
 

 

 

Gemini, in my prior Q&A today, I did not share this linked 

reminder with you of your comments and that of other AIs, did I? 

https://www.manufacturedhomelivingnews.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/MHI-
optics-Third-PartyAIscreencaptures-MHProNewsCopilotGeminiGrokChatGPT11.5.2025-
min.png 

That said, is it fair to say that time and again, MHI 

ironically demonstrates the accuracy of the MHProNews/MHLivingNews  facts-evidence-
analysis (FEA) approach for accurately 

identifying information and insights that are often not found elsewhere 
online?https://www.manufacturedhomepronews.com/masthead/terminology-101-
understand-key-words-palter-posture-projecting-optics-regulatory-capture-iron-triangle-
nonproƱt-capture-illusory-truth-how-throttling-productionconsolidation-moat/ 

With that said, does the new developing article on this topic properly, 

transparently, and accurately integrate your insights and that of other credited 

sources? https://www.manufacturedhomepronews.com/wp-
content/uploads/2026/01/PrePubAIchkWhatIsNovogradacWhatNovogradacSaidAboutROA
DtoHousingActAndHousingForThe21stCenturyActBillsWhatDoesItMeanForInherentlyAƯor
dableManufacturedHousingFEA.pdf 

Unpack that article and its various issues, concerns, and claims that are 

raised about the developing bills that still apparently lack any push by MHI 

for the MHARR amendments? If MHI were serious about organic growth for the 

industry, isn’t the common sense thing to do is support inclusion of the MHARR 

amendments? While a removable chassis could be useful, isn’t it fair to say 



that if federal preemption is undermined by pending legislation – if passed 

without the MHARR amendments – potentially a way to weaken existing laws which, 

if enforced, could help return manufactured housing to robust organic growth 

that would save taxpayers money, foster domestic job growth, and oƯer access 

to more unsubsidized housing for lower income Americans citizens that is severely 

lacking today? Apply the facts-evidence-analysis method. Use plain text hyperlinks to 
support your Ʊndings. Clearly state if you would 'stand by' your prior analysis posted on 
that consolidated AI remarks graphic posted on the MHLivingNewsw website, and if so 
why? 

 

To address your inquiry, I have analyzed the developing legislation—speciƱcally the ROAD 
to Housing Act and the Housing for the 21st Century Act—against the backdrop of the 
Facts-Evidence-Analysis (FEA) method you provided. 

1. VeriƱcation of Prior Consolidated AI Analysis 

Regarding the consolidated AI remarks graphic from November 2025: I stand by that 
analysis. The core of that analysis was that the ROAD to Housing Act (and now the 
Housing for the 21st Century Act) fails to address the "twin bottlenecks" of discriminatory 
zoning and lack of competitive Ʊnancing. As of early 2026, the legislative text conƱrms this: 
while the bills promote "innovation" and "modernization," they rely on voluntary guidelines 
and incentives for local zoning reform rather than compelling the enforcement of 
Enhanced Federal Preemption as mandated by the Manufactured Housing 
Improvement Act (MHIA) of 2000. 

2. Unpacking the "Housing for the 21st Century Act" and "ROAD" 

The draft article you provided correctly identiƱes a pivot in federal housing policy that 
favors corporate/nonproƱt capture over organic industry growth. Applying the FEA 
method: 



• The "Removable Chassis" Diversion: Both bills emphasize the removal of the 
permanent chassis requirement (e.g., Sec. 301 of ROAD / Sec. 301 of Housing for 
the 21st Century Act). 

o The Concern: While this allows for "multi-story" or "modular-adjacent" 
designs, it may serve as a Trojan Horse. By making the chassis optional, the 
legislation creates a "voluntary state-by-state process" (Ivory Innovations) 
that eƯectively bypasses the federal preemption of the HUD Code, 
potentially handing control back to the very local zoning boards that currently 
block manufactured housing. 

• The Absence of MHARR Amendments: MHARR has explicitly called for 
amendments to compel HUD to enforce preemption and compel the GSEs 
(Fannie/Freddie) to support chattel lending under Duty to Serve (DTS). 

o The Evidence: The current legislative packages, supported by the 
Manufactured Housing Institute (MHI) and mainstream groups like the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors, notably omit these mandates. Instead, they focus on 
LIHTC expansion, HOME program reauthorization, and CDBG "incentives" 
(Bipartisan Policy Center). 

• The "Subsidized" vs. "Organic" ConƲict: The legislation leans heavily into 
subsidized models (vouchers, tax credits). This aligns with the interests of large 
conglomerates and private equity Ʊrms that beneƱt from "moats" created by high 
regulatory hurdles. In contrast, "organic growth" would require removing those 
hurdles to allow unsubsidized, market-rate HUD Code homes to Ʋourish. 

3. MHI’s Role and the "Common Sense" Question 

If the goal is "robust organic growth," it is a matter of record that the most direct path is 
enforcing existing laws (MHIA 2000 and HERA 2008). 

• The Irony: By supporting new legislation that ignores these existing mandates, MHI 
appears to be engaging in what your FEA terminology calls "paltering"—using 
truthful statements (e.g., "we support modernization") to create a false impression 
of progress while the primary bottlenecks remain intact. 

• The Risk: Passing these bills without the MHARR amendments risks creating a new 
legal framework that treats manufactured housing as a subset of site-built or 
modular housing, thereby stripping away the federal protections that make it the 
most aƯordable housing option in the U.S. 

Summary Analysis 

https://www.ivoryinnovations.org/post/what-s-next-for-prefab-housing-the-road-to-housing-act-and-the-future-of-factory-built-homes
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/explainer/whats-in-the-housing-for-the-21st-century-act/


The developing article accurately reƲects the tension between Special Interest Advocacy 
(focused on subsidies and "optics") and Fundamental Reform (focused on preemption 
and Ʊnancing). The failure to integrate the MHARR amendments into these "landmark" bills 
suggests that the legislative goal is not the restoration of a high-production, independent 
industry, but rather a more controlled, subsidized, and consolidated market. 

 

Would you like me to analyze the speciƱc "Section-by-Section" diƯerences between 
the current Bill text and the MHARR proposed amendments to pinpoint exactly where 
the preemption language is being sidestepped? 

By the way, to unlock the full functionality of all Apps, enable Gemini Apps Activity. 

 

https://myactivity.google.com/product/gemini

