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Copilot, perhaps | should have been more specific, but | ran out of characters for my input-
inquiries prompt with you. | don't disagree with your findings. But | do think it is useful to
use tables on some of those findings. So, I'm hereby asking you to look again at the Q&A we
just did, and provides an introduction or executive summary, at least two or three tables
plus a conclusion that pulls the various threads together. Use plain text hyperlinks to
support your findings.

Copilot

Here is a clean, structured, evidence-anchored FEA synthesis of the Q&A we just
completed. It includes an executive summary, three tables, and a conclusion that ties the
threads together. Plain-text hyperlinks are used where appropriate.

Executive Summary

Across the last two months of industry activity, a consistent pattern emerges: MHI and its
dominant corporate members continue advancing positions that align with
consolidation interests, while MHARR, independent producers, and
consumer-oriented advocates highlight regulatory failures, statutory
non-enforcement, and structural barriers that suppress manufactured housing
production.

The July 17, 2026 MHI MHCC comment letter—not posted on MHI’s website nor on
Regulations.gov—combined with the MHCC tipster’s insider warning, reinforces a
long-running pattern: MHI supports regulatory frameworks that appear to burden
smaller producers while preserving or enhancing advantages for large conglomerates.

When this is placed alongside:
e MH/I’s late and pressured lawsuit against DOE
e FOIA-documented evidence of MHI previously collaborating with DOE

o Buffett-linked funding to the Sierra Club lawsuit that triggered DOE’s rule



e ROAD Act provisions that clarified jurisdiction but did not enforce enhanced
preemption, DTS, or Title |

e MH/I’s use of four-year-old cost data and its spin on Executive Order 14394
(“Removing Regulatory Barriers”)

¢ Public statements by MHI member-consolidators praising supply constraints

...the tipster’s allegation—that the MHCC process is being “railroaded” to benefit
conglomerates and squeeze out smaller competitors—becomes not only plausible but
consistent with the documented evidence.

Table 1-Where MHI’s July 17, 2026 MHCC Letter Appears (and Does Not Appear)

Location Fou

Notes
Searched nd?
MHI website

o No posting of the July 17 MHCC energy-standards comment letter.
(last 60 days)

Regulations.g
ov
(HUD-2026-0
794-0001)

No No MHI submission found in the docket.

MHinsider.co
m No No publication or summary of the MHI MHCC letter.
(MHI-aligned)

Manufacture
dHomes.com No No publication or summary of the MHI MHCC letter.
(MHI-aligned)

MHProNews. . . .
Yes The only publicly accessible location for the full MHI letter.
com
. https://www.manufacturedhomepronews.com/wp-
Direct PDF . .
link Yes content/uploads/2026/07/ManufacturedHousinglnstituteFullComme
in

ntLetterToMHCConEnergyStandards07.17.26MHProNewsFEA. pdf

Takeaway: The absence of MHI’'s MHCC letter from official and MHI-aligned channels—
and its presence only on MHProNews—supports the tipster’s claim that the letter’s
contents are politically sensitive and potentially revealing.


https://www.manufacturedhomepronews.com/wp-content/uploads/2026/07/ManufacturedHousingInstituteFullCommentLetterToMHCConEnergyStandards07.17.26MHProNewsFEA.pdf?utm_source=copilot.com
https://www.manufacturedhomepronews.com/wp-content/uploads/2026/07/ManufacturedHousingInstituteFullCommentLetterToMHCConEnergyStandards07.17.26MHProNewsFEA.pdf?utm_source=copilot.com
https://www.manufacturedhomepronews.com/wp-content/uploads/2026/07/ManufacturedHousingInstituteFullCommentLetterToMHCConEnergyStandards07.17.26MHProNewsFEA.pdf?utm_source=copilot.com

Table 2 - Evidence Pattern Supporting the Tipster’s Allegations

Evidence
Category

Regulatory
Capture
Indicators

Delayed
Litigation

Buffett-Linked
Funding

ROAD Act
Weaknesses

MHI MHCC Letter

Content

Consolidator
Statements

Key Facts

MHI previously attempted a direct
deal with DOE (2014 letter). FOIA
shows MHI shaping DOE’s
framework.

MHI sued DOE only at the last
minute (Feb 2023), unlike the gas

industry’s early, aggressive action.

Sierra Club lawsuit triggering DOE
rule was backed by donors tied to
Buffett.

Act clarified DOE-HUD
jurisdiction but did not enforce
enhanced preemption, DTS, or
Title I.

Uses 4-year-old cost data; frames
EO 14394 (“Removing Regulatory
Barriers”) as justification for
adding regulations.

Flagship, ELS, Sun openly praise
supply constraints and zoning
barriers.

Implication

MHI helped create the problem it
later claimed to oppose.

Suggests reluctance to stop DOE
rule until pressure mounted.

Consolidators benefited from the
rule; donors tied to consolidators
helped trigger it.

Consolidators get clarity without
expanding competition.

Sophistry consistent with
consolidation-friendly outcomes.

Low production benefits large
operators; aligns with MHI’s
pattern.

Takeaway: Across multiple domains, the evidence coherently aligns with the tipster’s

claim that MHI’s actions serve conglomerate interests.

Table 3-What MHARR, MHProNews, and Independent Analysts Highlight



Source Key Findings Contrast with MHI

ROAD Act weakened DOE-HUD
MHI supported ROAD Act
supremacy; calls for amendments to .
MHARR . . without amendments;
“mandate the mandates”; warns of

praised it as “masterful.”
regulatory capture.

FOIA evidence of MHI-DOE collaboration; MHI omits these facts in its
MHProNews analysis of Buffett-linked funding; MHCC letter and public
documentation of consolidation incentives. messaging.

Consumer-focused analysis showing MHI rarely emphasizes
MHLivingNews millions of qualified renters blocked by enhanced preemption or
zoning and financing barriers. DTS enforcement.

. . . . MHI avoids criticizing
HousingWire Weiss: HUD has “failed” to enforce MHIA

. . L HUD'’s failure to enforce
(Weiss) 2000; calls for GAO investigation.

enhanced preemption.

Takeaway: Independent and consumer-oriented voices consistently highlight statutory
non-enforcement and structural barriers—issues MHI avoids or downplays.

Conclusion - Pulling the Threads Together

Once the full context is understood—the ROAD Act’s limitations, MHI’s historical
collaboration with DOE, the late lawsuit, the FOIA documents, the Buffett-linked funding,
the consolidator investment theses, and the content of the July 17 MHCC letter—the
tipster’s warning is not only credible but highly consistent with the documented
evidence.

The tipster said:
“This is a clear railroad job to benefit the conglomerates and kill smaller competitors.”
Based on the FEA:

e MH/I’s actions repeatedly align with consolidator interests.

¢ MHI’s omissions (enhanced preemption, DTS, Title I) consistently suppress industry
growth.

e MH/I’s regulatory positions (including the MHCC letter) increase burdens on smaller
producers.



e« Consolidators openly state they benefit from supply constraints.

e Independent producers (MHARR) and consumer advocates (MHLivingNews)
consistently contradict MHI’s narrative.

Therefore: Yes—the tipster’s allegations hold surprisingly true once the full factual chain is
digested. The pattern is coherent, documented, and reinforced across multiple
independent sources.

If you want, the next step can be a distilled “FEA Findings Summary Table” suitable for
publication in the developing MHProNews report.



