
under 6,000 square feet. Subtracting the area occupied by the unit
itself yields the usable yard area indicated by Figure 40. From this
figure, it is apparent that double-wide units must be sited at about
one unit-per-acre lower density than single-wide units to yield the

same yard area.

Considering lot size in relation to unit size is important, but the
quality of the space that is provided is a more effective measure of
performance. In a typical park, windows of adjacent units féce the
only "yard" - the space between units - and privacy is achievable only
by providing more space or landscaping than most mobile home owners
can afford. The design and cost consequences of reducing density,
within a range of 4 to 8 units per acre, is discussed in the section
on Cost/Price Analysis. Intensive landscaping of the space between
units can make all the difference between a successful and unsuccess-

ful design. In rural areas, additional space can provide privacy at

relatively low cost.
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Expressing density in terms of people rather than houses is a more

)

effective measure for gyé]ygtiqg the impact of proposed

designs. Most density-related design problems, after all, are caused
by and affect people. In terms of house density, the range for most
low and medium density projects is shown in Figure 41. The mobile
home density of about 6 units per acre compares to 3 units per acre
for single=family units, about 8 units per acre for townhouses, and

20 units per acre for walk-up apartments. One relatively simple way
to measure people density is to determine the number of bedrooms in a
project, since family size and bedroom count are closely related.
Figure 42 indicates that mobile homes typically have 12 to 15 bedrooms

per acre, compared to about 9 for single-family units, 24 for town-

houses, and 40 for walk-up apartments. This places the mobile home

-
N

park in a people density-range that is close to conventional single-

family projects, even though "house density" is twice as great.

Expressing "people density” in terms of children per acre provides an

even more striking contrast between mobile homes and conventional

housing. PMHI's estimate of the number of children per unit, based

on 1970 census data and other surveys (in chapter 1.5, Occupant Profiles),
indicates a low of 0.2 children per unit in adult parks and up to, or

slightly above, 1 per unit in family parks .PMHI's estimated average of 0./ per

unit yields a children density of about 4 1/2 per acre, the same as
for conventional singles with twice as many children per unit (Figure
43). This indicates that designing mobile home parks with children in
& mind‘is more important than most designers realize, particularly for

parks outside of the retirement center states of California, Florida,
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and Arizona. From the point of view of environmental impact, parti-
cularly on schools, the children density indicates that some family
parks (as opposed to adult parks) may impact a community as much ]
as a conventional single-family project. Townhouses, on the

other hand, along with apartments, have roughly twice as m&hy”children
per acre. Wherever possible, estimates of the number of children in

existing area parks, similar to the proposed development, should be

made to more effectively determine environmental impact.

Land-use patterns in mobile home parks indicate most are primarily
residential, with community facilities limited to a laundry and
community hall. Large highly-rated parks provide a wide complement of
community facilities. As much as 20% of total land area can be
devoted to non-residential use in quality parks. The function and

scope of these facilities will be examined next.
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THIS PAGE REPRESENTS PAGES 328 - 330, WHICH HAD THE

FOLLOWING COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL:

FIGURE 30: PARK SIZES

FIGURE 31: INCREASE IN PARK SIZE, RATED PARKS

FIGURE 32: AVERAGE PARK SIZE, # SPACES

FIGURE 33: # SPACES, AVERAGE SIZE
775 STAR PARKS COMPARED TO ALL PARKS, 1970

Woodall's Directory of Mobile Home Communities, 1971;

Woodall's Mobile Home and Park Directory,1973, Woodall

Publishing Company, 500 Hyacinth Place, Highland Park,

Illinois 60035.
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THIS SPACE REPRESENTS THE CHART ON PAGE 331, WHICH
CONTAZINED THE FOLLOWING COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL:

FIGURE 34: RANGE OF PARK SIZES, 1970
ALL CALIFORNIA 4/5 STAR PARKS

Woodall's Directory of Mobile Home Communities, 1971
Woodall's Mobile Home and Park Directory, 1973, Woodall
Publishing Company, 500 Hyacinth Place, Illinois 60035.

1TEM BENT: §20-29  §30-30  §$40-59  $60-100
JUNBER OF PARKS 4 26 . 38 . .23
PERCENT OF TOTAL PARKS 4% T S ~ - 1 252
AVERAGE ¢ SPACES 26 53 93 215
SMALLEST PARK, ¢ SPACES 16 6 13 &
LARGEST PARK, # SPACES 50 180 274 940

SOURCE: MIT/HUD SURVEY

FIGURE 35: AVERAGE RENTALS COMPARED TO PARK SIZE, 91 PARKS

Preceding page hlank_




332

THIS PAGE REPRESENTS PAGE 332, WHICH HAD THE FOLLOWING

COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL:

FIGURE 36: PARK PROFILE
200 MOBILE HOME PARKS, 1965

Mobile Home Park Survey, Mobile Home Park Management °°

Magazine, 1965.
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THIS PAGE REPRESENTS PAGE 333, WHICH HAD THE FOLLOWING

COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL:

FIGURE 37: PARK PROFILE: 220 4/5 STAR PARKS, 1972

Weherly, Max, Mobile Home Parks, Part Two: An Analysis of

Communities, Urban Land Institute, 1972.
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THIS PAGE REPRESENTS PAGE 334, WHICH HAD THE FOLLOWING

COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL:

FIGURE 38: DENSITY, PRICE, AND QUALITY RATINGS
49 CALIFORNIZA / WASHINGTON, D.C. TOWNHOUSE PROJECTS

Carl Norcross, Townhouses and Condominiums, Urban Land Institute,

1973.
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DENSITY PUBLIC LAND (STREETS, SIDEWALKS, OPEN SPACE)
UNITS PER ACRE 107% LAND AREA 207 LAND AREA 30% LAND AREA
3 13,070 SF 10T 11,615 SF 10T 10,165 SF LOT
@ 4 9,800 , 8,710 7,620
. 5 7,840 6,970 6,100
6 5,535 5,810 5,080
7 5,600 4,980 4,355
8 4,900 4,355 3,810
) 9 4,355 3,872 3,390
10 3,920 3,485 3,050
e TOTAL PRIVATE
' ' LAND ARE4A, 39,205 SF/ACRE 34,850 SF/ACRE 30,490 SF/ACRE
SOURCE: RANGE OF LAND AREA DEVOTED TQ PUBLIC LAND BASED ON INSPECTION
OF VARIED LOWDENSITY SITEZ PLANS, CONVENTIOMAL HOUSING.
= FIGURE 39: DENSITY AND LOT SIZE
DENSITY TYPICAL LOT  TYPICAL LOT YARD ABEA YARD AREA
UNITS PER ACRE SINGLE-WIDE  DOUBLE-WIDE SINGLE.WIDE  DOUBLE-WIDE
’ 3 116 x 100 155 x 75 10,895 SF 10,415 SF
& 4 87 x 100 116 x 75 7,990 SF 7,510 SF
5 70 x 100 93 x 75 6,250 SF 5,770 SF
6 58 x 100 78 x 75 5,090 SF 4,610 SF
7 50 x 100 66 x 75 4,280 SF 3,780 SF
8 4 x 100 58 x 75 3,635 SF 3,155 SF
9 39 x 100 52 x 75 3,152 SF 2,672 SF
10 35 x 7100 46 x 75 ) 2,765 SF 2,285 SF
€ SOURCE: LOT DEPTHS AND YARD AREAS BASED ON I2'x 60' SINGLE.WIDE UNITS
AND 24 X 50' DOUBLE-WIDE UNITS
FIGURE 40: DENSITY AND LOT DIMENSIONS, YARD AREA
20% PUBLIC LAND

g e
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HOUSE TYPE v TYPICAL  RIGH
SINGIES 1 3 7
MOBILE HOMES 3 6 9
TOWNROUSES 5 8 13
VALK-UP APARDMENTS 15 20 30

SOURCE: DIRECT OBSERVATION OF DESIGNS :
FIGURE 41: "HOUSE DENSITY," UNITS PER ACRE

EOUSE TYPE TYPICAL  BEDROOMS BEDROGMS
DENSITY PER UNIT PER ACRE
SINGLES 3 ou/AC 3 9
SINGLEMIDE MOBILE 6 DU/AC 2 12
DOUBLE.WIDZ MOBILE 5 DU/AC 3 15
TOWNHOUSES 8 DU/AC 3 24
VALX-UP APARTMENTS 20 DU/AC 2 ‘40

SOURCE: BEDRO®IS PER UNIT BASED ON DIRECT OBSERVATION OF 37 WASHINGION AREA
HOUSING PROJECTS FOR SALE, 1973 (14 SINGLES, 15 TOWNHOUSES, 8 APIS).

FIGURE 42: "PEOPLE DENSITY," BEDROOMS PER ACRE

HOUSE TYPE TYPICAL CRILDREN CHILDREN

DENSITY PER UNIT PER ACRE

'SINGLE FAMILY 3 DU/AC 1.5 4.5

MCBIIE HQES 6 DO/AC 0.75 4.8 (FAMILY PARKS)
TOWNHOUSES 8 DU/AC 1.0 8

WALK-UP APARDMENTS 20 DU/AC 0.5 10

SOURCE: CHILDREN PER UNIT FOR TOWNHOUSES BASED ON ULI STUDY, 1700 RESIDENIS.
CHILDREN PER UNIT FOR CTHER HOUSE TYPES ESTIMATED BASED ON BEDROMMS.

FIGURE 43: "“PEOPLE DENSITY," CHILDREN PER ACRE
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2.4 COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Community facilities play an important role in most mobile home parks,

narticularly those located in isolated areas. As social centers, they

provide a focal point for group activities, even if the facilities are

limited to a laundry and a small pool. The lack of outdoor privacy found

G in many parks makes informal encounters more likely, and this contributes
to the small-town atmosphere many families consider an advantage of
mobile home living. The emphasis placed on community facilities varies.

C Retirement-oriented adult narks generally offer more facilities and
higher-quality features than family or student narks. Higher occupant
incomes in some of the retirement parks make a large complement of

< facilities more feasible, but the main factor is probably greater

need for group activity and the higher probortion of time senior

citizens spend at home. In many of the adult parks more features are

G ‘ nrovided than in conventional moderate-income projects of the same size.

A survey of 775 mobile home families in 1965 indicated that almost 60%

preferred a basic park to one with a pool, c1ubhousé, and recreation

facilities, considering costs. Only 30% of these families were willing
to pay $5-10 per month more to have such features.3 This reflects the
e emphasis placed on economy by many young families, but it does not

necessarily mean that such families do not seek group activity.

(\
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Features oriented towards children, such as landscaped play or re-
creation space and privacy features near each unit, would appeal more
to families with children and generally cost less. Very few quality

parks advertise such features in Woodall's directory.

The cost of providing community facilities is discussed below, in the
Section on Cost/Price Analysis. Increasing the number and scope of
community facilities becomes feasible as park size increases, since
costs per space will be Tower. However, for many features, such as land-
scapina and privacy fencing, the cost does not significantly decrease

as the park grows in size.

Woodall's directory does not identify all of the community facilities
nrovided in mobile home parks. Community halls and Taundry facilities
are listed, out other facilities can only be estimated from
advertisements placed by selected parks. PMHI estimated the number
of features provided in the 516 California parks and 55 Arizona

parks rated 4 or 5 stars in 1970 (Figure 44). Almost all of these
parks advertised community halls and a laundry, and 19-25%
advertised a pool. Some large parks advertised golf courses. Other

features advertised were cable television, a beach or a lake, car wash,

restaurants, gym, saunas, and tennis courts. The distribution of community

facilities by park size in California (Fiqure 45) indicated that small
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parks were almost as likely to have pools as were larger ones. Of course,

parks which had low vacancy rates did not need to place advertisements

“in the directory, so these figures are not an accurate count for the

entire sample.

A more 1imited sample of 200 quality-rated parks surveyed by the

Urban Land Institute in 1972 provides a more accurate picture of
community facilities.. 61% of these parks had pools, 22% playgrounds,
16% had a lake or waterfront, 11% a sauna, and 8% a golf course, in
addition to the almost universal laundry and community hall. An
average of 20% of total land area was devoted to community fac11ities.5
Although these figurss are much higher than those shown for the larger
California/Arizona sample, the parks were primarily oriented toward
retirees (70% were adults-only). Family parks would yield lower

figures.

The quality of community facilities provided could not be addressed
during site visits -- such an evaluation was beyond the scope of this

study.

PMHI's analysis indicates the need to identify occupant groups and
park quality/rent objectives early in the design process, as pre-
requisites for éguaécurate evaluation of the need for and scope of |
community facilities. In family parks, in particular, the optimum

community facilities blend may well differ considerably from the norm

for other parks in the area.
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THIS SPACE REPRESENTS THE FOLLOWING COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL:

FIGURE 44: COMMUNITY FACILITIES ADVERTISED, 1970
516 CALIFORNIA 4/5 STAR PARKS, 55 ARIZONA 4/5 STAR PARKS

Woodall's Directory of Mobile Home Communities, 1971

Woodall's Mobile Home and Park Directory, 1973.

PARK SIzZ LAUNIRY COMMUNITY POOLS RLF

¢ SPACIS BUILDING HALL 1 OR MNCRE 3-PAR OR LARGER
Under 50 1007 83% 13% 024
51-75 1007 36% 167 0%
76=100 100% 10072 13% 0%
101-125 1007 98% 187 0%
126-150 1007 1007 24% (024
151-175 1007 1007 267 0%
176200 1007 1007 18% 2%
201-300 1007 1007 147 2%
301-400 1007 1007 32% 137
401 and up 1007 100% 28% 14%
AVERAGE, CALIF 100% 98% 197 1%

FIGURE 45: COMMUNITY FACILITIES ADVERTISED, 1970
COMPARISON BY PARK SIZE, 516 CALIFORNIA 4/5 STAR PARKS
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2.5 STREET AND LOT PATTERNS

.

Street and lot patterns in most mobile home parks are similar to
those in conventional linear single-family subdivisions, except that

e densities are hinher, lots are smaller, and the units differ consider-
ably from conventional housina in appearance and their relationshio to
the site. The function of outdoor space is comnromised hv the indenend-

c ent desian of mobile homes and mobile home sites, as well as the
economic restraints imposed bv shippino dimensions. Cluster site nlans,
"zero-lot-line" desians with windows of onlv one unit facina the side

C vard, and other innovations are beainning to emerae in industrv attempts

to improve site plans.

€ A typical cul-de-sac is shown in Fiqure 46; a design based predom-
inately on cul-de-sacs is shown in Figure 47. BRoth designs illustrate
the relatively narrow but deep lots found in most mobile home parks.
The long and narrow shape of single-wide mobile nhomes has had signifi-
cant impact on park desians. Entrances to such units usually face

the sideyard, rather than the street, although entrances for double-

wides vary more. Turning homes parallel to the street more clearly

o

defines the entrance (Fiéure 43), but it also increases street frontage
and cost. The pattern of relatively deep, narrow lots, perpendicular

or angled to the street, is most common (Fioures 49 to 51).
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The narrow lot reduces the space between units. The average yard
width reported in a survey of 220 quality parks, rated 4 or 5 stars,
was 17 feet between units; the range was 12 to 30 feet average.5
Without landscaping, sideyards this small are hardly usable and
achieving privacy outdoors is virtually impossible. The sideyard
serves as the only outdoor space available to mobile home families;
front and back yards typically do not exist. Designs proposed in
Figures 52 to 56 illustrate several approaches to creating privacy,

particularly in the area of patios.

Landscaping is not the only element available to create privacy
between units in narrow lots. "Zero-lot-line" aporoaches to unit
design create privacy with a blank sidewall on one side of

the unit, or at least a wall with high windows (Figures 57 to 58). In
such designs,vthe space between units "belongs" entirely to one unit
and is much more usable. This design aporoach is now quite common in
California single-family and townhouse units but has not yet been

realized in mobile home designs.

Other design innovations proposed in a recent industry competition

sponsored by a manufacturer of siding were aimed at relating the unit
€ more closely to the site and relieving the monotony of look-alike

units. The desiagns proposed in the competition ao several stens bevand

the state-of-the-art in relating unit designs to each other, to

accessories, and to the site (Figures 59 to £7). Some nroiects which

L
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e

have been built utilizing this approach are successful.

Designs such as these, which focus on improvements in function as

well as appearance of outdoor space , would significantly improve

the image of the industry. Most of those shown could only be built

at higher cost than current mobile home designs. However, the feeling
of enclosure and the inward-lookina effect of existina unit desians can
be overcome without necessarily adding all of the features indicated

in the competition desians.

In addition to a lack of pfivacy, variety, and functional outdoar

spaces, many parks provide marginal parking -space and street widths.
Off-street parking, at least for occupants, is preferred by most mobile
home families. Responses to PMHI's Park Survey indicated that 86%

of occupant cars were parked off-street, as well as 59% of visitors' cars.
Most parks provided 2 car spaces per lot (Figure 62). Clustered

parking, while sometimes more economical, is provided less often for

occupant spaces in new parks.

Within the restraints currently imposed on park designers, the overall
quality of the best new parks is surprisingly high. The independent
design of unit and site remains the major restraint to improved
performance. As the popularity of mobile home subdivisions increases
and more manufacturers produce units that reflect potential site

conditions, this restraint will gradually disappear.
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FIGURE 62:

UNIT DESIGN: SITE PLANNING AS A DETERMINANT
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SITE PLANNING AS A DETERMINANT

UNIT DESIGN

FIGURE 63
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e

"

C .
&
NUMBER OF SPACES OCCUBANTS VISITORS TOTAL SPACES
LESS THAN 1 PER LOT o% 63% 0%
1 PER LOT 10% 267 11%
c 2 PER 10T 64% 7 T
. 3 PER JOT At 257
4 PER LOT b ‘I"" 10%
MORE TRAN & PER LOT - o% oz %
TOTAL 100% 1007 100%
c LOCATION OF SPACES OCCUPANTS VISITORS
OFF~STREET 86% 50%
ON-STREET 14% &
TOTAL 100% 1007%
SURCE:  BMMI/PS, 1973,
FIGURE 68: CAR SPACES, 88 PARKS
G
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2.6 UTILITIES AND SERVICES

Utilities and services generally follow a Tinear pattern comparable

to the linear pattern of streets and lots in most parks. Mains may
parallel streets, as in a conventional subdivision, with service
laterals running to mobile home pads on both sides of the street.
However, the lack of permanent foundations and the 1iaht weiaht of
mobile homes makes it possible to eliminate service laterals entirely

or reduce their length, running smaller "mains" directlv under the
units. Electrical distribution svstems, particularly underoround systems,
do not generally fo11§w the 1inear pattern of units since srimary lines
lead to transformers which usually serve a cluster of several units.
Since utility service connections are towards the rear of most mobile
home pads, running mains under pads or to the rear of the pads may

be more economical than running mains adjacent to streets. The economics
of alternate utility lavout patterns should be carefully considered

once the basic unit layout is determined.

Utilities represent the major cost of mobile home parks (about 40% --
see Cost/Price Analysis). The efficiency of the design has direct
bearing on the scope of desirable amenities that can be provided.
Designs which vary considerably from the average unit component costs
shown in the cost analysis demand a close look. The primary design

objective, from an efficiency point of view, is to minimize the length
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of runs and provide optimum sizino of lines and transformers for each
layout. The efficiency of proposed lavouts can be tested by comparina

solutions in these terms.

Typical parks provide a basic water, sewer, and electrical system,

Gas or oil systems are not provided in all parks, although when these
fuels are available they are usually more economical than all-electric
systems. Underground storm drainage systems are rare -- surface drain-
age systems and roll-edge curls and gutters are more common. Street
1ights provide additional safety and encourage outdoor activities in

quality parks.

Design criteria for mobile homes, sponsored by MHMA and the American
National Standards Institute, standardizes to some degree the location
of service point connections and has suggested compatible locations
for service risers (Figures 69 and 70). Design solutions vary con-
siderably in practice, however. In one park near Washington, units
were custom-made with connections to the rear, where they are somewhat
less conspicuous. Visually, the assortment of exposed utility risers
under and near mobile homes contributes to the sense of disorder in
many parks. Even when connections and transformers are placed to the
rear of each lot, they will still be noticeable if landscaping is
minimal. The most attractive solutions involve a combination of care-
fully-selected location and screening or landscaping. Combining
utility risers and meters with a storage shed (Figure 69) is another
solution. Poorly-located risers are not only unattractive -- they can

compromise the function and privacy of outdoor spaces.
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Trash service is often overlooked in design solutions. Individual
trash pickup is more convenient but is usually more expensive in use.
A carefully located, screened pedestal (Fiqure 69) can add a permanent
element to each lot. Bulk storage containers are more common but

usually Tess attractive.

Despite the importance of efficient engineerina, the ontimum utility/
service solution is one which considers not only the cost hut also

the quality and visual impact of each desian element.
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FIGURE 69: UTILITIES AND SERVICES .
MOTE: DIMENSIONS VARY WITH MOBILE HOME SIZE
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FIGURE 70: UTILITIES AND SERVICES

NOTE: DIMENSIONS VARY WITH MORILE HME SIZE
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2.7 CONSTRUCTION

Construction schedules vary according to park size, location, and firm
capability. Construction innovations in sitework are rare, and designs
are subject to code and zoning requirements and review by building
officials in the same manner as conventional housing projects. Al-
though the mobile homes for a project can typically be produced in a
month or less, a construction period of a year or more may be required

for sitework.

The minimum developﬁent schedule for a 100-unit mobile home park is
one year in length (Figure 71) and allows about half the time for
preliminary planning and design, half for actual construction. MNote
that the schedule only allows 40 days for zoning approvals, which is
very optimistﬁc. Zoning approvals can easily take a year or longer in
some communities, effectively doubling the actual development time
required. Construction periods ranging from three months (75 spaces)
to more than a year were reported to PMHI. Althouah an extremely short
time schedule can adversely affect bids, interest costs and other

carrying charges can be significantly reduced.

The dollar volume represented by most projects attracts smaller con-

struction firms than the conventional housing industry, and this
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affects schedules. The 34 parks providing cost data in the PMHI Park
Survey were actually built in 69 different increments over a period of

several years. Only 30% were built all at once.

Time~-phased overlapping of design and construction can reduce time

and costs, particularly in large projects. Design for long-lead items
such as transformers, custom made for most projects, should be finalized
early. For many projects, however, a two-month period for actual

design is reasonable and the advantage of a single advertise/bid

package may offset the advantages offered by time-phasing.

Construction innovations in paék development are just as rare as in
sitework for conventional housing. Although part of this is due to
restraints imposed by local codes and building officials, the volume
economies inherent in assembly line production have limited application
at the site. Scale economies which do occur result primarily from

purchasing materials in large volumes and reduced mobilization time.

The mobile home industry would benefit from review of code and zoning
restraints, firm capabilities, and design standards to identify areas
where the entire planning/design/construction process could be ex-
pedited. Development of standard design details and specifications is
underway in other industry segments and could be applied to park con-
struction. The lenath of time it takes to develon a mobile home nark,
particularly to obtain zonina approvals, remains one of the primary

restraints to improved cost performance.



lovd Bt T1I800 LUT 001 W4 FINGIHOS IWEL ILVWIXOUAdY 1L FunYId’

U N _ . ’ e . PR R ;
mmw‘_ - _ww.zwmobluo_ :.< AVMON u.\ WLQZNz:,u.mI_ 1HVHO Mo zo.»u:z»mznwu xzqm_ uzo: wa_moﬂ . _ NOISIAIG INIWI0TIAIG QHYY NOILYIDOSSY SNIUNLDVANNY W SIWOH F1S0N ﬁ

i
H

SININIADHIMI 40 IINVIVE

ONIQYHO TUNIS NV ONIJVISONV]

b}
ﬂ..k.ﬂ.l_@i@ :
. o ﬂla,__m-
) PRI =
. .

NOILIDHISHOD OtiAYY

(MINDH} ONIGTHY MI0I8 ONT 101
NDIIINGISNGD HIMIS QRY dliva
€31915 HO LANNDD A 11D} §IVAOUAAY

1oROHudY
Fonal

o aa]
o . HON:
ONIOVHD QVOH HONOYW

LONIAVY)} SNOILD IS - SSOHD 133845 ONY H
ONIOYHD WIOIR' 101 3OYNIVHG WHOLS NOISHI !

HIMIS NNV HIIYM NOISIO
1AINO NOISIANGENS ¥O4 ABYSSIIIN)
NYI¢ 1074 03VINIVYD Wvdiwd
$3W40ud 13315 40 NOISIQ

.

——— e ———— o

|
|
|
|
|
|

:-u—tm.-.u‘_tu 10N} N¥ g 107d TWNIZ IHVdIHJ

' | WIMIS ONW 4 IAVA' JOVNIVHD
! . . rzl. . Y04 1M0dI¥ ONIMIINIOND TAID
H i s _ —0 LONINGZ) WAQHJIAY NYId ANVRINITING
I : R . P
; P : ! _ Hﬁ HY1d IS ABYNIMITING

J1314R03 SUABYDRN0H HOs DSiIAVEE MIND MDJE LONKYI O40(  HION - A3AUAS AHAVYO0402

L

_ AIAHNS ABVONNOB
i3 1412% Ny 004 o082 0¥ ore 02¢ oo OH1 v () o o8 oY

o SAVO HVONIIVI

e bEE

Park Development and Operation
x
x
<
a
L
=
S
I
L
=
jus]
@ ,
=
[
o
-
o)
o
x
o)
[
J
]
]
D
jTE]
o
[42]
L
=
[
J
[
<
=
x
o
T
a
a
<




- g
Park Development and Operation ‘.3,2.5

3.

Park Operation and Management

&

o



Park Development and Operation _EEZ:§~*
¢
3.1 PARK MANAGERS: CHARACTERISTICS
o)
The preceding chapters have dealt with park occupant profiles and park
design and development; following this analysis will be a general per-
Cf formance evaluation of the park operation and management process. Here,
specific characteristics of operators are discussed, leading to some
interesting conclusions.
O
The hypothesis underlying this analysis is that park manager charac-
teristics correlate with certain specific policy and management de-
o cisions. In addition to examining the manager's qualifications for
the demanding work he must perform, an attempt is made to discover
such correlations and to draw a more complete picture of the interrela-
e tionships between such diverse variables as manager education, experience,
background, owner expansion, and various "performance" variables.
& A consistent procedure is followed throughout. First, managers are
split into prototypical groups using various survey and other procedures.
Each of these groups is then studied using crosstabulation techniaues.
& Differences are noted between groups and conclusions are reported at
the end of each group analysis.
e The standard comparison variables used in the crosstabulation studies

include "variety of tenants" and "services.” Each of these variables



[

0

Park Development and Operation 277

is a quantitative measure gleaned entirely from responses to PMHI Park
Survey questions. Since it is impossible to ascribe qualitative “worths"
to various types of services, it becomes clear that simply counting

up the number of services (that is, the large variety that are represen-
ted on the PMHI/PS) is perhaps as valid a comparison criteria as any,
providing one recognizes the inherent constraints-associated with computer
coding and analysis. This reasoning applies to "variety of tenants"

as well.

Services considered include major facilities such as recreational buil-
dings, shopping facilities, and religious services. Included as well
are static, but still important items such as attractive surroundings
and favorable location. One might argue that theﬁe are not "services" -
however, since they contribute to the quality and livability of the
park, it was felt that they must be included. "Variety of tenants"
measures not only social tvpe (retired, young adult, etc.), but also
race distribution and variations in tenant economic status. Thus,
"variety" is a measure of the make-up of the tenants over a wide range

of economic and social variables.

There are some additional potential clarity problems that must be. faced
before starting analysis - first, the "personnel/space ratio." This
quanttty is simply the number of park personnel divided by the park size
in number of spaces. Problems in interpretation arise when one considers
very small parks which, of course, have very large personnel/space ratios.
It is not clear that such a small park is actually run more efficiently

than a larger park with the same number of personnel. In spite of this,
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P U

it is possible to use the ratio as a rough estimate of efficiencv on

larger parks, as well as an indicator of "type" of management.

Second, a quantity called "expansion" is used to separate managers for
comparison. This guantity is a measure of the number of other business
activities with which the park owner is preoccupied, . within the park
system, the mobile home industry, etc. It was felt that owners with
numerous other interests would not be as available to guide overall
park operation, and that managers of such parks would thus not be as

responsive as might be desirable.

Chapter 3.1 finishes with cross-checks on geographic and park size fac-

tors. A final conclusion section is included for increased claritv.

3.1.1 Park Management Diversity

There are a number of management variables to consider when approaching
the question of determining park policy as an approximate function of
manager characteristics. One of the more important of these character-
istics is "manager type." The PMHI/PS found that 56% of the question-
naire respondents answering the type question (question 2) identified
themselves as park managers. However, 40% of these also identified
themselves as owners and managers, while 30% said they were owner and
developer as well as manager. The question one immediately asks is
the difference in management response (i.e. park policv) if any, among

these three groups: manager, manager/owner, and manager/owner/developer.
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Manager

. Statistical analysis of the PHMI/PS showed that a majoritv of manaocers

had on-site residential construction backarounds, followed bv manaaers
with prior experience in mobile home dealerships. Fifty percent of

all managers had 11-15 vears experience operating mobile home parks,
25% had 1€+ vears experience, and the rest fell evenlv into the 0-5
year and 5-10 year brackets. Only 23.5% of park owners who hired full-
time managers had expanded into more than three additional areas. !'then
asked for sugqestions for improvement of their park, a surprisina 23.5%
of m anagers declined to answer, 52.9% suagested manacement chanaes,

while 4172% suggested nhysical park changes.

Over 75% of the managers had nersonnel/space ratios of less than .N2.
Fifty-two point nine percent of the managers offered 2 or mere services.
Most managers (43.38%) operated 51-100 space parks, 18.8%

managed 201-250 space parks, and 25% managed parks in the 1N01-20N space

range.

Manager/QOwner

Manager/owners were evenly spread in backaround, vears of experience,
and variety of tenants. 2s a qroup, they had nenerallv expanded more

than owners hiring full-time managers.

The most freauent improvement suagestions were manaaement chances (AR, 7%),
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physical park changes (66.7%), and "hetter mobile home desian" (25%),
Manager/owner parks tended to be small; 90% were under 150 spaces.
60% under 120. Over half of them had personnel/space ratios of less

than .02, Eighty-three point thr=e percent of manager/owner narks

C
offered 0-2 services which is fewer than those offered by manacer-run
parks.
-
Manager/Owner/Developer
C .
The backgrounds of this group were parallel to manacer-onlv backarounds,
with a majority namina "on-site residential constructinn". Thev tended
to have 0-10 years of park manacement experience (f1.6%), with 3n.8%
C
havina managed 16 or more vears.
Expansion was most pronounced in this group (6%.4%). Fifty nercent had
¢ expanded into more than one area. Manager/owner/develoners offered
the most varied suagestions for improvement- management channes (63.9%),
physical park changes (33.4%), and better mobile home desian (25%).
C

Manager/owner/develoners offered few park services; 72.2% offered 2 or

fewer. This aroup, compared to the two previous had the fewest average

number of spaces, with at least 61.3% operating parks with less than

50 spaces and 63.8% with personnel/space ratios of less than .015.

P
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Variations in Policy

Comparing the three above categories, it is possible to draw some inter-
esting conclusions. It was found that respondents who identified them-
selves as " manager" or "manager/owner/developer" had mostly con-
struction backarounds, while manager/owners had more diverse back-
grounds. Managers tended to have more managerial experience than

manager/owner/developers, while manager/owners had the least experience.

Manager/owner/developers showed the hiahest dearee of expansion. This
is probably due to their construction backgrounds and develonment
experience. Thouah both managers and manager/ owner/developers
récommended "management changes" as the most freauent succestion for -
improvement, manager/owners chose “phvsical park change" with this
same frequency (see Fiqure 72). There was little variation amona the
categories regarding personne]/spate ratios, although manacer/owners
seemed to operate with higher ratios than the other groups. Parks
operated by full-time managers offered the most services - again, not

a significantly greater number.

3.1.2 Manager Backaround

One of the first steps that must be taken in an examination of the nmark
manager is a detailed look at his background. The manager's nrior
experience might be a rrime factor in his response to a civen mananement

difficultv. "Rackground", however, is a difficult concept to ouantifv.
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True personal details can neither be elicited or computerized, making it
impossible to create a total manager background profile. However, the
PMHI/PS includes verbal-type auestions on prior occupation, and the
responses to these questions can be coded and submitted to statistical
tests. Manager response to a given situation could still depend some-
what on prior occupation, in spite of the fact that such information

is far from being a complete psychological profile.

Standard Industrial Classification Determined Trends

There are still certain mechanistic problems which had to be solved
before actual statistical "background" tests could be made. A classifi-
cation system had to be used in order to establish accurate statistical
weights for given industrial occupations, and the system had to be
applied to standardize the listed previous occupations. For this par-
ticular app]icaficn, SIC (Standard Industrial Classification) guide-
lines were used, since they represent (1) an official classifying sys-

tem, and (2) a well-documented 1ist of occupation categories.

Using 1972 Economic Census data, weights for each industry qrouping were
established, enabling PMHI to assemble Figure 7., The table 1ists ex-
pected and observed percentages of specific SIC occupational groups.

The "expected” percentages consist of the percentage, determined from
Census data, of each group that one might expect to find in a random

sample of the population.
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SIC MAJOR DIVISIONS | 0’WivigeRs | RANDOM SAPLE
A. Agriculture 5.5 4.2
C. Construction 21.1 4.4
D. Manufacturing 6.4 25.1
E. Transportation 2.8 5.8
|F. G. Wholesale and
Retail Trade 19.3 20.6
H. Finance - 11.9 5.1
I. Services 22.0 , 16.3
J. Public Administration 1.8 17.6
B. K. Other 9.2 0.9
Source: computed by a PMHI Task Force using expected ampioyment per-

centages from the Statistical Abstract, 1973

Note: An overall Chi Square of the data showed overwhelming
significance (p <.01). Tests of independent proportions
showed that three categories were significant to the :01
level. Finance required a one-tail test to achieve sig-
nificance to the .05 level.

FIGURE

oy
(&Y

OBSERVED VS. EXPECTED PARK MANAGER OCCUPATIONAL CATE-
USING NDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION
MAJOR DIVISIONS
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A study of Figure 74 reveals major discrepancies between exnected and
observed percentages in Construction and Manufacturina, and to a lesser
extent in Finance and Public Administration. A Chi Sauare of the data
shows, as one might expect, overwhelmina significance (r «.01). Indi-
“ vidual tests of significance (independent proportions) of the four
above-mentioned occupational groups also show significance to the 1%

level,except the finance group, which required a one-tail test to

achieve significance of (p«<.05).

It is easy to understand why a significantly larae number of manaaers
are coming from Finance and especially from Construction. Fullv 54% of
our respondents were both manaacer or owner ancd develooer of their nark.

Since developing a park recuires a construction hackaround and some

2

knowledge of the financing involved, the sionificance is not surprisina,

The lack of managers from Manufacturing and Public Administration is a

somewhat involved ouestjon, to which there are a number of possible

answers. For example, a public administration job can be thought of as

a secure position, while a manufacturing job is often based on some

< acquired skill or trade. People in these occupations might have 1ittle
incentive to accommodate the risk and possible financial difficulties
involved in such a change in lifestvle. In fact, the 1ikelihood of such

€ a person even hearing about mobile home nark management is rather remote.

Thouah the PMHI Park Survey data show sianificant movement from Construc-

@

ticn and Finance into mobile home park management, the rinid SIC clas-
sification nrecludes anv meaninaful examination of other more suktle

trends, such as movements from similar industries.
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Other Classifications

A crosstab of the PMHI/PS background auestion vs. census region yields
essentially the same results as a separate examination of background with
a significant number of surveyed park operators comina from the SIC major
group Construction. Since the question shows movement from simifér
industries, there is a large preponderance of "went straiaght into park
operation” responses. The large percentage of “other" responses can he
explained by noting that this catengory encompasses the majority of the
SIC major groups, and thus condenses several rows of Fiqure 72 into one.
Ignoring these two large groups, the largest response was "on-site
residentidl construction”, followed by "mobile home dealer". The only
major regional variation from this expected pattern is the tlest Pacific
region, where "housing manufacturing" ranks after "on-site residential
construction," rather than "dealer". A more complete analysis of regional

effects in general is done in item 3.1.5.

A crosstab of background vs. number of mobile home pa}k spaces showed
1ittle significant deviation from the orevious breakdown of "backaround'-
with “on-site residential construction" and "dealer" the twe maior
responses. In the 51-100 space and 151-200 space parks, "dealer” was a
more frequent response than "on-site residential construction", however,
this fact only demonstrates that dealer backaround respondents' parks

do not tend to be small family operations. Mne may assume ‘that many of
the respondents with "dealer® backgrounds are still dealers and it is

in their interest to seek more park spaces in which to nlace their homes.
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Background also seems to have some effect on the degree of expansion (see
Figure 75). Based on the percent of owners not expanded vs. percent expand-
ed, those responding "dealer" to the background guestion had higher levels
of expansion than any other group, an understandable figure in the light
of possible dealer integratioh into park management. Second was the
"construction” group, whose members are able to branch out because of

their experience in the type of work reocuired for starting new parks.

Variations in Policy

It is clear from analysis of the PMHI/PS data how "backaround" affects
other variables on the PMHI/PS. Mith additional substantiation of the sort
used in the previous section;, one can begin to build a profile of mobile
home park management simply by looking at operator variables. For example,
managers operating a park with an expanded owner may differ sianificantly

from other managers in their response to management problems.

In order to form a clearer picture of the influence of backaround on park
management, a crosstab was run of background vs. manaaer resoonse to
problems. An interesting connection was found regardina the "sugaestions
for improvement" variable. Fifty-five noint six percent of all “on-site
residential construction" respondents checked "physical park change" as
one of their suggestions for improvement. ..hen one compares this to the
small 15.4% of the “dealer" respondents in this category, manager back-

ground is clearly a determining factor (see Figure 76).
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0Of all respondents the most freauent choice of suagestions was “man-
’agement change", with 51.5% of all respondents, followed bv 34.1% check-
ing "physical park change" and a disturbing 28.8% indicating "no sua-
gestions". This last is unsettling because failure to demonstrate anv need
for improvement is a form of complacency which may endanger the ability
of the park to meet changing requirements of tenants and/or new mohile
homes. The "dealer" figure (53.8% compared to 20-30% "no improvement"
figures for all other backgrounds) is a possible indication that owners

with other business interests do not operate flexible parks.

An additional crosstab of background vs. "variety of tenants" was run
with 1ittle significance. Suffice it to say that “dealer”respondents
seemed to have somewhat more of a variety of tenants, but this figure

is fairly tentative..

Several interesting hypotheses have been partially substantiated in

item 3.1.2 - a statistically significant number of park oneratnrs came
from "Construction" backgrounds. Operators with "dealer” backgrounds

tend to manage parks for owners who are expanded into other areas, to

own larger parks, and to offer fewer suggestions for improvement. "On-
site.residentia] construction" respondents, however, lean toward recommen-
ding physical park changes when asked about park improvement. Most
operators said that management change would improve their park, while

fewest recommended "better mobile home design." A full 28.8% recommen-

ded no improvement.
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3.1.3 Management Experience and Training

One of the most obvious manager characteristics that must be ex-
plored is an operator's degree of training or experience. Though
years of experience may be a negative factor, in that the manage-
ment might tend to resist new trends toward better park facilities
or services, it still may be fair to say that a more exnerfenced

manager would do a better job.

Education/Years Exnerience

The spread of the experience variable taken from the PMHI/PS guestion

on training/experience was interesting; only 2.4% of the respondents

who answered the question said they had had any formal training. Thirty-
one percent had over 16 years of experience, 19.5% had 11-15 vears,

and the remaining respondents fell fairly evenly into the 0-5 vear and

6-10 year brackets.

In an attempt to determine whether degree of experience would lessen
the personnel/space ratio , a crosstab was run, and was sliahtly
surprising. One could reason that a more experienced manaaer would
require less help, and the personnel/space ratic would decrease as
experience increased. However, 24.4% of the respondents had ratins
greater than .05, of these 40% had from 0-5 years experience, 10% had

6-10 years and 40% had more than 1n vears of experience. This is
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probably due to the large number of so-callad “ma-pa" park operations
with comparatively few spaces and 2 or more park personnel thus raising
the ratio . The data are too sketchy to indicate any major trend, but
it would seem that the newer managers are working with slightly

higher personnel/space ratios.

Variations in Policy

In order to determine more closely the effect of mananer axnerience,
crosstabs were run against several aguantitative variables. A crosstab
of experience vs. services offered shows that 97% of the newest
managers (0-5 vears experience) offered one or more services, while
77.8% of the 6-10 vears group, and 69.2% of the 16+ years aroup

offered one or more services (see Fiagure 77).

These percentages, however, are misleading; looking at two or more
services (i.e. one service is grouped with 0), the figures read 70%,
55%, and 53.9%, respectively. A trend toward more facilities and/or
services seems to be appearing among the newer managers, which indicates

that an upgrading process is taking place in the park system.

This trend could appear in the "suggestions for improvement" crosstab;
however, the "suggestions"” variable is a more subtle one, indicating
flexibility more than static services. Significant variations in this
variable could easliy be found in any experience bracket - for instance,

a manager might see his park being outstripped by another newer facility,




394

Park Development and Operation

16

= SNOLLVAYASHO ONISSIN 435 ¥IaxaN

6ZENT"D- = 1 SIS
SELYETD- = ¢4y
LS¥T*0 = FONVIIJINGIS ¥SIII*0- = D VI S: PIgIvIN
99€1°C = 3DNWIIJINOIS 9BSI1°0~ = 6 AV S VIVIVIN
€9855°0 = INIIDI44392 ADNIINILNDD
LILE" D = A Seuddvi)
089570 3INEILAINGIS  WI033uwd 43 S33wDIT 92 HIIM 99845781 © HuvndS 149
0°001 v-2 2°6 1041 892 (N 10 1101
1y 1 EYRP)
LolE SHYIA +31
€1 03y
s 61 SUVIA g1-11
8 03°€
i 90 1 9 ! 1
1 00 1§ o 1 1
0°zz 1 00 I 0 1 1 SYvIA 01-9
5 1o 1 o 12 1€ (I 1oz 1 03°2
1-------- I----mmm R R =i R el b
1 00 I 6°% 1 €4 U 6% L 6°% 1 %z 1
I 00 1 0°cs [ 6°2% 1 2701 & 2°BV ) €°%t 1
¥z 1 00 1 0°07 1 0706 1 0°0Z { 0°0Z 1 0°01 & 1¥3dX3 SWv3A §-9
o1 1 o 12 1ot e e 11 1 001
I et REEEEEEE e aiead LD B e EESIRE &
t 0°0 1 00 ) 0°0 I 00 ¥ %z I 00 I .
i 00 I 99 1 90 3§ 0°0 I 16 & 00 I
2z 1 p0 ) 00 1 0°0 1 0°0 1 0°00t 1 0% I INTIDIHIS avd
1 (I 12 1o 10 1o 1 0 1 0J°e-
R Bt 1---—- el Lo Lt Rt e T EOEE R WAdSHA
100°8 100" % 100°€ 1ca-z 103°1 109 1 134 104
W10t 1 134 2
noY 1 124 A2
1 ang)d
AY3s

40 1 J9vd

9 0 9 8 ¢ B & 8 00 S 9 ¢ O 6 & 00

6S 19vd yL/92/00

Auas
4 0 N0l

ERIS RL NIRRT b]

AY
Lty I1navissSouyd

SNHYd WOWE viva

¥L-9-i}

(yL/92780 = 31v3 NOILVIHD)

6 0 8 6 6 % 0 0 0 % 8 0 6 6 6 66 0 6 S S PSS OO0 L LS L0 LGN E PO EEEDE OO
0343420 S3IIIAYIS

SNEVd QOJOVANVH I SHVIA HWAJSYA
LI I L A D R RO B B 2 B I O
SHYvd LR

SGVLISSOYD ONV HiS1d Jd3ud

PMHI/DS

Source

CROSSTABULATION OF YEARS OF PARK MANAGEMENT EXPERIENCE

BY SERVICES OFFERED

77:

FIGURE

%)




C\

Park Development and Operation = 3 9s

and thus tend to offer more "suggestions" than another manager. However,
the result would still tend to indicate flexibility regardless of any

individual situational peculiarity.

The suggestions crosstab offers few surprises; as one might expect,
managers with over 10 years of experience offered the fewest suggestions,
with the under 10 year group offering from 30-40% more. This might occur
simply because of the time factors invoived - an "old hand" at park man-

agement, if he stayed at the same park, would tend to gradually incor-

porate most, if not all of the features he thought desirable (see Figure 78).

The one trend which shows up among the suggestions is a 50% checking of

“physical park changes" by managers with 0-5 years of experience. Though

"most other respondents syggested “management changes; 57.1% of all re-

spondents checking both "management" and "physical” were in the 0-5 vear

experience bracket.

In order to determine the rental policy of aroupns of managers with vary-
ing experience, a crosstab against "variety of tenants" was run. This
variable is, as was mentioned previously, a measure of the number of dif-
ferent types of tenants staying in the park. As had been expected, the
more experienced operators had managed a wider range of tenants. The
newer operators had a slightly larger-than-expected variety, but the

trend is not significant enough to be given much credence.

It was thought that if a manager belonged to a state mobile home associ-

ation, another aspect covered by the PMHI/PS, he would be 1ikely to have
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a better-run park. To test this assumption, crosstahs were run anainst
all major variables, with inspecific results. Those respondents who
said that they belonged.to a state mobile home association had 'slightly
higher personnel/space ratios, slightly more services, slightlv more
variety of tenants, and a few more suggestions for improvement. However,
none of these crosstabs was significant enough to substantiate a strong
statement. The-ffustration arises because of the statistical difficulty
in lumpéng these four variables together (and thus increasing the
significance) - the true interrelationships between them are not
sufficiently well-defined. The only statement which can be made is

that a member of a state mobile home association seems to differ

from a non-member.

In summary, less experienced (i.e., newer) managers vork with hiaher
personnel/space ratios, have parks with considerably more services, and
offer the most suggestions for improvement. More experienced manaaers
tend to offer fewer services and suagestions, a majority indicating

"management change" as a crucial improvement factor.

3.1.4 - Cwner Expansion: Operational Effects

One might theorize that owner business expansion would tend to make
park management less responsive to problems and varving situations. In
this section an attempt is made to uncover such a trend, if in fact it

exists.
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Crosstabs were run of dearee of owner expansion vs. nersonnel/spnace
ratios, services offered, and variety of tenants. As owner exnansion
increased several trends became evident although some were so slight
as to be almost meaningless. The most definite trend was a reduction
in the personnel/space ratio, which may merelv reflect increasing park
size. As expansion increases, a small decrease can be noted in the
number of services offered. An extremely slight trend toward more
variety of tenants as expansion increases is evident, however it is

so slight that the apparent trend lacks much credibility.

Park owner expansion does not affect park operation to the dearee
that one might expect. Evidently, owners with other interests do not
let their parks decay, but still take considerable care to insure
proper service to their tenants. The one definite trend, that of a
decrease in service as expansion increases, is 1) not a serious out-
standing trend, and 2) does not compare unfavorablv with an averaae

of out PMHI/PS respondents.

3.1.5 Geographic/Park Size Factors

In order to provide a cross-check on regional and park size variations,
crosstabs and statistical analyses were performed on regional and park
size variables. It was found that considerable lessening of the per-
sonnel/space ratio correlated strongly with increase in park size. This
is understandable; the smaller parks have large personnel/space ratios,

but as park size increases, the number of personnel stays fairly con-
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stant, and the ratio dwindles. Apparently, two to three personnel are
handling parks varying in size from 1 to 150 spaces. It is an interest-
ing question whether regular park service deteriorates as the park size
increases; however, the data were insufficient to answer this cuestion

in the detajl it deserves,

A definite trend is in evidence concerning the sﬁgndard_“service" vari=-
able which has been used in the previous discussions/analyses - parks
with more spaces tended to offer more services. This lends credence

to an earlier implied correlation between these two variables (item
3.1.1). Despite a slight upward trend in variety of tenants and
suggestions for improvement as park size increases, there does not seem

to be any definite correlation present.

Regional variations were sliaght and could not have contributed sinnif-
jcantly to a specific trend. There was an insianificantlv areater
percent of lower personnel/snace ratios amona narks in the “est South
Central region, and an eaquallvy sliaht trend towards fewer services

among parks in the Yest North Central region.

Variety of tenants was generally uniform (except for a slight dip in the

South Atlantic reqion), as were suggestions for imorovemént from all

regions. From this sample it seems that the significant variations in

reqion do not cause significant variations in manager variables.
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3.1.6 Summary: Significant Trends

It was found that there are interesting correlations between fairly
diverse manager and park operation variables. In spite of a lack of
trends in 3.1.4 {(Owner Expansion), it is possible to predict, with
some degree of accuracy, a manager's policies and park facilities sim-
ply by examining type, background, experience, and other fairly un-

related variables.

Full-time professional park managers (as opposed to manager/owners, etc.)

tended to operate larger parks. They seemed more unwilling to offer
suggestions for improvement, indicating satisfaction with present ser-
vices. The services offered in their parks were, in fact, more numer-
ous than those of other manager types. These managers also operated with
smaller personnel/space ratios, although they were generally more ex-

perienced than other groups.

Manager/owners and manager/owner/developers seemed mere willing to

of fer improvement suggestions.- They seemed to run smaller parks, with
less variety of tenants. Most managers favored "management changes"

as the most important improvement to the park system; only manager/own-
er/developers and manager/owners offered "better mobile home design”

as a frequent suggestion.

The PMHI/PS found that a statistically significant proportion of mo-

bile home park managers had SIC Construction backgrounds. SIC groups
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Manufacturing and Public Administration were represented by a significant-
ly small number of managers, while significantly more than expected

came from Finance.

Variations in background had a not inconsiderable effect on mobile home
park management policy. It was found that managers with '"mobile home
dealer" backgrounds differed from the majority of "on-site residential
construction" operators. '"Dealer" respondents recommended "management
changes" as the most important suggestions for park improvement, while
"on-site residential construction" managers suggested, not surprisingly,

"physical park change."

"Dealer" respondents had much more business expaﬁsion Fhan other opera-
tor/owners - they also offered "no improvement" with far greater fre-
quency thanother groups. This would indicate that expanded owners have
less flexible parks, but we have seen that expansion {s not such a key
variable. Evidentiy, mobile home dealers tend to run less flexible parks;
“type" of expansion is more significant than "amount." A more cuali-
tative study of this question could possibly throw additional light

on the subject.

Experience was also a major factor in park policy - more experienced
managers had larger personnel/space ratios (this directly contradicts
inferences one might make from the manager type vs. experience crosstab,
pointing out the danger of such extrapolation). ‘Newer managers seemed
to be working with higher personnel/space ratios than one would expect,

judging from a general linear downward trend as experience decreases.
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Less experienced managers operated parks with more service facilities,

o
and offered more suggestions for improvement than did the more exper-
ienced operators. "Physical park change" was this group's most freaquent

o suggestion, as opposed to "management change" from the more experienced

- managers. Varijety of tenants, linearly decreasing as experience decreased,
increased surprisingly with the newer managers.

c
Members of state mobile home associations (versus non-members) came out
differently in every category. These differences were not significant
statistically, but it is clear that a proper meld of the management vari-

© aB]es might approach significance.

General owner expansion does not significantly affect park operation

© variables. .It does, however, have an inverse relationship with number
of services. A more qualitative study of such expansion is needed,

. as evidenced by "dealer" background managers' responses.
Cross-check analyses were performed on regioral and park size variables
in order to verify the significance of other two-variable responses.

C It was found that considerable lessening of the personnel/space ratio

correlates with increase in park size. Services also increase in

number as park size increases. All other size and regional variations

)

were small enough to be ignored, though a slight upward trend in vari-

ety of tenants can be seen, naturally, as park size increases.
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3.2 MOBILE HOME PARK OPERATION AND MANAGEMENT
3.2.1 Introduction

The evolution of mobile home parks from transient trailer camps to
stable, planned communities has had a dramatic effect on the changing
role of the park manager. The levels of expertise and insight that the
park manager currently brings to his position vary widely. The pro-
fessional manager, usually employed to run one of the many new, large
parks, has frequently had prior relevant experience and is able to impart
insight into the operation of these parks. fn cﬁntrast to the pro;
fessional manager is the continued presence of the husband and wife
ownership teams, with little relevant experience, who develop or
purchase their parks and then operate them without the assistance of
hired professional managers. Though many of the newer, larger parks are
managed by professionals with delegated authority from absentee owners,
many of these parks and other smaller ones, both new and old, are

run by owner-managers. Thus, the park owner who also functions as care-
taker, troubleshooter, and accountant continues to be a major partici-

pant in the park system.

The purpose of this item (3.2.) is to characterize the manager's role

in the operation of the typical park and his relationship to the park's
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owner(s), its residents, and the community-at-large. To provide
further insight into this characterization beyond the results of the
PMHI Park Survey (which were discussed in some detail in item 3.1), a
number of Titerature sources, from the extensive coliection of documents
assembled by PMHI, were drawn upon for comparabie and informative

findings.

3.2.2 General Description of the Managerial Types

The Three Principal Roles of the Park Manager

Park managers are most freguently employed in one of three roles, de-

pending primarily on the park's size and type.

a. The owner-manager, who directs a park that may be small or
large with varying services, and who does so basically to

establish a 1ivelihood;

b. The professional manager, hired by an owner who may be
absent; the manager's responsibility is to run the park
according to regulations -- set by himself or the owner --

.and to achieve a reasonable profit;

c. The professional manager employed by a cooperative or con-
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owner(s), its residents, and the community-at-large. To provide

further insight into this characterization beyond the results of the
PMHI Park Survey {(which were discussed in some detail in item 3.1), a
number of literature sources, from the extensive collection of documents
assembled by PMHI, were drawn upon for comparabie and informative

findings.

3.2.2 General Description of the Managerial Types

The Three Principal Roles of the Park Manager

Park managers are most frequently employed in one of three roles, de-

pending primarily on the park's size and type.

a. The owner-manager, who directs a park that may be small or
large with varying services, and who does so basically to

establish a livelihood;

b. The professional manager, hired by an owner who may be
absent; the manager's responsibility is to run the park
according to regulations -- set by himself or the owner --

and to achieve a reasonable profit;

c. The professional manager employed by a cooperative or con-
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dominium mobile home community; in this instance, the

2

manager is most often responsible to a community assoc-

ijation which establishes the regulations for the park.

Currently the owner-manager and the professional manager hired by an
absentee owner are both frequent forms of management. In the PMHI
Park Survey 43% of the respondents identified themselves as
owner-managers and another 15% as professional managers. The fact
that 40% of all the respondents jdentified themselves solely as
owners suggests that most, if not all, of these owners emnloy
managers. (Apparently the owners of these parks answered the survey
questionnaire; the questionnaire did not ask the owners if they
employed a manager.) Thus, the PMHI éurvey shows that the occurreﬁce
of thé hired professiona1'manager and the owner-manager are c]ése o
to equal. The number of professional managers in the park system
who work in cooperative or condominium-based communities is small,
primarily because of the rare occurrence of mobile home parks

under such ownership.

The Professional Manager

&

Professional managers can be split into two grouns according to their
origin: those who are relatively experienced in the operation of parks,
and for whom such work is their 1ife occupation; and those who are

residents of the park they manage and have taken on the managerial

s
i

role as a part or full-time occupation. It is probable that in

most instances this latter type of professional manager has no prior

>
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experience in or direct exposure to park management and operation.
This differentiation between these two types of professional manager
suggests a difference in the degree of commitment exhibited by

each: the first type is presumably committed to the park system in

general, whereas the ‘Tatter is more Tikely to be interested only in the

park in which he lives and works. A difference in remuneration
also exists: the first receives a salary and living accomodations énd
the second usually receives a rent-free site on which he has placed

his own mobile home.

The type of professional manager is dependent on the size of the

park and the amount of work the position requires. In a larger park,
many of which have been developed during the last decade, a profes-
sional manager is expected to aave priof experience in park operafion,
or at least some other relevant work experience. This manager will
direct the park on a full-time basis and may have a staff of one or
more full or part-time peonle to assist him. The complex-operation of
a large park and the responsibilities that the position entails will
be more rigorous than for the 1ivefin occasional manager. The
professional manager may offer a reasonably complete direction for
the large park, including such tasks as financial management, regula-
tion setting, and tenant selection. The amount of direction reaquired
and mafntained will, of course, depend on whether the owner is present
and takes an active role in park operation. Alternately, the so-called

occasional manager is 1ikely to be employed in narks that are smaller

and more often older. This manager will also probably be responsible
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for a park in which less extensive services are present, thus demanding
less df his time.A Whethef the managers of these smaller parks, who are
often employed on a less formal basis than the managers of the larger
parks, have the same level of authority and the responsibilities for
setting regulations and financial policy is not clear. It would appear
that these managers of the smaller parks would not, in fact, have the
same amount of responsibility over the direction of a park as would

the professional manager hired from outside.

The manager's role as either a professional hired from outside

of the park he operates or as an occasional manager hired from

within the park will most likely have an effect on the re-

lationship between the manager and the residents of the park. A study
of smaller adult parks in Ca]ifbrnia found that, in many cases, park
managers had lived in mobile home parks for some time before deciding

to look for a manager's job.] Some of these people had slowly worked
into a manager's or assistant manager's position within their own
communities. The result among such managers, working in parks in which
they had previously lived solely as occupants, was that the relations
between them and the other tenants were generally quite cordial and
harmonious. The relationship between park occupants and the profession-
al manager hired from outside of the immediate park is likely to be

more formalized and distant at the outset, although this does not pre-

clude the development of a comfortable manager-occupant relationship.
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Lastly, the characterizations of managers vary greatly according

¢ to park size, so that such descriptions rendered above should be
taken only as generalizations. Further research is necessary to
o offer more definitive characterizations of professional park
| managers.
C
The Park Owner-Manager
The owner-manager differs from the professional manager perhaps pri-
< marily in that the professional manager must necessarily institute
policy that will be acceptable to the owner, whereas tnhe owner-m&nager
has no such intermediate. The owner-ranager will often exercise more
© exhaustive enforcement of the rules and regulations under which the
park is operated. That such owner-managers are most frequently found
in parks of less than 100 spaces means that both prospective and pre-
c sent tenants may be subject to more rigorous screening and closer
scrutiny thah would be the case in a larger park, particularly
one operated by a professional manager.

Flexibility is another advantage which accrues to the operator who

owns his park. Unlike traditional apartments or housing developments,

mobile home parks can adjust to changes in tastes, layout and
demand for unit size. Shifts in product styles and resident incomes

can be accommodated by unit turnover. The ability to forsee changes
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and direct necessary adjustments aives the park owner/operator the
flexibility to adapt to demands from dealers and homeowners while

remaining profitab'le.2

The Manager Working for the Absentee Owner

The professional manager who works for an absentee owner is necessar-
ily responsible to the park owner for operating the park and insuring
a decent return on the owner's investment. The owner must clearly
delineate the responsibilities that he wishes the manager to perform.
Frequently theé absentee owner will provide the resident manager with
a reasonable amount of autonomy, allowing him to set his own
regulations and admit tenants of his own choosing. The operafion of
the park, with regard to its financial status, will be

worked out by the owner Qith the assistance and consultation of the
professional manager. Of course most owners seek to emplov nrofessional
managers who will insure a smooth-running, nrofit-makina, virtuallv
trouble-free operation. The owner naturally wishes +o be kepnt well

. . . 2
informed of what issues have arisen and how “hev are handled,

The Role of the Manaaer Workina for Collective lLard M™wnershins

The functicn of the park manaaer 1is essentially the same in condominium

and cooperative mobile home communities. Here, though, the park cperator
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has the additional task of implementing policies for a governing

board which represents the residents. It is interesting to note that
some mobile home owners are wary of condominium and cooperative situa-~
tions, fearing lack of control by the management over resales, main-
tenance, and use of communal facilities.Some elderly park residents worry
that upkeep of land and property taxes would be prohibitive in any-

thing other than a rental arrangement.4

3.2.3 Manageria] Roles

Scope of Responsibilities

A general list of management activities within a mobile home park would

typically include:

Screening of applicants and eviction of disruptive tenants

Insuring that tenants comply with regulations, and in the case
of manager/owners, the formulation of those rules.

Informing residents of ordinances and of their own responsibil-
ities

Insuring that the park is kept in good repair and is clean, estab-
lishing rents and fees '

Yard and common area maintenance

Functioning as an intermediary between owner and residents (in the
case of absentee ownership)

Supervision of recreational and social activities
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Purchase of products necessary for construction in and upkeep
of the park, as well as products to be sold to tenmants and the
pub'h’c°s

Interacting with dealers concerning the sale of mobile homes for
placement within the park.

Acting as a mediator between the mobile home communitv and the
outside community, responding to possible community opposition.

Crosstabs of major problem in park operation by park size and age, show-
ed that tenant problems were problems of greater magnitude for the larger
parks (Figure 79). It was also shown that the newest parks are most likely

to rate tenant related problems nhigh on the list of major park operation

problems (Figure 80).

!

In addition to the tasks listed above, the park manager may also be
responsible for directing and approving the resale of mobile homes with-
in the community. Removal policies vary with the size of the park, but
generally managers have concrete strategies for the up-dating and up-
grading of mobile home units. Often with the departure of the owner of
the unit, the manager will sell the mobile home on the used market, or
scrap it and replace it with a new unit for sale to the next tenant on
the space. The commission on the new unit may be calculated to cover any
loss that might be sustained to the old um’t.6 Such phase-out activities
are considered an important management task and essential in maintaining
the appearance of the park. An Urban Land Institute survey found that
83% of their manager respondents controlled the type, appearance, and
essential physical features of their mobile home parks. Only 2% placed

no restrictions at a11.7
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THIS PAGE REPRESENTS THE FOLLING MATERIAL WHICH WAS ILLEGIBLE:

FIGURE 80: Crosstabulation of Major Problem:Tenants by
Year Park Started

Source: PMHI/PS
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Managerial Assistants

In conducting the community's recreational program, the manager mav re-
quire an assistant: for instance, often a social director elected by the
residents is employed to aid in the collection of money for trips,
entertainment and other outside activities and to assist in organizing
park programs. Usually family parks, which are by nature more home-
oriented than community oriented, may need less supervised recreational
provisions than retirement parks. In the former case, play facilities

for the children are considered an important recreational asset.

Resident associations,.especially popular in service-oriented parks,

are formed to organize daily events and large-scale recreational

activities.

Information dissemination within the park is usually accomplished via
a bulletin board and a newspaper. The latter covers upcoming recrea-
tional events, specific park business, general mobile home news, and per-

sonal items such as birthdays, anniversaries, visits and tr'ips.8

3.2.4 Relationship of Managers to Residents

Tenant Selection

Historically the number of mobile homes has far exceeded the number of
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available park sites, and spaces for newly purchased units have been at
a premium. As a result, park managers excercise considerable control
over resident mobile home owners. Thus managers usually have little
difficulty in finding replacements for tenants whom they consider unsuit-
able. In the PMHI Park Survey, it was found that 47% of the respondents
had no vacant spaces and 41% had a waiting list of prospective tenants.
Parks oriented towards retired groups are more likely to have waiting
1ists, indicating that spaces in many of these parks are in high

demand (Figure 81). This is also substantiated by a crosstab showing
highest space vacancy rates among "non-retired" parks (see Figure 82).
The politics of scarcity can give park managers almost total discretion
over prospective tenants. Determining what characterizes a "suitable"

tenant is largely a matter of preference.

The importance of mobile homes as a potential source of 10W-cost
housing is without question, as is the shortage of adequate shelter
for families of less than average incomes. But it seems that this
option has yet to be tapped to a significant dogree: although racial
minorities often fall into the below-average income category, less
than 2% of the national mobile home owner population is Black and
Span'ish-speak'ing.9 Of the park managers responding to the PMHI Park
Survey, 18% reported having, or having had, black tenants. Further
research is necessary to determine whether alleged discriminatory tenant
screening practices on the part of park owners and/or manaaers or
various social, financial, or geographical factors affecting the

minority population contribute to the under-utilization of mobile

homes as a source of low-cost housing.

N — P
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THIS PAGE REPRESENTS THE FOLLOWING MATERIAL WHICH WAS ILLEGIBLE:

FIGURE 8l: Crosstabulation of Residents-Retired by Waiting
List For Tenants

Source: PMHI/PS



......

417

Park Development and Operation

THIS PAGE REPRESENTS THE FOLLOWING MATERIAL WHICH WAS ILLEGIBLE:

FIGURE 82: Crosstabulation of Space Vacancy Rate 72 by
Residents-Retired

Source: PMHI/PS
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Rules and Requlations

The problems of park managers vary with the type of nark thev onerate
(slosed, adult, family, resort), the kind of home owners with whom thev
must deal, and, since 2oning and taxation laws are bv no means nation-
ally consistent, the state and county in which the park is located.

Most operators and owners have responded to this set of issues bv
structuring a detailed list of rules designed to regulate the oneration

of the park, to please investors, and to insure a minimum of friction with
the surrounding community. The professional manager must balance several

vested and sometimes conflicting interests.

The rules and requlations of mobile home parks are usually determined by
two factors: 1) the desires of the actual or potehtial park occunants as
perceived by the manager, and 2) the desires of the communitv st larce as
itméiﬁres§é§_them or as perceived by the park owner or manacer. Those
requ1ation§ which are estahlished in response to the wishes of the nark
residents themselves are leaitimate ones; it is reasonahle to exnect that,
since these rules most likelv reflect the wishes of the maioritv, few
individuals would feel constrained bv them. For examnle, the occupants of

a park composed primarily of elderlv residents mianht orefer not to have

children in the nark.

But the validity of those restrictions impased bv the wishes of the
community at large may he called into auestion, esneciallv when these

rules are instituted not because of the desires of the residents hut solelv
A".

e . . ‘y
because of orevailing pressure from tre surrounding community,

prime example of this tvpe of regulation would be those nrohibitions
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against children and low-income groups which are a direct result of local
zoning procedures. In many parts of the country, it is difficult for
developers to obtain favorable zoning without an implicit or explicit
guarantee that the park witl prohibit children (te save the localitv
additional educational costs) or low-income groups (to preserve the

“good appearance" of the community). A similar situation also exists in
traditional housing in terms of half- or full-acre lot zoning which
assures that low-income groups are excluded by high pricing. If such
zoning practices reflect the fiscal consensus of the community, the

blame 1ies with the local government which institutes such practices,

not the park owners and managers who must implement them. If this vicious
circle is to be broken, fiscal zoning policies must be re-examined and

the problems of mobile home taxation dealt with (see Taxation, Volume V).

In a sense, such rules can be traced to the transition period of park
development. As trai1er campd evolved into mobile home parks, the need
arose for a new image of parks as stable, ordered communities of res-
ponsible citizens. Owners and operators extended their authority to include
not only the physical setting and maintenance of the site, but also the

behavdoral and social interactions of the residents.

In one extreme example, a park in California has a "declaration of restric-
tion" covering the care of the lot and the placement of property such as

N In

boats, trailers, television antennas, clotheslines, and plants.
another unusual case, a New Jersey park even makes suagestions as to the
proper moral conduct of the r‘esidents..|2 Although rules and requlations
are established in most parks, they are, of course, not carried to the

extremes of the above-mentioned examples.
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Once admitted to a park, a mobile home owner may find that he is a "tenant
at will." Lacking a legal agreement such as a lease which could be used
as leverage in negotiating with the management, the mobile home owner

may be threatened with eviction by the oberator of the park for non-

compliance with the rules of the park..|3

Nbrma11y, the park maﬁager is responsible for purchasing in large auantities
products for maintenance and imorovement of the park, as well as those
nroducts which are necessarv for construction or enlaraement of the site.
tfany operators also conduct extra businesses to “serve tenants and the
public," such as small stores, restaurants, motels, acas stations, and

repair shops for mobile homes. Though the availahilitv of such aoods or
services is usually a matter of convenience for nark residents, there are
alleged instances where the influence exerted by the management to purchase
these aoods or services are imposed on the residents with some pressuré.14

However, PMHI has found no evidence to support these claims.

Tenants who wish to sell their homes encounter another set of difficulties,

Because of'the limited market for used mobile homes most mobile homes are
left in place after re-sale. In the re-sale process, the home owner is at

a distinct disadvantage. When the unit is sold to the park owner/operator,
there may be a considerable difference between the appraised value and

the purchase offer.15
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In most situations a resident who moves from a park cannot transfer the
right to his space in the park. He either sells his unit to the

park management, or if a private sale is made, the new buyer

is forced to tow the unit out of the park and try to find a new location.
In extreme cases, when the new owner is allowed to occupy the same site
a fee may be charged by the management for connecting the utilities,

even when those utilities have not been disconnected.16

It is not unusual for park operators to require prior approval of the
sale to a new homeowner, and to ask for character references, credit
checks, and application for owner/operators when resdle fees are charged.
Generally taken as a commission for the sale of the unit, the re-sale
fee is payed by the new owner in exchange for the quarantee of the avail-

ability of a space. This commission can be levied regardless of whether

or not the professional brokerage function is performed by the managier'.]7

In Massachusetts, the Salem Superior Court has struck down this type of
fee as a violation of the Consumer Protection Act, stating that re-sale

fees constituted "unfair and deceptive trade pract‘ices.”]8

3.2.5 Relationship of Park Management to Mobile Home Dealers

The professional park manager must sustain business relationships not
only with his employer and the residents of his park, but also with his
colleagues in other parks and in other sectors of the mobile home indust-
ry. Of this latter set of relationships, interaction with mobile home

dealers is perhaps the most important.
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Mobile home dealers usually make the initial contact with prospective
park occupants. The impression which an individual dealer makes on the
buying public has a direct effect on the success of neighboring park
operations. An Owens-Corning survey has provided a number of interesting
facts about people who have boughf their homes from dealers in the in-

dustry.]9

The vast majority of respondents in that survey chose their dealers by
driving around, usually visiting from two to three dealerships. The

higher income and younger shoppers ténded to investigate a larger number

of dealerships. The survey also found that the low cost of mobile homes was
the most appealing factor to the younger groups of buyers, and to those

who eventually pruchased units which cost less than $4000. Buyers of

higher priced homes usually cited "good construction”as the reason for

their unit choice.

The mobile home dealer's influence on the relationship between managers
and residents can extend beyond the chuice of a unit and the first en-
trance of new home owners into the park. Park selection and initial unit
maintenance are two categories of responsibility for which dealers as
well as park managers and home owners are liable. Often a dealer may
lease sites in a mobile home park, so that a sale may be facilitated by
the existence of a readily-available site on which to locate the new
unit. Where park spaces are at a premium, and dealers selling homes are
pientiful, such dealers will often pay a park manager a fee in order to

secure a site. In some cases it is impossible for a dealer to make a
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sale without this kind of arrangement. Aware that park space is limited,
most new homeowners are willing to comply with the dealer's settlement.
The dealer thus may have a great influence over his customers' choice

of parks.20

If maintenance problems occur shortly after a new unit is in nlace, they
are often handled by the dea]er, though 1t is the park manager who

must act as an intermediary in facilitating dealer service. Improper
plumbing and heating are among the most frequently-cited difficulties.

The level of customer satisfaction with the dealer and the unit is

largely dependent on how well these two problems are handled. The park
manager's relationship with the dealer can also be affected by the consis-

tency with which such problems occur and are reso]ved.21

It is interesting to note that a substantial number of park operator-
respondents in the PMHI Park Survey cited increased dealer co-operation
as one of the most positive changes that could be made in the industry.
Though in some instances dealers are accused of getting an unfair per-
centage of profits, many suggestions have been made for creative dealer
co-operation. Some managers wanted to foster interaction between deailers
and state officials, so thqt more enlightened mobile home legislation
could be passed. Many felt that park rules and regulations should be
structured only after dealers are consulted. Still others felt that
Tocal boards of mobile home dealers should be set up to act in an ad-

visory capacity to "amateur" park developers.
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3.2.6 Relationship of Park Management to the Community-At-Large

The completion of a mobile home park is not necessarily the end of op-
position from the surrounding residential communities. Motivated by

fears of rising school costs, lost property tax revenue, threatened as-
sessments on contiguous property, and municipal service overload, cit-~

izens in the community-at-large will need to have many quéstions answer-

‘ed. Much of the public relations responsibility is delegated to the

park manager, who may find that alliances with local businesses and the

local Chamber of Commerce are his most successful source of support.

Invifing Tocal residents to participate in open house tours and other
events scheduled in the mobile home park is also a means of allavina doubts
about the physical image of the park. Encouragement of

interaction between nark and community necnle is also imnortant in
es*ahlishing nositive nublic relations hetwsen mobhile home dunllers

”
and their conventionallv-hoased neinhbors.‘B

el
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3.3 REAL VERSUS IDEAL SITUATION

3.3.1 Manager and Owner: Problems

If the manager is not the owner of the park, he as an emplovee is re-
sponsible for efficiently running the park as well as insuring a decent
return on the owner's investment. The owner, however, must clearly de-
lineate those responsibilities he delegates to his manager. If not,

conflict may result.

The question of'sufficient salary may become a source of frictfon. Park
managers are sometimes given a mobile home to live in as part of their
salary. Other times they must have their own unit, but are offered free
rent. As might be supposed, the size of the park influences

the type of remuneration given the park manager -- laraer parks

appear to require more skills and time because of the increased complex-

ities of such operations.

Attendant functions may increase over time and the manager may need to
hire additional personnel., Assistants are often needed to alleviate

the manager s work 1oad by dea11nq with the manv details of park

24
operat1on A yard man or a c1ean -up man may a]so be needed.”

If the manager feels that it is necessary to hire additional

employees and there are sufficient financial resources to allow it
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he still needs authority from the owner to do so.

The increasing number of mobile home parks being developed and oper-
ated by multiple-park ownership companies is bringing a sophistication to
park management which previou§1y may not have been present. In_fﬁe

past, when owners managed small, independént ;arks (e.g., often as hus-
band and wife teams), such park managements were freauentlv noted for
their warmth and understanding. This may also be true for professional
managers of large-scale parks. Yet, the possibility exists that these
managers, be they independents or part of a multiple-park ownership cor-
poration, can become too impersonal and too detached in their super-
vision of the everyday routines of such a community. Because these
managers have a primarily professional interest in the park,

being a fair and rational individual in handling complaints and

problems may not be enough to nurture the mobile home community.

For example, one survey observed that those mobile home parks

which were owned and operated by individuals living in or near the

parks were better kept and more attractive than those parks owned

25
by firms or individuals dwelling outside the park.

3.3.2 Manager and Tenants: Problems

The manager, in his relations with park tenants,often has extraordinary
control over the behaviors and actions of the residents. This control
begins with the application for park admission and continues throughout
their relationship until the resident sells his mobile home and leaves

the park.
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Because ordinances restricting the placement of mobile homes on in-
dividual lots exist in many Tocales throughout the United States, consid-
erable pressure'may be placed on mobile home parks to accommodate the
mobile home units. The presence of parks is restricted in different
regions of the country; this is especially true of the'northeastern
United States and specifically the state of Massachusetts.
(he survey has noted that waiting lists for prospective tenants have
averaged over four years in duration.26 Park managers can afford
to select their prospective residents carefully. If a couple applying
for admittance does not appear suitable, then there is little difficulty
in finding other residents. The use or practice of establishing entrance

fees arose with new tenants paying the manager a sum of money to encourage

him to approve their application. Currently many park manaaers can
demand high fees because of the scarcity of park space in many areas

.of the nation.

There appears to be a 1imited representation of minorities within the
mobile home popu]ation.z7 This is not necessarily the result of personal
prejudice on the part of the park owner or manager; alleged instances

of discrimination against minorities, if indeed they do exist, may

stem from pressure exerted by the park residents.28 However, the

absence of minorities from mobile home parks may not be due solely to
discrimination. Liviné in mobile home parks may not be a part of the
1ife-style or-aspirations of these individuals, or existing parks may

be located in areas which do not meet the regionalized demands initiated
by these minorities. Where parks may be useful in meeting the demand of

these minorities (e.g., in metropolitan areas), any number of restrictions

external to the parks themselves also exist. As Drury states:
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“If more minority groups and hard-core poor are to be housed
in this lower-cost housing, drastic changes will have to be
brought about in both marketing and park controls which have
traditionally worked to restrict them."29
Both the subject of discrimination and that of housing lower-income
groups in mobile homes require further study. Results of surveys
showing what types of individuals are choosing to live in the new park

developments wotld add greater depth and meaning to the assessment of

the demand for mobile housing.

Park regulations and rules can be restrictive, offering little

protection for the tenants. The following are some extreme examples

“that have been reported: the possibility of eviction for having a

unit that is considered too old to remain in the park;30 the requirement

of uniformity in awnings, skirting, etc; additional charges for
overnight guests and for children to reside in the park; the obligation
to use the same fuels as those already hooked up to the park, i.e.,

gas or oil; even the requirement that residents use the manager's
choice of concessionaires (e.q., milk deljveries). To comnound the
vagaries of such regulations, the park tenant, once having gained
admission to the park, may find that he has no lease and is thus

a "tenant at w1“|1.“31 These examples of park regulations are not the
norm, but rather the exception. Although PMHI has no evidence to
support the frequently-voiced need for development of greater consumer

protection through landlord-tenant laws, it is imperative that the
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residents' complaints, which are presently widely publicized and
thus are tarnishing the mobile home industry's reputation, be
investigated. (Perhaps this could best be accomplished by the
Mobile Home Manufacturers Association.) If the complaints are
validated the situation should be rectified. Mowever, if there

is no indicative evidence this fact should be voiced.

3.3.3 Managers and Dealers: Problems

The basic concern of the manager with the community-at-large appears
to be that of dealerships and concessions. Park owners and managers
may also act as dealers, thereby broadening their responsibilities

to include the screening of applicants, as well as to supplement their
incomes. Initially, this practice appears harm1éss excent when

a developer acting as dealer requires that the prospective tenant
purchase his home from himself, often at a higher cost.32 These
developers justify their actions by the desire to control the kind

of mobile home which is to be brought into the park, i.e., to

maintain a uniformity in appearance, model and age. Other explanations
are the need for "insuring the economic feasibility” of the mobile
home development project, as well as overcoming local opposition by
controlling park~appearance.33

In summary, there are a number of potential conflicts which may
prevent a manager from playing an "ideal" role and from forming an
"ideal" manager-tenant relationship. This, however, is not a situation
that occurs only in the mobile home park, uut is true of any form of

rental housing as we11.
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One of the primary recommendations of the PMHI study is that mobile homes
be treated like conventional housing with regard to consumer financing,
taxation,  and land use controls. Mobile homes have become another
legitimate form of permanent housing and should not be excluded from

residential neighborhoods and restricted to mobile home parks.

If, however, the widely practiced restriction of mobile homes to parks
cannot be swiftly abolished, the mobile home industry could and should
turn this restriction to its own advantage. The prevalent confinement
of the industry's product, and hence its consumers, to the mobile home
park need not be a 1iability in industry development. If it is used
creatively, the park concept can be an asset in the development of
mobile housing communities. In many respects, the mobile home park is
still a "legal vacuum', not subject to many regulations governing
traditional residential developments. Because the park can thus escape
the restrictive nature or redundancy of many of the conservative
controls operating within the traditional housing industry, innovations
in housing design and park operation can be achieved more easily and
with better cost performance than is possible in conventional ncusing
development. An analogy is the "Made in Germany" !abeling requirement
which was imposed upon German industry by the Allies after World War I
in order to inflict the stigma of inferior products. The Germans,
however, succeeded in achieving the opposite: they built the "Made

in Germany" into a recognized trademark of excellence. Similarly,

the mobile home park concept can tactically be used as a protective

legal umbrella for innovation; the industry can exploit the "legal
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vacuum" and turn the negative image of the mobile home park into an

image of excellence in serving housing needs.

Daring innovation must be accompanied by formulation of rigorous develop-
ment and construction standards in order to insure excellent design,
sound construction, and efficient land use. The absence of standards.
has contributed to the poor public image of parks, the bias against them,
and their consequent relegation to non-residential land, side by side
with factories and junkyards. A set of park development standards (ANSI)
A119.3) has been formulated, but the-'scope of ANSI A119.3 is not wide
enough to accomedate innovation ¢t the order suggested above. Further-
more, as of Junz 1976, ANSI 'A119.3 has been officially adopted by

fewer than ten states, although other states do use it as a acuideline.

The further development and adoption of such standards and the introduc-

tion of conventional mortgage financing and real property taxation will
upgrade park development and increase community acceptance of parks

-- an essential step toward the "trademark of excellence" concept.

If both innovation and development of standards are pursued, there is
no reason why the mobile home park industry could not become a market
leader, in the vanguard of the development of creative, user-responsive
housing. The advantages to the industry of a radical change in direc-
tion are great: public opinion of mobile homes would improve and the

market for mobile homes would expand enormously.

An analysis of emerging trends in park development is a good starting
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point for a discussion of development potentials. The present trend
is toward larger parks, developed with larger amounts of capital than
older parks and operated by professional managers. New parks attract
larger families because they are built at a lower density and accomo-
date larger units such as double-wides. Due to rising land costs,
developers have to look for more remote park locations in order to
maintain these low densities at affordable rentals. Large profes-
sionally-run parks will have a wide range of community services which
fulfill Tuxury wants that often far exceed essential community needs.
These new high-quality parks are attracting higher income groups to
mobile home living. Another attraction of new parks is the improvement

in site design to insure greater privacy at higher densities.

Trends toward development of parks with low densities, rural locations
and luxury services may be productive at present, but they do not
indicate where the greatest potential for growth lies. The future
demand will be for low-cost high-density housing in close-in locations,
due to rising land and transportation costs. Trends toward larae
heavily-capitalized parks with desjgn innovations for high-density
siting, efficient planning and a complete range of community services
will best respond to this demand. The following pages describe some of
the key ideas that we suggest for future park development -- ideas that

are all based on the general notion of exploiting a "legal vacuum".

1. A Range of Living Environments.

If the industry is to significantly expand its market to include more
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of the general population, it must offer a wide range of livina en-
vironments instead of the limited range it offers today. A variety of
environments means variety in park locations, housing sizes, housing

types and community types.

i

In addition to low-density suburban-rural parks, there should be high-
density urban parks. The monolithic character of parks should be re-
lieved by a variety of housing types. Mixes of single-family, clustered
and stacked housing in various densities would encourage the development
of a balanced community of young and 01d, with small and large families.
Such mixes are usually difficult if not impossible to achieve under con-
ventional zoning but could be possible by tactically using the park

concept as a legal vehicle, i.e., by exploiting the "legal vacuum".

Thus mobile homes can not only perform many of the functions of con-

ventional housing, but they can perform different creative functions

within the park concept. A fully developed model of a future park

might be comparable to a small town in density, size and self-sufficiency,

with the advantages of rapid prefabrication and low cost. In rapidly

C growing cities where mobile homes play an important role in éxpansion,
parks should not be merely a housing adjunct to that expansion, but

the actual organizational basis for new communities.

2. High-density Urban/Suburban Parks.

)

Mobile home parks with higher densities will be able to compete with
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conventional housing such as town houses and walk-up apartments for
higher-priced desirable residential land. But if parks are to become
an important element in urban housing, their present sprawling suburban
character must be radically altered. The potentials for clustering

and stacking (see the section on "Tha Product Today and Tomorrow in
Volume I) demand that the mobile home no longer be considered as a : .
separate single family house but as a building component capable of
achieving many different architectural configurations. Consequently, a
close coordination between unit and site design will be needed to insure
privacy as the individual Tot shrinks in size and importance and the
park assumes a tight urban form. Steps have been made towards this
type of coordination with zero-lot line and cluster site plans (see

pp. 80-95.)

3. Utilities and Services.

A greater emphasis is being placed on efficient planning of utility and
road systems, but as yet there are no innovations which would reduce the
excessively long site development and construction phase, and erase the
dichotomy between tradifiona1 on-site construction and off-site unit
prefabrication. What is needed,at least as an option, is a system for
site preparation that is the logical counterpart to mobile home pro-
duction. The mobile home is advanced, low-cost and flexible, while the
infrastructure on which it rests is conventional, expensive, permanent

and inflexible.
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Site drainage and road systems as presently installed require a permanent
alteration of the landscape by conventional methods. Innovation is con-
ceivable, however, in the utilities system. The various services =
water, sewer, electrical, telephone, gas, steam heat, etc. -could be
combined in large prefabricated pipes which would be laid out above
ground, topped by pedestrian walkways. Trenching and refilling for each
individual service would be eliminated, thereby reducing onsite costs
and disturbance to the landscape. Once initja] grading and roadwork

are completed, the prefabricated components for a complete utility grid
would be transported to the site and set in place, followed by the
placement of the mobile homes. If rising land values and exorbitant taxes
were to dictate the removal of the mobile home park, the utility grid's

components could be disassemble and transported along with the mobile

homes to a new location. The land could then revert to other uses.

4, Enerqgy.

The self-contained nature of the mobile home park would make apnronriate
the development of a total energy system as part of the prefabricated
utility system. Such systems are now used by institutions with larae
physical plants and by some small communities in order to increase
efficiency through the recycling of waste heat. The park would also be
an ideal testing ground for solar energy and other alternative sources

which are especially suitable for powering a small community.



@

Park Development and Operation » 537

5. The Total-Service Community

The mobile home park has the potential to be largely self-sufficient

in social services. The mobile home industry has already developed a
tradition of "housing as a total service", especially in serving the
special needs of retirees. When a person buys a mobile home, he or she
is often buying a package for 1iving, including space in a park complete
with basic utilities, amenities and a 1ifestyle. At present, the concent
of total service is expanding only in the luxury market, where the mobile
home park approximates a country club. The real potential, however,

lies in providing the general population with essential services. In
addition to presently provided services such as trash collection, a
laundry and a community center, a mobile home park might include a day-

care center, stores, a health clinic and recreation facilities.

A complete range of services implies large-scale develooment and oro-
fessional management, accompanied by hicher costs to park residents.

In order to determine if the concept of total service is viable, the
industry should conduct research into the needs of the present and
potential mobile home populations and analyze for which services neople
are really prepared to pay. While a total service community miaht
duplicate services in an alreadv developed urban area, it would be

vital in an isolated area where the community infrastructure is weak.
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SUMMARY
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A profile of the mobile home population provides a aood basis for

~ understanding how mobile home parks have responded to user needs in their

development and operation. The mobile home industrv still serves onlv a
limited seament of the population: brimar11y blue-collar workers and
people not in the labor force, including students and retirees. The
most 1mportahf cﬁarécter%stie-bfrthése Qrouns is their below-average
income, and the industry's greatest success has been to provide home
ownership for these groups without public subsidy. MNoticeably under-
represented in the mobile home population are white-collar workers,
large families with older children, and minorities. The industry can
expand its market to include more of the general pooulation, and one
way in which this expansion can take place is throuah further deveion-

ment of the park concept.

The present park responds to user needs bv offerina a 1ifestvle that
combines individual, private ownershin (of the mobile home unit, not

the site) with a sense of community, at lower cost than traditional sinale-
family housing. Park design emulates the conventional sinale-family
suburban subdivision; the importance of the suburban model can be seen in
the strona desire of park residents for larger lots and lower densities.

In contrast, townhouse residents do not seem to stress lower density as

a desirable improvement. Even though parks and townhouses often have

the same density, the user expectations which determine their designs

are very different.

User needs also determine park location. The low-density of parks is

suitable for low-cost housina on the urban-rural frince, close to blue-
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coilaremployment centers. At present densities, mobile home parks cannot

" compete with conventional housina for high-nriced land in close-in

locations. Zoning restrictions and the inabilitvy to comnete financially
with conventional housing will be obstacles to industry arowth if the

demand for centrally-located housing increases.

The recent trend toward 1arger parks which can accomodate larger units
is a stimulus to industry growth. The greater investment required for
larger parks often results in better park design, more community services
and overall higher quality. But the lower density of new parks is
incompatible with rising land costs. As an option, higher-density parks
should be introduced. Increases in park density must be accompanied

by desian modifications of the unit and improvements in the qualitv of
out-door space in order to insure pri?acy.‘At present, the independent .
desian of site and unit is an obstacle to the development of hiah-
density parks. The answer is not to custom-desion each unit for a par-
ticular site but to develon schemes for factory nroduction of buildine
components: which can be placed on the site in coordinated patterns,

such as clusters.

Site development and the construction of utility systems is based on

the methods used in conventional housing, and improvement in this area
is 1imited to increasing efficiency of desian and of construction sched-
uling. The dichotomy between mobile home production technoloay and

ihe traditional methods of site development remains a major restraint to

improved cost performance.
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The sense of community, the small-town atmosphere of parks that many
residents enjoy is often augmented by community facilities, especially
in parks for retirees. However, luxury facilites are stressed more than

essential services or services oriented towards families.

The emeraing trends in park operation are related to some of the trends

in development. Most significant is the trend toward professionalism in
management-- the result of larae-scale park development which is increas-
ingly undertaken by major corporations. The new breed of manager has
greater responsibility and authority and tends to operate more efficiently
than managers of older and smaller parks. Through his authority in park
maintenance and regulaticn, tenant selection and mobile home resale, the
manager exerts a considerable influence on the phyaical appearance of

the park and on the 1ives of the tenants.

The danger of the manager's authoritv 1ies in its potential abuse. The
mobile home industry should make everv effort to expunae abuses in

park operation. Although they are clearly exceptions in the nark svstem
in general, cases of mismanagement tend to be widelv publicizad and
contribute to a poor public imace of mobile home parks. In the past, the
mobile home industey's self-policing has successfully weeded out flv-bv-
night manufacturers. This same energy should now be directed toward

park operators who threatento tarnish the excellent reputation that the

mobile home park business deserves.

There are numerous obstacles to further evolution of the park concept,
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including the marketing focus on only limited segments of the residential
pooulation, the dogma of suburban-subdivision-style park desian, and
the lack of innovation in site development technoloay. If these restraints

can be overcome, there is an enormous potential in park development.

One central issue in all aspects of park development is density. It

is neceésary to establish the option of high-density mobile home livina
even though the acceptance of high density parks may require a funda-
mental change in attitude on the part of those groups that own mobile
homes today. On the other hand, high-density urban parks will attract
new consumer groups including white-collar workers and minorities.
Changes in density and the consequent changes in park location and design
will enable the park system to offer a wide range of living emvironments.
With innovations in the provision of utility services and social services,
the mob{ile home park has the potential to become a self-sufficient
community which can be erected rapidly and inexpensively. This future
type of mobile housing community will attract financially stronaer cor-
porate developers and should result in more sophisticated and responsive

professional management.

Also in great need of development is the fundamental alternative to the
park concept: the placement of the mobile housing unit on individual
lots in traditional residential subdivisions. Alreadv, the mobile home
is becoming indistinauishable f;om the traditional sinale-family home.
With further design efforts channelled in this direction, the industry
should soon be able to convince the courts that restriction of this "new"

mobile home to parks is unconstitutional.
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) Once the industry can offer three basic options for placement of mobile

t housing--low-density parks, high-density parks, and placement on indiv-
idual Tots-- it will open truly giant new markets. Bringing low-cost
housing within the reach of more households is both an unusual business

8 opportunity for the industry and an effective, private-sector response

to one of our most pressing social needs.
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The experience of Project Mobile Home Industry staff members, who have

designed many thousands of park spaces, was also utilized.
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THE PRESENT SITUATION
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Project Mobile Home Induétry‘s (PMHI) analysis of mobile home nark
development costs addressed four main areas: land, zoning and fees,
riesian, and construction. Together, *these commonents reoresent the
orimary direct costs of building a mobile home park. These develonment
costs were used as a basis for projecting probable lot sales orices, the

cost to the occupant of a mobile home subdivision.

Sources of cost information included industry publications, out

professional design firms and park managers provided the most meaninagful

data. Design firms submitted drawings, final cost estimates, and

bid information for 3N completed proiects. 0One third of the nark

managers resoponding to the PMHI Park Survey (PMHI/PS) provided

cost information. The total sammle of 74 orojects varied in location,
s5ize, density, age, scope, and quality. 7en conventional low-density
housing projects were included in the samnle to permit comparison

with mobile home parks.

A standard cost format was developed to enable comparisons of cost
information from the various sources. PMHI recognized that partial
responses were inevitable, since sources might have access enly to
some of the cost data requested. Accordingly, the format identified
major factors affecting costs, particularly the number and size of
construction features included in the project. This approach made
it possible to compare tne cost of various components - if an item
was left blank, it was assumed tnat the feature was not provided or

was paid for by someone else. For example, although only half of the
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30 projects in the designer survey had gas systems, it was still possible
to derive the cost of a typical gas system. liost important, the approach
clearly identified what items were provided in each project for a given

amount of money.

The responses confirmed the necessity of such an approach. The primary
difference between a park that costs $3500 per space and one that costs
$5500 per space was the amount of preparation work. The ‘uality" parks
could have been built for 52000 per space less simply by deleting

selected desirable features, without changing the design.

The quality and cost of basic park components, such as water systems,

did not vary signi%icant]y; the biggest differences appeared in the

number and quality of desirable features, such as landscaping, fencing,
and storage sheds. However, severai responses did omit costs for such
basic features as electric primary lines, access roads, or sewage plants.
In many parks, these items are provided by public agencies; connection
fees or taxes for these items reflect to some degree the cost of providing
these services. Where actual bid prices were available, final design
estimates were adjusted to reflect the cost of each component more

accurately.

A1l cost estimates were adjusted to eliminate time and Tocation variables

1 These indices reflect actual

using Boeckh residential cost indices.
inflation in residential construction in specific cities. Inflation rates
varied from two percent to 15 percent depending on year and location, and

averaged about five percent. Although Boeckh indices reflect inflation
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for sitework and dwelling units in conventional construction, inflation

gf rates reported by the Mobile Home Manufacturers Association for mobile
home parks are comparab1e?
{f The first step in using these indices is to update costs to a common
date, to indicate the current cost of replacing a park exactly as
"~ designed in its actual Tlocation. June 1973 was used in this study.
g7 The second step is to derive the hypothetical cost of building each park
in a common location, «ashington D.C. in this analysis, vy comparing cost
indices of the actual location to the common location. Older parks yield
E: surprisingly high "replacement costs” in this method of analysis.
The same basic approach was used to update and adjust costs reported by
E, park managers. The 34 parks in this portion of the sample were actually
built in 69 different increments, each of which were updated separately.
{i After normmalizing costs with respect to time and 1ocafion, as described
above, costs for each component were then averaged. A final adjustment
was made for selected items where the sample was too small or atypical
E} in some resbect.
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1.1 LAND COSTS

Land costs vary tremendously, from about $300 to $35,000 per acre,
Land for a typical park cost about $5000 per acre in 1973, or 3800

per space at a density of six units per acre (the industry average).

PMHI's attempt to determine land prices empirically met with limited
success, since few land developers resoonded to surveys. However, land
costs are a major influence on the location and density of mobile home
parks. Paradoxically, the low cost of a mobile home indirectly sets

an upper limit on the price most users will pay for its site.

In rural locations, ner-space land costs remain relatively small, and
lower density parks can still be profitable. <:ven at $1000 per acre,
a density of two units per acre yields a very reasonable land cost of

$500 per space.

Land in prime sururban locations near major metropolitan areas will
typically cost $10,700 per acre, depending on parcel size, amenities,
and surroundings. Even though most park developers seek lower-cost
land on the suburban fringe, land prices are the prime reason why
mobile homes in suburbia are rarely sited at typical single-family
densities (three or four units per acre). At $10,000 per acre and

$6,000 per space for site development, a density of three units ner
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acre will yield $9,300 per space for'a developed site, or $1,500 more
than the median 1973 retail nrice of a mobile home. it six units per
acre, the developed land price would be approximately equal to the

average 1973 retail price of a mobile home.

To justify high land costs, a park in a prime location often will be
oriented toward doubie-.+ide and expandable units. Continually
increasing land costs will encourage mobile home developers to develop
high density parks. However, high density conventional parks are

1ikely to be unattractive to many mobile home owners. Developers may
increase park densities by utilizing present higher-density forms of
housing. For instance, current forms of cluster designs can make single

family housing feasible at densities of up to ten units per acre.

It is still possible to buy land at low cost in far-out locations, but
trends point strongly toward higher land prices in locations near
employment centers and added pressure to develop higher-density forms
of mobile housing. If the industry does not anticipate the impact of
land price escalation, this trend will severely restrain industry

growth.
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1.2 ZONING COSTS AND FEES

Zoning costs and fees must be estimated for specific locations.
C Costs range from almost nothing in rural areas to perhaps $2500

per space if re-zoning is difficult and utility tap fees high.

Parks built in many rural areas are not subject to zoning, building
permits are of nominal cost, and there are no connection fees because
there are no municipal utility systems. However, these potential

savings may be offset by higher site development costs.

At the other extreme, zoning changes may take months or years and
involve preparation of costly public displays and participation in
public hearings or court cases. The emerging "no-growth" stance

of many communities faced with school or environmental problems may
delay any new project, especially a mobile home park. At best, an
extensive environmental impact report will be required to outline the
advantages and disadvantages of the project to the community. A
strong "no growth" attitude can result in exhorbitant charges for
utility connections or governhent services even after zoning is
approved. In one park near Yfashinaton,a developer was advised that
a water connection would cost $1000 per home and a sewer connection

€
$1200, and it took a successful court case to reduce these figures.3
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The difficulties of coping with zoning and environmental problems are
substantial. If has been estimated that a zoning court case at the
county or circuit court level averages $5,000 to $10,300, nlus the
indirect cost of a three month to one year delay while waiting to get
to court. An appeal may add six months to a year, and bring the total

court cost to 530,000.4

Although this would only be 3200 per space
for a typical 150-space park (if the case is successful), it includes

only direct costs.

Professional presentation drawings, impact studies, and other exhibits
during the public zoning hearings can easily cost another $30,000.
These costs, if required, are supplemental to the costs of design
documents prepared for construction purposes. Another significant
indirect cost of zoning and court batties is the impact of delay on
financing and construction costs. Front money for land and design
documents yields no return until the park is built. A one-year delay

will add at least five percent to the cost of construction.

Initial contacts with zoning officials are important first steps for
the developer, both in evaluating the chances of obtaining a zoning
change as well as estimating its cost. Government officials will
also provide information about documents required for review and

typical connection charges.
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1.3 DESIGN COSTS

Professional design services for a park of 150 spaces will average

$200 per space. Smaller parks will cost more per space because a lower
design budget will not attract many firms and a significant portion

of the design work is preparation of details and specifications, which
are the same regardless of park size. The size factor will be minimized

if details and specifications from previous projects can be adapted.

Design contract variations are numerous and the type of contract can
significantly affect costs. The range of minimum AIA fees for a
fixed-fee housing contract based on a percentage of construction

cost is shown in Figure 1. Even if the construction Cost is held to
$3500 per space, design costs in this form of contract will exceed
$200 per space; as the construction goes up to $5500 per space, design
costs virtually double. The same increase in design costs will occur
as inflation increases construction costs, even though no additional
design effort is required. However, the fees shown reflect minimums
for design of conventional housing,and many firms will charge less if
only sitework is involved. Still, it may be to the advantage of the
developer to negotiate-a contract on some basis other than percentage

of construction cost.

Actual design fees reported to PMHI ranged from $50 to $350 per space.
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THIS PAGE REPRESENTS PAGE 466, WHICH HAD THE FOLLOWING

COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL:

FIGURE 1: MINIMUN AIA FEES, REPETETIVE HOUSING, MASSACHUSETTS

DESIGN COSTS PER SPACE

R.S. Means, Construction Cost Data, 1972.
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The smallest parks had the highest per-space design costs for a given
level of design work. Many small parks are not designed nrofessionally,
keducing costs. The basic layout may be designed by the owner or
developer and built with @& minimum of detailed drawings and
specifications. Although this technique may still be feasible in rural

locations, it is increasingly less common for parks in suburban areas.

The attitude of the community toward the park will also affect design
costs. If a tough zoning battle is anticipated, nothing less than a
first-class professional design effort, with attractive oresentation
drawings, will be required to convince the community that the park will
be an asset. Environmental impact statements are normally prepared by

professional firms and will increase the desian fee.

~
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1.4 CONSTRUCTION COSTS

The number of features included in a project affects costs more than any
other factor. The time span of each construction phase and the location
of the park are significant. Construction costs are also affectéd by
site conditions, design efficiency, and the quality of materials. Within
the density range of most new parks (3 to & units per acre), density has
no significant impact on park construction costs. In this range density
primarily affects per-space land costs. It should be noted that all cost
data presented in this item (1.4) -- both in the text and figures --

axclude the cost of land, design, and zoning fees.

Construction costs réportéd to PMHI for 1973 ranged from $700 to SGB,OOQ per
space. A "typical" 150-space park in Washington D.Z. cost $3,500 per

space and a "quality" park cost $5,300 per space, excluding community
facilities. Costs for "outdoor” a;cessories, normally paid by the mobile
home owner rather than the park developer, add about 31,500 td the cost

of a single-wide mobile home.

Total construction costs for parks vary with size and quality. A small
50-space park with minimum features will cost $125,000, and a high-quality

500-space park will cost $3-million. The average size new park, about 150

spaces, often costs less than $S1-million.
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Despite the rapid increase in park size and park features in recent years,
park development still attracts smaller investors and builders than
coﬁventiona] housing. The relatively small bid package, in turn, Timits
savings possible from volume purchasino and other ecoﬁohips nf scale that

apply to on-site construction.

The effect of the total amount of preparation work on park costs is
clearly shown in Figure 2, which illustrates typical 1973 costs for each
major construction feature in a 150-space park near Washington D.C.

These costs were derived by updating actual costs for 30 different
projects, and then averaging costs for each component. Three of the
projects in the sample were the mobile home parks described in the MHMA
publications "obile Home Park Plans and Specs," Volumes ‘1 and 2. The
total cost, $5,500 per space without community facilities, includes
features comparable to those in moderate-cost subdivisions. Approximately
$2,000 of the total is for such "optional" features as curbs and gutters,
walks, a gas or oil system, street lights, storm drains, trees and shrubs,
natios with privacy fencing, and pads for storage sheds. <Zlearly, it
would be possible to build a $3,500 park without changing the design or
compromising the quality of the park's basic features. However, it is
apparent that the overall quality of the park would suffer from deleting

these "opntional” features.

The typical mobile home park does not provide all of the features shown in
Figure 2. For example, the items actually provided in 13 of the commercial

parks in the sample are shown in Figure 3. Only 6 of the 13 parks had qas
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i ITEM COST PER SPACE %
{
i COMMUNITY FACILITIES $ 500 8.3%
; $75,000 total
; UNUSUAL COSTS 150 2.5%
Utilities 100
Roads 50
SITZ PREPARATION 400 6.7%
PAVING 1250 20.8%
Curbs/Gutters 275
Parking/Driveways 225
Streets 500
Walks . 250
UTILITIES 2375 39,6%
Water 500
Sewer ' 525
Gas ) 300
Eiectrical 550
- Street Lights 100
Storm Drainage 400
LANDSCAPING 500 8.3%
Grass 250
Trees/Shrubs 250
FENCING 200 3.3%
UNIT ACCESSORIES 625 10.5%
Pad/Tie Down Anchors 350
Storage Shed Pads 60
Patios 215
TOTAL: Virh Community Facilitlies $6000 100.0%
Without Community Facllities $5500

SOURCE: Estimate Based on Responses to PMHI Letter to Park
Designers/Developers, 1973

FIGURE 2:  COST ESTIMATE (EXCLUDIMG [AMD COST). MOBILE HNME papy
' : COMPOMENTS, 150 SPACES, = UNTTS PER ACoer
MASHINGTON DC, JUNE 1973
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ITEM AVERAGE COST COST RANGE # PARKS
$ PER SPACE Lo HI WITH ITEM
COMMUNITY FACILITIES $ 83 $ 453 § 603
Community Hall N/A 3
Laundry N/A 2
Pool N/A 1
UNUSUAL COSTS 96 0 947
Utilities 50 0 650 1
Roads 46 0 281 5
SITE PREPARATION 213 87 361 i3
PAVING 863 385 1898
Curbs/Gutters " 145 145 328 8
Parking/Driveways 291 65 468 12
Streets 405 130 1027 13
Walks 22 43 75 5
OTILITIES 1458 800 2635 .
Hater 412 158 518 13
Sewer 537 295 841 12
Gas 6% 63 204 )
Electrical 139 108 305 9°
Street Lighis &0 49 179 6
Storm Drainaze (UG) 261 127 588 8
TANDSCAPING 85 99 273
Grass 53 67 150 7
Trees/Shrubs k¥l 32 123 6
FERCING 42 12 244 3
UNIT ACCESSORIZS 557 , 301 1997
Pad, Tie Downs 254 129 958 10
Storage Sheds 200 60 793 7
Paties 104 112 246 8
OTHER COSTS 43 R 192 6
TOTAL SIIZ DSVELOP}EN‘I $3445 $1733 $9150
LEAST EXPENSIVE PARK  $1798
MOST EXPENSIVE PARX $4427

M2 Plaps and Snecs, Volumes 1 znd 2, 1969, Herbeyrt Behrend

SQURCE:
and Daryoush Ghorbani (3 Parks)
Responses to FMHI Letter to Park Designers/Developers, 1973 (10 parks)
FIGURE 3:

COMPARATIVE SITE DEVELOPMENT COSTS (EXCLUDING LAND COSTS)
13 COMMERCTAL MOBILE HOME PARKS
WASHINGTON, DC, JUME 1973
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systems, eight had curbs and qutters, five nrovided walks, an? six included

som2 trees and shrubs.

The range of costs for each component in this sample is also shown. The
component costs in Figure 3 reflect the average for the entire sample,
regardless of how many parks had a given item. The total cost of the
commercial parks ranged from $1,798 to $4,427 per space, and averaged
$3,445 per space. However, the average cost for these same narks would
have been at Teast $1,000 more if all parks had provided all items, and
$2,300 more if the items provided had been comparable in quality to
similiar features in conventional subdivisions or top=quality mobile home

parks.

The range of 1973 costs reported for 34 other commercial parks in PMHI/PS
was from $700 to almost $10,700 per space, clearly indicating differences
in scope as well as qué1ity. The average 1973 reniacement cost for these
parks was $3,220 per space if built in their original locations, and $3,300

per space if built in Washington D.C.

For a number of reasons, these costs are surprisingly high. ?MHI recognized
that most managers could not provide detailed estimates and would generalily
understate actual cost by omitting major items. Thus, actual renlacement
costs for these parks are probably much higher than $3,300 per space. The
age of the parks, built from 1948 to 1974, normally would suggest that
replacement costs would be low, since design standards of new parks are

generally higner and densities lower. The sample did not confirm any cost
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trends regarding park age or density (Figures 4 and 5). Some of the oldest,
highest-density parks had relatively high renlacement costs. One park built
in 1956 would cost $8,130 per space to rebuild in 1973. Small park size may
be one factor increasing the cost of older parks, although the sample also
showed no obvious trends according to park size (Figure 6). 7he only
indication of the cost impact of park size in the sample was that the four
parks with the highest cost per space were all smaller than 25 spaces. The
lack of park age, density, and size trends is due in part to the inaccuracy
of the source data, but the major factor is that the scope and quality

di fferences in the sample had a much greater impact on cost.

Assuming scope and quality are comparable, there is no question that park size
and density have an impact on costs, although park size is the most significant
factor. Actual bids for another sample of mobile home parks that were designed
to approximately the same quality standard indicate that a 25-space park will
cost almost twice as much per space as a 200-space park of comparable quality

(Figure 7).

The impact of park density is much less significant, although not negligibie.
The diagram in Figure 8 compares typical lots at densities of four, six, and
eight unjts per acre, with 20 percent of total Tand area allowed for streets
and common community/recreation areas. Assuming a constant 1ot depth of 110
feet, increasing the density from 6 to 8 units per acre will reduce lot width
by about 13 feet. This will rediuce costs about $350 to $480 per sbpace,
depending on street width, curb and gutter design, +alk width, utility pattern,

extent of grading and grass, and other factors. For illustration purposes,
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YR BUILT ¢ SPACES §$/SPACE | YR BUILT # SPACES  S/SPACE
C l i
1948 42 $3280 ' 1969 19 . $1437
' v 23 $1787
1952 18 $3180 : P . 23725
! ‘
1954 46 $4660 ] 1970 6 s1658
1055 89 $5135 ' 12 $2072
[ .
c 1956 53 $2555 ' 70 $2665
; 5 18130 ' 11 $3155
i 59 $3372
1957 51 $1095 ' 10 $6200
6 $1730 ' 6 $7670
1959 26 s1890 | 2 39847
37 $2177 : 1971 13 $ 862
¢ 68 $5780 ‘ 7 $1599
: '
1960 17 $ 567 120 $1866
20 $2413 ! 17 $2964
o 15703 ' 30 $3732
. i 150 $5600
1
1961 ig 2232; 11972 30 $ 454
1
3N $5203 ; 16 $ 660
C ‘ 68 $1086
1062 © 25 $ 734 ! 51 $2215
& ¢ 903 ¢ 150 $3516
5 $2570 : 326 $3564
8 - $4819 : 20 $5280
A $5508 ' 500 $5913
N ]
1963 S $1838 ' 1973 6 $ 833
c 12 $2820 ' 17 $1000
; 7 $4834 i 10 $1300
! ' 68 $1470
| 1964 190 $3684 : v 1562
1965 55 $2662 ¢ 110 $3100
]
1966 40 §1564 ! 86 33488
] 1067 12 s 788 ': 1974 . 90 $1410
C . 53 $2392 !
1968 30 $12¢3 :
90 $2818 ‘
23 $3430 |
54 $41646 '
AVERAGS, ALL 34 PARKS $3220
AVEPAGE, §9 INCREMENTS$3042

SOURCE: FMBI Park Operator/Owner Survey, 1973

c FIGURF 4":‘ PADK AGE/COST "TREMDS® (EXCLUDING @!D £nsTs)
’ COSTS PLR SPACC: 1973
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DENSITY, # SPACES PER ACRE

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or more
LOW $454 $788 $660 $1468  $1243 $1410  $1086
HIGH 5793 4146 4265 5913 5600 9847 8130
AVERAGE 2782 2211 2208 2884 3645 4015 4624

Source: PMHI Park Operator/Owner Survey, 1973.

FIRURE 5:  DENSITY/COST "TRENDS" (EXCLUDING LAND COSTS
- COSTS PER SPACE, 1973

PARK SIZE, # SPACES PER CONSTRUCTION PHASE
0-25 26-50 51-75 76-100 101-125 126-0r More

LOW $567 $454  $1086 $1410 $1866 $3576
HIGH $9847  $5203 $5780 $5135  $3100  $5913.
AVERAGE $3110  $2755 $2690 $3215  §$2595 $4425

Source: PMHI Park Operator/Owner Survey, 1973.

FISURE 6: PARK SIZE/COST "TRENDS" (EXCLUDING LAND COSTS)
' COSTS PER SPACE, 1973

FACTOR PARK SIZE PARK COST
1.0 200 Spaces $5000/Space
1.1 150 " 5500 "
1.2 100 " S10]0]0 I
1.4 50 " 7000 " ‘
1.7 25 " 8500 "
2.0 15 10000

Source: Responsés to PMHI Letter to Park Designers/Developers, 1973
FIGURE 7: PARK SIZE/COST TRENDS (EXCLUDING LAND COSTS)
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¢
7 TYPICAL .LOTS
70% LAND AREA: STRELTS/CCSUNITY
. $30-550/LF STREETS /UTILITIES
( $.10/SF GRADING/GRASS -
14 x 70 SINGLE-WIDE w/PATIO COVER
S AND EXPANDABLE ROOM OR LECK
C DENSITY: & UNITS/ACRE
4400 SF LOT
53'
-
=)
C p—
DENSITY: 6 UNITS/ACRE
5800 SF LOT
$350-5480 MORE THAN 8 UNITS/ACRE
¢
.‘
-
L
=
C DENSITY: & UNITS/ACRE
8700 SF LOT
© $675-5950 MORE THAN 6 UNITS/ACRE
C -

o
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the estimated savings are based on $50 per linear foot ($25 per side)
for 22-foot streets, a four-foot walk on hoth sides, curbs and autters
and narallel utilities. The cost ner linear foot would he ahcut S30
($15 per side) if walks, curbs and gutters, and a gas system were
deleted. The space between units decreases significantly as a result
of such an increase in dens1ty, from about 21 feet to 8 feet for

s1ng1e-w1de mobiles w1th pat1os or nroaect1ons on both s1des In mos t

markets, the savings from such a small increase in density is not

justified.

Within a wider range of densities, costs vary more. Decreasing density
from 6 to 4 units per acre, with the same Tot depth, increases the
space between units to 47 feet at a cost premium of $675 to $950 per
space. At such Tow densities, costs can be minimized by limiting

grass area and increasing lot depth or common open space, rather than
increasing lot width. Lot width is a more important cost variable

than lot size (or density) per se. In many cluster designs, lots are
not as clearly defined and may be neither parallel nor perpendicular

to the street. In such designs, the critical cost factor is not the
density, but the length of streets, utilities, and walks required to

serve each cluster of units. This is one measure of design efficiency.

Design efficiency is a more important cost factor than density.
The density of a park can be relatively low, but costs will remain

moderate if streets and utilities are designed to minimize the length
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of runs. This does not necessarily mean that narrow lots on both
sides of the street will yield the most efficient design - many
chster des{gns compare favorably yith conventipna] Tinear désign;_in
terms of street and utility length. The conventional linear designs
can be used as a yardstick to measure the performance of other
alternatives. For example, "single-loaded" streets with units on only
one side, or collector streets with ﬁo units facing them, almost
always add costs. Utility lines which serve isolated units tend to
be more expensive than lines which serve compact clusters of units.
Wide lots, particularly those for units having the long (entry)

side facing the street, add considerably to utility and street
lengths. Individual off-street parking, with 2 cars per unit, will
be more expensive than off-street parking for one car and common
parking areas for guests and second cars (total, 1% cars per unit).
Surprisingly, on-street parking for all cars is usually more
expensive than narrower streets with all parking off-street. A1l of
these examples illustrate design decisions that have a cost impact.
The advantages to be gained by reducing efficiency must be weighed

against this cost 1mpactf

Site conditions affect costs in varied ways. On a regional scale,
the location of the project determines the availabjlity and costs
of materials and labor. The impact of these variables for a given site
can be estimated for specific locations by referring to commonly-used
residential cost indices, such as the Boeckh 'ind'ices.5 These indices

permit direct comparison of current costs in major US cities with a
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e

common bid date and location, such as PMHI's data base (Washington,
DC, June, 1973). On a local scale, the proximity of the site to
access roads and utilities is significant. Within the site, natural
features such as topography and vegetation, water table, soil
conditions, and availability of desirable natural features affect
costs. From a regulatory point of view, the site may be subject

to zoning and building code requirements that increase costs. Taken
together, these factors can increase or decrease costs 25

percent or more.

The quality of materials is another significant cost factor, but it

- is extremely difficult to quantify. Although the material variables

in sitework are more limited than those in dwelling unit design, the
‘cost .of obtainine a aiven 1gyg]“gf_?§(fgrggpcg varies From site_pg
site. For example, roll-edge asphalt curbs and gutters may suffice

in Arizona, whereas Seattle could demand a conventional 6" concrete
curb to accomplish the same job - control water flow. Plastic pipe
is almost always less expensive than cast iron (particularly where
cathodic protection is required by soil conditions), but debates on
their comparative short and long-term performance can extend long

into the night. Asphalt and concrete streets are examples of materials
that differ in cost and performance, depending on location; in some
areas double bituminous surface treatment will be adequate. The

extent and type of landscaping, quality of patio and fencing materials,

tie-down anchors, and gravel pads or concrete runners are further

examples of material variables that affect costs. In many cases,
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selecting the most cost-effective option is not simple - both
initial and long-term costs must be considered, and materials may
be related to one another. For example, concrete runners are
normally more expensive than gravel pads, but it may be easier

to provide an anchor for tie-down straps in concrete than to bury
screw-type anchors in the soil. Each material choice must be

considered as part of a system of choices that relate to one another.

The scope and quality of community facilities feasible in a park

is directly related to park size. Increased demand for such
facilities has been a primary factor in the trend toward larger

parks. Figure 9 j1lustrates the total funds available for community
facilities for parks of various size, depending on the amount spent
per space. The typical new park of 150 spaces will have £75,0n0
available for community facilities at $500 per space. This amount

is just enough for a small laundry, community center, and pool, which
are almost mandatory for a park to qualify for a 4 or 5-star Woodall's
rating. For additional amenities to be feasible, ejther the park

size. or the cost per space must increase.

The costs of "outdoor" accessories are norm$11y paid by the mobijg

home owner aﬁﬁ; strictly speaking, are not part of the cost of a
park. They do, however,add about $1500 to fhe cost of a"sing1e-wide
mobile home, and must be included in total occupancy costs. The
features this amount would buy in 1974 are described in Figure 10.

Tie-down requirements vary according to wind conditions and the
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PARK SIZE, # SPACES PER PARK
$/Space 50 100 150 200 500
$100 $ 5,000 $10,000 $15,000 $20,000 $ 50,000
200 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 100,000
300 15,000 30,000 45,000 60,000 150,000
400 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 200,000
500 25,000 50,000 75,000 100,000 250,000

FIGURE 9: FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR COMMUNITY FACILITIES
(EXCLUDING LAND COSTS)

;ITEM . 1974 § PER UNIT
Tie-Down Straps (8 frame, 2 roof straps) § 75
Skirts (170 1inear feet, 24" high) 250
Patio Cover (10 x 20 foot, standard prefab metal) 200
Deck/Stair (8 x 8 foot metal frame, wood floor, rails) 300
Steps (prefab metal with railings) 150
Storage Shed (prefab metal 50 square feet) 175
Carport (prefab metal, one car) 350
TOTAL $1500

FIGURE 10:. MOBILE HOME ACCESSORIES
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size of the unit. Skirts for a double-wide mobile home are about 20 per-
cent more expensive than for a single-wide. The height of the unit above
the ground also affects costs. Custom-size patio covers cost more per
square foot than the standard size. Deck costs vary considerably accord-
ing to size and material; many decks are low enough to omit railings.
Custom-built steps, storage sheds, and garports would cost more than

prefabricated metal designs.

A number of items in this 1ist would not be required at all if the design
of the unit in re1atfonsh1p to the site were changed. For example, if the
unit is placed eight inches above the ground, no entry stens, skirts, and
decks are required. The savings of $700 per unit from deleting these items
could easily be more than any added costs of sitework to reduce the height
of the unit above the ground. Design changes will inevitably occur as
manufacturers realize that the unit and its site must be designed as an
entity, and the least expensive unit design may not be the least expensive

unit/site design.

The number of variables affecting the construction cost of a mobile home
park explains the wide range of costs reported to PMHI. Costs are
affected in varying degree by the following factors:

Scope

Location

Park Size

Site Conditions
Density

Design Efficiency
Quality of Materials
Community Facilities
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o Low cost does not necessarily imply low quality - it may result from more
efficient design. Regardless of the generalizations that can be made

about costs, there will always be excentions.

¢
One developer decided that mobile homes do not appeal only to the cost
conscious retirees and young married families of America. His new park

o will rent for $265 to $350 per space, and the total nrice tag of
$15-mi1lion for 220 mobile homes works out to $68,000 per space. The
park includes a $500,000 clubhouse, aolf course, two Rolls Royce

c automobiles, and at least one $150,000 mobile home.6 It took a bold
entrepeneur to conclude that there would be a market for such a pnark,
or to convince anyone else. The owner/developer took several months to

o sel]l the concept, despite a track record that included control of 85

| parks with 27,000 spaces (more that ahyone else in the country).
This example underscores the most important conclusion of PMHI's

¢ construction cost analysis: to accurately estimate costs, one must
accurately describe the end product.

C

-
A
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1.5 TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS

The total development cost of & mobile home park is the sum of

its four major components: land, zoning and fees, design, and construc-
tion. From the prececing analysis, it is apparent that these cOStTS vary
considerably (Fiqure 11). In a rural area where land and zoning

costs are low, design is accomplished by the owner, and the park
provides only minimum features, total initial costs can be as low as
$3,000 per space. A quality park in a prime suburban or resort

location could cost five times as much. The typical suburban park

with land at $5,000 per acre, average zoning and connection fees, a
professional design, and limited amenities will cost about $5,000

per space to develop. Costs of interim construction financing are
reflected in the construction figures shown. These initial development
costs can be used as a basis for projecting lot sales prices or rental

charges, the user cost of a mobile home park.
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ITEM LOw TYPICAL HIGH
Land @ & units/acre $§ 50/Space $ 800/Space $6,000/Space
Zoning and Fees o ¢ 500 " 2,500 "
Design 50 * 200 " 500 "
Construction 2,900 3,500 " 6,000 "
TOTAL COSTS $3,000/Space $5,000/Space $15,000/Space

FIGURE 11: TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS, June 1873
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1.6 RENTAL CHARGES AMD SALES PRICES

The cost of a park to its occumants is the sales price or rental charge.
To derive the probable sales price for a lot, it is necessary to add an
allowance for marketing costs and profit to the develooer's costs. The
rental charge in a rental park also reflects the costs of omerating
expenses, permanent financing, the owner's profit, and utilities included
in the rent. These aspects of park costs are discussed extensively in

remaining sections.

The range of probable sales prices for various development costs, including
order-of-magnitude allowances for marketing costs and profit, are shown in

Figure 12.

Aental charges for new parks reported by MHMA were in the $50-S60 range in

1974.7

These figures appear low, since 1973 median rentals for all rated
parks reported by Woodall's were $540-549. Cne new "quality" park in high
cost Washington D.C. had lots renting for 585-390.8 Many new California
parks had rentals exceeding $100 per month. Jn the other hand. the rent
for a furnished, air conditioned 12 x 65-foot mobile home in a new 180
space park in Alabama was 5160 per month plus electricity. The home was

valued at about $6,000 - the park included a laundery and pool, o2ut no

landscaping. The electric bill brought the total monthly cost to less than
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ITEM LOW TYPICAL HIGH

Total Development Cost €3,0090/Space $5,000/Space $15,000/Space
(Excluding Land Cost) N

Marketing/Profit Factor 500 * 1,000 " 2,000 ™
LOT SALES PRICE $3,509/Snace ¢6,000/Space $17,000/Spnace

FIGURE 12: LOT SALES PRICES
JUNE 1973
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$200. The equivalent costs for more elaporate homes in parks with
more amenities are closer to 35300 per month wnile the home is being

amortized (typically 7 to 12 years).

In most cities, ,200 to $300 per month is comparable to the cost of
renting apartments or older housing, especially when the cost of
furnishings is included. This indicates the extent to which the
families paying these costs choose mobile home living because they
prefer it, rather than from economic necessity. From a cost point
of view, tnhe relatively low initial cost of tne mobile home unit
(about nalf the square-foot cost of a conventional home) and the
availability of long-term financing for appliances and furnisnings

are major advantages. Perhaps more important, after tne home loan

is paid the park cost and taxes become the total cost. In conventional

housing, this generally does not occur for at least 27 years.
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2.

Operating Costs
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Figure 13 shows a breakdown of operating revenues and expenses as a
percentage of total revenues per park. The figures are based on an

analysis of several conventionally financed mobile home parks.

For the most part, the categories of income and expense are self-
explanatory. For example, "Rentals" includes income based on monthly

spaee rentals, fees for use of recreation facilities and additional

charges for gquests, nets,or a third adult. "Aidvertising and Promotion"
axpenses vary according to the age of the mobile home park as well as the
vacancy rate. It is obvious that a new park will incur heavier advertising
costs than a well-astablished Dark'with a low vacancy factor. "Land and

Building Taxes" vary widely according to local and state tax rates.

Figure 13 compares favorably with information found in FHA and other
1iterature studied by PMHI, in that gross expenses including utilities but

not depreciation or interest are about 40 percent of total revenue.

Obviously, the key to park profitability is the rent level, since this is
the major source of revenue. <nly by charging the approoriate rent can a
park compete with those nearby and still turn a profit. It is in determining
the initial rent level that the expense rule of thumb shown in Figure 13

becomes useful to the developer.

In order to maintain full occupancy the rent must be compatible with that

for neaby parks offering the same amenities. .n the other hand, rent must
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c
RANGE*
Low Average High
Income % o %
Fentals £3.3 85.J 88.0
c Utilities 1.0 13.5 16.2
Washing and Vending
Machines 1.0 2.5 5.0
TOTAL IHCOME 130 %
. Expenses**
¢ Advertising and
Promotion 0.2 0.8 1.0
Dues and Permits 2.2 0.4 1.0
Insurance 0.5 1.9 1.6
Legal and Accounting 9.3 0.4 0.7
Office Expenses 0.1 0.4 0.0
C Repairs/Haintenance 2.0 3.8 4.4
Salaries and Wages 5.4 8.6 12.2
Services Purchased 0.1 0.3 1.0
Supplies 0.7 1.2 2.0
Taxes-Land and
Building 6.0 8.2 12.0
< Telenucne 0.4 3.5 1.0
Utilities-Gas, water
Electric 11.0 13.2 16.1
Miscellaneous 0.5 1.0 2.9
TOTAL EXPENSE 39.8 %
C
Depreciation 10.0 14.6 20.0
Interest on Loan
Payments 10.0 15.0 20.0
G *Based on Several current nrojects

**Jtems of expense are expressed as a percentage of Total Incorme.

FIGURE 13 OPERATING REVENUES AND EXPENSES
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be adequate to cover direct expenses, interest, and taxes while oroviding
a reasonable return to the developer. Ffinally, rental receipts must be
sufficient to cover cash demands of running the park and paying back

principal.

It is the careful balance of these factors that determines the profitability
of the park, and most lenders will require the developer to provide a pro
forma balance sheet, income statement, and cash flow statement before

considering the project to be a feasible investment opportunity.

There are many ways to calculate pro forma statements. 'ne is to base
calculations on prevailing rents in the geogranhic area of the oroposed
park, and generate income and revepué_from that starting point. Although
this approach does provide a beginning set of calculations, it suffers from
lack of attention to current financing conditions. That is, with a trend
‘toward increasing interest rétes, mortgage payments generally are higher
for new parks thaﬁ for older parks. Therefore, the initial calculations
based on prevailing rent levels will have to be revised upwards in order

to compensate for higher mortgage payments.

Another way to begin nro forma calculations is to assume a probabde
financing arrangement considering the current financing climate and the
developer's relationship with the lender. From this point of departure,
and the 40 percent expense approximation, it is possible to calculate rent
levels. These must then be comnared to existing parks in the area, takKing

into account amenfties provided as well as projected consumer demand.
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To illustrate the types of calculations that might be made in preparing
pro forma income and cash flow statements, the first abproach discussed
above is used. This probably is the most common method since it enables a
potential lender to see calculations of projected income based on competitive
rentals before he is committed to particular terms for the loan. The terms
that he then prescribes will affect the feasibility of the project at the

assumed rents.

Consider, for example, two 150-space mobile home rental parks denoted in
Figure 14 as Park A and Park B. fark A is a moderate quality park with

no common facflities for the tenants, :thereas Park B is a more luxurious
park with comolete facilities. The simple calculations of Fiqure 14

incorporate the following assumptions:

a) The park is 100 percent rented. In reality it may take two

years or more to obtain 100 percent occupancy.

b) A1l income is generated by space rental. Utilities are paid
for by the tenant. .ote that in Figure 13 utilities account for
about 13 percent of income. This reduces the aross expenses to 27
percent of gross income. In actual pro forma statements expenses
would have to be broken down in detail if a lender is to be
convinced that the developer has carefullv thought out his project.
The 40 percent rule (or 27 percent rule if utilities are excluded)

is only useful for initial calculations.
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Park A

$ 800
500
200

3,500
200
$5,200

$780,000

$60
$108,000

$108,000
29,160

$ 78,840

FIGURE 14:

4oy

Per Space Parameters Park B
LAND $1,000
ZONING/FEES 800
DESIGN 200
CONSTRUCTION - 6,000
WORKING CAPITAL 200
TOTAL PER SPACE COST $8,200

TOTAL COST (150 Spaces) $1,230,000

PREVAILING MONTHLY AREA RENT $80
TOTAL YEARLY RENTAL INCOME $144,000

Pro Forma Income Statement Be-
fore Debt Burden and Depreciation

GROSS INCOME (less utilities) $144,000
GROSS EXPENSES (27% of gross income) 38,880

NET INCOME BEFORE DEBT SERVICE
AND DEPRECIATION $705,120

~ PAPAMETERS FQR TUN PRAPNSED PARKS
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c) Straight-line depreciation over the mortgage period is used
in the calculations. Generally, develooers will use accelerated
depreciation where possible in order to obtain maximum tax shelter

benefits in the early years of the operation.

From Figure 14 is is possible to calculate the return on investment, ~iven
financing terms prescribed by the lender. Assume, for example, that the
Tender is willing to finance 80 percent of the project at an interest rate
of 8.5 percent for a period of 25 years. To simplify calculations a cash
based accounting system is assumed, so that all rental revenue and expenses
occur during the fiscal year. Figure 15 shows the results of calculations

for the pro forma income and cash flow statements.

Figure 15 indicates that, although the park ooeration would be profitable
under the stated financing terms, the return may not be large enough to
justify developer's risk. lso, cash flow may not be oreat enough to cover
startup costs. Of course, accelerated depreciation could sianificantly
reduce income tax payments during the early years without affecting cash
receipts, and more funds would be available for large initial operating

costs.

A4S a next iteration, it is possible to determine what monthly rent increase
per oark space is needed to establish a desirable cash flow. .y assuming

a new rent structure, revised pro forma income and cash flow statements can

be calculated.
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Park A

$780,000
156,000
624,000

60,653
525,000

21,000
35,693

$108,000
(29,160)
(35,693)
(21,000)
22,147
14.20%

$108,000
(29,160)
(60,653)
11,074
7,113

- 547.42

FIGURE 15:

49

General Calculations

TOTAL COST
EQUITY (20%)
AMOUNT OF LOAN
YEARLY PRINCIPAL & INTEREST
PAYMENT (8.5%, 25 yrs.
constant 9.72%)
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST
DEPRECIATION (Construction
~ Cost Over 25 years)
AVERAGE YEARLY INTEREST PAYMENT

Pro Forma Interest Statement

INCOME
EXPENSES
INTEREST
DEPRECIATION
NET INCOME BEFORE TAXES
RETURN ON EQUITY

Pro Forma Cash Flow Statement

RECEIPTS (Income)
EXPENDITURES (Expenses)
PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST PAYMENT
TAXES (50% of Profit).

NET CASH IN

NET CASH IN PER SPACE PER MONTH

Park B

$1,230,000

246,000
984,000

96,645
900,000

36,000
57,285

$144,000
(38,880)
(57,285)
(36,000)

17,835
4.81%

$144,000
(38,880)
(96 ,645)
5,918
2,557

517.05

PRO FORMA INCOME AND CASH FLOW STATEMENTS
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Repetition of this procedure should give income and cash flow Statements
that will show satisfactory return to the investor and adeauate cash flow.
These final rents should be evaluated in light of rent levels in neighboring

parks and the market stuody.

The simplie calculations in this chapter must be refined in order to convince
a lender that a particular project is feasible. However, they do provide

the developer with some idea as to the suitability of the proposed financing
terms. The principles of all such calculations are the same regardless of
their compiexity. That is, rent levels must cover cash requirements, ~rovide
the investor an appropriate return or tax shelter. and be consistent with the

developer's marketing strategy.
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1.

Potentials for Reducing Development Costs



o

Cost/Price Analysis 500

Develooment costs for mobile home parks do not offer the same potential
for cost reduction as do other industry costs. The most siqgnificant
costs that can be reduced are land costs and those aspects of construc-
tion costs that relate to park size, such as the costs of community

facilities.

Land costs could be reduced if parks were built in more rural areas
where land costs are lower, out energy considerations do not favor such
a trend. If park densities are increased, land costs per space can be
significantly reduced even where land costs are high. This should en-
courage manufacturers to develop totally different unit designs suit-
able for higher density locations without sacrificing overall environ-

mental quality.

Construction costs are affected by park size even if quality and scope
are held constant. This partly explains why park sizes have increased
steadily in recent years. Land costs tend to be Tower if large parcels
are purchased, and front end costs such as design and zoning fees cost
less per space as park size increases. Per space cbnstruction costs

are lower for larger parks since costs of common facilities, such as

community facilities and recreation space, are shared by more users, and

bid costs for large parks tend to be lower for any given quality Tevel.

Apart from density and park size, however, nossibilities for reducing

development costs are limited. 5tandardizing desian details and
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specifications and simplifying bid packages would yield some savings, as
would careful control of designsto ensure maximum efficiency. Another
possibility would be to build several parks at once, to the same standard,
and advertise them at the same time, offering some volume economies. But
potential savings such as these are not as viable as potential savings

from higher densities and larger parks.

As land prices continue to escalate, mobile home manufacturers and park
developers will be encouraged to produce higher-density housing. With
cluster design, even single-family homes are feasible at densities up to
ten units per acre without creating insurmountable environmental prob-
lems. Planned unit developments in conventional housing have demonstrated
successful cluster single units at six to eight units per acre and mobile
homes are still much smaller (about 900 square feet in 1974) than con-

ventional singles (about 1500 square feet).

However, cluster desings cannot be accomplished successfully simply by
siting existing mobiles closer together. Complete redesign of units to
be compatible with higher-density site conditions would be required, as

would a thorough rethinking of site planning principles.

Industry trends point toward higher land prices in locations near employ-
ment centers and added pressure to develop higher density forms of mobile
housing in increasingly larger projects. If these trends are not anti-

cipated, industry growth will be severely restrained.



@

Cost/Price Analysis 502

20
Potentials for Reducing Operating Costs
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Recentlv, inflation has resulted in large cest increases for nark con-
struction and all aspects of park management. If rents for mobile home
spaces are to remain low, park management must seek wavs to reduce these
costs. One way is to build parks with more rental spaces. Not onlv are
construction costs reduced on a per-space basis, but some fixed operating

costs are substantiallv lower for larger parks.

M

For example, wages for nark perconnel, costs of oneratina communitv huildinecs,
advertisino, insurance, legal and accountinc costs, and office exnenses

vwill decrease ner snace as the rumher nf snaces increases. Mhviously, there

My

is a noint where more nersonnel and facilities must be added to nrovide
services for a larger number of tenants. However, an economic analvsis

before the nark is constructed should indicate an ortimum oneratinn size,

[

Another wav to reduce costs is to use more sophisticated park financing

methods in order to improve financing terms. If the interest rate can be

o

reduced, vearly interest expense will be lower on a ner-snace basis. If
the loan term can be extended, hoth annual interest and nrincinal nav-

ments will be reduced on a per-space basis.

&)

M
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v

Development Costs

ilow much does a mobi1é home park cost? The answer differs each time the
question is asked. Construction costs for 1973 reported to PMHI ranged
from $700 to almost $10,000 per space. The Mobile Home Manufacturers
Association cited 1973 costs of $2,200 to $3,000 per space, exttuding

C 'land..IO In 1966, Practical Builder magazine reported costs of $500 to
11

$3,000 per space. One park in Palm Springs,California cost $68,000 per

space]zLand and other development costs vary even more.

Research undertaken by PMHI indicates fhat a 150-space park with typical
amenities would cost slightly less than $3,500 per space to build in Wash-
C ington D.C. in June 1973. The typical park would provide streets, park-
ing.and driveways, minimum utilities, lawns, mobile home pads or runners,
and tie-down anchors. However, a 150-space park with features comparable
G to a moderate-cost subdivision would cost $5,500 per space in 1973. The
“quality” park would also provide curbs and gutters, walks, natural gas
system or buried oil tanks, street lights, underground storm drains, trees

and shrubs, natios with privacy fencing, and slabs for storage sheds. For

O

many conventional homeowners, nothing less would be acceptable.

C Community facilities having a value of $75,000 would add $500 per space to
the cost of the "typical" and "quality" parks. Costs for later years or
other locations can be derived by applying factors from residential cost-

c indices
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The cost of a mobile home park, to the purchaser of a lot in a mobile

3

home subdivision, is its lotsales price, PMHI did not survev mobile home
1ot owners, but prbbab]e sales prices can be derived from available cost
figures for land, zoning and fees, design, 2and construction. If an al-
jowance is added for construction financing, marketing costs, and profit
to these fiqures, the "tyoical" park that costs $3,500 per space to build
will have lots selling for about $6,000. The range of sales prices is

from about $3,500 to $17,300 per space.

This wide variation in costs makes generalization difficult. 'oreover,
few industry sources are willing to reveal re]iabjé cost information.
PMHI's sample of 74 projects for which cost data was available varied in
location, size, and quality. Site visits to these projects to evaluate
quality differences were not feasible, although drawings were available
for 30 nrojects. The samnle was large enough to yield a number of con-

clusions and to exolain why costs vary so much:

Land costs vary tremendously, from about $300 to $35,000 ner acre. Land
for a tynical suburban park will cost $5,000 per acre, or $800 per space

at six units per acre.

zoning costs and fees must be estimated for specific locations. -osts
< range from almost nothing in rural areas to nerhaps 52,500 per space if

re-zoning is difficult and utility tap fees are high.

~

Professional desian services for a nark of 150 spaces will average $200

per space. The cost of these services would be higher for small narks.
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Construction costs ranged from 3700 to $€8,N00 per space in 1973. A

(\-\
"typical" 150-space park in Yashinton,-D.C. costs $3500 per space, a
"quality" park costs $5500 per space, excludina communitv facilities.
Construction costs (excluding land cost) are affected bv site conditions,
design efficiency, quality of materials, park size, amenities, and lo-
cation,

C
The size of each park is significant. A 25-space nark could cost twice
as much per space as a 20N-space park of comnarable cualitv.

<
Density has no significant impact on park construction costs. It orimar-
ily affects tne per unit cust of land,

Cs
The number and type of items included in a oroject affects construction
costs more than other factors. It is impossible to estimate a park's

C cost until its amenities have been specified.
Costs for "outdoor" accessories add about 15NN to the cost of a sinale-

G wide mobile home, and must he included in total €irs% costs. This

amount covers tie-down straps, skirts, a storace shed, a natio cover, a

small deck, carport, and entrv stens.

These conclusions, taken toaether, reveal a verv important noint:

The cost of a developed site for a mobile home approaches, and
mav exceed, the cost of the mobile home jtself.

This is rarely true in conventional housinn and is a major restraint to

industry growth. As land and site development costs increase further,

s
o
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the mobile home industry will face additional pressure to produce

higher-density housing.

C
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Nperating Costs

The laragest single contributor to park oneratina costs is loan amortiza-

C . L .
tion. Interest and princinal navments can account for one-third of +total
park cash income. In addition, real estate taxes, waaes fnr mart nersannel,
and utilities are large cash drains.

c
If a park is fullv rented, it should return a nre-tax nrofit hetween 290
and 40 percent. However, profit is highlv denendent unon the numbher of

C vacant park spaces. fnlv one major expense item, utilities, decreases in
direct proportion to rented spaces. \ages, loan amortization, and real
estate taxes are fixed amounts which must be paid regardless of occupancy.

C Therefore, as in any rental real estate development, the kev to nrofita-
bilitv is to ensure full occupancy bv proper market assessment hefore the
initial investment is made and effective marketing after construction is

C comnleted,

C

¢

(\
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From a developer's standpoint, real estate investments generally have
one or more of the following financial goals: tcapital gain, rapid
recovery of equity, cash flow, leverage, and tax shelter. Mobile home
parks can offer the investor all of these financial incentives. Further,
the structure of mobile home park financing, shown in Figure 1, is
similiar to that for other real estate investments. it will be shown

in succeeding pages that mob11e home parks have some advantages over
conventional real estate, especially if an investor intends to parti-

cipate in ownersinip of the development for a long time.

Despite financial incentives to develop mobile nome parks, there is a
shortgage of park space in many parts of the country. In order to
understand the reasons for such shortgages, one must be aware of the
politics of the localities involved, attitudes of lending agencies,
policies of state and federal governments, and characteristics of the
developers. This section on park financing will explore these aspects
of the financing problem, emphasizing those which nave impeded the

growtn of the mobile home park industry.

Over the years the nature of mobile home park developers has cnanged.
In the past, small developers found a 14 to 30 percent pretax return on
equity an adequate incentive to build parks with fewer than 100 spaces.
Beginning about 1965, .owever, large land developers entered the park
development business, noping to garmer large profits by building mobile

home developments with 500, 1000, 2000, or more spaces.

Mobile home manufacturers have entered into park developments, seeking
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an outlet for their product. Some of these parks were unsuccessful,
because the manufacturer/developer had no expertise in real estate

development. Manufacturers also have encountered problems wRen they
tried to capture additional profits by selling their own units. If
dealers in one geographical area find that they are losing sales to
a manufacturer, they will spread this information to their dealer

friends in other parts of the country. These dealers, in turn, will

not order as many units from the manufacturer.

Mobile home dealers have been very active in park development. Many
dealer-developed parks are small, having less than 200 spaces, but some
multi-iot, multi-state dealers have developed larger parks. The avail-
ability of an attractive site makes it easier for dealers to sell mobile
nomes to their customérs. Since dealers receive a2 15 to 40 percent
markup onunits sold, anything that helps sell homes, such as attractive

park space, is given serious consideration.

The upper end of dealer markups usually occurs when the dealer has a
"closed park." That is, the consumer either buys a unit from the park
owner's dealership at a cost of up to $2007 more than what a dealer
would normally charge, or does not get into the park. This situation
usually exists in areas where there is a shortage of park space. In

such instances a park owner/developer has been able to get land zoned

for mobile -homes when the surrounding area prohibits such developments,
or he already has a park in a community that pronibits new parks. Owners
in these situations who do not have dealerships often charge entrance

fees of up to $1500 per unit.
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As the nature of developers changed, they have become more sophisticated.
The time horizon of their potential investments has taken on greater
importance. Many wealthy individual investors and corporations owning
large tracts of unused land have been looking at mobile home parks as

10 to 15 year investments. It is possible that, due to suburban sprawl,
this land could be used more profitably in another type of development
at the end of this time period. On the other hand, many owners have

been developing subdivision or condominium parks in which the cash flow
primarily occurs during the first two years when homes are sold to

consumers.

Summarizing, mobile home parks can be a profitable and fiexible invest-
ment altemative. Relatively low housing costs typical of mobile nome
living cater to a broad market of low income people, young marrieds,

and elderly. This large market allows the developer considerable lati-

tude in design and financial specifications for a park.

This section deé]s with financial considerations of mobile home park
investment. First, the major types of parks are described. second,
the present financial situation is analyzed. Third, the performance
of current mobile home park financing is evaluated. Fourth, apparent
trends are discussed. Finally, potential financing methods that may

improve industry performance are mentioned.

Throughout this section on park finance the reader will detect an

underlying confidence that, as land and construction costs continue to
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rise, mobile homes will assume an increasing percentage of the single-
family housing mix. istorically, this has been substantiated by large
growth rates in the mobile home industry. However, in 1974 mobile nome
producers and park developers encountered a downward growth trend sim-
ilar to that affecting the rest of the economy. wWonetheless, in this
discourse we have emphasized recent history before the general economic
downtrend of 1974, because projections made in early 1976 indicate that
it probably is more representative of long term prospects for the mobile

home indastry.
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1.

Financial Configurations
for Mobile Home Parks



Park Financing 526
1.1 RENTAL PARKS
It is commonly held that a majority of the nation's population prefers
o to own a home. However, mobile home parks have been predominantly rental

parks, where the consumer owns a mobile home and rents the land on which
it is placed. By looking into the financial implications of rental, sub-

division, cooperative, and condominium parks, this apparent contradiction

may be explained.

The developer of a rental park traditionally has been able to secure

large profits by offer{ng a unique style of livina at a monthly occupancy
cost lower than anything available in the conventional housing market.
However, a comparison of rental parks with other types of mobile home
developments, noting that the only advantage of rental parks is ease of
consumer mobility, leads one to wonder why more than S0 percent of'a11

mobile home parks are rental developments.

Some incentives for a rental park developer are the benefits of income tax
deduction, depreciation charges, and potential capital gains from land
appreciation. Also, lenders support rental parks because they realize a
high 12 to 14 percent return from the add-on consumer loans to purchasers
of mobile homes. It must be remembered that both the lender and

developer are exposed to greater risks in rental parks than in other

C
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§27
types of mobile home developments, These risks recently nave become
evident in areas where parks were built without the support of adequate
market studies. For example, some new rental rarks in California, Arizona,
Michigan, and Florida experienced vacancy rates of over 60 percent from

1970 to 1372.
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1.2 SUBDIVISION

In a subdivision the homeowner normally purchases a packaged lot and mobile
home from the developer. The mobile home subdivision, however, should not

be confused with cooperative or condominium parks, which usually have com-

mon recreational facilities. The absence of such facilities has been one

limitation on the development of subdivisions.

Although Figure 2 indicates that subdivisions are expected to have the low-
est associated risk to the lender, this does not appear to be the case in
practice. Joth developers and lenders, fearing lTow consumer acceptance and
resulting nigh vacancy levels, have been reluctant to participate in this
type of venture. Lenders also fear that subdivisions, lacking the strict
regulations and sound management of conventional parks, will deteriorate

into trailer slums and result in heavy losses for the lending institution.

From the consumer's standpoint. a subdivision represents the lowest avail-

able cost of home ownership. Since the mobile home is attached to the land, a

borrower is able to obtain a mortgage having a relatively low interest rate
and long term. As a result, monthly mortgage amortization and interest
payments are much lower than for add-on financing, the method tradition-

ally used in mobile home transactions.
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FIGURE 2

Rental Subdivision Cooperative Condominium
No Yes Yes Yes
No Yes Yes Yes
No Yes Yes Yes
No Yes Yes Yes
Yes No Yes Yes
No Yes No No
No Yes No Yes
1 4 2 3
1 4 2 3
1 2* 4 2"

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS FOR CONSUMER OF TYPES OF MOBILE

HOME PARKS



C

C

o

Park Financing 530

Furthermore, since the consumer has decided to forgo recreational facilities,
ne need not pay any park rental or management fees. His only payments are
local property taxes or fees, which are much lower. In addition, under Section
216 of the Internal Revenue Code, homeowners are able to deduct real property
taxes and the interest paid on the mortgage from their personal income tax.
riowever, this may not be a benefit for low income people living in sub-
divisions, because their standard deduction usually exceeds the total of

the jtemized amount.
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1.3 COOPERATIVE
o . - -
In a mobile home cooperative each household owns shares in a corporation
& proportional to the value of its land. Householders receive
a proprietary lease which sets rules and regulations pertaining to commonly
used facilities and may set limitations on the model, quality, and age of
o mobile homes in the park.
Under the lease agreement a homeowner must make monthly payments to the
G cooperative to cover the cost of community facilities, maintenance, and
the cooperative's debt obligation. These payments can become
a  burden if vacancies should arise, because shares revert
e to the cooperative when people leave the park. Under these circumstances
existing stockholders own a greater percentage of the project, and pay a
greater percentage of the park's obligations.
o
By joining a cooperative, a household indicates {ts intention of main-
taining the mobile home as a long-term residence. The household, however,
© is unable to translate the permanence of their home ownership into more
equitable mortgage terms for the following reasons:
¢ (1) The cooperative holds titie to the land and the individual

shareholder cannot use this title as collateral for a loan
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or mortgage.

(2) Shares of the cooperative and the proorietary lease generally
are not considered real property; most lenders will not accent
them as collateral for a mobile home loan. If after building
equity for a number of years the household decides to sell its
share of cooperative, it may have difficultly finding a
purchaser able to pay both the eauity in the coonerative and

down payment on the mobile home.

Thus, the adverse conséquences of a cooperative arrangement are:
addi tional 1iability, nossible restricted resale market, traditional
high interest rate mobile home financing, and two substantial down
payments - one for equity in the coonerative and the other for the

mobile home.

2n the other hand, there are financial benefits to cooperative ownershin,
Owners can deduct their share of the cooperative's interest nayments and
taxes from personal income tax. Because interest payments on mobile home &
loans can also be used as federal income tax deductions, low income
households in rental and coonerative parks may find that §temized
deductions exceed the standard deduction. The cooperative arrangement

also eliminates the possibility of arbitrary rent increase. As a result,
monthly payments are utilized for the benefit of the residents rather than
a park owner. In addition, there is the potential of canital gains from

land aporeciation upon the sale of a household's cooperative shares.
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1.4 CONDOMINIUM
In some respects condominiums are similar to cooperatives. Tax benefits,

potential land appreciation, »rotection against arbitrary rent increase,
and elimination of a park owner's profit are common to both arrangements.
The fundamental difference between the two is that a condominium house-
hold takes title to the land, and s able to use this title as collateral
for a conventional mortgage covering the cost of both the mobile home and
land. it is relatively easy to resell a condominium, because the new
purchaser will be able to obtain a mortgage without making a large down

paynent.

The liability of the condominium owner is not as extensive as that of

~ the cooperative shareholder. If vacancies in a park should rise and

existing owners fail to meet their monthly condominium payments, the
condominium owner would lose only the rights to those facilities that

are shared in common with other residents.

Since the developer of a condominium park sells the land and pays off a
large part of his loan over a short period of time, he should find it
easier to secure financing than the developer of a rental or cooperative

park. This, however, has not been the case. Experienced lenders who
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finance parks also try to finance the mobile homes: they are reluctant

~
to relinguish the high interest rates typical of traditional mobile
home financing. Lenders cannot legitimize these rates in a condominium

c park, and must provide a conventional mortgage loan. To avoid this, the

| lender will encourage the developer to build a rental park. In the
future, as more lenders engage in mobile home financfng and traditional

~ rates decline, the incentive to encourage rental narks will diminish.

C
As a result of advantageous financing terms to both burchasers and
developers, ronthly occupancy costs to the consumer at a condominium

< park are lower than at a rental or cooperative vark. Only a subdivision
has lower cost than a condominium, but the owner in a subdivision does
not receive the same amenities, including recreational facilities and

- social interaction, that characterize mobile home nark living.

C
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Sources of Development Capital



Park Financing 536 |

2.1 CONVENTIONAL FINANCING

Parks are being developed and financed through conventional financial in-
stitutions without FHA or other insurance. The loans are based entirely
on the security of the mobile home park itself,but have additional guar-
antees such as the personal endorsement of developers who have consider-
able net worth, guarantees by corporations who are interested in the in-
dustry, or a pledge of marketable securities. Parks that are financed
with only the park itself as security depend on the value of the improve-~
ments, land, and income to establish valuation upon which to place

loan 1imits.

Mortgage officials generally view mobile home parks as single purpose
properties that require careful consideration before funds can be com-
mitted. Certain fundamental practices are followed, and they relate
to all project loans whether they are mobile home parks or other types
of specialty loans. In presenting lenders with applications for park
loans, the developer should make a careful study of the factors that

lenders consider when making a financial decision. These include:

Location. A market study of the area should be undertaken to determine
whether the site is suitable for a mobile home park. From where will

park inhabitants come? What percentage of the population is young,



0

e

Park Financing

537

—————

married, elderly? How close is the property to schools, transportation,
shopping? Is the land in the path of metropolitan expansion? Other

questions are listed in the land buying checklist, %‘npnendix 2.

Competition. How many park spaces are within five miles of the site?
Fifty miles? Ong hundred miles? What are the vacancy rates in these
areas? What is the municipality's attitude toward zoning for mobile home
parks? Is the zoning boafd about to allow others to build parks? How
will you compete with other park owners? Will you have a closed or open

park?

Consumer Acceptance. What is the trend in attitudes toward mobile homes

in this area? What types of homes sell in the area, single-wides or
double-wides? Are these homes Tow, medium,or high priced? If the
developer demonstrates knowledge of his market, the lender will be more

confident that the park concept is viable.

Property Improvements: Quality and Cost. Care should be taken to use im-

provements that meet the requirements of the lender, locality, and con-
sumer. Utility pads should be top quality. It is necessary to decide
whether there is going to be a swimming pool, tennis courts,cr clubhouse.
A1l improvements must have accurate cost estimates which take future

price increases into account.

Cash Flow Projections. Careful analysis of future profits and cash flow

is essential in procuring a loan. The lender must feel that the developer

has a complete understanding of the project's financial potential.
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Monthly pro forma cash.f1ow and income statements for the park's first
two years will show the lender that the situation has been analyzed in
detail. The pro forma cash flow should be based on the sources and uses

of funds.

Risks. Any project has some degree of risk. The mobile home park devel=-
oper should know what the risk factors are and how they will affect the
project. The lender will delve into the developer's views on the stab-
ility of income, quality of management, present and future value of the
land, as well as factors discussed earlier. If a developer can present
the lender with an honest appraisal of risks involved, then the chances
of obtaining a loan will be improved. The terms and interest rate that
are finally negotiated will be directly related to the Tender's confid-

ence in the abilities of the developer and feasibility of the project.

2.1.1 Commercial Banks

Commercial banks with experience in mobile home financing have found
park financing to be especially profitable wnen they are able to tie
nigh-yield consumer loans to the park mortgage. Jf course, this

can be done only wnen the developer is also a dealer, and a survey
conducted in conjunction with this study indicates that only one-
.third are mobile home dealers. In such tie-in arrangements the dealer
normally has the option of taking his consumer contracts elsewhere

if the bank is not providing competitive rates and terms. upon
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exercise of this option the owner/dealer relinquishes his park loan
with its ten to 20 year maturity, and enters into a new agreement with

another lender.

The attractiveness of tie-in arrangements is one reason why commerciatl

banks have been reluctant to finance Federal Housing Administration

(FHA) insured parks. FHA guidlines prohibit park owners from selling

mobile homes on the premises.
An example of financing arrangements for a typical mobile home park is

shown in Figure 3. .iotice that the owner must make a 20 percent down

payment and the term is 15 years.

2.1.2 Savings and Loan Associations

Federally chartered savings and loan associations (S and L's) are very
active in providing construction and working capital financing to park
developers. .lany savings and loan officials view park development as

a natural extension of their prime function, supplying mortgage credit.

Since passage of the 1968 Housing Act, which allows federally chartered
savings and loan associations to engage in wholesale and retail finan-
cing of mobile homes, S & L's have increased their level of park
financing. Like other lending institutions, S & L's usually require
park owners to steer high-yield consumer credit their way. Regulations

set forth by the Federal Home Loan Bank Board allow S & L's to lend up
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tha1 Cost of 100 Space Park

construction: 100 spaces @ $2,750

per space $275,200
Land: 46,000 per acre, 6
spaces per acre 100,000
- 375,000
gquity: 20% $ 75,000

Amount to be financed at 8%
for 15 years (11.47% annual

constant) $300,000
Total Interest Expense 216,060
Total Cost 291,060

INTEREST T0 BE' EQUITY TOTAL COST.
FINANCED ~ S

FIGURE 3: EXAMPLE OF FINAWCING FOR TYPICAL MOBILE HOME PARK
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to 80 percent of the park's appraised value for a term of 18 months,
and therafter the ratio drops to 70 percent for a term not exceeding

20 years.

Park developments are classified as improved real estate, and are con-
sidered part of the S & L's commercial loan portfolio. Although S & L's
are allowed to invest as much as 20 percent of their assets in commer-
cial loans, most S & L's lack the expertise necessary to evaluate such
loans and, therefore, limit them to less than ten percent of their

portfolio.

Under the FHA mortgage insurance program, any approved savings and
loan association is permitted to originate FHA-insured loans and
purchase existing FHA-insured mortgages from other lending institu-

tions.

2.1.3 Life Insurance Companies

In 1969 one large insurance company entered into mobile home park devel-
opment through a joint venture with an established firm specializing in
park development. The insurance company provided approximately $520-
willion for the development and operation of mobi]e'hone parks and the
sale of mobile homes throughout the western part of the country. The
parks ranged in size from 200 to 1000 spaces. 1ihe interesting point

nere is that the insurance company througn its realty subsidary also
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participated in the sale of mobile homes, which results in a fast

return of cash in the form of profits on sales.

Statutory limits on life insurance company investments generally are
not restrictive. Laws limiting loans on real estate to no more than
20 percent of the total assets possessed by any one individual,
corporation, or partnership, and on real estate mortgage loans to no
more than 50 percent of total assets, do not affect most of the major

1ife insurers.

As is typical of other real estate loans by 1{fe insurance companies,
servicing and brokerage fees of one to four points often are assessed
when the loan is granted. This requires the use of additional front

money by the.investor.

i

2.1.4 Pension Trust Funds

The primary pension fund sources of mortgage investment capital are
state and local government pension funds and noninsured corporate
pensions. State and local government pension funds invest approx-
imately 15 percent of their éssets in real estate, and noninsured
corporate pehsidn plans invest nearly five percent. Pension fund
managers have limited their mortgage investing for three major

reasons:
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(1) Most fund managers are stock and bond oriented.

(2) Most fund managers lack the expertise necessary to analyze

real estate investments.

(3) The relatively small ‘amounts of money that flow in monthly
from mortgages are not really needed on this short time

scale and are costly to reinvest.

As a result most pension funds have confined the bulk of their real estate

financing to FHA and VA backed mortgages.

In recent years government pressure and threats to reduce tax benefits of
pension funds have forced fund managers to look at‘their portfolios more
closely. ith the advent of Government Wational Mortgage Association
(GNMA) securities and real estate investment trusts (REIT), oension

funds have found new channels for their capital. ISince GHMA securities
only indirectly provide capital to homeowners, they do the park developer
1ittle good. REIT's can provide a vehicle for pension fund participation
in mobiie home park financing, a]though many have fallen on hard times

during the past few years.

Due to the financial community's general lack of experience with mobile
home parks, problems that face fund managers in evaluating conventional
real estate investments are accentuated by potential mobile home park loans.

As a result, pension funds have been active only in purchasing FHA-insured
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mortgage loans on mobile home parks. They have not shown any widespread
interest in providing conventional mortgages for parks. In cases where
they have provided the initial capital, they usually demanded either part

ownership or participation in the net profit before taxes.

Thus, although pension fund managers control large sums of money and

could be a prime source of mobile home park financing, they usually lack
the expertise necessary to evaluate such a specialized loan. Furthermore,
since a majority of the managers are stock and bond oriented, it is no%
likely that the vast pension fund reservoir will be tapped for park

financing in the near future.

2.1.5 Real Estate Investment Trusts

Real estate investment trusts (REIT's) currently play only a minor role

in financing mobile home parks. Commencing in 1970, however, there has

been a trend of greater REIT participation. This {s a direct result of

the growth of real estate trusts, whose assets increased dramatically |

from one billion dollars in 1968 to over $16 billion in fhe second

quarter of 1973. In mid-1971, when the amount of money available to REIT's
for investment exceeded available conventional investment opportunities, many
REIT's began investing in mobile home parks. During this period REIT's

made single loans exceeding $3.5 million to park developers.

Ouring the past few years REIT's have been adversely affected by poor eco-

nomic conditions in the construction industry. The portfolios of many REIT's
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contained large loans that produced no income due to defaults by develapers,
and some became severely overextended. Oue to these difficulties, REIT's
are unlikely to be a major source of park development capital in the near

future.

In periods of monetary restraint, the lightly-regulated REIT's have a
competitive advantage over other real estate lending institutions for

the following reasons:

(1) Legal and structural restrictions prevent other lenders from

increasing the rate they can pay to attract funds,.

(2) Life insurance companies usually find that their real estate
lending is restricted due to neavy borrowing by policy owners

in tight money periods.

(3) Commercial banks are unable to meet consumer demand and
are forced to sell some high-yielding construction loans

to @ither their own REIT or an outside sponsored one.

Thus, as REIT's gain experience in this area, it i1s possible that they
will not only play an important role in park financing, but that during
tight money periods they could become a prime source of capital for mobiTe

home park development.

Opportunities for REIT's to increase their level of park financing do

exist. The extent of their penetration into the market, however, may
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depend on their ability to present park owners with packages that provide
for Wholeséle and retail financing of mobile homes in addition to mobile
home parks. For example, Mobile Home Communities, which was the first
equity real estate investment trust specializing in the ownership of
mobile home parks, amended its declaration of trust in order to broaden
activities and operate without the restrietions imposed upon a qualified
REIT. The amendment allows MHC to se}l mobile homes, accessories, and
mobile home subdivision sites, and to provide all types of related ser-
vices including insurance and financing for purchasers of mobile homes

and mobile home subdivision sites.

As more park developers enter the lucrative field of mobile home sales,
it will become increasingly important for lenders to provide developers
with total financing packages. Those REIT's associated with commercial
banks, finance companies, and financial conglomerates will have the ad-

vantage in this area.

2.1.8 Joint Ventures

In recent years joint ventures have been used to develop real estate pro-
jects that otherwise might not have been possible. A well-known example
of tﬁis concept is the deQe]opmeﬁt of Columbia Haryland, :hich was a joint
venture between the Rouse Company and Connecticut General Insurance Com-
pany. ihile most joint ventures are formed to develop conventional real
estate projects, a limited number of mobile home parks have been financad

in this way.
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Typically, the participants in these venfures are a local investor or small
developer who also manages the park, and either a Targe developer, mobile
home manufacturer, or corporation. The local partner provides an under-
standing of the local market, which facilitates the initiation of project
proposals and feasibility studies. Often, he also provides the land and
develops the park. Since he generally has equity in the operation,

there is a strong incentive for him to work for the project's success.

The other partner usually provides financial resources, additional
feasibility study expertise, accounting and financial control systems,

and a wide range of services that may include planning and design,

financing, and marketing expertise.

Capital entering  mobile home park projects through the medium of
"joint venture has been limited. This marriage of skills and re-
sources, however, may provide a significant source of future mobile

home park development.

2.1.7 Manufacturers Developing Parks

For many years mobile home manufacturers have felt that manufacturing
offered a higher return per dollar invested than park development.
Behind this reasoning is the fact that, assuming an 80 percent mortgage,
20 percent equity invested in a park will yield at most around 20 to

25 percent before taxes. Further, debt from the park mortgage will

1

show on the balance sheet. Also, depreciation from the park will

decrease earnings. These factors may adversely affect the price
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of the firm's common stock.

AS a result, mobile home manufacturers have refrained from development.
Wnen manufacturers have developed parks, they usually limited home sales
in the park to their brand. Local dealers who had lost bu;iness to the
managfacturer then notified their fellow dealers in other parts of the
country. Fearful that the manufacturer would do the same in their area,

the dealers would begin to favor the units of other manufacturers.

~lso, manufacturers found that mobile home park development required
expertise that they did not have. The result was unprofitable parks that
were a financial and managerial drain on the firm. These problems caused

most manufacturers to withdraw from the park development business.



Park Financing 549

2.2 GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS

2.2.1 Federal Housing Administration

The prime function of the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) is.to insure
mortgage loans made by commercia1-b§ﬁks, mutual savings banks, savings
and loan associations, and other financial institutions. In 1955,
Section 207 of the National Housing Act was amended to include au-
thorization of FHA insurance for mortgages used to finance the con-
struction or rehabilitation of mobile home parks that meet FHA mobile
nome park development standards. Selected statistics on FHA-insured

parks are shown in Appendix I.

Today, according to Title I, Section 103, of the National Housing Act
of 1972, the following terms apply:

1. Maximum interest rate......covvuenvnvnnnn. FHA rate in effect at the time

2. FHA mortgage premium.........ccviiienn... Premium is 1/2 percent of the
unamortized loan
3. Discount. ..o e Dependent upon mortgage mar-

ket conditions

4. Maximum loan-to-value percentage......... Percent of FHA appraised value
5. AMOUNt PEr SPACE......vtviiirrrnnnennnnnn, Up to $4,712 in high cost areas
6. Maximum Toan.......cciiveiiiinininnnnnn. Up to $1,450,000 in high cost

areas
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7. Maximum ferm. . ..t i it 40 years

3. Amount of loan insured.........civiveecess Up to 90 percent

In 1970 only about 80,000 sites were insured under this program. This
figure dropped to about 11,000 sites in 1972, which is about two percent
of the total park spaces, as the maximum FHA interest rate fell from

8 1/2 to seven percent.

The following have been instrumental in Timiting the volume of FHA in-

sured financing of mobile home parks.

1. The park owner is not allowed to sell any items in the
.park. This eliminates high profits that many develop-
ers make from selling mobile homes.

2. Processing time for approval of the loan takes anywhere
from six months to one year. Durfng this period fluct-
uations in monetary and real estate market conditions
may affect the willingness of the lender to make the
loan and/or the feasibility of developing the park.

3. During tight money periods, lenders are able to make
loans of the same risk level at interest rates above
the FHA ceiling rate.

4. The FHA sets the maximum rentals that can be charged
designed to return a maximum of 18 percent on equity.

Usually the return is ten to 14 percent.

If the FHA's oolicy is to encourage the development of high quality mobile

home parks, it must eliminate some of the aforementioned restrictions
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1. Speeding up the loan approval process.

2, Allowing the ceiling on FHA loans to reflect current market
rates. A variable formula could be used that establishes
the ceiling at three to four points above the prevailing
commercial paper rate for AAA-rated corporations

3. Setting the maximum rental rates at a level that would allow

a higher rate of return.

The size of the allowable loan to a mobile home park developer is

90 percent of the lowest of two figures:

1. Tne actual replacement cost.

2. The amount determined by capitalizing the gross rentals,
wnicn are fixed by contract to cover the debt service
and provide rentals comparable to other alternatives in

the area.

If-the second figure is lowest, a deve]opef receives a loan wnicn
usually covers, not 90 percent, uut only 70 to 80 percent of the
appraised value. This limitation requires significantly more front
money on the developer's part. ~lso, the artificially low FHA
mortgage rate makes it necessary for the borrower to provide addi-
tional front money in thé form of points to the lender at the time

of the loan.
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With these drawbacks in mind, why would any developer consider using
the existing FHA program? The explanation is that many lenders are
inexperienced in the mobile home park field, and they require insur-
ance on loans made in this area. The FHA recognizes that the current
program is not serving its purpose of providing reasonably priced
rental spaces for mobile home owners, and proposed legislation will
not solve this problem complietely. A decrease in red tape will help,
but restrictions on the developer's rate of return (18 percent maxi-
mum, but usually ten to 14 percent) will continue to limit the number

of FHA sponsored mobile nome parks.

2.2.2 Small Business Administration

The Small Business Administration (SBA) has not been a ready source of
mobile home park financing. This is due to the strict eligibility

requirements that the SBA has set, whicnh include the following:

1. The annﬁa] gross receipts of the park did not exceed
$1,J00,000 in the previous fiscal year.

2. ot less than 50 percent of the gross receipts is
derived from rental of spaces to those wiho park for
periods not in excess of 30 days.

3. The development must meet the FHA "Minimum Property

Standards."

The first and third requirements are reasonable, and do not prevent
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many developers from utilizing SBA financing. On the other nand, the
sacond requirement forces a developer to operate a park in which nalf
of the space is reserved for transient recreational vehicles. Since it
is difficult to accommodate recreational vehicles without disturbing
permanent park residents, the quality of the park is reduced. .hile
the SBA's policy is very effective in promoting recreational vehicle
parks, it is virtually useless in the development of nigh quality

mobile home parks.

If the SBA would like to encourage the development of high quality
mobile home parks, it must eliminate restrictions on the sources of
revenue. tven if revenue restrictions were eliminated, the current
policy of the SBA, which only allows a maximum loan of $5100,900 (or
$150,000 if a private lending institution also provides loan funds)
reduces the usefulness of SBA financing. This amount is bare1y
sufficient to finance 25 nercent (50 percent with outside lender
participation) of a 100-unit mobile home park. Juality developments
currently being built usually have 246 or more units, and a developer
wno utlizes SBA financing would also have to borrow a large amount from
another source unless he possesses the necessary funds. Thus, it is
unlikely that the SBA loan program will play an important role in

mobile home park financing in the near future.
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Profitability of Parks



Park Financing 555

3.1 RATE OF RETURN

As in any real estate investment, the rate of return on a mobile home
park will vary with many factors. The most important are vacancy rates,
rental income, operating expenses, development costs, park size, and
terms of available financing. It serves little purpose to discuss

these items separately, since it is obvious how each has a bearing on
the total return. Figures 4, 3, and 6 present rate of return calcula-
tions for mobile home parks. Figure 4 shows the profit potential of a
typical 100-unit mobile home park, conventionally financed with an 80
percent mortgage and ten percent annual constant. A density of 652/3

units per acre is assumed.

Figure 5 represents average revenues and expenses of mobile home parks
ranging in size from 100 to 400 spaces. it does not include financing
charges. The bottom figures,»“Percentage on investment," are based on
total investment and not the developer's equity. The leverage a devel-
cper can obtain from financing 80 to 90 percent of the costs allows him
to earn a substantially higher rate of return. For example, if a
developer obtained a 30 percent mortgage with a 12 percent constant on
the construction and land costs for the 400-space park in Figure 5, che
return on equity (before taxes and depreciation but after debt service)

is about 45 percent.
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Investment
Land: 15 acres @ $5,000 $ 75,000
Development: 100 spaces @ $2,600 260,000
Total costs 335,000
Mortgage: 80%, 10.04% annual constant
(8% rate,20 year term) 268,000
Equity 67,000
Working Capital 10,000
Net Investment $ 77,000
Annual Operations
Income: $50/mo/space 60,000
Vending and Utilities 7,000
Total Income ~ 67,000
Operating Expenses: 43% of inecome 26,800
Income before depreciation, int., taxes 40,200
Average Interest ¥ 13,507
Net cash income 26,693
Depreciation: 20-year straight-liane 13,000
Net income '
Cash Flow
Cash available 26,693
Mortgage payment¥* 13,400
Net cash after mortgage 13,293
Cash yield ($13,293 by $77,000) - 17.3%
Investment Yield i
On cash income ($26,693 by $77,000) 34.7%
On net income after depreciation
{($13,393 by $77,000) 17.8%

* With a lA04 percent annual constant, the annual payment of
principal plus interest is $26,907 The average yearly principal
payment over 20 years is $13,400, and the average payment of
interest  is $13,507. Note that $13,400+$13,507=$26,907.

FIGURE 4 : PROFIT POTENTIAL- 100 UMIT MOSILE HOME PAPK
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THIS PAGE REPRESENTS PAGES 557 AND 558, WHICH

HAD THE FOLLOWING COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL:

FIGURE 5: AVERAGE INCOME AND EXPENSE OF MOBILE HOME PARXKS

FIGURE 6: TOTAL COST RECAPITULATION (CAPITAL COSTS AND

OPERATING COSTS)

Mobile Home Manufacturers Association, June, 1971.
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Figure 6 shows rates of return on equity investments in parks of

different sizes and densities.

Figures 4, 5, and 6 demonstrate that a mobile home park can be a
profitable investment fof efficient developers who have access to
financing. wviscussions with lenders indicate that the percentage
of capital reguirements they are willing to advance depends upon

the developer's record and a feasibility study of the proposed park.
khile it may be difficult for the developer of a park to cash out
completaly, as in other types of developments where the lender has

more experience, it is possible to obtain 90 percent financing.

Rates of return to developers using FHA-insured mortgages usually are
less than those available to conventionally financed developers. FHA-
insured mortgagors are limited to a maximum return on equity of 18
percent, and few are able to achieve this figure. ~s noted earlier,
practical limitations frequently lower the developer's return to between
ten and 14 percent, because front money is needed to pay points and
provide additional equity when loans cover less thian 90 percent of

development costs.

Often the FHA-insured borrower or the lending institution is inexper-
© jenced, and the iender requires insurance and issues smaller loans tnan
an experienced source would. Also, rentals in FHA-insured parks are set

. by statute at a level that covers debt service and a reasonable profit.

O

These rents cannot be raised by the park operator in response to market

N

| Preceding page blank
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conditions, and many park operators face an earnings squeeze as operating

expenses rise.
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3.2 VACANCY RATE ANALYSIS

The vacancy rate is often used to measure the condition of national and local
real estate markets. Nationally, there may be an abundance of a particular
type of real estate unit, whether it be houses, apartments, office buildings,
or shopping centers, while specific geographic areas face severe shortages.

Mobile home parks are no exception.

There was a national shortage of park space in the early 1960's. However,
around 1965 an increase in park development began, aided by the introduction
of new financing instruments. This growth paralleled the tremendous growth
of mobile home shipments from 1966 to 1969, nlacing the national market in

-

relative balance by 1969.

In 1970, nark development accelerated while growth rates of shipments leveled
off. This created vacancy problems in several overbuilt areas. The greatest
impact was felt by new parks and substandard older parks. Well managed,
older parks were less vulnerable, tecause of the high cost and inconvenience

of moving from one park to another.

A recent study by Woodall indicates that the national overbuilding situation
of 1971 has worsened, and in 1974 the vacancy rate for new parks averaged

59 percent. This high vacancy rate, which has led to a lull in park development
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resulted from a combination of overbuilding in prior years and a precipitous
decrease in mobile home sales. However, as the mobile home industry recovers,
these vacancies will be absorbed in relatively short order, and more park

development will be needed.

Analysis of national vacancy rates can be misleading because vacancies vary
widely from state to state. Paradoxically, states in which mobile homes
register the least acceptance have the lowest vacancy rages, nrimarily a

result of the artificial scarcity created by zoning restrictions.

Vacancy rates also can be misleading, because new parks, which may take a few
years to fill up, have a disproportionate impact on vacancy statistics is an
area has had much recent park development. Vacancy rate figures biased by

a large number of new parks may not accurately reflect a region's long temm

requirement for spaces.

National vacancy rate figures can be used to measure the efficiency of the
mobile home park development system. On a regional basis these figures
provide a valuable guide to the condition of regional and local markets in
mobile home spaces. Trends in regional and local vacancy rates are indica-
tors of an area's suitability for park development, and are essential data

for meaningful feasibility studies.
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3.3 APPRAISAL AND RESALE OF EXISTING PARKS

The value of an existing real estate project to a potential buyer
is difficult to determine. The buyer must consider the amount of
income, possible tax advantages, and return on investment that would

probably result from his purchase.

)

Earning power usually is the basis on which a seiling price is
derived for a mobile home park. Of the three general methods of
valuation (gross income multiplier, capitalization of net income,
and replacement cost), the capitalization approach seems to be
used most often. Capitalization rates vary from ten to 13 percent
C depending upon the park's age, location, vacancy rate, and other
factors normally considered in real estate appraisal. A typical

income projéction used to determine a park's value is shown is

O

Figure 7.

Through negotiation based on the valuation, a final price is obtained.
C The seller often is willing to accept a down payment of less than 30

percent, and may be willing to take back a second mortgage note. The

figure of 30 percent is used for tax purposes by the seller, since he
C can report the sale on an installment basis and spread recognition of

gain over a longer period.

If a first mortgage exists, the buyer usually assumes the payments. The

&

IS
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THIS PAGE REPRESENTS PAGE 564, WHICH HAD THE FOLLOWING

COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL:

FIGURE 7: 15-YEAR PROJECTION FOR A MOBILE HOME PARK

Beaton, William R. "Mobile Home Parks", Real Estate Investment,

Prentice Hall, 1971, pp.284-287.
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interest rate may be adjusted at the time of sale to reflect prevailing

o~

rates.

The buyer must be sure to include tax considerations in an assessment of
the park's value. Figure 8 shows the financial benefits to the buyer of
using accelerated depreciation if he sells the park described in Figure

7 after five years.

£
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THIS PAGE REPRESENTS PAGE 566, WHICH HAD THE FOLLOWING

COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL:

FIGURE 8: EFFECT OF RAPID DEPRECIATION METHOD AND

PROPOSED SALE IN FIVE YEARS

Beaton, William R. "Mobile Home Parks", Real Estate Investment,

Prentice Hall, 1971, pp. 284-287.
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The primary federal tax aspects to be considered by a mobile home

park developer are as follows:

1. viobile Home Park (MHP) utility distribution systems
(electricity, plumbing and sewer hookups, water wells,
etc.) are not Section 38 property since the developer
is not in the business of furnishing utility services.
This means that the developer does not qualify for an
investment tax credit on his investment in these park

improvements.

2. The cost of construction of MHP improvements (ﬁti]ity
' systems, crading, roadways, narking spaces, trailer
pads) is subject to depreciation allowances over the
useful 1ife of the improvements . Some accelerated
methods may be used. 1t should be noted that these
items are considered Section 1245 real property, and
any gain upon sale is subject to recapture of depre-
ciation. The gain is taxed as ordinary income to the
extent of depreciation in excess of straight-iine.
Any additional gain is taxed as capital gain if the
property has been held for more than six montns.
This depreciation-recapture rule does not allow the
developer to convert all ordinary income to capital gains,

but i1t does allow him to postpone the payment of taxes on
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his ordinary income to the extent of his deprecia-
tion deduction calculated on an accelerated basis.
The useful 1ife assumed in the depreciation calcu-
lations generally is 15 years. This may vary
according to the specific facts of a given case
and the developer's ability to justify a different
useful life. The 15 year guideline usually is
significantly shorter than the improvement's actual
life, and this creates an opportunity for developers

to shelter additional income from current taxation.

Mobile home park developers have another important

source of potential tax shelter that has not been

used extensively to date. - .developer who rents

mobile homes as well as mobile home spaces is allowed
depreciation deductions based on special rules designed
for residggzhg] renggi houg%ﬁgl—fhé ;6$£“;¥ the fental
homes may be AQQ;éégéégghaé{;g‘fﬁéwébd»ﬁercégé_gééiining-
balance method over a useful 1ife significantly shorter

than the mobile home's actual 1life.

Deprectation of costs for land improvements with useful 1ife 1limited

to the useful life of the park (and not inextricably associated with

the land itself) was tested recently in a U. S. District Court in
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Maryland. The Tunnell case of 1973 involved the question of depre-
ciability costs of canals or lagoons in two waterfront mobile home
parks, as well as the cost of adapting essentially wooded areas to
the parks. In this case the court ruled that the cost of the
lagoons and the costs of designing and preparing the site (including
clearing of land and landscaping, but not grading expenses) can be

depreciated.

It is interesting that useful lives of as low as seven years have been
allowed by the IRS Commissioner in private rulings. The primary evi-

dence presented by one taxpayer was his inability to receive any

longer-term financing from conventional sources. Even if "Blue
Book" values are used to determine the useful 1ife of the homes,
a developer who rents homes and spaces will have an advantage

since these values generally are understated.

Double-declining balance depreciation based on a seven year life
would yield the developer who rents units a 28 percent deprecia-

tion deduction in the first year of rental and nearly 50 percent by
the end of the second year. This can create a shelter for other park
or non-park income. While the excess (over straight-1ine) depre-
ciation is subject to recapture at ordinary income rates, depending

on the length of time the property is held, the goal of postponing
current tax payments is accomplished and the possibility of con-

verting some ordinary income to capital gains exists.
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In addition to the federal government, state and local governments require
both the mobile home park owner and individual mobile home owners to pay
various taxes and fees. The wide diversity of taxation methods is reflected
in data, shown in Figure 9, from the Project Mobile Home Industfy national
park survey. These variations make it necessary to investigate the appli-
cable methods and rates in each community that is being considered for

possible mobile home park development.



Park Financing

o —_—

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS

PERSONAL VEHICLE
- TAX TAX

- TAXATION CLASSIFICATION

C FIGURE 9 : DIVERSITY OF MOBILE HOME TAXATION METHODS

(AS EXPERIENCED BY RESPCNDENTS TO THE
PMHI PARK OWlER/OPERATOR SURVEY)
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Market research is an essential element of any real estate venture.
sefore commencing a project, both the developer and lender should
be convinced that an adequate market exists for the proposed
development. As a Specialiged segment of the residential nousing
sector, mobile home parks require, in addition to standard market
research techniques, attention to details that are unique to the

mobile home housing market.

It will serve no purpose to enumerate all the relevant market
factors for the housing market, even if it were possible. However,
it is useful to consider those market factors unique to mobile

home parks:

1) The concept of "highest and best" use is an interesting con-
sideration in the context of mobile home parks. «n unusual amount
of flexibility in land use exists. The investment time horizon
for a park development is significantly shorter than for most other
developed-land uses. Tracts of land on urban fringes can be pro-
fitably developed as parks, and converted after ten or 15 years

to a more profitable use as land value appreciates.

2) In many areas of the United States, people have negative atti-
tudes about mobijle home parks. These community attitudes can be
changed by a demonstration of improved industry standards, taste-
ful advertising, and tactful presentation of potential benefits

associated with a well-imanaged mobile home park.
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Jther factors may threaten the success of a mobile home park. There
continues to be a significant amount of building trade union resist-
ance to the increased use of manufactured homes. These unions often
have an impact on zoning or planning board decisions. Also, unions

influence building codes that may effectively exclude mobile housing

from certain areas.

3) Mobile home parks may play an important role in building new
towns and resort communities. Parks can provide temporary housing
for construction workers and prospective tenants while permanent
homes are being built. In addition to serving as temporary con-
struction housing, mobile home parks can provide Tow cost housing
to service personnel who work in modern resort communities but
are unable to afford the high housing costs within the resort area

itself.

4) Uith the introduction of double-wide units having up to three
bedrooms, the mobile home industry has opened large segments

of the nousing market that it could not satisfy in the nast. In
California, 72 oercent of the units sold in 1972 were double-wides.
These units lend themselves to coovnerative and condominium parks.

Tne opportunity to own a housing unit on 2 cocnerative or concdominium

basis, at prices significantly lower than conventional housing,

has proved to be an attractive zlternative for many rariicinants in
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5) Competition with conventional housing plays an important role in
the success of mobile home parks. ¢freconceived notions about mobile
nome units and parks often influence consumer behavior, reducing the
demand for mobile nomes significantly. In addition, wany people
associate higher price and higher quality, without examining the
actual cnaracteristics of alternatives. Promoting consumer aware-
ness of the Tow cost and high quality of many mobile home units and

parks could spur consumer acceptance.

6) In the past, older parks were able to place nine or ten homes per
acre because restrictive zoning limited competition. These parks often
are not equipped to handie the new double-wides. ilewly approved parks
have been able to attract tenants from older parks by providing facil-
ities for double-wides, placing oniy five or six hones‘per acre, and
providing better amenities. In areas already having mobile home parks,
potenéia] residents exist who are convinced of the benefits available
to them from their chosen nhousing alternative. uy offering these pre-
'sent owners bigger and better units and lots, a built-in market can be

tapped.

ATthough this Tist is not exhaustive, it presents a picture of the

unique real estate market factors facing mobile home park-deveiopers.
© Careful consideration of factors such as these allows the developer

to.design a park that will satisfy consumer demand, thereby improving

the prospect of a successful venture.
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Performance of mobile home park financing can be assessed using many
measures. For example, one might consider the availability and cost of
capital for mobile home projects, the return on equity realized by park
owners, or the amount of tax shelter provided investors. In the final
analysis, however, the appropriate measure of overall industry performance
is whethér the mobile home market has reached economic equilibrium, a
condition existing when the supply of park spaces equals the demand for

them.

Finance is a major variable in the equilibrium formuia, and good financial
performance incorporates the appropriate incentives and rewards that lead
to good overall performance. Unfortunately, in many parts of the country
mobile home park space demand far outweighs supply. The survey of mobile
home dealers conducted for this studyv(PMHI/DS) indicates that some
dealers could have sold over 30 percent more homes if enough park space

were available. Poor financial performance is a major cause of this

disequilibrium.

One manifestation of an excessive demand situation is the “closed park."
Data from the Project Mobile Home Industry Park Survey (PMHI/PS) show
that almost nine percent of all parks are closed. These parks reap
monopoly profits at the expense of consumers, by charging'entrance fees
and requiring that park-dwellers purchase homes from the park owner's
dealership for up to $2000 above what other dealers charge. Furthermore,
it is very difficult for residents of closed parks to move, because of

additional costs incurred.
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Economic disequilibrium prevalent in the mobile home industry can be
resolved by the development of more mobile home park space. However,

this only will occur if lenders are willing to invest more capital

in the industry.

o
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1.

Factors Causing Diséquilibrium
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In order to promote a successful mobile home project, developers must

]

overcome many obstacles; zoning barriers and lack of capital are two.
Zoning restrictions increase preconstruction costs for public relations

and governmental lobbying. Lack of capital can result in greater equity

“

requirements and interest charges than would be the case in other real
estate developments. The net effect is a lTower return on equity for the

developer, and less incentive to build a quality mobile home park.

@
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1.1 ZONING

C E—
Zoning restrictions directly affect the feasibility of a mobile home
park development. However, they also can affect financina arrangements

C
in a more subtle fashion. One of the greatest constraints workina
against mobile home park financing is the psychological effect of
stringent zoning restrictions on the willingness of lenders to make
mobile home park loans. Ilhere mobile home parks are considered a
blight by the community,lenders are unwillina to upset the local
populace by providina funds.

C.
Although strict zoning is a handicap at first, it can turn into a areat
advantage for the park owner. If he is the onlv developer in the area,

C it is possible to maintain high occupancy levels at hianh rentals. Thus,
strict zoning results not only in fewer park spaces, but also in higher
costs to the consumer.

G
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1.2 LACK OF AVAILABLE CAPITAL

Historically, there has been a lack of capital to finance mobile home
parks, resulting in fewer park spaces built and homes sold. Lenders

who have never made mobile home park loans are reluctant to enter a

field that they do hot understand. Furthermore, they are still influenced
by the image of the old trailer court. 1In areas such as Florida, Califor-
nia, and Arizona, reputable developers with well-planned and carefully
analyzed projects can obtain funds at interest rates and terms that
compare favorab1y with other housing developments. More important, they
somet{mes have to provide a_down'payment of only ten percéht or lgss.
Unfortunately, this financial climate does hot exist in most parts of

the country.

The shortgge of low-cost capital in many areas results in lower quality
parks that add to the bad image of mobile homes. This, in turn, leads
to stricter zoning laws and a decrease in the amount lenders

are willing to invest in mobile home park loans. Lack of park space
also results in a large number of mobile homes located along the road-
side, further contributing to the bad image and resulting lack of

capital. These relationships are shown in Figure 10.
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Lack of Capital

<::Lower Quality Parks

N

FIGURE 10
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Bad Image
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<<120n§ng Restrictionsj>>

: ONE RESULT OF LACK OF CAPITAL




a

Park Financing -

As capital has come into the industry, nhowever, this circle is beginning
to break. Better parks are being built, the image of mobile homes and

parks is improving, and zoning barriers are easing.
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Effects of the Financial Climate
on Developers

M

A

&



M

Park Financing v587

2.1 LENDER'S VIEWM

Many lenders still view mobile home parks as single ournose real estate
that is not easily converted to other uses. As a result, park develoners
have to be content with higher down pavments,shorter terms, and hianher

interest rates than developers of other types of real estate.

The economic 1ife of mobile home parks usually is estimated to be 35 or
40 years. Lenders, however, rarely provide lonaer terms than 25 years,
and customarily allow a 15 year amortization. This is a disincentive
to investors, because they .need a greater cash flow to meet the higher

mortgage payments.

However, the aqreatest constraint to a developer is the hinher dnwn
payment reaquirement. In effect, this lowers an investor's return on

equity. and encouraaes him to channel his monev and eneragies elsewhere.
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2.2 INCENTIVES FOR MOBILE HOME PARK DEVELOPMENT

Considering all of the problems, one might ask whv rdeveloners would
consider a mobile home park rather than a conventional real estate
investment. There are several advantages associated with mobile home

parks that do provide adequate incentive.

Mobile home parks are less risky than many other tvpes of real estate
investment. Since mobile homes are the least expensive form of new
: housing and conventional housing'costs_ are increasing rapidly, more
| p;§p1e ére turniﬁg to-fhé moEi1e hoaé ﬁi?inq alternative. This increasina

market improves a park developer's chances for success.

In addition to lower risks, mobile home parks reauire a substantiallv
smaller investment than comparable conventional housina nrniects, Park
& investment costs are closelv associated with land values, whereas
conventional construction is associated with labor costs. Althouah
both land and labor are becomina more expensive, the mohile home nark

developer can reduce a major portion of his cnsts bv selectino a site

&

that has a relatively low price.

In addition, a developer probably will realize land value annreciation.

®

The conventional real estate developer, havina a qreater part of his
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investment tied up in construction costs than does the mobile home
park developer, will not realize the same relative gain as the value of

land increases.

Another incentive for the mobile home park developer is added flexi-
bility. Conventional construction {s more permanent than mohkile home
park construction. UYWhile the mobile home park developer can turn his
land to a more profitable wuse in fen or fifteen years as increasing
land values justify other types of projects, the conventional developer

is constrained by the physical presence of his buildings.
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Summary
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Under ideal conditions there is ample incentive for a developer to invest
his funds and energies in mobile home parks. However, lending institu=
tions and mortgage bankers have been laggard in their acceptance of the
mobile home as a legitimate living alternative. Most financial
inefficiencies in the industry result from poor lender response to
capital demands of mobile home park developers , dut this appears to

be changing as the gquality of parks improves and lenders obtain more

experience in this field.

Only when the financial climate is ripe for park development can economic
equilibrium prevail in the mobile home park system. Until then rates of
return will be artificially restrained, resulting in lower incentives to
the developer and an inadequate number of park spaces. With more lender
participation, rates of return will be controlled by natural economic
forces and park supply will approach demand. The resulting efficiency

will be beneficial to all industry participants.
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WYhile most of the items below have been discussed in areater detail in
other sections of this study, a summary of some of the trends affectina

the mobile home park industry will be useful.
Park Size

Results from the PMHI/PS of 130 mobile home operators indicate that

parks are growing larger and more costly to build. Comparing the 23
survey respondents who built parks during the 1970's with the 12 respon-
dents who developed parks during the 1960's, a trend is easily discerned.
Figure 11 indicates that 95 percent of the 1960's respondents built
parks having 100 spaces or less, whereas only 75 nercent of those devel-
oping during the 1970's built parks with 100 spaces or less. Fiaure 12
indicates that the cost per park space has increased durina the past
decade, which reflects both increased emphasis on park aualitv as well

as inflation in the construction industry. Fiaure 13 shows the comhined

effect, with higher total develonment costs in the 197M's than the 194n'g,

Land Costs

One important trend that park developers must consider in future devel-
opments is that>barring major shifts in living patterns, the cost of land
will decrease less rapidly with distance from the city than in the past.
As a result, park developers must begin to look at land costs in a differ-

ent Tight. In the future, it will not be uncommon for a successful park

developer to pay 31000, 32000, or even $4000 per mobile home snace For

land. This could make the costs of renting snace to the consumer
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prohibitive. Thus, one may expect an acceleration in the develooment

of condominium parks, especially in high land cost areas.

N

FHA

The FHA Section 207 program aroused some interest in 1962 and 1870

when FHA ceiling rates were 8-1/2 percent. However, few park spaces

C\
were generated by this program, primarily due to restrictions on devel-
opers and lenders. Proposed legislation currentlyv is being studied, but
o a major overhaul of present programs is necessarv befare aovernment
sponsored parks will play an important role.
c Mobile Home Industry Production
Mobile home shipments peaked in 1873 and have been declinina on an annual
c basis since then. The current softness in demand for mobile homes is a
result of the recession, which was at its nadir at the end of 1974, As
the economy recovers from this downturn, increased consumer income may
c spur demand. However, improvement in demand will be dependent both on
the strength of economic growth and the willingness of lenders to resume
their mobile home investments.
€
Condominiums and Subdivisions
¢ Although still a minor nortion of the mobile home park industrv,

increased use of condominiums and suhdivision parks mav have a sinnif-

icant effect in the near future. Manv of the new parks in some areas,
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particularly Florida, are beina developed on a condominium basis.

lith respect to financing, this trend may result in less dependence of
the developer on long term interest rates. Since interest costs on
construction loans have to be carried for a short term of one or two
years, they only add a marginal amount to overall construction costs.
This trend may reduce fluctuations in the production of park spaces

due to mortgage market shortages.

Closed Parks

Public regulation and consumer nressure mav play an imnortant role in the
review of policy on closed parks. Artificial restraints on park entrance
are being attacked by more groups than ever before, and some dealers are
discovering that thev may be losing monev because of added difficulties

in filling their parks with residents.

Lender Participation

A variety of lenders are gaining expertise in the field of mobile home
parks. Individuals, banks, corporations, 1ife insurance comnanies, and
partnerships are participating in a field that was viewed not verv Tonq
ago as quite risky. Although many of these lenders still nerceive
mobile home parks as riskv ventures, thev seem to be placina more confi-
dence in developers who have demonstrated their competence and the feas-

ability of a proposed park proiect.
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This confidence is reflected in larger loans, and better rates and temms.
The PMHI/PS clearly demonstrates that banks, as indicator§ of lenders
in general, have been more receptive to mobile home projects in the 1970's

than in earlier decades.

For example, Figure 14 indicates that 80 percent of the respondents who
developed parks during the 1950's received bank loans for less than
$50,000, compared to 37.5 percent of those who developed parks during

the 1960's and 22.2. percent of those durina the 1970's. Furthermore,

the figure shows that the largest loan values aranted to develoners durina
the 1970's were three times the maanitude of those aranted to develoners
during the 1960's. Trends in interest rates and loan terms are jllustrated

in Figures 15 and 16.

Scme lenders, 1ife insurance companies for example, even hold an equity
share of financed parks. This practice, however, appears to be a function
of the tightness of money markets and could change over time. Developers
may be unwilling to relinauish part of their ownership position if alter=-

native sources of funds are available.

Large Cornorations

Recently developed parks aenerally apnear to be laraer onerations than
those built in the past. Laroe cornorations and develoners are huildira
300 to 1000 space parks, and soqe_are»deve1oninq parks with room for

expansion to 5000 spaces. The magnitude of funds necessary for these

developments precludes many small, local developers who have no



Park Financing

INIWdO1IA3Q NYV¥d 404 SNVOT ANVE 40 LNAOWY :plL 3dN9HI4
(S¥v110Q 40 SANVSNOML 40 .

SNIL) SANVE A9 GIONYNI4 LNNOWY

501 001 52 02 1 ol s 7

-0t

-02

-o¢

-op

-0

-09

-0/

- 08

\\msa B

2o _ _
PAAd -001
A (o (U

OR 1970's

'PERCENT OF PARKS DEVELOPED IN
50's,1560"s,

g

1



SUviA

G

W93 NVOT JINVE : 91 Jun9ld

VIrLLEILLE]]

]
""p b 10D

~01
- 0¢
-~ 0€
~0b

-09

08
06

—001

o
o
|
g §
5,0461 \m.ommﬁ & S,0661
o
[N OOO
c\ oooc.o
\ oooo
o ~ 9&&
e o o K
— s W
e ™
© Ry,
P LU e C L T T YL TTT P TITE
-
"
ral
o
o
v & U O O W

PERCENT OF PARKS DEVELOPED IN

1950's,1960's,0R 1970's



Park Financing 600

connections with financially sound backers.

As huge developers and companies specializing in park development
expanded their role in the industry, the financial control of parks has
been greatly improved. Computer-based accountina and collection
svstems have been created to produce accurate park performance

reports and operating statements. ‘leekly park status reports provide
timely data on a number of key items, and tiaht apnroval procedures
ensure proper review of all significant expenditures. These svstems

have improved the control and profitabilitv of mohb{ile home parks.

Amenities

‘New parks are growina bigaer and better, and their amenities have

improved substantially over those provided by their predecessors.
Besides'the standard shuffleboard courts, well-eauinped recreation

and qame centers are common. Multiple swimming pools and aolf courses
are becomming accepted, and even expected features. Modern managers
must be able to fulfill the increasing needs and desires of nark

residents.

Costs, Fentals, and Mew Units

In addition to land costs, construction and operatino exnenses have
increased significantly over the nast ten years and nrobahlv will
continue to do so. To offset these costs, park develoner/onerators

have been forced to increase their monthly space rentals. This has
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been accentuated by increased lot sizes needed for the nooular double-
wides, and the trend for lower densities per acre as demanded by new
park residents. Fiqure 17 demonstrates the recent shift awav from the

narrower units to 12 foot, 14 foot, and double-wide homes.
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The financial performance of the mobile home park industry has been

C
characterized as poor in earlier pages. It has been stated that the
lack of low cost capital results in higher costs to the consumer and

c lower returns to the developer than would otherwise be the case. The

' net effect has been a demand for mobile home park spaces that exceeds the
supply in many sections of the country.

C
There are several ways to reduce the imbalance. For example, it is
possible to remedy this condition by raising rental prices so that demand

o decreases. However, this solution would alter the low cost nature of

| the mobile home 1iving a1fernative. From the consumer's perspective, a

more desirable solution probably would consist of these three broad
elements:

c
1. Government reguiations that would encourage developers and lenders
to become fnvo1ved in mobile home park projects.

C I
2. The use of creative financing by developers, mortgage brokers, and
lending institutions.

C
3. Willingness of lending institutions to view park developments as
they do other real estate developments, requiring a similar percentage

©

down payment and offering similar interest rates and terms.

Taken together, these elements will provide the developer with a greater

#)
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return on equity than he now earns, cnd will encourage construction of

more park spaces.

[
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for Government
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1.1 - CLOSED PARKS
&
In order to reduce excess profits of closed park owners, it is necessary
C to prohibit practices that require a consumer to purchase his mobile home
from a particular dealer and pay an entry fee. Such legislation would re-
duce costs to the consumer and, therefore, improve performance in the industry.
o However, one should not expect this to be a cure-all for park problems.
Unless more spaces are built the park owner still will be able to charge '
excessive monthly rents.
C:
&

4
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1.2 TAXATION

The wide variation of state tax policies as applied to mobile homes was

= detailed in Chapter 4 on Tax Aspects of Mobile Home Parks. :iany sources
close to the industry consider it essential that a uniform approach be
developed. Mobile homes are real property and serve as personal resi-

¢ , dences. Taxation and licensing fees as motor venicles are inconsistent
with these facts. &cqualization of taxes for owners of mobile homes with
those paid by owners of conventional housing probably will play an

¢ important role in disputes such as those concerning zoning and community
acceptance. vTﬂe gection on "Taxation" in the volume on Public Regulation
concludes that rea]Aproperty“téiéfﬁonAo%'mobi]é homes would lead to

& significant benefits for the mobile home industry in general and
for park financing in particular.

C

<

©

3
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C
1.3 BUILDING CODES

o Jne major deterrent to the success of manufactured shelter has been
the local builing code. Still today, it is difficult to plan an
efficient production line approach to home building, because manu-
facturers must take into account special requirements of the communities
in which the product will be marketed. 7o build a manufactured home
that would satisfy the most stringent requirements of every code
would be extremely expensive, effectively pricing the home out of the

Q
economical housing market.

o Mobile home builders have been able to circumvent this problem by success-

fully developing an industry building code. txtensive Tobbying has won
acceptance of this code by most states, and, in fact, made possible the

financial success of mobile home manufacturers. tiowever, this has been

achieved only because mobile home manufacturers tacitly agreed to ensure
an architectural distinction between thgir product and a conventional home.
Any attempt to remove this architectural distinction, by abandoning wheels
under the homes for example, is almost sure to invite strong labor union

and code enforcement agency resistance.

{iUD's national mobile home construction and safety standards (based
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on the industry code) will become effective in June 1976 and promise
to resolve the building code impediment to mobile housing. iUD

will delegate most administrative and enfo:rcament functions to

the individual states, and the "prestigious", joint fedarai/state
initiative should aid the mobile home industry in improving its image
and, in turn, stimulating the financial sector to view mobile home
park financing more favorably and seriously. Federal and state

governments can help in this educational task.

For a more complete discussion of thié aspect, the reader is directed to

the section on Building Code Regulation in the volume om Public Regulation.
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1.4 ZONING
Local zoning has had an impact on mobile home sales. .iany communities,

particularly in the Hortheast, have exlusionary zoning policies, which
preclude any form of manufactured housing within their boundaries. «lthough
these nolicies are a response to the “"trailer court" image that manv have

of mobile home parks, they are also an attemot in some cases to exclude

from a community those who do not have the resources to buy a conventional

home.

Again, it is state government that must oversee zoning restrictions if de
facto ahettos resulting from zoning nolicies are to be eliminated. Hooefuilly,
state agencies are able to rise above local considerations to recoanize those

areas where well-designed mobile home parks should be encouraged.

For a more detailed discussion of this asnect, the reader is directed to

the section on Land Use Controls in the volume on Public Regulation.
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-
1.5 GOVERNMENT INSURANCE PROGRAMS

C.
Govermment loan insurance nroarams, such as those offered bv the

C FHA, can promote park develomment onlv if they are attractive to both
developers and lenders. Develoners must be allowed a reasonable return
on their investment, hiaher than the 18 percent currently allowed.

C Lenders must have the ability to charge realistic interest rates, aeared
to the prime rate, or they will invest funds in more lucrative areas.
Only by thoroughly re-evaluating these programs will aovernment agencies

C realize their potential in promoting mobile home park development.

C

C .

@

¢
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2.1 LEASING

In most forms of commerical real estate development the practice of
leasing land for a project has become widespread. Mobile home parks
are no exception. In many circumstances developers have found that their
profits from a proposed park are maximized by a land lease agreement,
with land rents usually running between eight and 12 percent of gross
income. The necessary conditions usually are high land costs, alterna-

tive land uses, and reluctant sellers.

In areas of high land costs some parks become feasible through leasing
because the initial investment is reduced, rents can be deducted as
expenses, and a greater amount of funds are available for financing
improvements. If the landowner anticipates a more profitable use

for the land as its value increases over the years, he may be unwilling
to sell and leasing is the only a1ternative.4 In either case, a

leasing arrangement makes the development possible.

From the lender's point of view a leasehold mortgage may prove to be a
good investment because the amount required by the borrower is signifi-
cantly lower. The lender must take a few precautions, however. A

subordination agreement, pledging the land as security for the mortgage
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Toan, is preferable to the lender. If this is not obtainable the lender

[

should insist on hypothecation of the lease (i.e., in case of default on

the mortgage the lender can assume the position of lessee and continue
5
to keep the Tease in effect). Also, the lease should run at least ten

years beyond the loan's maturity.
e Lease arrangements may have a fixed rental or percentage lease
basis. It often is desirable from the lessee's point of view to have
an escalating Tease during the first few years, which allows a reasonable
o period for fili-up before higher payments begin.
&
&
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2.2 SUBORDINATED SALE-LEASEBACK OF LAND

With l1and becoming more expensive and representing a larger percentage
of the total project cost, mobile home park developers should begin to
examine the subordinated sale-leaseback as a source of capital. In
this arrangement a developer builds a park, sells to investors for an
immediate return of his capital, and then leases back the park to

operate it.

Lease guarantee insurance reduces the purchaser's return, but may be
necessary to satisfy the lender. Therefore, the developer should

incorporate this insurance cost in his income projections.
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C
2.3 STANDBY COMMITMENT
c
The standby commitment has been used by>park developers in recent years
C to obtain a construction loan. Usually the commitment is written for
an interest rate well above market levels, with the intent that it
never will be funded. The high interest rate provides the developer
C with a strong incentive to obtain permanent long-term financing.
By obtaining the commitment, the developer can build his mobile home park
C ~ without being locked into a permanent loan that has no prepayment
privileges. If the park rents as well as expected, the developer will be
able to refinance and obtain a permanent loan with a longer amortization
¢ period and lower rates than provided for in the commitment. At the same
 time, he is establishing a track record that will enable him to obtain
better terms on future construction loans and permanent Toans.
C

The fee for a standby commitment is one-half to one point for every six
months that the commitment is outstanding, but longer term commitments

generally have lower rates. Although this may seem a heavy charge for

.

many developers, it has been a vehicle for obtaining funds that other-
wise would not be available. Furthermore, it has acgquainted many lenders
with mobile home park financing, and has established a foundation upon which

park developers can build a business relationship with lenders.
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¢
2.4 RENTAL OF MOBILE HOMES
¢
One park arrangement that has not been used extensivelv nrovides for
c rentina both the park space and mobile home to residents. This mobile
home apartment scheme allows a park owner to maintain the value of the
homes on his balance sheet. The tax shelter resultinga from the depreciatior
o of this asset would play a part in the feasibilitv analysis of the proiect.
This scheme opens a new market of potential residents, comprising those
c who do not have sufficient funds to purchase a mobile home. Althouah
this could decrease the vacancy rate, a developer must take care that
park auality does not deteriorate. He will have to compensaté foerhé
c fact that residents will not have pride of ownership, characteristic
of home owners, by providing extra maintenance services.
C
=
C
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C

' 2.5 CONDOMINIUM PARKS

c
Construction of condominium parks increases the availability of financing

G by freeing developers from large mortgage debt, and allowing them to
concentrate on development rather than park operation.

C ' condominium parks also allow the consumer to obtain conventional mortgages
with lower monthly payments rather than loans with high add-on interest
charges. The resulting lower cost should make mobile home living more

C attractive.

&

o
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2.6 LEASE-OPTION-TO-5UY FOR CONSUMERS
C
Jany developers who want to build condominium parks are concerned
C that consumers may not be able to obtain adequate financing to purchase
both the land and the home. One possible solution is to establish a
condominium park and sell lots to those who can obtain the necessary
c funds. Those who do not have funds to purchase the Tot can rent a space
with an option-to-vuy it within a given period, such as seven years.
This will give a consumer enough time to accumulate funds needed to
C; meet down payment requirements on the land.
In such cases the individual should obtain a liberal prepayment provision
c on his mobile home loan, so that when he does purchase the land he can
refinance the home and land with a conventional mortgage. In fact, if
the purchaser has a lease-option-to-buy, perhaps the FHA could insure
c a conventional mortgage from the time he purchases. the home.
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3.1 MANUFACTURER PARTICIPATION IN PARK DEVELOPMENT

Manufacturers could increase the industry's flow of capital by entering
into joint venture or limited partnership arrangements with local
dealers. With the manufacturer's credit behind a park development, the
park venture should be able to secure better terms from lenders. Such
an arrangement also should improve the relationship between manufacturer
and dealer. The dealers themselves could be allotted a percentage of
the park space in proportion to their equity in the partnership. In

~ addition, a certain percentage of park spaces could be set aside for

those dealers who exceed their allotted park space. This would reduce

the park’s fill-up time.
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[

3.2 PUBLIC RELATIONS

C
Although their attitude is beginning to change, lenders traditionally have

C been reluctant to commit funds to mobile home nark developments because
they lacked exnerience in this area and were influenced by the image of lTew
quality parks. Although the resulting shortage of canital directly affects

C developers who must channel their energies elsewhere, it is tﬁe manufacturers
and dealers who ultimately suffer.

C Both manufacturers and dealers would orofit from an extensive nublic relations
campaign directed at the financial community. Such a cémpaign might emphasize
the high profit potential and relatively low risk of modern narks. In ad-

c: dition, presentations to municinal government renresentatives could show the
positive community impact of a high qualitv nark and would increase support
at the local level. An effective publicity campaign expanding on that cur-

c rently conducted by the Mobile Home Manufacturers Association shouid increase
the flow of capital into the industry and imnrove receptivity to park deveiop-
ment.

G

C
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SUMMARY

o
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Mobile home parks can be sound investments. As in conventional real estate
developments, a mobile home nark investor can attain many financial goals
such as capital gain, ranid recovery of equity, and tax shelter for other
income. The degree to which these qoals are met depends unon the sophisti-

cation of project developers.

Mobilé home parks have some advantages over conventional real estate developn-
ments. +~ mobile home park has lower capital requirements than does a com-
parablv-sized conventional project. 4 larner percentage of a mobile home
park investment is dedicated to the purchase of land, and land values prob-
ably will appreciate. A mobile home park can be removed after ten or 15
years, if the land becomes valuable enouah to support a2 conventional develon-

sent,

Despite these advantages, mobile home park developers have generally ex-
nerienced difficulty in attracting funds. One reason is that mobile home
parks have a "trailer camp” image. The combination of this poor image and
belief that mobile home park occupants do not carry a fair share of the
local tax burdén has led to stringent local zoning ordinances against such

developments.

Financial institutions, not wishing to arouse the ire of local citizenry,
nave’ avoided mobile home park loans. This has resulted in an undercap-
italization of those parks that have been built, thereby creating a condition

which supports the trailer camp image.
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Recently this chain of events, leading from undercapitalization to low

c
quality parks, has begun to weaken. There is evidence that the financial
community is maturing with respect to mobile home parks. As mobile homes
continue to have an increasing impact on the housing market and lenders

C '
become more familiar with the advantages of mobile home park financing,
sophisticated financing approaches will find greater use. Consumer demand
for low-cost housing, combined with lender desire for efficient utiliza-

C
tion of funds, will lead to a nation-wide expansion of the favorable lend-
ing climate that is now available for park development in states such as
California, Arizona, and Florida.

¢

G

O

o
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WOODALL'S MOBILE HOME AND PARK DIRECTORY
STAR RATING SYSTEM FOR 1968

WOODALL ONE STAR PARK

The most important consideration for a one star park is overall appearance.

If it is not a decent place to live, it will not be listed in Woodall's

Directory.

The following are general requirements:

1A.
1B.

1c.
0.

1F.
16.
1H.
11.
1d.

Fair overall appearance.

Patios on most lots. May be concrete, asphalt, wood, or some
suitable material.

Grass, rock or shell to cover ground.

Streets fair to good. May be dirt, asphalt or gravel in
reasonable condition.

Restrooms clean, it any.

Adequate laundry or laundromat nearby.

If fences allowed, must be neat.

Mail service;

Homes may be old models but shcw evidence of care.

Manager available some nours of each day
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WOODALL TWO STAR PARK

In addition to the requirements for a one star park, a two star park will
have the following:
2A. Landscaping--some lawns and shrubs.
2B. Streets in good condition. Must be dust free of crushed
rock, gravel or shell minimum.
2C. Neat storage.
2D. Well equipped laundry or laundromat nearby.
2E. 220 volt connections available.
2F. If children accepted, park should have play area.
2G. Park free of clutter, such as old cars and other abandoned
equipment.

2H. Well maintained and managed.

WOODALL THREE STAR PARK

What a three star park does it does well but not as uniformly as nigher
rated parks. Many three star parks were once higher rated, but original
construction does not allow for today's 10-foot., 12-foot, and double-
wides or the 55-foot and 60-foot lengths. If children are allowed, there
should be adequate play area. However, the disarray caused by children
may at times be the determining ‘actor that keeps a three star park at

that level when it otherwise could be rated higher.
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In addition to the requirements for a one and two star park, a three star

park must have the following:

3A.
3B.
3C.
3D.
3E.
3F.

3G.

3H.
3I.
3J.
3K.

Attractive entrance.

A1l mobile homes must be in good condition.

Awnings and cabana rooms on some homes in southern areas.
Some spaces for large mobile homes.

Faved or hard surfaced streets.

Off-street parking or streets wide enough for safe on-street
parking.

Good lawns or substitute throughout, shade trees, some shrubs
where climate permits.

Concrete patios or the equivalent on all lots.

A1l lots neat and attractive.

ATl park buildings in good repair.

Good management.

WOODALL FOUR STAR PARK
(There are two categories. See item 4K.)

Four star parks are luxury parks. In addition to the requirements for

a one, two and three star park, a four star park must have the following:

4A.
48.

Good landscaping.
Most homes skirted with metal skirts, concrete block, orna-
mental wood or stone.

Paved streets, edged or curbed.
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Uncrowded lots.
Underground utilities if permitted by local conditions and
authorities.
Most tanks, if present, concealed.
Any hedges or fences must be attractive and uniform.
Awnings, cabanas, or porches on most homes in southern areas.
(Excepting double-wide units.)
Most lots to accommodate large mobile homes.
Where row parking of homes exists, all must be lined up
uniformly.
Communfiy hall and/or swimming pool and/or recreation program.
If a park is four star in a]i but this requirement, the fourth
star will be printed as an open star indicating a four star
park without park-centered recreation.

Excellent management.

WOODALL FIVE STAR PARK

Five star parks are the finest. They should be nearly impossible to

improve. In addition to the regquirements for a one, two, three and four

star park, a five star park must have the following:

Appendix

4D,
C

4E.

4F.
© 4.

4H.
¢ 41.

4d.
© a.
&)

4L,
c
¢ 5A.

5B.

L G:-"-

Well planned and laid out spacious appearance.
Good location in regard to accessibility and desirahle
neighborhood. In some locations park should be enclosed by

high hedges or ornamental fence.
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5C.

5D.
SE.
S5F.
5G.
5H.
5I.
5d.

5K.

5L.

5M.
5N.

50.
5P.

5Q.

640

Wide paved streets in perfect condition. Curbs or lawns
edged to streets, sidewalks, street 1ights, street signs.
Homes set back from street.

Exceptionally attractive entrance and park sign.

Patios at least 8 X 30 ft. (Excepting double-wide units.)
Paved off-street parking such as carports or planned parking.
ATl homes skirted.

ATT hitches concealed. Any existing tanks concealed.
Recreation, some or all of the following: swimming pool
(excepting areas with long, cold winters), shuffleboards,
horseshoe pitching, golf course, hobby shop, hobby classes,
games, potlucks, dances or natural recreational facilities.
Beautifully equipped recreation hall wfth kitchen. Room for
communfty gatherings, tiled restrooms, etc.

Uniform storage sheds or central storage facilities.

A171 late model homes in excellent condition.

At least 60% occupancy in order to judge quality of resi-
dents which indicates park's abiiity to maintain a five star
rating between inspections.

A1l empty lots grassed, graveled or otherwise well maintained.
If pets or children allowed, there must be a place for them to
run and play without cluttering the streets and yards. Most

five star parks are for adults only.

Superior management interested in comfort of residents and

maintenance of park.
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The most important consideration for a one star park is overall appearance.

6ul

WOODALL'S MOBILE HOME AND PARK DIRECTORY
STAR RATING SYSTEM FOR 1872

WOODALL 1 STAR PARK

If it is not a decent place to 1ive, it will not be listed in Woodall's

Directory.

~ The following are general requirements:

1A.
1B.

1C.
1D.

1E.
1F.
TG.
1H.
11.

Fair overall appearance.

Patios of all-weather areas on most lots. May be concrete,
asphalt, wood, or some suitable material.

Grass, rock, or shell to cover ground.

Streets fair to good. May'be dirt, asphalt, or gravel in
reasonable condition.

Restrooms clean, if any.

If fences allowed, must be neat.

Mail service.

Homes may be old models but show evidence of care.

Manager available some hours of each day.
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WOODALL 2 STAR PARK

In addition to the requirements for a one star park, a two star park will

have the following:

2A.
28B.

2C.
2D.

2E.

2F.

Landscaping--some lawns and shrubs.

Streets in good condition. Must be dust free, of crushed
rock, gravel or shell minimum.

Neat storage.

Well-equipped automatic Taundry or laundromat nearby.

(requirements may be waived in park where all residents have

laundry in home.)

Park free of clutter, such as old cars and other abandqned

equipment.

Well maintained and managed.

WOODALL 3 STAR PARK

What a three star park does it does well, but not as uniformly as higher

rated parks.

Many three star parks were once higher rated, but original

construction does not allow for today's 10-foot, 12-foot, and double-wides

or the 55-foot and 60-foot lengths.

In addition to the requirements for a one and two star park, a three star

park must have the following:
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< 3A. Good quality overall appearance. Park sign near entrance.
3B. A1l mobile homes must be in good condition.

3C. Awnings and/or cabana rooms on some homes in southern areas.

© 3D. Some spaces for large mobile homes.
3E. Paved or hard surface streets.
3F. (QOff-street parking or streets wide enough for safe on-street
< parking.
3G. Good lawns or substitute throughout, shade trees, some
shrubs, where climate permits.
C 3H. Concrete patios, raised porch, cabana, or the quality equiva-
lent sqitab1e to the climate on all lots.
3I. A1l lots neat and attractive.
“ - 3J. A1l park buildings in good repair.
3K. Good management.
< 'WOODALL 4 STAR PARK
< Four star parks are luxury parks. In addition to the requirements for a
one, two and three star park, a four star park must have the following:
4A. Good landscaping {trees, shrubs, flowers, grass or stones).
C | 4B. 75-98% of homes skirted with metal skirts, concrete block, or
stone properly installed and well-maintained.
4C. Paved streets, edged or curbed.
< 4D. Uncrowded lots.

4E. Underground utilities if permitted by local conditions and

authorities.
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4F, A1l tanks and propane bottles concealed. No tanks or bottles
preferred. '
4G. Any hedges or fences must be attractive and uniform.

4H. Awnings, or cabanas, or porches on most homes in southern

areas. (Excepting double-wide units)
41. Most lots to accommodate large mobile homes. No 8' wide
homes.
C
4J. Off-street parking.
4K. If children are allowed, there must be a play area, preferably
equipped.
C‘ 3 -
4L. Adequate community hall. Swimming pool and/or recreation
program. If a park is four star in all but this requirement,
the fourth star will be printed as an open star indicating a
four star park without park-centered recreation.
4M, Excellent management.
C -
WOODALL 5 STAR PARK
C . . . .
Five star parks are the finest. They should be nearly impossible to
improve. Their quality must be diligently maintained. In addition to
the requirement for a one, two, three and four star park, a {five star
c

park must have the following:
S5A. Well-planned and laid out spacious appearance.

5B. Good location in regard to accessibility and desirable

)

neighborhood. In come locations parks shouid be enclosed by

high hedge or ornamental fence.

S
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5C.

5D.

5F.

5G.

5H.

51.

54.

5K.

5L.

EM.

5N.
50.

5p.
5Q.

5R.

645_

Wide paved streets in perfect condition. Curbs or lawns
scrupulously edged to streets. Sidewalks (from street to

the home), street lights, street signs.

Homes set back from street.

Patios or porches at least 320 sg. ft. on all homes. (Except-
ing double-wide units)

Paved two-car off-street parking or planned parking for a
second. car.

A1l homes completely skirted with quality skirting.

Awnings or cabanas and carport on all homes.

Uniform storage sheds at all homes.

A11 hitches and jack posts concealed. No tanks or bottles.
Beautifully -equipped recreation hall with kitchen. Room for
community gatherings, tiled restrooms, etc.

Recreation, scme or all of the following: swimming pool
(excepting areas with long, cold winters), shuffleboard,
horseshoe pitching, golf course, hobby shop, hobby classes,
games, potlucks, dances or natural recreational facilities.
A1l late model homes in excellent condition.

At Teast 75% occupancy in order to judge quality of residents
which indicates park's ability to maintain a five star rating
between inspectioné.

A1l empty lots grassed, graveled, or otherwise well maintained.
I¥ pets or children allowed, there must be a place for them
to run and play without cluttering the streets and yards.
Superior on-duty management interssted in comfort of residents

and maintenance of park.
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Park Development
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COST/PRICE ANALYSIS
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1.

Site Develonment Costs
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Appendix 651
STATE YRS BUILT SPACES  DENSITY $/SPACE $/SPACE  $/SPACE
YR BUILT 1973 1973 oC

ARRANSAS 1973 17 6 $1000 $1000 $1000
ARKANSAS 196373 180 N/A $1470-1562 $2310 §2237
ARIZONA 1971.72 300 5 $ 666 " $ 703 $ 640
CALIFORNIA 197374 176 9 $1500-34B3 - '$2785 $2590
CALIFORNIA 1959 68 11 $2941 5779 §5374
CALIFORNIA 1973 211 6 $4265 $4265 $3966
GEORGIA 197172 300 8 $3333-5000 $4558 $5435
GEORGIA 1959-62 79 & §$ 400-1110 $1375 $1639
FLORIDA 1972 326 6 $3374 $3564 $3809
FLORIDA 196568 8s 9 $ 833-1545 $2161 $2310
FLORIDA 1956-72 93 9 $2098 $2215 $2367
FLORIDA 1956 53 16 $1188 $2557 $2733
FLORIDA 1956-70 20 10 $1400-6166 $6602 $7057
ILLINOIS 1960-74 120 7 $1018-1766 $2262 $2146
ILLINOIS 1948 42 6 $1142 $3273 £3083
INDIANA 1967-68 148 7 $1517-1888 $2651 §2541
TOWA 1970-73 30 3 $ 333-2545 $1616 $1616
KANSAS 195772 79 6 $ 625.1666 $1380 §1510
MAINE 1957-67 22 A $ 500-835 $1066 §1152
MINNESOTA 1954-70 340 8 $1956-2247 §4581 $4176
MISSOURI 1961-71 40 4 §2428-3000 $4000 $3915
NEW YORK 1952-61 100 A $ 520-2741 $2744 $2551
NEW YORK N/A 45 3 $1500-2000 N/A N/A
NEW YORK 1969-71 36 6 $1333-1428 $1725 $1604
NEVADA N/A 27 3 $ 740 N/A N/A
OKLAHOMA 1968-72 102 9 $1052-5000 $3783 $4090
OKLAHCMA N/A~72 101 10 $1029 $1086 §1175
PENNSYLVANIA  N/A 26 N/A $1156 N/A N/a
PENNSYLVANIA  1962-70 84 9 $7916 $9847 $8639
SOUTH CAROLINA 107172 150 3 $ 430-1666 $1583 $1937
VIRGINIA 1971.73 500 7 $5600 $5913 $6873
TEXAS/LA 1973 110 avg 9 $3100 $3100 $3203
WASHINGTON 1959-73 76 5 § 950-1300 $1640 $1605
WASHINGTON 1960-62 18 2 $§2625-3000 $5360 $5247
AVERAGE, ALL 34 PARES c.oeeverrcosassonsnsssacassssssoncosses 33220 $3308
AVERAGE, ALL 69 INCREMENTS (PHASES OF EACH PARK) seeuosee.... §3042 N/A

NUMBER OF PARKS BUILT ALL AT ONCE, 10 OF 34 (30%)

SOURCE: Responses to PMHI Park Operator/Owner Survey, 1973

SITE DEVELOPMENT COSTS (EXCLUDING LAND COSTS), 34 MOBILE

HOME PARKS
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Total Costs
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Comparative Site Develonment Costs:
Parks vs. Conventional Housing Projects
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ITEM 10 CONVENTIONAL 13 COMMERCIAL 7 MILITARY
HOUSING PROJECTS MOBILE PARKS MOBILE PARKS
COMMUNITY FACILITIES $ 0 0.0% $ 525 10.87% $ 0 0.0%
UNUSUAL COSTS 165 - 4 100 2.0% included balow
Uctlicies 165 50 " "
Rouds [ 50 o *
SITE PREPARATION 430 5.87 215 4,37 410 10.5%
PAVING 1270 20.4% 1015 20.7% 670 17.2%
Curbs/Gutters 280 235 ]
Parking/Drivewvays 210 320 100
Streets 515 405 475
Walks 265 55 95.
UTILITIES 2385 38.0% 1820 37.2% 2255 57.9%
Water 505 410 430
Sewer 515 580 590
Gas 315 130 310
Electrical 550 195 600
Street Lights 120 90 95
Storm Drainage (UG) 380 415 230
LARDSCAPING 420 6.7% 165 3.4% 195 5.C%
Grass 275 100 80
Trees/Shrubs 145 65 115
FENCING 220 3.5% 105 2.1% 90 2,3%
UNIT ACCESSORIES 1380 22.07 865 17.7% 275 7.1%
Pad, Foundation 960 330 incl abhove
Storage Sheds 310 370 170
Patios 110 165 105
OTHER COSTS 0o 0.0% 90 1.87% 0 0.0%
TOTAL SITE DEVELOPMENT
w/community facilities $6270 100.0% $4900  100.0% $3895 100.0%
w/o community facilities 6270 4375 3895
AVERAGE DENSITY: 5 UNITS/ACRE 6.5 UNITS/ACRE 6 UNITS/ACRE
ESTIMATED 73 LC COST: $6116 PER UNIT $3445 PER SPACE $3470 PER SPACE
ORIGINAL PRICES: $4734L-6457 (1971) $1614-3730 (60-72) $2854-4106 (73)
A-E Estimates Actuul Bids Current Estimates

SOURCES: MHMA Plans and Snecs, Yolumes 1 and 2, 1969, Herbert
Behrend and Daryoush Ghorbani (3 parks)

Responses to PMHI Letter to Park Descners/Developers,
1973 (17 parks and 10 conventional housina nrojects)

COMPARATIVE STTE DEVELOPMENT COSTS
HASHINGTON, DC, JUME 1073
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LAND DEVELOPMENT COST CHECKLIST
Uni+ Price
1. Land {unimproved)

I1I. Zoning and Fees

'}

ITI. Design
T

WO~ O OIS Py —2

O~ wWMN

Planning Board

Sewer Autherity

Township Agreement

Subdivision Bonds 0.15% of Bond
Maintenance Bonds 0.15% of Bond
Street Accertance & Dedication
Permits

Taxes - Transfer., real estate, etc.
Engineering

Settlement Charges

a. Title Search & Insurance
b. Transfer Taxes

¢. Convevancing

d. Federal Stamps

e. Recording

f. Notary

a. Insurance

(1) Fire % Extended
(2) Contingent
(3) 0. L. &T.

h. Legal Fees

i. Real Estate Taxes

Land Planning
Environmental Impact Study
Presentation Drawings
Permits & Surveys
Topography

Stakes & Elevations
Survevs

Prints

IV. Construction
1.
2.

£~ w

=~

Community Facilities
Unusual Costs

a. Utilities

b. Roads
Site Preparation
Paving

a. Curbs/Gutters

b. Parking/Drivewavs

c. Streets

d. #alks
Utilities

a. idater

b. Sewer

To*al fost
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c. Gas
d. Electrical
e. Street Lights
f. Storm Drainage
Landscaping
a. Grass
b. Trees/Shrubs
Fencing
Uni+ Accessories
a. Pad Tiz~Down Anchnrs
b. Storage Sheds
c. Patios
Other Costs

Unit Price

Total Cost
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PARK FINANCING
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Federal Housing Administration Statistics
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Characteristics of Sec. 207 Mobile Home Park Transactions

1970 and 1971

Percentage distribution of

Characteristics _projects or dwelling units
1971 [ 1970

Projects size in spaces

Average Size.....cviiiieiiieinnn, ! 185.9
Median size..........cooiiiiiien f 169.0

Average number of spaces per acre:
(% of projects)

T 1o T 7.0
3.5 t0 3.9 ittt i it 2.3
4,010 4.4, it 2.3
4.5 t0 4.9, ittt 7.0
5.0 t0 5uduriin ittt ieas 9.3
5.5 10 5.9 it iiiiiiioiiiiinennnn 14.0
6.0 t0 6.4, e iiiniiiiiiiiincanans 18.6
6.5 10 6.9 ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiianean 7.0
7.0 t0 7.4, 0ttt 14.0
7.5 t0 7.9 cetiiiineincnninennnnn 13.9
8.0 10 8.9cueviririinenneninnaans 2.3
8.0 OrmOre.. e i iiniierencennns 2.3
Median project ratio............. : 6.2
Average mortgage amount per space:
(% of spaces)
Less than $2,000.......c00cvunnnn. --
$2,000 to 2,499...ciiiiniiininnn 6.3
2,500 to 2,999......ciiiiiiannn 26.8
3,000 to 3,499......c00iiinnnn. . 39.1
3,500 to 3,999.......00iiinnnn 27.8
Mortgage amount:
Average per SpPac........c.c.eeee- $3,111
Median per Space.........ceeeeeuns $3,216

163.0
161.0

—_— D) —
~ WW 20 WLWOTNHO W
¢« e o © © e § o o e s = @
NN—00 P00 OUYT—— 00

o

—Nw N
0O~ — —
00O 200

$2,880
$2,852
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Characteristics

Percentage distribution of
projects or dwelling units

1971 1970
Mortgage amount as proportion 6f
replacement cost: (% of projects)
Less than .800.....cvveviiannnnas 9.3 14.1
800 to .824.....ciiiiiiininins 7.0 4.7
825 to .849....cciiiiiiiiinnen 2.3 8.2
850 to .874......iceiiiianncnn 9.3 9.4
875 to .899.....icc0cic0c0nnan 20.9 20.1
c900. e iiiiiietetetortanassonans 51.2 38.8
L9017 to .924....iiiiiiiiioniann -- 3.5
2925 to .949.....iiiiiiiiiioonn - --
950 to .974....iiiiiiiiionninn -- --
975 to .999....iiiiiieiionnnnn -= 1.2
Median project proportion........ .900 .893
Monthly rental per space: (% of
spaces)
Less than $40.00........ccvvvnenn 1.0 4.3
$40.00 t0 49.99......cciiiinnn 39.3 52.7
50.00 t059.99......c.00ivnnnn. 41.0 26.5
60.00 t069.99....cciiiiuinnnnn 18.0 9.1
70.00 or mOYe. . i iiiinnancnns i 7.4
Median rent per space............ $52.36 $48.66
Price of land as proportion of
replacement cost: (% of projects)
Less than .10...cceiirienenncnnns 23.2 13.1
0 to JT4 i ieeiiiie i 27.9 27.4
150 10 L19iiiiiiiiei e 25.6 33.3
200 to L28..iiiiiiiiiiiiieaa 16.3 13.1
25 10 L29.iiiiiiiiiiiiiea 7.0 7.1
30 to L34 -- 1.2
235 10 .30 .iiiiiiiiiiieeeeen - 1.2
A0 to B4 ..., -- 1.2
45  Or MOYe...ieierirennenannns - 2.4
Median project proportion........ .148 . 166



663
Appendix

c : Percentage distribution of
' Characteristics ! projects or dwelling units
1971 1970

Average price of Tand per space: /a
(% of space)

Less than $250.....cccviiennncnnnn 16.7 7.2
$250 to  499......iiiiiiieonnn 28.2 37.1
500 to 749.....c.iiicinccncnn 29.5 33.1
750 t0 999....c..iiiccnieacon 18.2 7.8
1,000 t0 1,249..cciiiiivenccccann 6.3 11.8
. 1,250 t0 1,499....ccivcccnrocncan 1.1 1.8
¢ 1,500 Or moOre....cceecececoononnn - 1.2
Median price....cveeeerennn.. $543 : $543
< a/ Price of land does not include cost of development
Source: Compiled from 1972 HUD Statistical Yearbook, Dept. of Housing
c and Urban Development.
G
C
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VOLUME OF FHA-INSURED SECTION 207 MORTGAGES,
BY STATE LOCATION OF PROJECTS, BY SECTIONS, 1935-1971

Mobile
home
States courts
Total 47,087 __
Alabama --
Alaska 388
Arizona 1,906
Arkansas 1,109
California 2,456
Colorado 543
Connecticut .-
Delaware -
Washington D.C. --
Florida 3,409
Georgia 715
Hawaii -
Idaho 50
I17inois 296
Indiana 1,369
Iowa 283
Kansas 588
Kentucky 799
Louisiana 1,066
Maine -
Maryland 323
Massachusetts -
Michigan 3,856
Minnesota 2,010
Mississippi 622
Missouri 931
Montana 413
Nebraska 195
Nevada 602
New Hampshire -
New Jersey 144
New Mexico 418
New York 66
North Carolina -
North Dakota 50
Ohio 2,678
Ok1ahoma 5,045
Oregon 1,160
Pennsylvania 330

Rhode Island -
South Carolina 1,339
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Mobile

home

States courts
Total 47,087
South Dakota 150
Tennessee 375
Texas 8,551
Utah 596
Vermont o=
Virginia 867
Washington 555
West Virginia ==
Wisconsin 618
Wyoming , 216
Canal Zone . -
Guam --
Puerto Rico -

Virgin Islands --
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LAND BUYING CHECK LIST
- : 1-LOCATION
A. Get a community map showing property location.

B.
e -
@

C.

D.
&
e

E.
@
& F.
g .

P o

Qutline on map the following:

1. Schools = grammar, junior high, high
2. Community center, shopping district
3. Transportation ‘

4. Recreation and industrizl areas

5. Railroad stetions and bus lines

Get a property map showing:

l. Amount of acreage
2. - Nearest utility lines
"(a) Electricity (b) Water (c) Gas (d) Sewage
(e) Roads (pavad roads on propﬂrty)
(f) Proposed improvements at or néar the property.

Get a contour map, if possible, or & government geodetic survey
map, if an engineer's contour ma2p is not availzble,

Is the property located in the path of develonment of a growing
community? Immediate surroundings are built up as follows:

North South East  West

Built-up areas (%)
Price class ($)

Average a2ge of bldgs.
Type or class of bldgs.

"Get distances to the following:

Community shopping center
Population inh a oneamile radius.
Mzin metropolitan center of population :
Grammar school Junior high High

Amusement centers, such as: Parks Lake
Swimming Theaters Others
Churches

Are there any adverse influences in the neighborhood (such as land
usage) that cause offensive sights, noises or odors? Yes

. No

If Yes note their nature

Are there poorly kept or unsightly properties in the neighborhood?
Yes No

If Yes, describe
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II-TRANSPORTATION
A. Heans of transportation to main metropolitan area?
Bus Street car Main hghwy R.R.
B. Average travel time to metropolitan area?
Bus Street car Motor R.R.
. Ca Average travel time to main payroll area?
Bus Street car R.R. Motor
D." Is fiee,tranSportation provided to- '
Grammar school Junior high High
E. Cost of transportation
Main metropolitan area $ Main payroll area $
F. Are any freeways proposed near properiy?
Yes No N

ITII-RESTRICTIONS & ZONING

A.

If available, get the following:

1. Copy of restrictions covering land usage of proposed property,
if any. f not restricted, check

2. Copy of zoning regulations.

Is there any indicztion of infiltration of inharmonious racial
groups? Yes No

Under existing zoning regulations, what land usage is permitted
on adjoining properties? :

North South
East West

Is any part of property available under zoning restrictions for use
as business, commercial, or industrial? If so, describe what usage
and where permitted.

IV-UTILITIES
A. Weter
1. Is domestic water available at property?

"3. Supplied by Public utility?

Yes No
2. If No, how far?

Mutual water company?
Ouality of water
.« Water rates

[ PO - T,
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IV-UTILITIES - Continued

B. Gas
1. Is gas available at properiy? Yes No

2. If No, how far?

™

3. Is it supplied by Public utility?

4. Rates

5. ©Size of supply

© C. Electricity
1. Is electricity available at property?
Yes " No
2. I1f No, how far?
3. Is it supplied by Public utility?
L 4. Rates - -
c
D. Telephone
1. Is telephone service aveileble at property?
Yes No
2., If No, how far?
o E. Sewerzge
1. What method of sewsge disposal?
(a) Public sewers? VYes No
(b) If No, how far?
(¢) Will domestic sewage flow to main trunk or will it have
— _to be pumped?
~ {d) Cesspools?
(e) Septic tanks?
V-PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS
~ A. Type of top soil. Adobe Clay Loam
-~ Sand - Rock Any Other
B. Type of sub-soil
C. Depth to underground water table
D. Is the land generally flat?
.Eo . LOW? X o
o~ F. Gently rolling? s
e G. Hilly?
H. Woocded?

I. Will the land recuire specisl drsinage features?

J. Is the land traversed by zny crainage ditches carrying water

. regularly or at flood peaks?
K. Does the land show evidence of continued erosion?

L. Are there any permznent easements or rights of wsy through the

property? Yes No
If Yes describe )

If so, mark on map.
M. Size of building parcels or lots adjacent to property.
Morth South

2

East West
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VI-TAXES & SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS )

A. What is the assessed valuation df property? $

B. What is the tax rate of property? §$§

C. VWhat is the average tax rate of adjoining community?

D. 1If property is inside the city limits, bresk down the tax rate
showing rate for the city and rate for county.

. City County

E. 1. "Are there 2ny specizl assessments now against the property
_ caused by recent major improvements? Yes No
2. If so, describe

F. 1. For what period will such assessments run?

2. What is the % of the special assessment against the total
assessed valuation of the property?

VII-SPECIAL AMENITIES _

Are there any special attrattions at or near the property? If
so, please describe as follows:

1. Special views?

2. ‘Large trees?

3. Rivers, lakes, ocezn, etc.

4, Swimming facilities?

5. Freedom from (a) Fog (b) Ind. smoke

(¢) Frost
6. Aversge yearly o
" _Rainfall Temperature Rel. humidity
7. Air Movement

(2) Cool winds from mountains or ocean?
(b) warm winds from deserts, etc.

8. Direction of preveiling winds

VIII-~-TMPROVEMENTS

A.

Cross gutters, per sa. ft.

In any proposed subdivision much will depend upon the regulations

“of the loczl governiqgﬂbgdy..

What is average cost of subdivision improvements per acre as re-
quired in the community?

What are the prevailing costs of the following improvement work:
Excavation, per cu. yd.

Standard cement curb, per lin. ft.

Standard gutters, per sq. ft.

Monolithic curb and gutters, per lin. ft.

Side walk, per sq. ft.




Appendix 671

VIII-IMPROVEMENTS - Continued

c.

2. Cost of sewer house connections, per lin. ft.?

Street pavement:

1. Wnhat type is required?

2. V¥hat is cost per sq. ft.?

3. Will special type of sub-base be-required under pavement?
Yes No

4, If Yes, what is recuired?

5. What cost per sg. ft.?

1. Average cost of sewer lines including manholes, per lin.
ft.?

Water Main:
l. Size znd cost of water main reocuired
2. Will the weter company install water mains at their expense?

.Or must water msins be installed at subdivider!s expense?

3. If at the subdivider's expense, what are tl: terms of refund
arrengement, if any?
4, ,Cost of eesch house water meter connection, if any?

Gas:
l. Will the gas company install gas mains at their expense?

_ At the subdivider's expense?
2. - If at the subdivider's expense, whet are the terms of refund
arrangement per connection, if any?

Electricity:
1. Will the electric company instell domestic lines at their
expense? At subdivider's exp.?

2. If at the subdivider's expense, what are the terms of refund
arrangement per connection, if any?

‘Vhat is the cost af-a- complete site survey and engineering calcu-

lstion of record meps, survey stakes, street plans and profiles,
etc.”?

l. What width of streets will the governing body require for
pavement from curb to curb on single family residentizl streets?

2. What width of right of way do they reauire from property line
to property line?

Lot Sizes:

l. What will the qoverning body require for minimum lot sizes
for single fomily residences? sq. ft.

2. VWhat is minimum width of lot permitited for single family
residence?
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VIII-IMPROVEMENTS - Continued T

K. Are subdivision improvements usfally installed by subdivider

oo} with cash?
: Or, are subdivision improvements by loczl assessment district

and financed by governing body?

; X-COST OF LAND
Wnat price oer acre to obtain subject property?

: X-0THER

%f A. .Besides maps, etc., get following, if aveilable:

! 1. Regional mzjor highway plan.

: 2. "Record of treffic counts tazken on boulevards adjacent to sub-
C ject property.

s - 3. Copy of laws and ordinances which govern subdivision of land.

g l. Has FHA issued a subdivision report on the property?
. Yes No
G 2. Will the subject prOperty gualify for FHA loans?
' Yes , No .

&
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E.

MAJOR DATA BASES:
THE PMHI PARK QPERATOR/OWNER SURVEY
(PMHI/PS)
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1.

The Survey
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The Park Survey questionnaire prepared by Project Mobile Home Industry
was designed to be as comprehensive as possible, given the constraint
that a request for too much information and detail would likely

yield an unduly Tow response rate.

At the outset, it was feared that the twelve-page Tength of the
PMHI/PS questionnaire might be excessive. However, when the question-
naire was field-tested by industry, the length was not viewed as a
problem, and the original length was maintained. Confirmation of this
decision occurred when the response rate to the Park Survey turned
out to be approximately the same as for the other surveys.
< The Park Survey was divided into six general areés: (1) Park Qwner/
Manager, (2) Park Development, (3) Finance, (4) The Park and Its
Residents, (5) The Park and Its Design, and (6) Conclusions. Informa-
& tion from previous years and estimates for future years was requested
so that trends could be identified. After questions were developed,
a preliminary draft was prepared and submitted to HUD. With the
@ | feedback from that agency, the OMB, and the Bureau of the Census,
revisions were made; Finally, the resulting questionnaire was field-

tested by industry before being used for the survey.

The Park Operator/Owner Survey package was mailed to 1,316 parks (Code
numbers 01001-011316). The mailing 1ist was based on a computer
C printout provided by Woodall's which gave the addresses of approximately

13,200 rated parks. The list did not include any parks not rated by
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Woodall's. After detailed negotiations with Woodall's, it was found
that a manual search through non-computerized, loosely organized
files of addresses would have been necessary for compiling an
address list of non-rated parks, an effort which would have been
cost-prohibitive. A random sample of 10% of the total number of

rated parks in each state was taken.

The 1,316 survey packages were mailed on July 12 and 13, and

October 19, 1973 was set as a cut-off date for returns. When
calculating a rate of return, all returned surveys marked "out of
business," or "wrong address" (and returned unopened with no for-
warding addreés) were subtracted from the total number mailed.

This number, 1,289, represents all mobile home parks which received

a survey package. One hundred fifty-one responded, which yields an
11.5% rate of return. OQut of those, one hundred thirty-two responses

were codeable for computer analysis.

To test the representativeness of our initial sample, a follow-up
survey was prepared and mailed on October 23 with a cut-off date
for returns of January 9, 1974. Ten percent of the non-respondents
of the first survey were sent a condensed four-paQ€ parks question-
naire. Of these, 118 were received by the companies and 10 were

completed by respondents yielding a response rate of 8.4%

To guarantee that all information would remain confidential, a security

system was implemented. Each entry on the mailing 1list of parks was given
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C&
a code number which matched the number stamped on its otherwise
unmarked questionnaire. This was done to insure anonymity once PMHI
finished its analysis. To insure confidentiality during the time that

& '
the surveys were being analyzed at PMHI, they were stored in a locked
cabinet accessible only to authorized personnel.

C .
Copies of both the park survey as well as the follow-up survey
guestionnaires appear after the next chapter.

C

C

C

C
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The statistical universe to which PMHI's respondent sample was
compared was the 13,059 parks rated by Woodall's. The follow-up
sample of 10 was not used because 10 was judged too small a sample

size to be meaningful.

The standard. procedure for testing involved two steps: (1) compiling

a 1ist of common denominators between the information available for

the universe and the information generated by PMHI/PS, and (2) then
selecting for testing all variables which were both of basic importance
and for which there were a sufficient number of responses in the PMHI/PS
sample. The three variables which fit these criteria and which

were used as base line information for comparison were: (1) Woodall's
star ratings, which measured quality; (2) average number of spaces

per park, nationally, an overall measure of average size; and (3)
regionality, the proportion of parks in varijous regions.

These tests are discussed individually below.

Woodall's Star Ratings

Since the PMHI sample necessarily included only rated parks,
representativeness as defined here means representative for the

universe of rated parks. The test for ratings was run with 91 parks.

Of the 132 parks in our coded sample, 13 were new and under construction.
For the remainder of the parks, due to a number of technical and

statistical difficulties, PMHI was unable to reliably ascertain
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their ratings in 1973. Summary statistics for ratings distribution

in the universe were provided by Woodall's.

The following chart compares the number of parks that actually

fell into each of the five rating categories to the number expected
from the Woodall's universe, i.e., expected if the same proportions
occurred in our sample as in the Woodall's statistical universe

~

of 13,059 parks.

Rating l
Category 1 2 ; 3 4 5 Total
PMHI/PS No. | 23 35 23 8 2 91

% 25.27 38.46 | 25.27 8.79 2.20 99.99

Woodall's No. | 26.46 33.03 | 22.45 7.02 2.04 91’
Universe % 29.08 36.03 | 24.67 : 7.71 2.24 100

One can see from naive inspection that the PMHI/PS distribution
closely resembles that of the Woodall's universe. The Chi-squared
test of representativeness confirms intuition and demonstrates
that our sample is significantly unbiased to the p = .0514 level
where X2 = ,721 for 4 degrees of freedom. Thus, in terms of star
ratings, that is, quality as judged by Woodall's, our sample is

highly representative.




~ o
o Appendix 68 lﬁ

e

“ Spaces per Park
Woodall's also made available spaces-per-park statistics. Using
© this data, we compared PMAI/PS's nationwide average of number of spaces
per park to the nationwide average of the Woodall's universe.
Total |No.Parks {Excluding New
c Spaces |or Under Construction) | Spaces/PU
PMHI/PS 9,296 91 102.15
Woodall's universel 1,252,519 13,059 95.91
C
In order to test whether the PMHI result was biased, a t-test
c was performed. The result of the t-test is that with a difference
| of means of 6.2, and a standard error of 0.498, p = 0.383. Since
p is less than 0.5, the PMHI sample is indicated to be more on the
& unbiased than. the biased side. Since a p<,05 level of
’ either bias of lack of bias does not occur, no firm conclusion can
be drawn. However, the above test favors the hypothesis of representa-
c tiveness over unrepresentativeness.
G
The chart below compares PMHI/PS regional distribution to that of the
universe.
N.E. S. N. Central W
< Real, PMHI o a 37 37
Expected from Woodall 10.54 41.67 32.30 44.49
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The Chi-squared test, which judges how well the real distribution

2 . 2.62 with 3 degrees of freedom

fits the expected, results in X
and p is between .5 and .6. That is, the hypothesis of bias
(unrepresentativeness) is slightly favored, although it is far

below being proven biased to a significant level, which would require

p H .95,

Conclusion

Although regionality is very slightly biased,‘size of parks was
shown to be fairly unbiased and quality mix of parks is very
representative. In summary, an overall consideration of the three
items tested here provides strong support for the representativeness

of our PMHI/PS sample.
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3.

Copy of the PMHI/PS Questionnaire
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QUESTIONNAIRE

PROTECTION OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

TO ENSURE THAT PROPRIETARY INFORMATION IS HANDLED IN STRICTEST CON-
FIDENCE, THE QUESTIONNAIRE HAS BEEN GIVEN A CONTROL NUMBER. THIS
AND ADDITIONAL PROTECTIVE MECHANISMS THAT ARE BEING ESTABLISHED AS-
SURE THAT IT WILL NOT BE POSSIBLE TO ASSOCIATE ANY RESPONSE WITH A
SPECIFIC COMPANY.

Note
For annual data, please use calendar year or, where necessary,

the 12-month period most closely corresponding to the calendar
year. Please indicate below which 12-month period you will be
using if you are not using calendar year figures. 12-Month
period used: .
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PARK OWNER/MANAGER

685

OMB No. 63-573021

-P2- Approval expires August, 1973

1. In what state is your park located?

2. Are you the:

(Check one or more)

a.
b.
c.

park manager?
owner?
developer?

c 3. HWhat is the legal form of organization under which this park is owned? (Check one)

5. a.

S

a.
b.
c.

If you manage this park, have you managed other parks?

individual proprietor
partnership
corporation

If Yes: =
How many?
How many years have you managed parks?
How large were the parks?

Were they adult or family parks?

1.
2.
3.

What type of work did you ao before you became involved

young adults
older and retired adults
family

(Check one or more)

a. 1. Yes[J : 2. no(d,

a0 o
.

years
units per
avg. park

ooao

1.
2.
3.

with this park?

b. Did you have school training in park managément?

6. a.

2.
3.

If you are only the manager, do you receive income and

Yes
No

No, but had practical experience

benefits?
If Yes, what type of fringe benefits?

- b.

a. 1. Yes [

bl b
ooo

[»1]

;2. N[,

7. Excluding yourself, how many people do‘you employ?

a..

b.

full-time
part-time

8. Did you become involved in parks as an outgrowth from any of the ‘following

[

a.
b.
c.

d.

8.

f.
9.
h.

- : areas? (Check one or more)

mobile home dealer
mobile home manufacturing

trailer-recreational vehicle park development

or operation
building manufacturing

land development other than mobile home or

trailer parks

on-site residential construction

other (Please specify):

No, went straight in mobile home park operation

ep wp
oogo oo oo

O h
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9. 1Is the owner of the park now in or planning to expand into any of the following

activities by 19747 (Check one or more)

Presently In By 1874

2. mobile home manufacturing

b. mobile home dealerships

c. cooperatives of mobjle homes

d. condominiums of mobile homes

e. mobile home subdivisions

f. trailer-recreational park development
& g. mobile home consumer financing

h. on-site residential construction

i. on-site non-residential construction

j. production of building suppiies

k. distribution of building suppiies

1

m

. don't know
. other (Please specify):

eux IO HO OO TN

o 10. a. Does the owner own other mobile home parks?
If Yes:
b. How many parks? .
c. What is their total space capacity?
d. In what states are these parks located?

a.

b.
c.

aoooooooooano)
Odoooaoooooooann

1. ves(d ; 2. no[d

no. spaces

e. (ompare these other parks with this park as to the type of people who reside

c in them. (Check one or more)
The Qther Parks This Park
1. young adults T [w] @)
2. older and retired adults 2. ] o
3. families 3. a o
II. PARK DEVELOPMENT
G If you know about the initial development of the park, please answer guestions nos. 11-20,

Otherwise, please proceed to Section III, FINANCE.
11. In what year was this park developed?

12. What factors most influenced the choice of this site?
a. favorable location {to shopping, employment,
o transportation)
i b. Tow 1and costs for the area
¢. favorable zoning
d. Tow utility costs (off-site)
e. low construction costs

S TN hODOOOWN
o s e 5 e o

f. high demand for spaces in this area

g. attractive natural features R

h. attractive surroundings .
& 1. other (Please specify): .
&
(39

\e)

{Check one or more)

DoonpDopooo
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13. Hhat)was the 20ning status of the land before park development? (Check one or
o more
v a. single family residential a. O
b. multifamily residential b Q
¢. commercial ¢. Q
d. industrial d. O
e. mobile home parks e. 0
f. other (Please specify): f.0
C: 14. If parks were not allowed on the land, what appeal procedure was followed?
(Check one or more)
a. variance a. 0
b. special permit b. O
¢. amendment of zoning ordinance c. O
d. other (Please specify): d. O

15. If involvement in several appeals was made, to what bodies were these appeals
Cs made? (Check one or more)

a. building inspector a. O
b. zoning board of appeals b. O
c. municipal court ¢. O
d. superior court d. O
e. appellate court e; O
f. other (Please specify): f. O. .

C 16. a. How long did it take to get the project approved by? (Spec1fy one or more)
1. financing sources 1. months
2. building inspector 2.
3. zoning officials 3.
4. other planning officials 4.
5. municipal court 5. \
6. superior court 6.
_ 7. appellate court 7
- 8. other (Please specify): 8.
-b. What was the total project approval time? b months
17. a. Did the bodies which approved the park make any regquirements regarding
the park by way of design, sewage, roads, etc.? a. 1. Yes[J ; 2. No d.
. b. If Yes, please specify what requirements?
- 18. What do you estimate your total costs were to obtain the desired zoning for
the deve%opment of this park?
19. a. If this park was built in phases, how many spaces were bujlt in each phase?
1. phase one: no. of spaces; date completed
2. phase two: no. of spaces; date completed
3. phase three: no. of spaces; date completed
& b. If future expansion is planned, how. many spaces are estimated to be added

to this park by 1974? b. spaces

R R e e g et s e
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III. FINANCE

-p5-

Questions which you may not feel knowledgeable about answering may be omitted.
Please indicate DON'T KNOW for these responses.

20. a.
b.
C.
d.
21. a.

1f you were not the developer, what was the purchase price of your parkzn 19

a..
.8,

-4

What was the cash downpayment?
How was the remainder financed:

. nk (conventional first mortgage) 1. $ @ % interest over
;. ggcong mortgage 2. § @ % interest over
3. FHA insured 3. $ e % interest over
4. Small Business Administration 4, $ @ % 1nterest over
§. financing by the previous owner 5. § @ % 1nterest over
6. other (Please specify): 6. $ @ % interest over
what is the monthly payment for principal and interest? d.

If you developed this park from scratch, how much did it cost? (Please

specify for each phase of development).

(1f

____ years
years
years
years
years
years

1. - Phase I 1. §
2. Phase II 2. §
3 Phase III 3. 8

more than three phases, please continue on a separate sheet.)

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS (include land, design,
construction, administration, overhead)

How was the financing done?

1. bank {conventional) 1. § e % interest over
2. FHA insured 2. § @ % interest over
3. Small Business Administration 3.3 e % interest over
4. other (Please specify): 4. § e % interest over
What is the monthly payment for principal and interest? <¢. $

Are you satisfied with you ability to obtain working capital financing?
a. 1. Yes ; 2. No
If No, please explain:

___years
—__ years
____years
___ years

23. a.

Wnat has been .your average annual rate of return on equity since the purchase
3

or development of the park? c.

Are you also a mobiie home dealer? a. 1. YesD s 2. NoD

If yes,

How many mobile homes do you sell each year? (average) b. units

How do sales vary accordingly to season?
1. How many units do you sell per month during

peak season? 1. units
2. How many units do you sell per month during

slow season? : 2. untts
How many of your present park residents bought their
mobile homes from you? d. z
What is the average price of your averaged sized homes?
1. new 1. § : size ft. x ft.
2. used 2. § : size ft. x ft.
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In 1972, what percentage of total annual park and park related revenue came from

the following sources?

a. park rentals & %
b. Tot sales B %
c. mobile home sales C. %
d. mobile home rentals d. 4
e. utilities e. %
f. service fees f.
g. concessions g. %
h. overnight stay/recreational vehicles h. %
i. other {Please specify): i %
100 %

WOULD YQU PLEASE SUBMIT YQOUR MOST RECENT BALANCE SHEET AND INCOME STATEMENT.

BUT _PLEASE OMIT OR BLOT OUT NAMES AND ADDRESSES TO GUARANTEE ANONYMITY.

IV.  THE PARK AND ITS RESIDENTS

Appendix

-
¢ 24,

25.
I

26.
¢ 27.
C,

28.

A

How is the taxing of mobile homes treated in your state?

(

a. personal property a
b. real estate b.
¢. vehicle c.
d. other (Please specify): d
a. Are there other parks within a 10-mile radius? a.
b. If Yes, are they the same type as yours with regard to

adult or family orientation? b.

c. If No, why do you think this is so?

Check one)
1.YesZ ;2.8 [J
1. Yes ; 2. No E]

d. If No, what advantages do you think this gives your park?

a. How many total mobile home spaces does your park have?

short-time travel trailers, if any). a.
b. How many of these spaces are usually vacant in your
park?’ b.

¢. Over the years, what do you estimate your mobile
home space vacancy rates have been?

for 1972
for 1967
for 1963
do you fill vacancies?
newspaper ads

radio ads

television ads

N
§=. Rl

Check one or more)

[= 8
.

highway signs
word of mouth
other (Please specify):

NV S W
. . .

1
2
3
signs in stores g.
]
7

(vacant spaces as % of total spaces) 1.
if applicable)(vacant spaces as % of total spaces) 2.
if applicab1e)gvacant spaces as % of total spaces) 3.

(Exclude spaces for

spaces

- spaces

3R 3R
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29. In the choice of tenants for your park, which of the following would you

include as potential occupants?

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
3.

3. a.

a0 o

3.

(Check one or more)
Young couples

older and retired persons

single men

single women

divorcees

widowed persons

students

married couples with children

persons with pets

any others (Please specify)

bbbooo

o= X HOD AN O
.

unfala

Do you have a waiting list for prospective tenants?
If Yes:

How many names?

How many spaces could you fill in 6 months, if you
had them?

How long do most people wait to move in?

Is there an entrance fee?
If Yes, would you indicate you much it is?

Is there 2 lease, covenant, or other writien aareement
for residency?
If Yes, please specify the kind of agreement.

a.

1. YesD

months

1. YesD

4

5 2.

S

If Yes, how long does the agreement run?
If No, why did the owner/manager feel that one was not
needed?

Is there a security deposit required of new residents?
If Yes, how much is it?

If Yes, what is the regulation regarding return of the
deposit?

Do any of the park occupants own the land on which
their unit is sited?
If Yes, what percentage?

If Yes, what form of ownership is it? (Check one)
1. cooperative
2. condominium
3. subdivision

From what states do most of your residents come?

a.
b

1.
2.
3

oaun

1. YesD

y 2.

% of park

residents

it from the same state as this park, are new residents
from the nearby vicinity?

are the major portions of the residents of your park employed? (Check one or

a. skilled workers and foremen
b. unskilled workers

c. clerical

d. managers

e. professionals

f. unemployed, but not retired
g. retired

h. students

i. armed forces personnel
j. others (Please specify)

b.

a.gjd

*

.

(alulalnln]n

L0 KM OO O
.

biob

1. YesE]

v 2.

No [

No (]

Ll

. No E]

No [

No O

more)
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C 37. Which of the following groups now Tive or have lived, in your park? (Check
- one or more)
3. white a.d
b. spanish american b.0
¢. american-indian e.0
d. negro/black 4.0
e. oriental e
f. other (specify) f.0
C 38. a. Does your park have the following facilites? Do the residents use them
or use those in the nejghboring community? (Check one or more) .
use in
ark has use park's communi ty
1. everyday shopping 1.7 O ] =
2. other shopping 2. O m} =
3. religious services 3. O j =
o 4. recreational building 4. 1O [ P
5. sports facilities 5. O3 = o
6. other (Please specify) 6. = ] =
b. Describe the type of recreational and communal activities which your park has
available. Is expansion or start-up planned for any? (If necessary, please
continue on a separate sheet of paper.)
P
~ Type of Present Activity Type of activity You Plan to Beain {or Expand)
1. 1.
2. 2.
3. 3.
4. 4.
5. 5.
c. D6 your residents help in making decisions about:
-~ 1. park activities 1. a. Yes O ; b. No 3
= 2. new community facilities 2. a. Yes O ; b. No
3. changing and expanding park sites, etc. 3.a.Yes T ;3 b. N O
d. If No, for any of the above, what do you feel are the
reasons for this?
39. How long do most residents live in your park? years/average
“ 40. How often are mobile homes in your park repossessed? number of units/year
41. a. Do you purchase mobile homes of occupants who wish to move? (Check one)
1. most of the time 1.0
2. from time to time 2.0
3. rarely 3.0
4. never 4.0
o~ b. Is a resale fee charged by the park owner to those . .
- residents wishing to move? b. 1. Yes [:y ;2. NoilJ
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42. Wuhat percentage of the people who move sell their homes and what percentage
take them with them?

.a2. sell to new tenant : a. %
b. sell to you (owner or manager) b. %
t. sell to a dealer with no ownership interest in the ©C. 4
park c. )
d. move home d. %
43. How long does it usually take an occupant to sell a
used mobile home that is logcated in your park? weeks/avarage

44. 2. Does the sales price of these used mobile homes seem higher or lower or
about the same, as the price shown in the 0fficial Blue Book for the same

model and year? (Check one)
1. usually higher 1.3
Why?
2. usually Tower 2.0
Why?
3. about the same 3.0
b. Do you feel your park increases the value of the
used homes above the Blue Book price? b. 1. Yes[J ; 2. NoD.
c. If Yes, by how much? c. %
45, How ¢ld are the units in your park?
a. 2 years or less a. % of total
b. 3 - 10 years b. % of total
€. 11 - 20 years €. _____% of total
d. 20 - 25 years d. % of total
e. over 25 years e. % of total

46, a. Do you restrict the entrance of new tenants to those
awning new units (except those buying homes from
. existing tenants in parks)? a. 1. Yes(J 5 2. no [,
b. If Yes, why is that?

47. What usually happens to homes which leave the park? (Check one or more)
a. move to another park of comparable quality a. O
b. move to another less desirable park b. O
¢c. move to rural location on individual lot c. O
d. wused for second homes/vacation areas d. O
e. used as hunting lodges e. O
f. used as sheds f. O
d. used as construction offices g. O
h. refurbished or sold in a used market h. O
i. used for scrap metal i. O
j. abandoned somewhere j. O
k. do not know k. O
1. other {Please specify): 1. O
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THE PARK AND ITS DESIGN
48, a. How many gross acres does your park consist of? a. acres
b. How many units are now located in your park?
1. singlewides 1. units
2. expandables 2. units
3. double or triplewides 3. units
¢. What is the maximum size of the mobile homes you
can accomnmodate? c. ft. x fx.
d. What are the different lot sizes?
1. smallest lots 1. ft. x ft.
2. average lots 2. ft. x ft.
3. Jlargest lots 3. ft. x fe
e. For how many cars is parking available?
{Please specify one or more? for residents only for visitors
1. off-street parking cars/space cars/space
2. on-street parking cars/space cars/space
f. 1f you have facilities and spaces for short-time travel trailers,
for how many such units do you have spaces? spaces
49. a. How much are 1973 lot rentals and prices (if applicable)?
Lot Rentals Lot Prices (lots for sale)
1. lowest $ per month
2. average S per month $ ]
3. highest per month 8
b. What is included/not 1nc§uded in this price or rent? (Check one or more)

Included in Charges Not Included
~ Sale Rent

1. initial hookup of home

to utilities 1. 0O ] 1. §
2. water 2. O o 2. § per year
3. gas (central system) 3. O g 3.8 per month
4. sewer (central system) 4. O o 4, $ per month
5. electricity 5. 0O g 5.8 per month
6. garbage pickup 6. 0O Im] 6. % per month
7. taxes (Identify)

7. O a 7.8 per month

8. park maintenance

{community facilities) 8. O a 8. % per year
9. maintenance of individual

lots (private areas) 9. O O 9. § per year
10. mobile home unit 1. O | 10. §
1. lzxobﬂe home supports

type: M. 8
12. r?obﬂe home skirts : n. o c

type: 12. §
13. other accessories (Please 2. O =

Specify) 13 a [m] 13. §
14. cther items (Piease -

specify) 14, O [w| 4. $
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50. Can you name firms that have designed or developed mobile home parks

since 19607
¢ Park/Location Firm Kame __Address

2,

b.

c.

d.

etc.
C 51. DRAWINGS AND DESIGN COST ESTIMATES ARE NEEDED FOR US TO DO A MORE DETAILED

STUDY OF YOUR PARK. WOULD YOU PLEASE SEND THE FOLLOWING ITEMS? M.I.T. WILL
RETURN THEM TO YOU. PLEASE REMOVE ANY REFERENCES TO THE NAME OF THE PARK OR
THE DESIGN FIRM OR DEVELOPER SO THAT ANONYMITY IS GUARANTEED. ALTHCUGH WE
PLAN TO GRAPHICALLY COMPARE DESIGN AND COSTS IN THE REPORT, WE ASSURE YOU THAT
IT WILL NOT BE POSSIBLE FOR REPORT READERS TQO ASSOCIATE ANY RESPONSE WITH A
SPECIFIC PARK OR FIRM. WE ASK YOU TO IDENTIFY THE BID DATE AND CITY NEAREST
THE PARK ONLY TO MAKE THE COST STUDY MEANINGFUL. WE GUARANTEE THAT WE WILL

C DESTROY ANY RECORDS REGARDING THE NAME OF THE CITY AS SOON AS WE HAVE DETER-

- MINED THE APPROPRIATE GEOGRAPHIC CONSTRUCTION COST IMDEX.

a. Site Plan(s): (approx. 1-5 shts, scale 1"-100') showing lot lines,
mobile home pads, streets, driveways, walks, utility mains, community
facilities, topograohy, landscaping.

b. Typical Pad Layout: (approx. scale 1"-20') showing lot lines, mobile
home pads, streets, driveways, walks, utility connections, mobile home

~ supports and tie-downs, patios, decks, storage sheds, fencing, and land-
scaping.

c. PARK DESCRIPTION: ddentifying the nearest city and the land uses sur-
rounding the park.

d. ACTUAL COST INFORMATION: identifying the following for each major con-
struction phase: ’

Land Cost (# Acres Purchased ) 8
Construction Cost (Bid Date y 8
C Design Cost ..........cciiviniinnnnny $
Administration/Overhead Cost ........ $

e. FINAL COST ESTIMATE: Summary estimate reflecting most accurate cost
breakdown available for major design elements actually built. We re-
alize that the actual construction cost shown above and the total esti-
mated construction cost may differ. We are interested in costs of com-
munity facilities, unusual land improvements costs, site preparation,
paving, utilities, landscaping, fencing, and mobile home accessories

& provided by the park owner.

VI.  CONCLUSIONS

52. a. Are you a member of your state mobile home association? a. 1. Yes O 2. N O.
b. If No, why not?

c. If Yes, what do you think the associations have done for mobiie home park
owners and managers?

8

A
%
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54,

58,

56.

What do you see as your major problems in the operation of a mabile home park?

£Q8

-P12-

{Check one or more, and specify others)

a.
b.

c.
d.
e.
f.

maintenance of the park a.g
maintenance of streets, lights, etc. versus

conventional public dedication 5.0
stigma of parks by outside community c.0d
tenant problems d.g
financial concerns for changes in park el
other (Specify) .
f.

What changes and suggestions do you have to make your park better than it
already is? (Check one or more)

a.

b
¢.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h
i
J

good management
location of park
strict rules and regulations
tenant screening

better security

better design of parks

better design of mobile homes
fair prices for tenants

more and better ‘acilites
other suggestions

oDooonooooon

- ST ~H MM OOUOMN

What do you think should be the optimal size of a mobile home park? .

a. number of spaces . a. spaces

b. number of units per gross acre b. units/acre

¢. Please give your reasons:

What suggestions do you have for changes in:

3.

C.

the design of the mobile home parks

the design of the mobile home

existing regulations by government agencies and legislation
dealerships

other (Please specify)

WE THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND PATIENCE IN HELPING US WITH THIS PROJECT



~

Appendix

696

4.

Copy of the PMHI/PS Follow-Up
Questionnaire
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QUESTIONNAIRE

PROTECTION OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

TO ENSURE THAT PROPRIETARY INFORMATION IS HANDLED IN STRICTEST CON-
FIDENCE, THE QUESTIONNAIRE HAS BEEN GIVEN A CONTROL NUMBER. 'THIS
AND ADDITIONAL PROTECTIVE MECHANISMS THAT ARE BEING ESTABLISHED AS-

- SURE THAT IT WILL NOT BE POSSIBLE TO ASSOCIATE ANY RESPONSE WITH A
SPECIFIC COMPANY.

Note
For annual data, please use calendar year or, where necessary,
the 12-month period most closely corresponding to the calendar
year. Please indicate below which 1Z-month period you will be

using if you are not using calendar year figures. 1Z-Month
period used: .
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P2

In.what state is your park located?

a. How many gross acres does your park comsist of?

k.

How many total mobile home spaces does your park have?

short-time travel trailers, if any).

a.

acres

&fxglggg spaces for

SDAcEs

c. If you have facilities and spaces for short-time travel trailers,
for how many such units do you have spaces?

c. spaces

Excluding the owner and the park manager, how many people do you employ?

2.
b.

full-time
part-time

How old are the units in your park?

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

What usually happens to homes which leave the park? (Check one or

2 years or less
3 - 10 years
11 - 20 years
20 - 25 years
over 25 years

——

move to another park of comparable quality
move to another less desirable park

move to rural location on individual lot
used for second homes/vacation areas

used as hunting lodges

used as sheds

used as construction offices

refurbished or cold in 2 used market

used for scrap metal

abandoned somzwhere

- do not know

other (Please specify):

a.

b.

a. O

o
0

e

opOopoonooo

~ KT hd OO
. P

% of total

% of total

% of total

_____% of total
— % of total

.more)

Did the park owner become involved in parks as an outgrowth from any of
the following areas? (Check cne or more)

a.
b.
c.

d.
e,

f.
g.
h.

mobile home dealer

mobile home manufacturing
trailer-recreational vehicle park development
or cperation

building manufacturing

land development ather than mobile home or
trailer parks

on-site residential construction

other (Please specify):

°

oo
°

No, went straight in mobile home park operation

Fa-we ao
00aoo oa oo



™

¥y e

Appendi x 697

-p3-

7. 1Is the owner of the park now in or planning to expand into any of the following
activities by 1974? (Check one or more)

Presently In By 1974

a. mobile home manufacturing a.” o O
b. mobile home dealerships b. o o
c. cooperatives of mobile homes c. O ]
d. condominiums of mobile homes d. a o
e. mobile home subdivisions e. jm} a
f. trailer-recreational park development f. 0 0
g. mobile home censumer financing 9. a ]
h. on=site residential construction h. ju] o
{. on-site non-residential construction i. a D
j. productien of building supplies 3. ] )
k. distribution of building supplies k. [m] 0
1. don't know 1. ] 0
m. other (Please specify): m. =} a
. . ile ?
8 a ligeie:r:e owner own other mobile home parks? a. 1. YesD . 2. o J

b. How many parks? b

¢. What is their total space capacity? *

d. In what states are these-parﬁs 1cZated? c. no. spaces

9. ?:rek_;'gu the D developer of your park or did you D purchase it (please
eck)? '

10. What was the zoning status of the iand before park deveicpment? (Checkt sne cr
more)

a. single family residential
b. multifamily residential
¢. commercial
d. industrial
e. mobile home parks
£. other (Please specify):

4p oo o
0noapao

11. What do you estimate your total costs were to obtain the desired zoning for
the development of this park?

—

12. If you developed this park from scratch, how much did it cost? (Please
specify, if applicable, for each phase of development).

Phase I —.__nho. of spaces; date completed;
Phase II .0 Of spaces; date completed;g

v ——————
ps

Phase 111 —_No. of spaces; date completed:$
(1f more than tnree phases, please continue on a separate sheet.

TOTAL DEVELOFMENT COSTS (include land, design,
construction, administration, overhead)

$
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13. If you purchased this park, what was the purchase price? §
In what year? 19__ .

14. How was the park financed? (Please check)

a. - bank (conventional mortgage); 2.3
b. second mortgage; b. 2
c. FHA insured; c. O
d. financed by previous owner; d. 0
e. other (Please specify) e. O

15. What were the financing terms?

a. Loan -amount a. $
b. Interest rate b. H
¢. Length of loan €. ___years

16. Is your park a D rental, D.condominium, l:] cooperative or
subdivision (Please check)?

-17. Do you also sell mobile homes? Yes D ; Mo D If yes, what percentage
of your park residents purchased their nomes from you? %

18. In 1972, what percentage of total annual revenue came from:

a. park space rentals a. %
b. lot sales b.
¢c. mobile home sales c. %
d. mobile home rentals d. %
e. utilities e. %
f. overnight stay/

recreational vehicles f. %

18. How is the taxing of mobile homes treated in your state? (Check one)

a. personal property a.

b. real estate b. O
c. vehicle ¢c. O
d. other (Please specify): d. O

20. a. How much are your 1973 rentals and prices (if applicable)?

Lot Rentals Lot Prices (lots for sale)
1. Tlowest 3 per month S
2. average $ per month $
3. highest S per month 8
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b. What is included/not included in this price or rent? (Check one or more)
Included jin chargas Not Included
C - sale Rent )
1. 1nitial hookup of hcme :
to utilities 1. @ | 1. §
2. water 2. 13 G 2. §$ ~ per year
3. gas {central systam) 3. O b 3.8 per month
4. sewer (central system) 4. QT a 4, § " per month
5. electricity 5. © a 5. % per month
. 8. garbage pickup 6. 0O a 6. $ per month
C 7. taxes (Identify) —
7. QO a 7. % per menth
8. park maintenance
{community facilities) . a a 8. % per year
9. maintenance of individual
lots {private areas) 9. 4 a 9. 3 per year
10. mobile heme unit 10. O a 10. §
11. mcbile home supports
> {type: )11, a o 11. §
12. mobile home skirts
(type: )12. a a 2.8
13. other accessories (Fiease
specify) 13. 4@ a 13. 8
14. other items (Please
specify) 4. O o 9.8
21. It would be extremely helpful tg our project if you could send us your most
recent balance sheet and income statement. Protective mechanisms that we
have established assure that it will not be possible to associate any
response with a specific park. As a further guarantee of anonymity, please,
omit or blot out names and addresses.
A
. WE THANK YQU FOR YOUR TIME AND PATIENCE IN HELPING US WITH THIS PRQJECT

e e e s
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