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MANUFACTURED HOUSING -- THE MODULAR HOME IN. TEXAS = °

-

By Rogér P." Sindt*

INTRODUCTION

' Manufactured hou51ng in Texas whlch 1nc1udes both mob11e and modular corl-
~ s

- struction, has accounted for an 1ncreas1ng1y large percentage of the hous1ng 1nven— N

ot

tor}/ since 1970 ' For example the mob:le home segment of manufactured hous1ng

accounted for 47 percent of a11 s1ng1e fam11y horhes bu11t in’ Texas 1n 1972 By 1976

, double w1?:{e mob11e and modular homes were add1ng another Sor 6 percent

Manufactured hous1ng has un rgone rap1d change in the decade of the 1970'

- The product has rnet 1ncreas1ng consumer acceptance and has v1rtua11y been the

1 /] t

only new hous1ng ava11ab1e in thp under $15 000 market and the maJorlty,of the
$15 000 to $20 000 market Manufactured}smg has been recogn1zed as a pr1mary
answer to, the housmg needs for households in the $20, 000 and under, market

- In add1tlon it has been est1mated that more than 50 percent of all new conven-. -

~ tional hous1ng now-contalns major manufactured (prefabr1cated) components Th1s

suggests that the home construct'on industry is chang1ng ata fa1r1y rapid rate and P

. A
oy

holds prom1se for much more 1nnovatlon T ,',-

R

Th1s report deals pr1nC1palIy with modular homes (permanently 51ted structures)

v

, although 1t also presents some recent 1nformatlon on mob11e homes

CHANGING DEMAND FOR HOUSING

Today s dynam1ca11y chang1ng 11festy1es have much potent1a1 for affecting future

hous1ng demand. In the long run, 1t is ant1c1pated that more ch11d1ess and smgle‘-

_ person hduseholds will cause the! average household size'to’ dec11ne dramat1ca11y.

L +

* ' .
Dr S/ndt is an assistant research econom/st W/th the Research D/V/S/on of the

.Texas Real Estate Research Center Texas A&M Un/verS/ty, College Station,

Texas : O . S
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The 1970 household average 3. 17 persons but dec11ned to 3. 0 by 1974 Some es-

. /t1mate it w111 drop be16w, {7 by 1985 These smaller households could demand

-/ "

smaller 11v1ng units /éus decreas1ng the need for bedrooms larger lot. s1zes and

/-

other space- us1n/g/requ1rements o

Econom1c}aétors also cause changes in tastes and preferences Higher energ E
costs, coupled with the dec11n1ng ava11ab111ty of certa1n energy sourCes will 1n

L 'ﬂuence hous1ng needs and effect1ve demand in the future The prospect of rea]/ o-
| cating 1n-co—me—s from other goods and services to hous1ng could become a rea11t{r if

hous1ng costs cont1nue to 1ncrease faster than the general 1nf1at1,onary rate» H1gher,
2 / .

"'ut1__11t_y costs are only part__ of the overall _probLem while other 11fe—-cyc1e costs, _such
.as/F‘f:?incipal_, interest and tax payments, .co‘ntinue tq"bl'e the largest,'Cat_egories of

.. home ownership expense. , .' - . . L

o - “Some technologlcal changes and relaxatlon of governmental requ1rements have

the potent1a1 to re11eve those problems ' H1gh on the 11st are the restra1nts 1mposed

|

— _by many well mean1ng but severely outmoded zonmg ord1nances and rest1 1ct1ve "
practlces resu1t1ng from bu11d1ng ‘code- burdens Many of these requ1rements have- '
: I
prevented or proh1b1ted the aggregatlon of markets’ necessary to support cost re-

. duc1ng technolOgY . \\

" THE. DEVELOPMENT OF MODULAR HOUSING o . _‘ " ‘_
Manufactured hous1ng in var;ous forms, has been ava11ab1e in. the Un1ted States
for some t1me Records 'revealed by the Sc'/ent/f/c Amer-/can in 1886 show a port-
: able barrack and f1e1d hosp1ta1 des1gr1ed for the Department of Defense*' Some sug- ;

1 Igest the early sett1ers had the original prefabr1cated sbelter in the form of the

4 BT, " . “
covered wagon. L

1

- The .manufactured hous1ng 1ndustry has evolved through several stages. The
. I h . .

f1rst manufactur1ng efforts ware mob11e homes . Early; units were called trailers
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[y

. and generally were little more than enclosed moveable spaces Wthh included

Sleep1ng and s1tt1ng quarters The house tra1ler, w1th 11ttle bas1c change was

produced into the 1950's. In the early 1960's the mob1le home was co.lstdntly re-,

des1gned and re- eng1neered mal(1ng it more durable and spac1ous wh1le proV1d1ng

the same amen1t1es as conventlonally constructed hous1ng By the early 1970's ,

+

more than 500 000 un1ts were be1ng produced yearly in the Un1ted States - Produc-

tlon in Texas reached a h1gh of 44 000 un1ts in 1972 (a year in wh1ch an add1t1onal

49 000 convent1onal site- bullt homes were constructed in the state)

1
As mob1le units grew in s1ze they became more d1ff1cult to move from site, to

site‘ Consequently, the average mob1le home. is rarely moved once S1ted although
it usually retains 1ts easy movab111ty Increasing 'interest has been shown in the

® t

modular home as an alternat1ve to the mobile home and more espec1ally to the h1gh

cost of convc:nt1onal hous1ng part1cularly in *he under $25,000 market In this

market segment there is little competition from s1te—bu1lt convent1onal housing . |

The public has held the negat1ve op1n1on which is slowly d1ss1pat1ng that mob1le

homes were conS1dered to be temporary hous1no Thus a new form of s1t1ng (e.g -

factory construct1on but on a permanent foundat1on) could create a new product X
w1thout h1stor1cal b1as . o ' : : e , :
. Other factors ha(e p‘ayed key roles 1n modular home des1gn and development.

The Department of Hous1ng and Urban Development's Operamon Breakthrough in

" the late 1960's was the first major effort to identify 1nnovat1ve 1ndustr1al1zed

housing manufac:tur1ng p'rocesses Although the 1ndustry was prov1ded w1th much .

\. :
needed v1s1b1l1ty through that research prOJ ect, it has not been unt1l the last sev-

eral years that modular units have. become a s1gn1f1cant market- poss1b1l1ty ' Th1s
N

market potent1al has evulved because of the grow1ng gap between manufactured

and s1te—bu1lt hous1ng costs. C

Y

e

I
.
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Federal standards for the moblle home segment of man'ufactured housingwent .
into effect in 1976 which almost guaranteed a minimum duality and uniform product
-The add1t1onal success of some manufacturers in rece1ving Structural Eng1neer1ng
Bullet1n approval from HUD has v1rtually 1nsured favorable financing for their uhits:

(from FHA and VA f1nanc1ng, 1f sited on a permanent foundat1on on an approved lot) .

“That cond1t1on has somet1mes been lacking for standard mobile home’ construct1on

) in the past and has contr1buted greatly to the year- to year var1at1on in sales of the

b
K _mobile units. =~ .

.SURVEY BACKGROUND

‘v In 1976 modular home cons'truction companies were surveyed in Texas and

across the Un1ted States to assess, the extent of the1r construct1on act1v1ty and mar-

ket penetrat1on and to gather some insight into the future of modular res1dent1al .con-""

\ ’
struct1on The survey 1nformatlon attempted to d1st1ngu1sh between modular and

mob1le homes real1z1ng that when mob1le homes are permanently s1ted they are in- .
g .

d1st1ngu1shable from other modular homes The quest1onna1re was sent to 196 man-

ufacturers Of these 77 responses were rece1ved and 48 ha/d useable 1nformat1on

Of the 29 unusable returns 13 were out r‘t bus1ness and 16 returns ‘were 1ncomplete,

dealing with other types of construct1on only or for other reasons

i

Informat10n requested covered a wide range of top1cs including 1nd1v1dual con- '

B/

struct1on techn1ques square footages features per un1t costs f1nanc1ng methods,
s‘ale-s and aggregat1on of markets average sh1pp1-ng-d1stances un1t merchand1z1ng,

-an assessment of effects of added government regulat1on, emerg1ng trends and 1n—
. A .

d1cat1ons of the nature and extent of—future 1ndustry problems
T
4

/- |

’ CONSTRUCTION PRACT!CES | _
The respond1ng manufacturers exper1ences w1th modular home manufacturvng

(8 v

,;‘i were qu1te var1ed The length of‘t1me in the modular construot1on busmess ranged

Y

}
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from five months to 17.'years. The average was over six years, with five to ‘seven
i N . N .

‘years being a very comimon response. = - "

The majority (93 percent) of- all manufacturers surveyed used wood as the con-

ventiorial bu1ld1ng mater1al Several 1nd1cated using both wood and ‘metal. One

manufacturer used concrete exclus1vely

.All respondents indicated they insulated the walls and ce111ngs of these un1ts
The most commqn insylating mater1al was f1berg1ass One manufacturer reported
' ‘us1ng urethane and several others used cellulose f1bers The typical R factor- (a
measure of res1stance 'to heat’ ga1n or loss) of the walls was R 11, and in the ce1l1ng

. Ay

: R-19. The R-11 factor would generally indicate f1berg1ass batts of about a three-
it '

“inch th1ckne55. “Fo? much of Texas the recommended amount (which varies by cl1- '

matic cond1t1ons) of 1nsulat1on is R-19 in the walls and R 26 in the ce1l1ngs The

' 1nsulat1on values reported by the manufacturers are very close to these accepted
. . !

: recommendat1ons and are similar to those of most convent1onal hous1ng f
More than two th1rds (71 percent) of all manufacturers 1nd1cated they had re-.

des1gned the1r bas1c modular un1ts in an effort to decrease energy - needs and cos‘ ts

. 2 .

. at the consumer level Approx1mately 85 percent 1nd1cated more 1nsu1at1on was now
used than prev1ously 70 percent 1nd1cated 1nsulated w1ndows were ava1lable wh1le

an, add1t1ona] 45 percent said a. reduct1on in w1ndow area had been ach1eved for

energy efficiency. . ¢ ]

A w1de var1ety of unit sizes were prqduced by the respondents ~The maximum
l .

‘ 'w1dth (where two sect1ons were ]o1ned to form the module) was 28 feet However, .

i
the most common width was 24 feet and probably reflects the maximum legal width

of 12 feet per unit (14 feet in Texas) allowed to be transported by. some states

< F

-Length of units ranged frOm 25 to 65 feet, w1th the most common lengths be1ng 48

“and 60 feet A .unit w1th d1mens1ons of 24 x 48 t’eet conta1nc 1, 152 square feet, The .

a -

- largest unit (28 x 65 feet) would have 1,820 square feet wh1ch 1s a large house by

e

T ' ' . 4 .
. : . . . - e
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j 8 - . ) . oo



.

most standards (the average site—built house constructed in Texas in /1976 was
'about 1,650 square feet) - Of all manufacturers surveyed the average si a of |
-their small unit was about 1‘ 100 square feet their med1um size unit was about
1,250 square feet and the large size unit was about 1, 425 square feet. "

About one-third of the manufacturers 1nd1cated their units could be stacked two '
high to proV1de second story arrangements One manufacturer mdfcated they werei
produc1ng units to be used as motels schools and townhouses. .

L There was an 1nd1cat1on more module\s would be produced in 1976 than had been

1

~produced in 1975. The manufacturers contacted produced a total of 6,271 modular
homes in 1975, and the1r expectat1ons were for a 40 percent increase to about 9 000
units by the end of 1976 This is a minor amount compared to mob1le homes” (of all

. ._.manufactured hous1ng o} ly about hlIlf of 1 percent is modular) and convent1onal

..s1te ~built hous1ng but a ef1n1te trend seems to be develop1ng For example, man-
ufacturers at the 1977 So thwest Manufactured Hous1ng Show, held in Dallas Texas,

in Apr1l 1977 had on digplay 19 double w1de and modular homes, which represented

13 5 percent of all homes d1splayed

N

Table 1. Average Square Footage and Cost per Square Foot of Selected Slze
1/

Modular Housmg Unlts-

Housing Size o

Small . Medium . Large
Square Feet . 1,100 - - 1,250 . 1,425
..... RN o o o
Square Footage Cost 2/ oo $w27 $14.07 - $11.25

[
17 S'ource' TRERC Modular Housmg Sur'vey, 1976

/ Excludes furnlture which is sometlmes sold as a package wnth the home.

-4,

The square footage costs varied- cons1derabl.y from manufacturer to manufacturer

Table Jd- shows the average square footages and cost per square foot for the s1zes




.

represented The average cost was $14.27 per square foot for the small size and
$11 25 for the 1arge size the primary difference being caused by more expensive ‘

'kitchen and bath components C .

_ Transportatiop expenses are also a s1gnif1cant part of the overall modular home

price The sample ranged from $.75 per mlle to over $5. 00 w1th the average tran-

sportatlon cost per mile of $1.90. An average ‘value of s1ting was not determ1ned

) due to the var1ety of d1fferent factors being taken 1nto considera*1on by the sample

-r-»respondents Some 1nc1uded a11 s1te preparat1on costs, including foundatlon work

'and \vater e1ectr1cal sewer or sept1c tank\1nstallat1on Others excluded these costs

and only 1nc1uded cha\'rg s for actual 1nsta11at1on and 1eve11ng of the home onm a
foundatlon prov1ded by the lot owner.or developer
Rep11es varied greatl to the quest1on of what method was used 1n transport1ng

and s1t1ng the modules F urteen perCent reported us1ng leased hau11ng equ1pment

and 62 percent reported o n1ng their own equ1pment Siting crews were on the

payroll of 43 percent of the manufactprers and another 25 percent 1nd1cated the

method of s1t1ng ‘and selection of s1t1ng labor was left o the purchaser.
/
Respondents sa1d the ve rage total costs to purchasers at retail (exclus1ve of .

1and but 1ncfbd1ng all transportat1on and s1t1ng cost ) was about $20 per square
\ )
foot. This means the small unit identjfied in Table 1|would sell for about $22, 000,
\
the medium- sized unit for $25 000 and the 1arge unit/ for $28,500. Th1s d1d not 1n—

c1ude the cost of land or extras such as carports furn1ture garages porches or -

“septlc tanks which cou1d add substant1a11y to those f1gures Depend1ng upon  ame-

n1t1es\fered w1th the homes reported sale pr1ces ranged from $1b to about $30

) per square foot

\
CONSUMER FINANCING FOR MODULES

information on the kinds of _financing._for .

Ve




. “' )
which their units qualified in the 1975 production year. Based upon the actual num-=-
ber of units produced by reSpondents Tab]e 2 shows the distributions of financing

. amethods . Conventional loans. accounted for about three -fourths of all financing with

‘ ——

: government -insured or guaranteed loans comprising the balance Cash (no financing

required) represented a- surprisingly small and insignificant part: of the financing -
o ’ !
R . methods ‘The length.of mortgage terms were written for as long as 83 years for
/ AN

Farmers Home Admin1strat1on (FmHA) financing with the average length of a loan )

Ibe1ng ]ust under 25 years The aVerage for convent1onal f1nancing was just over 23
i' . . N\ : -
- ,J'years. ‘ ’ -
» ) )! '

- Table 2. Number of Modular Homes Sold by Type of Financing and Len7th of

\ .
\ Flnancmg Term Avallable 1 .
Iy . Y o Percent of Homes Sold Under © . Averagg Length
. Type oF Financingi. Each Financ}i_al Arrangement . - of loan:
Conventional S C _",/'74% . ' 23.3’yfrs.
AT ' //' . . . '
FHA-VA. ' - /9% o 2
FmHA = S 5% . 31.5 yrs.
. \ B . . . . ) -
Self ..~ . 1% ., Y
‘Cash . ; L BV
o -1-/ Source' TRERC Modular Housmg Survey, 1976. . :
%/\ lnsufﬁcnent data from sample to generate average f|gure . : Ve
y\\-Not'applicable.- : \ o AN , ' ‘ .
\, . . "\' ' ) ~
MARKETING STRATEGIES . \ ‘ .

T

‘Manufacturers were asked to provide 'in_formation about their.market' territories .‘ ._
strategies and procedures..
' Some manufacturers#narket. units'as far as 800 miles'from th“e'factory. ‘The ave-' |

" rage maximum distance was just under 200 miles. Tne most commonl_y quoted figure




‘was. 100 m1les
Single- fam1ly res1dences compr1sed 82 percent of the manufactur1ng volume of

the respondents Another 11 percent said they were pr1mar1ly involved in commer-

~

_ cial applications. .
: , : Oy :
R F1gure 1 shows the d1str but1on of sales outlets for the manufactured houses Tbcf-
YA . .
! &na]onty of sales (69 percent) were accompl1shed through- dea1ersh1ps Another

: . : 13 percent were sold dlrectly to bu1lders and contractors and an addltronal 12 per-

cent were sold d1rectly to consumers. The re ma1n'11g 6 percent were marketed

v
through developments wh1ch were owned backed or otherw1se part1c1pated in by

RS

/.. N . v
.

‘. . .

“the manufacturer a subs1d1ary or an aff1l1ated company N

VA

e Flgu_re 1. Dlstributlon ‘of Marketmg Outlets for Modular Home Manufacturers -~ .
: Dealersh\ip , * B 4 695 l‘ h
_ Builders/Developers = - ——33 ' AN
. - B . ) { : O], i N
Direct to Consumers. = .~ — o o Ee
. . ' - 12% . . - . -
 Manufacturers' Developments b
ot A IR T S I [ | ! .
. 0", 10 20 -2 a0 50 60 70,
Y o - ; _ ‘f Per_ce'ntages 7
. Sour_ce: TRERC M:o"du‘lar-Housing;Survey, 1976. R T ‘ Bl

e - A

GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS

Probably no other sector of the hous1ng 1ndustry has been affected more by the

J 1ncons1stenc1es in government regulat1on than tte manufactured hous1ng 1ndustry

AN

Usually the 0rd1nances at the/local level were exclus1cnary These restr1ct1ons '

. dlffer1ng from c1ty to city, havhde it d1ff1cult to aggregate suff1c1ent markets to’ #
. ! N L e ";1:
- produce the volumes necessary to attam eff1c1e@t1on at a compet1t1ve pr1ce R ?

: - ' o ’/ ' - : ’ . . | .-

T
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\ _ Some ch nges have occurred and probably w1ll cont1nue, inthe d1rect1on of un-

1f1cat10n and cons1stgncy in requ1rements and performance standards parucularly
at the state level The \Nat1onal Moblle Home. Construct1on and Safety Standards Ac

of 1974 went 1nto effect nat1onw1de in 1976 and prov1des for federal mobile home

~

construchon and safety standards and should 1mprove the quality and durab111ty of
all mob1le homes currently be1ng produced ‘This law may set the precedent nec- .
essary for un1f1catlon of local laws wh1ch woul‘d affect other manufactured us-

. ing, and eventually could un1fy s1te-bu1lt construct1on standards S /

S

- / g
Whep asked how much cost was added by complymg w1th Iocal codes and re-

= l

qu1rements the manufacturers responses var1ed from $50 to $1 500 per un1t w1th
' /o
an average of $386 and a med1an value of $375 " About __25 percent indicated their
C ; products were classified as-a mobile home or prefabricatetl unit under some local

Yo

zoning ordinances Another 28 percent sa1d they were regulated under local ou11d-

.o

' 1ng code requ1rements but 39 percent 1nd1cated they were not excluded anywhere
. Al

by being® coveredl under such ordmances An add1tlonal 25 percent of the manu-

s

facturers 1nd1cated subd1v1s1on deed restr1ct1ons prevented s1t1ng of the1r un1ts in-

) some locat1ons

-

B ‘ : . - -'k:

FUTURE TRENDS IN' THE MODULAR CONSTRUCTION lNDUSTRY - /

It is clear the modular home 1ndustry i dynamlc and str1v1ng for change. 'This

T will cause 1ts market to cont1nue to grow and prov1de alternatives for housing at

A AX?

var1ous pr1ce ranges —Modular hous1ng has re- emerged as a distinct market seg-.

l
ment in the hous1ng 1nc1ustry NevertheleSs, it must cof1t1nue to work for‘a’c‘cept-

/

o o ance by consumers
Tahle 3 prov1des a summai'y of the respondents att1tudes toward var‘ous per-

") . e : /
) ce1ved problems The most s1gn1f1cant problem was that of bullder acceptance,

¢//and all respondents unan1mously agreed *t may be even, more of a problem in the -

future. Most ,of the respondents (90 percent) 1nd1cated s1t1ng be1ng more of a: .

S e > j‘ .
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Table 3. Manufacturers' ResponSes to Possible Future Problems in the Modu‘lar

o ~Construction Industry 1—/ . ) ST
Category u P ' L Percent Dlstrlbutlon
.. \ ‘ —_ , ‘ More Problem ) Less Problem
'vBuiId.ers'Ac'cepta.n‘"‘ce : | l' T, . 100% ) | —d—j
Siting ‘. "\_' o o - 90%4l ‘ : 10%
Public Attitudes -~ .- | o 87% P 135
. Meeting L_oclal'(.:odes‘ | - T -.,‘23%
o wabor N | 69y ‘..,_”\,h31%.
‘ ; .‘.'Traﬂns‘pqr‘tetion ’ - R 6.:6% BTN 343

| Y "Source"':._ TRERC Modular HoUs}ng Survey, "'197‘6. B :

problem 1n the future Other areas rece1v1ng high recogn1t1on as problem areas 1n -

s
-

b 'cluded publ1c att1tudes (87 percent) eet1ng local bu1ld1ng -codes- (77" percent)

>

’ labor (69 percent) ~and transportat1on (66 percent) . i
Table 4 h1ghl1ghts the trends manufacturers see in the modular construcuon in-
) dustry A maJorlty of manufacturers thought the modular home of the future would N
s be more spac1ous They also felt manufacturmg costs would continue to increase

but bel1eved that the cost 1ncreases would not be as substant1al as those for s1te— _

<7

built hous1ng Thus they expect to become 1nc;reas1ngly compet1t1ve on a cost basis.

\It was a concensus that existing manufacturers -would become larger and that
N
. smaller firms. would be lea_v1ng the 1ndustry “This situation has already preva1led

2]

ft

’

in mob1le home manufactur1ng and seems l1kely for the modular construct1on in-

; -~
7

dustry However there w1ll not be as much attr1t10n as in the moblle home 1ndustry

because 'chere are fewer f1rms 1n the modular manufacturmg 1ndust;y and many of
\

the new entrants are already f1rmly establ1shed in the hlghly related mob1le home

L~

o manufa_cturmg market These f1rms bring to the modular manufactur1ng 1ndu<try

-




Table 4. Manufacturers s Response tg") Emerging Trends in the Modular Construc- ,

tion Industry ¥ N

L N i - Percentage Distribution )
. e - More/ . ‘Less/  No .
Categorx s "~ larger  Same smaller - Response

Size of Unit : 75y - 18% 7% 0%
Manufacturmg Costs, = 7% - 11% 1% 3%
Number of Manufacturers in lndustry ey 218 R LT 4%
Product leferentlatlon o . 61% . 18% - 18% 3%
o Emphasi,s‘on Res!dentlal Cor’)s't:ru,ctiop . bey ' 36% ' RS | 7% ’
. Useof Broker/Dealer Franchises - '  46% - 32% . 14% . . 8% ..
Use of Limited Prodict Warranties . 433 - -39% 148 4g
. : - - . N . . R \ \
Product Standardization =~ .~ - 43% ©32% 0 18% 7%
: Consohdatlon or MerQEr of Fnrms : .39% - . 29% - . 21% g o
... Use of Company Sales Representatlon- - 36% 43g 14y Tl 7% T
Ty . - . . X '». L
Slze of Sales Terrltorles T 253 . '36%° . 29% 108
% ' Emphasns on Commerlcal/lndustrlal 4 R ) ‘
- o Constructlon . o '32% . .54% 7% T 7%
: 1_‘/‘ Source:  TRERC Modular"HoUsfng_’Sur\{eyl, 1976. - ' ,."_ /
. . . ' //
' \ / . - ‘
i T s
\ . ‘{




competence technology financ1al capamty and stab111ty lacking in certain periods
of moblle home- manufacturing h1story R \

'Accord1ng to the respondents, product differentiation should continue. This

would indicate product competition in the form of quality amenities, -not necessarily
in price

Respondents generally thought use of dealer and broker franchises to sell and

) serv1ce the product would cont1nue to expand Para11e11ng this trend should be a

N
\

i move toward the 1ncreased use of 11m1ted warrant1es on the homes Th1s could take

'the form of limited warranties cover1ng the entire product for a stated length of

a

o t1me excluding only prov1s1ons for fa1r wear under normal use

- t. ’

Survey repondents 1nd1cated sales territories either would rema1n about the

v

: same or become smaller This could happen because of basic product changes A

. . ] :
ma]or change that could have a tremendous 1nf1uence is 1ncreased size. As the moi 3

E dules become larger they become more d1ff1cult to transport Some ev1dence sug-

ot ¢

gests structural damage is. d1rectly related to the d1stance traveled from manufactu-/-, :

'
1

r1ng plant to s1t1ng S A C. s LA
Increasmg emphas1s on commerc1al and:1ndustr1a1 modular construct1on was
Yy . - .

c1ted by one- ~third of the respondents 1nd1cat1ng a desire to beCome more leGl’Sl-.

f1ed and offset sonrie of the cycl1oal r1sk S0 prevalent in the res1dent1al construction -

: industry.. . e

.
=

S
’

=t




. R CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICA'NONS
“‘The modular hous1ng cor1st”uct1on 1ndustry 1s 1n an ext em ly favorable pos1t1on

Th1s 1ndustry now ‘uses- assembly.lme ,procluct1on techn1ques to prov1de'a qual1ty__ -
. product at low and compet1t1ve prices. In the wake of 1nflat1'n\and escalat1ng costs,

N an

o the manufactured hous1ng 1ndtlstry has been able to m1m1m1 e these cost 1ncreases :

atl least as well as. any other #’gment of the res1dent1al consftruction 1ndustry

Ther demand for modular hous1ng has been strengthen d greatly by the. lack of

B
-f!' s »

A \ »_other v1able hous1ng alternat1ves and, because it 1s a ty e of hous1ng more- readily

n
i

obta1nable ata reduced cost with constantly 1mproved q al1ty Many of the 1nst1tu—

.i
L4

’ t1onal factors that %ncefobstructed the manufactured ho s1ng 1ndustry are no longer
. ~

val1d and hence are slowly be1ng removed or changed The (t{atmn quest1on has '

\ been effect1vely el1m1nated w1th modular hous1ng s1nce its siting is permanent and
1,t 1s taxed at regular ad valorem tax rates. I v .-
The real estate 1ndustry 1n Texas searches constantly ‘for new and 1nnovathve :

: ‘ways to serve the needs of consumers Recent favorable _econom1c cond1t1ons. .

- -
o . i

coupled w1th susta1ned populat1on 1ncreases have caused the demand for hous1ng

’

“in Texas to remam strong ’Knowledgeable 1nd1v1duals in: the real estate 1ndustry

L } -
“

'generally agree th1s demand w1ll cont1nue in the future Thus more and more - :

' R L. [

"-'households may ava1l themselves of the prom1s1ng developments the modular con-'»

struct1on 1ndustry has to offer I o -

.'_ . TR ) : i
¥ . . . N
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