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Chapter 3 

 
Manufactured Housing in Florida – Understanding the Context 

 
Introduction 
 
Given that Florida is one of the nation’s most populous and fastest growing states, it 
comes as no surprise to learn that manufactured housing comprises a fair share of 
Florida’s housing stock. Even so, when compared with other southern states, Florida is 
not a leader either in percentage of units per capita being placed each year or in 
percentage of manufactured housing units produced and sold. North Carolina, for 
example, has consistently led or been near the top in manufactured housing placements 
both in terms of absolute numbers and numbers per capita among the southern states for 
over a decade.  There are probably several reasons for this seeming disparity.  
Manufactured housing was a popular choice in the late 1950’s through the 60’s and into 
the early 1970’s.  The state’s coastal counties and major urban centers acquired their 
large mobile home or manufactured housing stocks during that period.  As the population 
expanded and growth sky-rocketed, coupled with the destructive impacts of severe 
weather systems such as hurricanes on manufactured housing , manufactured housing 
placement in the coastal areas was discouraged.  Because this trend has continued over 
the past few decades with few exceptions, the major growth in manufactured housing has 
been in the more rural areas and counties of the state.   
 
Understanding the dynamics of the distribution of manufactured housing in Florida was 
one of the first tasks with which the Commission grappled.  How many are there, where 
are they located, when were they put there and what conclusions can we draw from this?  
The Commission considered this an essential foundation for any policy recommendations 
it might make. 
 
The Distribution and Characteristics of Manufactured Housing in Florida 
 
Of the 7.3 million housing units in the state recorded by the 2000 Census, a total of 
almost 850,000 of those units are reported as manufactured housing.  This means that 
11.6 percent of Florida’s housing stock is manufactured housing; 58 percent is single 
family housing, and 30 percent is multi-family housing (Figure 3.1).   Of these 
manufactured housing units, 81.7 percent are owner-occupied and 18.3 percent are renter 
occupied.  Compared to single-family units, the ownership rate for manufactured housing 
is slightly higher than single-family units and the renter rate is slightly lower than single-
family units (Figure 3-2).  These numbers indicate that approximately 9.5 percent of the 
state’s population of 15, 593,328 were living in manufactured housing at the time of the 
2000 Census.  
 
The amount of manufactured housing in each county differs markedly.  The percent of 
manufactured housing in each county ranges from a low of less than 2 percent in Miami-
Dade County, to a high of a little over 50 percent in Levy, Dixie, Gilchrist, and Glades 
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counties.  Table 3.1 ranks counties by the percentage of manufactured housing stock.  
Figure 3-3 displays the ratio of manufactured housing to singles family homes by county.    
 
The number of manufactured housing units by county ranges from a low of a little over 
1,000 units in Lafayette County to 65,000 in Polk County. Table 3.2 ranks counties by 
the number of manufactured housing in the county.  (Note:  The tables referenced in this 
chapter may be found at the end of this chapter.) 
 
The percent of occupied manufactured housing units by age category of the unit is 
depicted in the map series of Figures 3.2a, 3.2b, and 3.2c.  This map series, combined 
with the number of manufactured housing units, begins to present a picture of the 
historical development of this housing type up to the present.   
 
Prior to 1980, much of the manufactured housing in Florida was placed in the coastal 
counties from about mid-state south; or, from Volusia County on the East coast and from 
Citrus and Hernando Counties on the west coast.  It was during this period that these 
coastal counties received most of their present day manufactured housing stock (Map 
3.2a).  
 
Through the 1980’s and up to 1995, manufactured housing placements continued all over 
the state, but as a percentage of overall housing stock, the emphasis shifts to the northern 
tier of counties (Figure 3-2b).  And, in the post-1995 period, most of the rural counties in 
the northern part of the state see a greatly increased housing emphasis shift to 
manufactured housing; while in the southern coastal counties, new manufactured housing 
almost disappears (Map 3-2c).  Table 3-4 contains the distribution of manufactured 
housing by county for these general time periods.   
 
In comparing Tables 1 – 3, the Commission notes that the counties with the greater 
number of manufactured housing tended to acquire these units prior to 1990. Today, 
many of these units are located in the state’s large urban population centers, specifically 
in parks or subdivisions where they provide affordable housing to long-term and elderly 
residents.  (Note: The Tables are inserted at the end of this chapter).  
 
In contrast, those counties with the greatest percentage of manufactured units as part of 
their total housing stock tend to be the smaller, more rural counties who acquired the 
majority of their manufactured housing stock after 1980.  County statistics indicate that a 
large majority of their housing starts are comprised of manufactured housing placed on 
homeowner-owned single lots, as opposed to the mobile home parks or subdivisions 
more commonly found in urban areas.  This mirrors the national trend where non-
metropolitan areas have much higher rates of manufactured housing than their urban area 
counterparts.  
 
The Commission notes these distribution patterns and recognizes that each presents 
different sets of opportunities and challenges.   For example, older mobile home parks 
predominate in the coastal counties in central and south Florida – which also are not 
experiencing significant increases in new manufactured housing placements.  Over the  
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Figure 3-1 
 
Percent and Distribution of Manufactured Housing by Housing Type 
 

 
 
Figure 3-2a – Percent built before 1980 
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Figure 3-2b – Percent built between 1980 – 1994 
 

 
 

Figure 3-2c Percent built after 1995 
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past decade, the residents of some of these parks have faced a crisis as land values have 
risen and placed strong pressure on park owners to sell the underlying land of the park for 
another use.  In these coastal areas, the issues of rehabilitation of aging units and mobile 
home park preservation are the dominant issues.  In more rural areas, manufactured 
housing dominates the new housing market, mirroring the state trends in neighboring 
states.  In these areas, the issues of assistance for first-time homebuyers, consumer 
protection and consumer education could be considered the dominant issues.  All areas 
share the issues related to manufactured housing residents who are lower income and 
elderly, typically on fixed incomes. (See section on the demographics of manufactured 
housing in Florida, below.) 
 

Figure 3-3       Manufactured Homes per Single Family Homes   
 

 
 
Manufactured Housing and Florida Law 
 
There are many provisions in Florida statutes and rules that pertain to manufactured 
housing or mobile homes.  The principal provisions are found in Chapter 320, Florida 
Statutes,22 and Chapter 723, Florida Statutes.  These provisions cover a broad spectrum of 
issues including: mobile home parks and related issues (Chapter 723, F.S.); licensing and 
installation of manufactured housing, dealerships, insurance, title and fees, warranties, 
repossessions and other issues (Chapter 320, F.S.).  
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Cities and counties  may impose or otherwise regulate architectural and aesthetic design 
requirements for manufactured housing.  However, these requirements may apply only to 
roofing and siding materials.  They must be reasonable, uniformly applied and enforced 
without regardless of its manufactured housing status.23  
 
The following highlights several of the more important issues on which the Commission 
received testimony.   
 
Mobile home parks 
 
Many manufactured housing homeowners choose to live in mobile home parks.  This is 
particularly true of homes located in the larger urban coastal counties.  The principal 
provisions covering mobile home parks are found in Chapter 723, Florida Statutes. 
Chapter 723 became law in 1984, and regulates the actions of both residents, and owners 
of manufactured home communities in Florida. 24  Administered and enforced by the 
Department of Business and Professional Regulation (DBPR), this Act addresses several 
issues.  Among other things, the Act limits evictions and requires lengthy disclosures to 
residents via a prospectus document.  Residents received information regarding 
applicable l fees and charges,  the circumstances under which rent may be  increased or a 
park may be closed, and their rights should a park owner decide to close the park.  
Additionally, the Act addresses false advertising and other misrepresentations, sets 
requirements for leases, and provides relocation expenses as noted above. Residents with 
a community-related complaint may file the complaint with DBPR. 
 
 
Taxing and Real Property/Personal Property Status of Manufactured Housing 

Manufactured housing in Florida is taxed in three ways, depending on the property status 
of the home.  It may be taxed as real property, taxed through an annual license tax, or 
assessed and taxed as tangible personal property.  If the owner of the unit permanently 
affixes the manufactured housing unit to land that the owner also owns, the unit is 
considered real property.  The owner is required to purchase an “RP” series sticker from 
the Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles.  Real property manufactured 
homes are required to be assessed by the county property appraiser, placed on the real 
property assessment roll and taxed annually as real property.   If the owner of the unit 
does not own the land or lot on which the unit is located, the owner must pay an annual 
license tax under Chapter 320, Florida Statutes, and purchase an “MH” series sticker 
from the Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles.  Manufactured housing that 
meets the criteria for an MH series sticker but which does not bear a current MH series 
sticker are presumed to be tangible personal property.  These units are required to be 
assessed by the county property appraiser, placed on the tangible personal property 
assessment roll and taxed annually as tangible personal property.   
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Manufactured Housing Installation  
 
For installation of manufactured housing, the Commission heard testimony that Florida is 
one of the nation’s leaders in the installation process standards.  Florida’s standards have 
been in place since 1996.  Under the Manufactured Housing Improvement Act of 2000, 
all states are required to have an installation process in place by the year 2004.  If a state 
does not adopt an installation process meeting the federal minimum standards, the federal 
government will impose installation standards. Installations in Florida are warranted for 
one year.   
 
The installation process itself is straightforward.  A  mobile home installer must be 
licensed in order to perform  installations.  Since a manufactured home is still considered 
a motor vehicle, the Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles (DHSMV) 
issues the appropriate license. In the first step, the installer submits a foundation plan to 
the local building department.  The DHSMV requires the installer to test the ground and 
perform the installation based on the load-bearing capacity of the ground.  Tie-downs are 
installed to a wind-zone 3 and can withstand winds up to 110 miles per hour.  A 
representative from the local building department inspects the installation to determine is 
the home was properly installed.  A fine for up to $500 can be levied for improper 
installation.  Retailers are responsible for problems associated with the installation.   
 
Consumer Protection 
 
The Commission received testimony on the provisions under Florida law that provides 
consumer protections.  Most of these provisions are in Chapter 320 Florida Statutes.  
Unlike trailers, which went pretty much unregulated, Florida law now requires all 
manufacturers to warrant each home for at least 12 months.25  This warranty covers 
structural elements of the dwelling in addition to the plumbing, electrical, heating and 
cooling, and fire protection systems.  Some manufacturers now offer five-year warranties 
on their units.26  Regardless of the length of warranty, federal regulations require that all 
manufacturers track all complaints from buyers for the entire life of the unit.  Once a 
complaint is received, it must be investigated.  And, if a defect is found in a home, the 
manufacturer must follow certain guidelines in determining the extent of the defect and, 
if needed, make repairs.  While these federal regulations apply to all manufactured 
housing units produced after 1976, the Commission did not receive testimony on the 
extent or effectiveness of this recall-repair provision over the past several decades, 
especially given the fact that many manufacturers have gone out of business over the 
years. A fuller description of the variety of consumer protections under Florida law is 
contained in Appendix 4.  Despite the Florida’s record on providing for consumer 
protection, the Commission notes the continuing need for consumer education regarding 
manufactured housing for potential homebuyers and new homeowners.    
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Who lives in manufactured housing?  The demographics of Manufactured Housing 
in Florida   
 
With almost 12 percent of Florida’s housing units being manufactured housing, the next 
question the Commission explored was  “Who are the residents of manufactured 
housing?”  Asked another way,  “Do the residents of manufactured housing share the 
same demographic characteristics as those who live in non-manufactured housing?”  
 
Many interesting facts came to light during this part of the study.  In regards to 
homeownership rates, manufactured housing residents have a slightly higher rate.  Fully 
86 percent of manufactured housing is owner-occupied; residents of single-family 
housing have an ownership rate of 81 percent.27  Despite this similar or slightly higher 
rate for manufactured housing residents, the household incomes of manufactured housing 
differ markedly from the income of single-family residents.   
 
Income 
 
From data collected by the International Hurricane Center (IHC) in a statewide survey 
conducted in 1999, only 12. 7 percent of manufactured housing households reported 
incomes in excess of $50,000.  Almost 36 percent reported incomes below $20,000, with 
the majority of the majority (51.4 percent) having incomes between $20,000 and $50,000.  
Figure 3-4 graphically displays this distribution of household incomes for manufactured 
housing.   
 
Figure 3-4   Household income for residents of manufactured housing in Florida   
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Source: International Hurricane Center, 2001 
 
In contrast, the IHC found that less than 10 percent of single-family homeowners and 
annual household incomes below $20,000 while about 49 percent had incomes above 
$50,000.   This mirrors national evidence that manufactured housing households earn 
substantially less than families living in conventional housing.   
_______________________________________________________ 
Sidebar 

“On the whole then, households residing in mobile homes tend to be relatively 
small, with an average of 2.3 individuals. The vast majority of these households 
are identified as White or Anglo with English being the language of choice within 
these households.  Furthermore, and perhaps most importantly, sizable 
percentages of these households not only contain elderly members (49%) but also, 
are entirely composed of elderly members (36%).” International Hurricane 
Center, 2001 

__________________________________________________________ 
 
Age 
 
The age composition of the households living in manufactured housing demonstrates that 
49.4 percent of all manufactured housing units in the state have at least one member who 
is over 65; and 37 percent have residents who are all over 65 years of age.  This is shown 
in Table 3-5.   This mirrors national statistics that show the elderly are disproportionately 
represented among manufactured housing residents. National studies also show that of 
recent purchasers of manufactured housing are more likely to be below the age of 25 or 
over the age of 54 than purchasers of site-built housing.28  
 
Figure 3-5  Age distribution of manufactured housing residents  

 
Source: International Hurricane Center, 2001 
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Ethnicity 
 
Ethnic preferences also play a role in determining who is likely to choose to live in 
manufactured housing. . According to the International Hurricane Study results,  85 
percent  of manufactured housing households  are classified as non-Hispanic White or 
Anglos, with slightly more than 7 percent Hispanic.  Only 3 percent of the households are 
identified as non-Hispanic Blacks, compared to a general population percentage of a little 
less than 20 percent.  This breakdown is shown in Figure 3-6.  This is comparable to 
national statistics, which is also displayed.  However, nationally, a greater number of 
blacks choose manufactured housing as their housing choice and the proportionate annual 
growth in manufactured housing among minorities is increasing.29 
 
 
Figure 3-6  
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1International Hurricane Center, 2001; the national numbers are from the Joint Center for 
Housing Studies, 2002 from American Housing Survey, 2001.  
 
 
Reasons for Choosing Manufactured Housing 
 
Floridians express a variety of reasons for choosing to live in manufactured housing.  The 
International Hurricane Center study found that the predominant reason, by far, is 
affordability.   Fully half of the respondents stated that the affordability of manufactured 
housing was their reason for this housing choice.   The closest follower to affordability as 
a reason was “park amenities or area amenities” at only 14 percent of the respondents.   
Other reasons trailed these top two and included such things as retirement, easy to get 
into, economical, low maintenance, and other reasons.   
 
 
Summary Profile of Manufactured Housing in Florida  
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• Households residing in mobile homes are relatively small with an average size of 
2.3 individuals. 

• A significant percentage (49 percent) of these households have elderly members 
and a sizable percentage (36 percent) is composed exclusively of individuals 65 
years or older. 

• Nearly 36 percent have household incomes of less than twenty thousand per year, 
and only 12.7 percent have incomes higher than fifty thousand per year.  

• Nearly 91 percent of mobile home residents own their own homes, with 
approximately half of these also owning the lot or land upon which their home is 
located. 

• Nearly 52 percent of mobile home residents are located within a mobile home 
park. 

• Only 31 percent of these homeowners have a mortgage. 
• Approximately 85 percent of homeowners have insurance. 
• Just over 60 percent mobile home residents live in doublewide or two-section 

mobile homes. 
• Nearly 78 percent of all mobile homes have rooms, porches, or carports/garages 

attached to their homes. 
• Slightly less than 14 percent reside in mobile homes built after 1994.  
• Approximately 61 percent of mobile home owners suggest that affordability was 

the major reason they selected to live in a mobile home. 
• On average mobile home residents have been in their home, at the current location 

for 9.4 years, although they have been living in mobile homes for an average of 
13.7 years. 
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Table 3-1 
           
Rankings - Percentage of Manufactured Housing Units in Existing Stock - By County   
 Total Units      Total Units     

County In County ManHsg %MH Rank County in County ManHsg %MH Rank
Gilchrist  5,906 3,367 57.0 1  Gulf  7,587 1,929 25.4 34

Glades  5,790 3,180 54.9 2  Pasco  173,717 43,700 25.2 35

Dixie  7,362 3,981 54.1 3  Walton  29,083 6,417 22.1 36

Levy  16,570 8,530 51.5 4  Hernando  62,727 13,404 21.4 37

Okeechobee  15,504 7,630 49.2 5  Franklin  7,180 1,451 20.2 38

Suwannee  15,679 7,460 47.6 6  Manatee  138,128 27,891 20.2 39

Union  3,736 1,743 46.7 7  Monroe  51,617 9,814 19.0 40

Liberty  3,156 1,469 46.5 8  Santa Rosa  49,119 8,586 17.5 41

Baker  7,592 3,438 45.3 9  Clay  53,748 9,231 17.2 42

Hamilton  4,966 2,225 44.8 10  Bay  78,435 12,926 16.5 43

Putnam  33,870 14,935 44.1 11  Lee  245,405 38,084 15.5 44

Hendry  12,294 5,316 43.2 12  Osceola  72,293 10,989 15.2 45

Wakulla  9,820 4,178 42.5 13  Charlotte  79,758 11,611 14.6 46

Lafayette  2,660 1,072 40.3 14  St. Johns  58,008 7,688 13.3 47

Columbia  23,579 9,273 39.3 15  St. Lucie  91,262 11,595 12.7 48

Calhoun  5,250 2,012 38.3 16  Indian River  57,902 6,786 11.7 49

Madison  7,836 2,954 37.7 17  Martin  65,471 7,626 11.6 50

Sumter  25,195 9,495 37.7 18  Alachua  95,113 10,973 11.5 51

Washington  9,503 3,539 37.2 19  Volusia  211,938 24,272 11.5 52

DeSoto  13,608 5,049 37.1 20  Sarasota  182,467 20,226 11.1 53

Taylor  9,646 3,517 36.5 21  Brevard  222,072 24,092 10.8 54

Jefferson  5,251 1,867 35.6 22  Leon  103,974 11,274 10.8 55

Bradford  9,605 3,294 34.3 23  Pinellas  481,573 50,264 10.4 56

Holmes  7,998 2,711 33.9 24  Hillsborough  425,962 42,063 9.9 57

Gadsden  17,703 5,964 33.7 25  Escambia  124,647 11,935 9.6 58

Jackson  19,490 6,265 32.1 26  Flagler  24,452 2,341 9.6 59

Hardee  9,820 2,928 29.8 27  Okaloosa  78,593 6,385 8.1 60

Lake  102,830 30,549 29.7 28  Collier  144,536 10,772 7.5 61

Polk  226,376 65,235 28.8 29  Duval  329,778 22,485 6.8 62

Marion  122,663 34,455 28.1 30  Orange  361,349 20,068 5.6 63

Citrus  62,204 17,212 27.7 31  Broward  741,043 26,834 3.6 64

Highlands  48,846 13,491 27.6 32  Palm Beach  556,428 20,083 3.6 65

Nassau  25,917 6,771 26.1 33  Seminole  147,079 5,066 3.4 66

      Miami-Dade  852,278 15,338 1.8 67
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TABLE 3-2 
 
           
Rankings - Total Number of Manufactured Housing Units in County     
 Total Units      Total Units    
County in County  ManHsg %MH Rank  County in County  ManHsg %MH Rank
Polk  226,376 65,235 28.8 1  Levy  16,570 8,530 51.5 34

Pinellas  481,573 50,264 10.4 2  St. Johns  58,008 7,688 13.3 35

Pasco  173,717 43,700 25.2 3  Okeechobee 15,504 7,630 49.2 36

Hillsborough  425,962 42,063 9.9 4  Martin  65,471 7,626 11.6 37

Lee  245,405 38,084 15.5 5  Suwannee  15,679 7,460 47.6 38

Marion  122,663 34,455 28.1 6  Indian River 57,902 6,786 11.7 39

Lake  102,830 30,549 29.7 7  Nassau  25,917 6,771 26.1 40

Manatee  138,128 27,891 20.2 8  Walton  29,083 6,417 22.1 41

Broward  741,043 26,834 3.6 9  Okaloosa  78,593 6,385 8.1 42

Volusia  211,938 24,272 11.5 10  Jackson  19,490 6,265 32.1 43

Brevard  222,072 24,092 10.8 11  Gadsden  17,703 5,964 33.7 44

Duval  329,778 22,485 6.8 12  Hendry  12,294 5,316 43.2 45

Sarasota  182,467 20,226 11.1 13  Seminole  147,079 5,066 3.4 46

Palm Beach  556,428 20,083 3.6 14  DeSoto  13,608 5,049 37.1 47

Orange  361,349 20,068 5.6 15  Wakulla  9,820 4,178 42.5 48

Citrus  62,204 17,212 27.7 16  Dixie  7,362 3,981 54.1 49

Miami-Dade  852,278 15,338 1.8 17  Washington 9,503 3,539 37.2 50

Putnam  33,870 14,935 44.1 18  Taylor  9,646 3,517 36.5 51

Highlands  48,846 13,491 27.6 19  Baker  7,592 3,438 45.3 52

Hernando  62,727 13,404 21.4 20  Gilchrist  5,906 3,367 57.0 53

Bay  78,435 12,926 16.5 21  Bradford  9,605 3,294 34.3 54

Escambia  124,647 11,935 9.6 22  Glades  5,790 3,180 54.9 55

Charlotte  79,758 11,611 14.6 23  Madison  7,836 2,954 37.7 56

St. Lucie  91,262 11,595 12.7 24  Hardee  9,820 2,928 29.8 57

Leon  103,974 11,274 10.8 25  Holmes  7,998 2,711 33.9 58

Osceola  72,293 10,989 15.2 26  Flagler  24,452 2,341 9.6 59

Alachua  95,113 10,973 11.5 27  Hamilton  4,966 2,225 44.8 60

Collier  144,536 10,772 7.5 28  Calhoun  5,250 2,012 38.3 61

Monroe  51,617 9,814 19.0 29  Gulf  7,587 1,929 25.4 62

Sumter  25,195 9,495 37.7 30  Jefferson  5,251 1,867 35.6 63

Columbia  23,579 9,273 39.3 31  Union  3,736 1,743 46.7 64

Clay  53,748 9,231 17.2 32  Liberty  3,156 1,469 46.5 65

Santa Rosa  49,119 8,586 17.5 33  Franklin  7,180 1,451 20.2 66

      Lafayette  2,660 1,072 40.3 67
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(THIS CHART HAS SEVERAL MESSED UP CELLS: BAY, BROWARD,STATE 
OF FLORIDA) 
Table 3-4   Distribution and Age of Manufactured Housing by County 
           
Distribution and Age of Manufactured Housing Units by County     
           
  Before 1980 1980-1994 1995+    Before 1980 1980-1994 1995+ 
County Total Units Total Total Total   County Total Units  Total Total Total  
Alachua  95,113 2688 4662 2255  Lee  245,405 11080 12179 1675

Baker  7,592 926 1485 714  Leon  103,974 2485 4543 2603

Bay  78,435 2962 4612 2568  Levy  16,570 1952 3407 1670

Bradford  9,605 937 1204 714  Liberty  3,156 327 465 190

Brevard  222,072 7564 9771 1155  Madison  7,836 626 1267 527

Broward  741,043 12735 5189 901  Manatee  138,128 10914 6023 950

Calhoun  5,250 455 742 486  Marion  122,663 9117 13315 5032

Charlotte  79,758 3636 3295 544  Martin  65,471 3755 2273 182

Citrus  62,204 4904 6501 1676  Miami-Dade  852,278 7129 5189 1160

Clay  53,748 2281 4217 1943  Monroe  51,617 4111 1990 312

Collier  144,536 3611 3473 601  Nassau  25,917 1600 3316 1257

Columbia  23,579 1877 3905 2319  Okaloosa  78,593 2132 2217 1228

DeSoto  13,608 1591 1872 372  Okeechobee  15,504 1926 3176 557

Dixie  7,362 965 1190 634  Orange  361,349 6871 9384 1813

Duval  329,778 6601 9216 3790  Osceola  72,293 3031 4716 1040

Escambia  124,647 3656 4584 2028  Palm Beach  556,428 9590 5082 1207

Flagler  24,452 492 1125 324  Pasco  173,717 13756 14316 3614

Franklin  7,180 394 561 201  Pinellas  481,573 25271 9177 890

Gadsden  17,703 1191 2495 1584  Polk  226,376 13860 24353 7521

Gilchrist  5,906 734 1376 718  Putnam  33,870 4157 5574 2127

Glades  5,790 714 951 387  Santa Rosa  49,119 1965 3410 1510

Gulf  7,587 410 548 228  Sarasota  182,467 3362 4601 549

Hamilton  4,966 377 988 523  Seminole  147,079 2319 3323 1740

Hardee  9,820 853 1150 269  St. Johns  58,008 8652 4813 443

Hendry  12,294 1413 2383 805  St. Lucie  91,262 2117 2083 379

Hernando  62,727 3887 5634 1159  Sumter  25,195 2416 4004 996

Highlands  48,846 3075 4537 487  Suwannee  15,679 1434 3245 1819

Hillsborough 425,962 13600 17010 4468  Taylor  9,646 583 1252 626

Holmes  7,998 627 1098 574  Union  3,736 336 823 393

Indian River  57,902 2060 2579 362  Volusia  211,938 9549 8723 1542

Jackson  19,490 1319 2553 1298  Wakulla  9,820 959 2004 712

Jefferson  5,251 429 795 473  Walton  29,083 1367 2027 1434

Lafayette  2,660 349 325 188  Washington  9,503 618 1246 898

Lake  102,830 9089 12271 2138  State of Florida #REF! 267769 #VALUE! 87,482
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Chapter Five 

Findings and Recommendations 
 

Manufactured Housing – A Framework for the Future 
 

The following findings and recommendations reflect the work of the Commission 
over the past year.   
 
Findings 

 
Based on the investigation and proceedings of the Commission during the 2002 - 2003 
study year and as described in preceding chapters of this Report, the Commission finds: 
 

• Improvements in construction materials and technology, uniform standards, 
increased energy efficiency, and installation technology have made the current 
generation of manufactured housing a much-improved housing choice. 

 
• Due to production efficiencies involving both materials and labor, manufactured 

housing is less expensive than conventional site built housing. 
 

• Manufactured housing built to the current HUD code provides safe, adequate and 
affordable housing. 

 
• Florida is a national leader in ensuring that manufactured housing meets strict 

installation standards and provides consumer protection through state-enforced 
warranties. 

 
• Florida has adopted provisions for manufactured housing to be classified as real 

property when purchased as a land-home deal. 
 

• Manufactured housing is the preferred housing choice for many Floridians. 
 

• Many lower income individuals and families live in manufactured housing. 
 

• In Florida, a handful of coastal counties and cities have a large majority of the 
older and aging manufactured housing stock. Many are located in parks or 
communities.  

 
• Older mobile home parks are often located in areas that have become thriving 

real estate markets. As property values increase, it becomes more likely that these 
parks will close and transition to commercial or other uses, resulting in the 
displacement of residents and a potentially diminished affordable housing stock.  .   
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• In recent years manufactured housing has dominated housing starts in the non-
metropolitan and rural areas of the state. 

 
• Manufactured housing is a viable housing alternative to conventional site-built 

housing. 
 

• Some older manufactured housing units are in need of repair and/or remodeling 
to improve access for the disabled, yet there are few available resources for 
rehabilitation of these units.  

 
• The elderly, young adults, lower-income persons and families, and the disabled 

are disproportionately represented among the residents of manufactured housing.  
 

• While there are exceptions, manufactured housing does not appreciate in value at 
the rate, nor to the extent, of conventional site-built housing. 

 
• Due to industry structure, some manufactured housing is financed through 

personal finance loans, as one would finance a car.  This can lead to higher 
interest rates for manufactured homebuyers.  

 
• Increasingly, manufactured housing buyers have the opportunity to finance their 

purchases through conventional lending institutions comparable to the purchase 
and financing options of those buying a site-built home.  

 
• Save for regulatory oversight and enforcement, there is little or no direct state 

involvement in facilitating access to, and preserving, manufactured housing.  No 
state-administered affordable housing program currently provides resources for 
manufactured housing unit purchase assistance, rehabilitation, or other housing 
unit activities that might otherwise be available to the owner of a standard site-
built dwelling unit.  However, several state-administered programs have no 
statutory or regulatory barriers for such use.  

 
Therefore, the Commission concludes the following:   
 

• The creation and development of a state manufactured housing assistance 
program to assist local governments in meeting the housing needs of their most 
vulnerable citizens is an appropriate use of state funds. 

 
• It is prudent to restrict the eligible use of any state funds that may become 

available through the proposed manufactured housing program to serving those 
in greatest need of safe and adequate housing and that might not otherwise be 
penalized by certain shortcomings of manufactured housing as a dwelling type. 

 
• The focus of a Florida manufactured housing assistance program should be low-

income elderly and the disabled, with an additional eligibility category for very 
low income families (i.e., below 50% of the AMI) 
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• Funding for a state manufactured housing assistance program should be sought 

from appropriate funding sources where there is a rational nexus between the fee, 
tax or charge and manufactured housing. 

 
• In designing such a program, the state should be mindful of the strengths and 

weaknesses of the manufactured housing industry, concerned about the 
continuation of strong consumer protection for Florida residents, and sensitive to 
the differential reliance on manufactured housing among Florida’s communities.  

 
• The state should be mindful of, and give due consideration to, the fact that some 

existing housing assistance programs have no barriers for the use of program 
funds for manufactured housing homebuyer or homeowner assistance.  

 
• The state should continue to provide relocation assistance when residents of 

manufactured housing communities are adversely affected by park closures. 
 

• The state should support and explore alternatives to park closure.    
 

• Florida has strong manufactured housing consumer protection measures already 
in place.  It should continue that strong record and consider the development of 
consumer education materials to inform potential buyers and assist them in 
making choices that capitalize on the strengths of manufactured housing and 
avoid the weaknesses.   

 
Recommendations 
 
Major Recommendation:  Create a state manufactured housing assistance program 
(MHAP) to assist local governments in meeting the needs of very low-income households 
(households at or below 50% of the AMI), and the housing needs of low-income elderly 
and the disabled.  More specifically, the Florida Housing Finance Corporation and the 
Florida Department of Community Affairs, working with appropriate public and private 
organizations, should design a manufactured housing assistance program, draft legislative 
language to create the program under Chapter 420, Florida Statutes, and include the 
proposed legislation in their 2004 legislative package.  
 
Supporting Recommendation 1:  Manufactured Housing Assistance Plan.  
Implementation of the state manufactured housing program at the local level should be 
guided by a manufactured housing assistance plan (MHAP).  The MHAP could include 
the following as eligible activities:   
 

a) Down payment assistance, closing costs, impact fees, assessment assistance 
b) Housing counseling (e.g. home maintenance, foreclosure prevention, consumer 

education and protection) 
c) Mobile home park preservation 
d) Rehabilitation and life-safety improvements 
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e) Replacement of aging dilapidated units 
f) Special needs, e.g. meeting accessibility needs 
g) Utility hookups, potable water provision (well) and septic systems 
h) Installation costs  

 
 
Supporting Recommendation 2:  Guiding Principles.  The design of a state 
manufactured housing program should be consistent with the following guiding 
principles: 
 

a) Local agencies should be given flexibility for meeting local consumer needs. It 
should be structured similar to the State Housing Initiatives Partnership (SHIP) 
program. 

b) The state program should give overall guidance in regards to general goals to be 
met by the local program. 

c) The state MHAP should require a locally adopted implementation plan – the 
Manufactured Housing Assistance Plan. 

d) The state program guidelines should provide minimum criteria for local program 
consumer protection and consumer education.   
 
Supporting Recommendation 3:  Tier Funding.   The manufactured housing 

assistance program should be administered in two tiers. The first tier should be for 
entitlement jurisdictions and the second tier for non-entitlement jurisdictions.  A total of 
50% of the funds should be made available to entitlements by right, with the percentage 
of funds distributed according to the absolute number of manufactured housing in the 
jurisdiction. The remaining funds should be made available to non-entitlement 
jurisdictions, including small cities and counties, on a competitive basis.   

 
The criteria for the second tier competitive scoring should consider the following 

factors: 
 

a) Percentage of manufactured housing units as percentage of overall housing stock 
b) Housing affordability in the community, e.g. median house price/median income 
c) Age of units 
d) Percentage of population <50% AMI, or < 80% AMI for disabled or elderly 
e) Community millage rate status (i.e., at or near millage rate cap) 
f) Presence of an area of critical economic concern 

 
Supporting Recommendation 4:  Manufactured Housing Program Administration.  The 
state manufactured housing assistance program should be administered by the Florida 
Housing Finance Corporation. 
 
Supporting Recommendation 5:  Department of Revenue and Documentary Stamp 
Taxes.  The Department of Revenue should modify its record-keeping methods in order 
to ascertain what percentage of documentary stamp tax revenues are derived from 
manufactured housing real property transactions.  



Final Report – 2003 
Affordable Housing Study Commission  

 54

 
Supporting Recommendation 6:  The state and/or the appropriate agency should create 
a dedicated funding source for a statewide Manufactured Housing Assistance Program.  
The following should be considered as possible revenue sources for the manufactured 
housing assistance program funding:   
 

a. Manufactured housing installation fees 
b. Title transfer fees (for manufactured housing) 
c. Manufactured housing tags 
d. Consider the use of CAT funds for manufactured housing for safety-related 

issues. 
 
Supporting Recommendation 7:  Program and resource availability.  The state and 
appropriate agencies should promote the availability of funds for manufactured housing 
from existing programs that could otherwise be used for manufactured housing.  This 
should be promoted marketed to associations, agencies, jurisdictions and others.   
 
Supporting Recommendations 8:  Manufactured Relocation Fund.  Support the funding 
of the Manufactured Housing Relocation Fund (cite statutory reference).     
 
Supporting Recommendation 9:  Park Preservation and Resident Ownership.  Consider 
the use of 501(c)(3) bonds or central function bonds by manufactured housing 
communities for purchase to become resident-owned communities. Develop model for 
Resident-Owned Community (ROC) as a land trust or cooperative in order to access 
preservation funding. Consider the inclusion of 'safe harbor' guidelines.   
 
Supporting Recommendation 10:  Consumer Education.  Develop and disseminate 
comprehensive manufactured housing consumer protection and consumer education 
curriculum and educational materials.   


