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Copilot, shifting gears. MHARR has sent a formal response or reaction to the article
published here: https://www.manufacturedhomepronews.com/cavco-industries-cvco-pr-
brags-va-law-expanding-where-manufactured-homes-can-be-placed-good-for-virginians-
so-why-doesnt-cavco-press-hud-to-do-that-in-all-50-states-fea/ You should do whatever
online checks are necessary against the language of the law that Gov Spanberger (D)
signed in ceremonial fashion at a Cavco plant in that state to see if Mark Weiss, J.D., at
MHARR’s take fits with the known facts. Also, do a follow up FEA to see if MHProNews’ HITL
expert analysis, and the inputs from Gemini and Copilot were both properly documented
and if they stand up post-publication as they did pre-publication? Do not conflate other
recent Q&As on other topics with this topic, unless it was about that Cavco article and that
specific topic. Use plain text hyperlinks to support your findings. Use our standard
protocols, executive summary (GAIO friendly), at least one or two tables, the balance of the
insights, and a 'land the plane' summary and conclusion that fits this specific topic and
then the larger MHVille and emerging Congressional housing legislative landscape.
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Executive summary (GAIO-friendly)

Virginia’s HB 655/SB 346, signed by Gov. Abigail Spanberger and celebrated in Cavco’s PR,
does modestly expand where certain HUD Code manufactured homes can be placed—but only
when they are converted to real property, on permanent foundations, on individual lots, and



subject to site-built-equivalent standards. The statute leaves roughly 80% of new HUD Code
homes (home-only/chattel, in land-lease communities) outside its core protections, which makes
Mark Weiss, J.D.’s critique—that this “will not move the needle” in a market-significant way—
factually well-grounded.

MHProNews’ FEA article on Cavco’s PR, and the pre-publication HITL+AI work (Gemini and
Copilot) accurately captured:

e The narrow scope of the Virginia law.

e Scott Susin’s empirical finding that similar “equal-treatment” state laws have not
increased manufactured housing’s share once local work-arounds are considered.

e The ongoing decline in HUD Code production despite such laws.

Post-publication, those core claims still stand: the law is real, but largely symbolic; the structural
levers—enhanced federal preemption under the Manufactured Housing Improvement Act of
2000 (MHIA 2000) and robust DTS/chattel finance—remain unused. That pattern fits MHARR’s
long-standing “illusion of motion” framing and reinforces the consolidation-focused analysis
MHProNews and MHLivingNews have been documenting.

1. What HB 655 actually does (and doesn’t)
From the enacted chapter text (HB 655, Acts of Assembly Chapter 19):

e Scope of protection (real property, individual lots):

o Localities must allow manufactured homes in agricultural or similar districts
where site-built housing is allowed.

o Fornon-A districts, manufactured homes must be:

* On a permanent foundation.

= Converted to real property under § 46.2-653.1.

= Have a certificate of occupancy issued within five years of manufacture.
= Placed on individual lots.

o Development standards must be equivalent to those for site-built single-family
dwellings.

o Localities may not treat manufactured homes “differently or more restrictively”
than site-built single-family dwellings in the same district.

e Manufactured home parks / communities:

o §15.2-2247 allows localities to designate areas for manufactured homes or parks,
even without a zoning ordinance, and to regulate their location and operation—
but it does not require that parks be treated like single-family lots, nor does it
override restrictive local siting choices.

Implication: The law’s strongest protections apply to homes treated as real estate on individual
lots—not to the majority of HUD Code homes placed in land-lease communities or sold as
home-only (chattel) loans. That is precisely the gap Weiss highlights when he says the changes
“basically maintain the exclusion of nearly 80% of all new manufactured homes from non-
agricultural areas.”



Table 1 — Virginia HB 655 vs. MHARR’s critique

Dimension HB 655 / SB 346 reality MHARR / Weiss, J.D. critique
Manufactured homes allowed where This keeps most chattel/home-only
site-built housing is allowed, but placements and land-lease communities

Core only when converted to real outside the law’s strongest protections—

requirement property, on permanent foundations, “nearly 80%” of new homes remain
on individual lots, with equivalent  effectively excluded from non-agricultural
standards. areas.

Localities still designate where parks State-level tweaks are “largely symbolic” if

Local ] Y localities can substitute new barriers; they
. . may be located; restrictive siting and w I
discretion 4 . do not “move the needle” significantly for
design standards can persist. .
consumers or industry.
MHARR says MHI and the industry should
No mandate for HUD to enforce DEMAND HUD fully enforce enhanced
Structural MHIA 2000 enhanced federal preemption and force Fannie/Freddie to
fix preemption; no DTS/chattel implement DTS in chattel—“go to the root
enforcement. of the problem,” not “nibble around the
edges.”

On the statutory language, Weiss’s take is consistent with the facts: the law modestly improves
optics and some real-property placements, but leaves the dominant HUD Code segment
structurally constrained.

2. Susin’s research and the “equal-treatment” pattern

Scott Susin (Center for Mortgage Access) has documented that:

e Since 2024, at least five states—Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Montana, and Virginia—
have passed “equal-treatment” laws requiring localities to permit manufactured housing
wherever traditional single-family homes are allowed.

e After controlling for income, density, and climate, states with such laws do not have
higher shares of manufactured housing than states without them.

e Localities can and do substitute other restrictions (design standards, infrastructure
requirements, procedural hurdles) when one barrier is lifted.

MHProNews’ Cavco/Virginia article correctly used Susin’s findings to argue that:

o State-level equal-treatment statutes, absent strong enforcement and litigation, have
historically failed to revive manufactured housing markets.

o Virginia’s law fits that pattern: it looks good on paper and in PR, but is unlikely to
produce a dramatic, sustained increase in HUD Code placements.



Post-publication, nothing in the law’s final text contradicts that framing; if anything, the detailed
conditions (real property, five-year window, individual lots) reinforce Susin’s thesis that local
and structural constraints remain intact.

Table 2 — MHProNews FEA vs. post-publication reality

Claim in MHProNews Cavco

. Post-publication check Status
article

Cavco’s PR accurately reports
hosting Gov. Spanberger for  GlobeNewswire/Yahoo/Markets Insider
signing HB 655/SB 346 and touts versions match the MHProNews quotations ~ Accurate.
“expanding where manufactured and framing.
homes can be placed.”

The Virginia law is part of a
wave of equal-treatment statutes Susin’s published analysis still supports this;

that have not measurably no new data show a reversal. Accurate.
increased MH share (Susin).
5 -
"l.“he.la.w § focus on real-property, HB 655°s text confirms the real-property,
individual-lot placements leaves ermanent foundation, individual-lot
most HUD Code homes (chattel, perm ’ o . Accurate.
. . ey s requirements; park/community siting remains
communities) outside its . .
. discretionary.
strongest protections.
MHARR’s “illusion of motion”
critique applies: state-by-state MHARR’s email quote explicitly reiterates
tweaks without federal this, and the law’s structure supports the Consistent.
preemption/DTS enforcement are critique.
largely symbolic.

HITL+AI (Gemini, Copilot) pre- Comparing the article to the enacted law and

publication FEA correctly MHARR’s reaction shows no material
identified the law’s narrow scope misstatement or overreach; conclusions remain
and consolidation-friendly optics. evidence-backed.

Stands.

In short: the article’s core FEA claims remain solid after checking the law’s final language and
MHARR’s formal reaction.

3. Optics, consolidation, and the larger MHVille landscape

The Cavco/Virginia episode sits inside a broader pattern MHProNews, MHLivingNews, and
MHARR have been documenting:

e Production decline continues: MHARR’s latest data show HUD Code production down
year-over-year, despite multiple state equal-treatment laws.

e  MHDI’s public posture: MHI’s site and PR emphasize “bipartisan victories,” events,
awards, and sponsorships, while avoiding front-page alarms about declining production
and underutilized MHIA 2000 preemption/DTS tools.



o Consolidation incentives: IR decks from major MHI members (e.g., ELS, Flagship,
Cavco, Clayton, Champion Homes (SKY)) openly tout “fragmented” markets, “off-
market acquisitions,” and “strategic advantage” from constrained new supply—aligning
with MHARR’s warning that MHI has not addressed consolidation because it would
implicate its own members.

In that context, Cavco’s Virginia PR functions as a case study in “optics over structure”:

e It proves access and lobbying clout.

o [t showcases a “win” that is real but narrow.

o It leaves the core federal levers—enhanced preemption, DTS/chattel, FHA Title [—
unused.

That is exactly the gap Weiss points to when he says MHI had a “golden opportunity” to push
MHARR’s amendments into the pending House and Senate housing bills (to force HUD to
enforce preemption and Fannie/Freddie to implement DTS in chattel), but “has not done so as far
as MHARR is aware.”

Landing the plane — specific topic and larger landscape
On this specific Cavco/Virginia topic:

e The law Gov. Spanberger signed and Cavco celebrated does expand certain real-property
manufactured home placements, but it is structurally limited and leaves most HUD Code
homes outside its strongest protections.

o MHARR’s formal reaction is consistent with the statutory text and with Susin’s empirical
work: this is more symbolic than transformative.

e MHProNews’ HITL+AI FEA—pre- and post-publication—accurately captured those
limits and the consolidation-friendly optics.

In the larger MHVille and Congressional housing landscape:

o State-by-state equal-treatment laws, absent robust enforcement and litigation, have not
reversed manufactured housing’s underperformance.

e The real game-changers remain federal: MHIA 2000 enhanced preemption, DTS for
chattel, and FHA Title I revival.

e The failure of MHI and its leading corporate members to demand and litigate for those
tools, while celebrating narrow state wins, fits MHARR’s “illusion of motion” and the
consolidation thesis you’ve been building: motion without structural change, optics
without output.

If you want, next step we can build a visual timeline or a comparative table that links each major
“win” (Virginia HB 655, ROAD Act, Housing for the 21st Century Act) to actual production and
shipment trends, making the gap between narrative and KPIs even more explicit for your next
article.
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