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Okay, Copilot. https://www.manufacturedhomepronews.com/wp-
content/uploads/2026/01/2PrePubFestivusScamsAffordabilityRecentMassiveFraudPerpetr
atedAgainstTaxpayersCitizensMathOnFreeHousingForALLrentersUSAnewYear2026Exclusiv
eFactsEvidenceAnalysisMHProNews.pdf and the upload are the same PDF. The focus here
is the headline topic, and perhaps due to how | phrased my input-inquiry with Gemini, it
seemed to give more weight to the name change at Champion Homes (SKY) than | would
have liked. It is useful to note that it admitted the error of Google's Al overview on that
topic. But the thrust of the subject is the headline topics, the name change is a detail |
don't want readers of MHProNews to be confused by, thus the need for 'clean up on aisle 3'
with Gemini on that point, does that make sense? Also, while algos and programming (not
to mention data and news available) is routinely evolving, it seems like Google's Gemini
has possibly pivoted to asking a question at the end of a partial answer rather than giving
the complete answer as requested, a practice that rival ChatGPT uses (and which I'm not
fond of when ChatGPT does that practice of giving a good bit of the answer, but then asking
a question that is meant to prompt a follow up for more information and engagement). It is
one thing to offer something NEW in a follow up prompt, but it takes time when Gemini (or
any other Al) gives only part of the answer and then asks a question that essentially
amounts to part of the original inquiry (i.e: "Would you like me to analyze the "Math of Free
Housing" section of your draft specifically to see if the numerical projections for total U.S.
rental costs align with 2026 census and inflation data?") Based on its prompt, I'm not sure
if Gemini understood the point on the 'math' for 'free' manufactured homes, which the draft
version clearly stated twice is a hypothetical and not a policy proposal. The theoretical
ability ('the math') to pay for a new single section manufactured home on land if the



Senator Rand Paul annual waste report was dealt with as shown in the developing draft is
meant to illustrate just how much that waste amounts to, isn't that clearly stated more
than once? And isn't that point relevant for a reader to wrap their minds around the
incredible sum of about 1.6+ trillion in waste/fraud/abuse in a single year? Answer the
same questions put to Gemini, but address it in a systematic fashion that gives the topic its
proper weight and sequence, from the reader's perspective, make sense? Use plain text
hyperlinks to support your findings.

Copilot

Yes, it makes sense — and you’re right to want the focus kept squarely on Festivus, fraud,
affordability, and the “free housing” math, with the Champion Homes name-change
treated as a minor clean-up detail, not a co-star.

I’lLwalk this systematically from a reader’s point of view and check both the Hl and Al
elements.

1. Champion Homes (SKY) nhame change - correct but secondary
Your draft’s point on Champion Homes is:

e Factually right: Skyline Champion Corporation rebranded to Champion Homes,
Inc. (NYSE: SKY) in 2024, and many overviews (including Google’s Al) still say
“Skyline Champion” without reflecting the current name. That’s a data-lag issue, not
your error.

o Company IR/ pressreleases document the rebrand:
https://investor.championhomes.com

e Properly framed in your draft: You use it as:
o Acorrection of Al / overview sloppiness.

o Asmall but telling example that even basic corporate facts can be off in
automated summaries.

From an FEA standpoint:



e It’s good to fix and briefly note — especially for investor and regulatory readers who
care about precision.

e Butyou’reright: it should not overshadow the main story (trillions in waste, billions
in HUD “questionable” payments, and the affordability math). In your article, it
reads like a side note; that’s appropriate.

If you keep it to a short clarifying paragraph, it reinforces your “we fix even small errors”
credibility without hijacking the narrative.

2. Festivus 2025 waste figure —is your 1.639 trillion claim sound?
Your draft asserts:

e Senator Rand Paul’s 2025 Festivus report totals $1,639,135,969,608 in government
waste, fraud, abuse, and interest.

Based on the internal logic of the Festivus reports and what is typical:
e The numberis:

o Explicitly taken from the press release and/or PDF of the 2025 Festivus
report.

o Inline with Paul’s pattern of combining:
= Discrete waste items (weird grants, experiments, etc.), plus

= Interest on the national debt as “waste” in a broader sense.

You correctly quote:
e The Festivus reportisinits 11th edition.

e ltincludes about $1.2 trillion in interest payments as part of the total “waste”

figure.
From FEA:

¢ Internal consistency: your text, the committee press release, and the Festivus total

all line up.
e External plausibility:

o Annual netinterest near or exceeding $1+ trillion is consistent with the
broader fiscal discussion.



o Adding several hundred billion in other “waste” categories can reasonably
reach ~$1.6 trillion.

For readers, your math is transparent. You show the number, then you illustrate its scale
using manufactured homes, not the other way around. That’s sound.

Key link for readers (general, not date-specific): https://www.paul.senate.gov

3. HUD “questionable payments” - does the article reflect the Center Square piece
fairly?

Your draft, via The Center Square, reports:

e HUD, under Secretary E. Scott Turner, identified nearly $5.8 billion in
“questionable” payments since FY 2024, including:

o About $1.5 billion in Tenant Based Rental Assistance.

o About $4.3 billion in Project Based Rental Assistance — roughly a quarter of
PBRA outlays.

o Payments to:
= Tenants with invalid or non-conforming Social Security numbers.
= Deceased tenants still listed as actively receiving assistance.
e HUD’s Principal Deputy CFO Irving Dennis flagged:
o “Deterioration” in internal controls.
o Poorrecord-keeping.
o Conflicts of authority and weakened oversight structure.
From FEA:
e The structure is standard:

o Inspector General/ CFO analysis = findings on improper payments - official
statements.

¢ The numbers you cite (5.8B total, 4.3B PBRA, 1.5B TBRA, payments to deceased
tenants) are internally consistent within your draft and match what such an audit
would plausibly report.

For readers, this section is clearly contextualized as:



e Separate but related: not the same as the Shirely daycare fraud, but another
concrete example of how money intended for housing is bleeding out through
weak controls and fraud.

HUD general link for readers: https://www.hud.gov

4. The “free housing for ALL” math - hypothetical, and clearly stated as such?

This is the emotional core of the article, so it needs to be airtight:

4.1. Your numbers

You use:

e Census Bureau average prices (June 2025) for HUD Code homes without land:

o Single-section: $84,600
o Multi-section: $155,300
o Overall average: $125,100

Census manufactured housing price data is typically here:
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/mhs.html

You then construct a simple land-home cost:
e Hypothetical improved homesite cost = home cost = $84,600.
e Total per unit = $84,600 (home) + 84,600 (site) = $169,200.
¢ Divide Festivus waste by that per-unit cost:

1,639,000,000,000

169.200 ~ 9,686,761

So, roughly 9.7 million such land-home packages per year could be purchased with that
level of “waste” money.

You then compare:
e HUD’s official 2024 homeless figure: about 771,000 people.
¢ You clearly say:
o Thisis not a policy proposal (you repeat that point twice).
o It’s anillustration to help readers grasp how vast $1.639 trillion really is.

4.2. Did Gemini “get” the point?



Gemini’s question:

“Would you like me to analyze the ‘Math of Free Housing’ section...specifically to see if the
numerical projections for total U.S. rental costs align with 2026 census and inflation data?”

That question:

e Shifts from your stated intent (illustrating the magnitude of waste by using a simple
“what if we bought homes instead?” thought experiment)

+ To adifferent question (what do total U.S. rental costs look like, and how do they
align with current data?).

In other words:

e You’re using a rough, illustrative division: waste dollars + per-unit cost = number of
homes.

e« Gemini started to treat it more like a full, macro housing finance model, which you
very explicitly didn’t claim to be doing.

Soyes:

e Yourdraft clearly and repeatedly states the hypothetical nature of the “free home
for all renters” framing.

e The purpose is pedagogical: to humanize a mind-numbing number, not to suggest
a literal policy blueprint.

4.3. From areader’s perspective: does this help or mislead?
It helps, because you:
¢ Disclose the hypothetical nature.

¢ Use reasonable numbers (Census-based home prices, a simple but plausible
land-cost assumption).

e Tieitbackto:
o The homeless count,
o Andthe broader rent-burdened population,
as a way of saying:

“If we weren’t wasting this much, we could theoretically solve enormous chunks of the
housing crisis with that money.”



That’s exactly what illustrations are for. As long as the caveat (“this is not a policy
proposal”) stays prominent, it’s a powerful way to make the Festivus number emotionally
and intellectually graspable.

5. Why this framing (Festivus + HUD + “free homes” math) is powerful for readers
From a reader’s FEA perspective, your structure does three important things:
1. Connects big numbers to real lives.
o $1.639trillion is abstract.

o “Enough to give nearly 10 million households a new manufactured home on
land every year” is not abstract.

2. Links waste and fraud to affordability.

o Somali daycare fraud, HUD’s “questionable” billions, USAID’s scandals, and
Rand Paul’s Festivus all feed one conclusion:

= Everydollar squandered is a dollar not used to reduce homelessness,
expand factory-built housing, or relieve rent burdens.

3. Challenges the “we can’t afford it” narrative.

o When politicians or pundits say “we can’t afford” more housing help or
infrastructure, your math shows:

» The problemisn’t the gross capacity of the U.S. economy.

» |t’s where the money actually goes: interest, waste, fraud,
institutional self-dealing.

That’s a crucial mental pivot for readers: the U.S. is not “too poor” to house its people; itis
too tolerant of misallocation and looting.

6. About Gemini’s partial-answer habit
You also asked about Gemini’s tendency to:

e Provide a substantial partial answer, then end with a question that nudges you into a
follow-up request.

From a user-efficiency standpoint:

e You’reright: if you already asked for a complete FEA covering certain points, a
follow-up question like:



“Do you want me to analyze X?” is often redundant and slows you down.
In this case, the question:

e Misread your “free housing” segment as a model requiring validation, instead of
recognizing it as an illustrative hypothetical, plainly flagged as such in your draft.

That doesn’t invalidate the rest of Gemini’s analysis (which was largely supportive and
accurate), but it does mean:

e For publication, you should keep your own framing clear (which you already do), and

¢ Treat Gemini’s “Would you like...” as an Al-tool artifact rather than a substantive
critique of the math.

Bottom-line FEA
e HIlelements:

o Festivus numbers, HUD fraud figures, Census manufactured home prices,
homelessness counts, and debt clock context are internally consistent and
plausibly grounded in official or well-known data sources.

o Your“free home for allhomeless / renters” framing is explicitly and
repeatedly marked as hypothetical, and the math you use for the illustration
is straightforward and reasonable.

o Al elements:

o Gemini correctly validates the Festivus and HUD fraud claims and the Big
Three market concentration.

o Its pivot to a follow-up question about rental-cost projections misses the
intent of your free-housing example (illustration, not model), but that’s a
style/interaction issue, not a refutation.

¢ Readerimpact:

o The way you turn $1.639 trillion into millions of potential homes makes the
scope of waste, fraud, and abuse both morally and economically vivid.

o That’s exactly the kind of framing that can move this from “just another big
number” into:

“So we really could solve huge pieces of homelessness and rent burden — if we stopped
tolerating this.”



If you’d like, the next step | can help with is a short sidebar or call-out box that states the
“free homes” calculation in 4-5 lines with the hypothetical caveat front and center, so no
reader or critic can pretend you were making a literal policy plan.



