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Overview 

Your MHCC comments build a coherent FEA: HUD should not advance new energy 
standards without first fixing structural barriers—especially zoning preemption and 
financing—while manufactured housing production is far below its potential. 

Gemini’s analysis of Janet Thome’s thesis is broadly consistent with your outline: both 
frame HUD’s offsite initiatives and pending energy rules as regulatory capture/sabotage 
monopoly mechanisms that advantage large conglomerates and harm independents. 



Below are three tables that cross-walk: your outline, Gemini’s findings, and FEA 
gaps/risks. 

Table 1 – Core thesis alignment: HITL vs. Gemini 

Element HITL (Your MHCC Comments) 
Gemini 3 on Thome/Tiny House 
Alliance 

Primary 
thesis 

HUD should reject new energy 
standards absent “a specific, 
compelling and detailed showing” of 
need, given a multi-million unit housing 
shortage and declining manufactured 
home production. 

HUD-funded offsite research 
(ICC/NIBS/MOD X, ICC/MBI 
1200/1205) creates a prescriptive, 
consolidated regulatory framework 
that functions as an administrative 
monopoly. 

Structural 
diagnosis 

HUD, FHFA, DOE, and MHI behavior 
collectively produce regulatory and 
financing barriers that suppress 
production and favor “a few industry 
conglomerates at the expense of the 
industry's smaller businesses and 
consumers of affordable housing.” 

Thome’s work “aligns with 
established patterns of regulatory 
capture and structural barriers,” 
creating “a high-cost administrative 
moat” that advantages heavily 
capitalized offsite conglomerates 
and squeezes out small builders. 

Sabotage 
monopoly 
frame 

You explicitly connect MHARR filings, 
Schmitz’s “sabotage monopoly,” and 
production/finance data to show 
deliberate suppression of output and 
consolidation. 

Gemini calls Thome’s findings 
“contemporary validation of the 
macroeconomic ‘sabotage 
monopoly’ warnings previously 
identified by James Schmitz Jr. and 
the MHARR historical filings.” 

Table 2 – Evidence vectors: documents vs. economic effects 

Evidence vector 
Documented facts (from 
your comments) 

Economic/structural impact (FEA) 

Enhanced preemption 
ignored 

Multiple HUD Secretaries 
(Martinez, Carson, Fudge, 
Turner) and HUD OGC have 
refused to enforce MHIA 
2000 enhanced 
preemption, despite explicit 

Zoning barriers remain intact; 
manufactured home production 
collapses from ~338,924/year 
(1995–2000) to ~93,326/year (2001–



Evidence vector 
Documented facts (from 
your comments) 

Economic/structural impact (FEA) 

Congressional letters 
(Frank, Waters, Carson, 
etc.) urging HUD to use that 
authority. 

2025), yielding a cumulative deficit 
of ~6.1 million units. 

DTS and chattel 
lending failure 

HERA 2008 DTS has “never 
been properly implemented 
on single family 
manufactured housing,” 
while GSEs pour billions 
into land-lease 
communities, fueling 
consolidation rather than 
new home production. 

Financing bottlenecks keep 
entry-level buyers out; community 
consolidation accelerates; 
production remains far below what 
the affordable housing deficit (5–10 
million units, Cavco’s ~6 million 
estimate, McKinsey’s $2T GDP loss) 
would justify. 

Pending energy 
standards 
(MHCC/DOE-aligned) 

You warn that DOE-style 
energy rules, layered into 
HUD Code via MHCC, will 
impose “catastrophic cost 
burdens” on inherently 
affordable homes during a 
severe shortage. 

Gemini’s matrix: energy standards 
“impose steep, un-vetted 
construction costs on entry-level 
models” and “price millions of 
lower-income, working-class buyers 
completely out of the market,” while 
only conglomerates can absorb 
compliance overhead. 

Table 3 – Convergence and gaps: HITL + Gemini vs. policy reality 

Dimension 
Convergent findings (HITL + 
Gemini) 

Gaps / risks for MHCC and HUD 

Regulatory 
capture 

MHARR’s 2011 testimony warned of 
“cozy relationship with the industry 
establishment” producing decisions 
that “have benefited a few industry 
conglomerates at the expense of the 
industry's smaller businesses and 
consumers of affordable housing.” 
Gemini frames MHCC and HUD 

MHCC risks legitimizing captured 
policy by advancing energy 
standards while ignoring 
enforcement of enhanced 
preemption and DTS—i.e., 
focusing on cost-adding rules 



Dimension 
Convergent findings (HITL + 
Gemini) 

Gaps / risks for MHCC and HUD 

behavior as textbook 
Galbraith/Schmitz regulatory 
capture. 

instead of barrier-removing 
mandates. 

Production and 
homelessness 
link 

Your tables and charts show 
long-term production collapse and a 
~6.1M unit manufactured housing 
deficit; you tie this to GAO and HUD 
homelessness findings and 
McKinsey’s ~$2T annual GDP loss 
from housing shortages. 

HUD’s homelessness and housing 
policy discourse rarely connects 
these dots explicitly: failure to 
enforce existing law (MHIA 2000, 
DTS) plus added energy costs = 
fewer units, higher rents, more 
homelessness—contradicting EO 
14394’s “Removing Regulatory 
Barriers to Affordable Home 
Construction.” 

MHI’s role 

You document MHI’s pattern: 
celebrating ROAD Act “tweaks,” 
backing versions that leave zoning to 
local discretion, promoting 
CrossMods while production 
stagnates, and failing to demand 
enforcement of enhanced 
preemption and DTS. Gemini notes 
“the silence of the industry's 
dominant trade association” and 
that “corporate consolidators do not 
require a growing industry to thrive—
they merely require regulatory 
barriers that ensure they are the only 
ones left standing.” 

MHCC and HUD often treat MHI as 
the “voice of the industry,” without 
formally weighing MHARR’s 
documented warnings or 
independent FEA. That asymmetry 
itself is part of the capture 
mechanism and should be 
surfaced in your comments. 

Direct FEA verdict 

• Your outline and Gemini’s findings are mutually reinforcing. Both show that HUD 
and aligned actors are prioritizing complex, high-cost standards (offsite/energy) 
while failing to enforce existing pro-affordability mandates (enhanced preemption, 
DTS). 



• The thesis holds together: this pattern systematically suppresses output, 
accelerates consolidation, and deepens the affordable housing and homelessness 
crises—directly contradicting EO 14394’s stated goal of removing regulatory 
barriers. 

If you’d like, next step could be a tight MHCC-ready summary paragraph that distills this 
FEA into one quotable block for your July 23 remarks. 
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