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Abstract 

 

 

 

Mobile Home Park Redevelopment  

& the Loss of Unsubsidized Affordable Housing:  

Transit Planning & Endangered Parks in the City of Austin 

 

Sandra Lynn Turner, MSCRP 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2010 

 

Supervisor:  Sarah Doohling 

 

 

This report is intended to shed light on mobile home parks as valuable 

contributors to the affordable housing stock throughout the United States, as well as in 

Austin, Texas. In many areas of the country, mobile home park losses to redevelopment 

have already been proven as problematic. While Austin has not experienced excessive 

park loss as of yet, as planning initiatives and development trends continue to effect 

property values, some of Austin’s mobile home parks may be at risk of redevelopment, 

which leaves the already vulnerable, and typically low-income residents at risk of losing 

homes and social networks. This paper evaluates current planning pressures in Austin, 



 v 

most specifically the addition of new rail routes, as having the potential to the affect 

property values of certain mobile home parks; therefore putting them at risk of 

redevelopment. Recommendations for protection and support of these parks are offered at 

the local and state level.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

 

 

1.  PROBLEM STATEMENT  

 

Mobile home parks are a noteworthy source of affordable housing in many 

communities. These parks provide low-income households affordable home ownership 

opportunities that require no direct public funding assistance. In regards to construction 

pricing, mobile/manufactured homes are less than half the cost of site built home
1
; but 

this alone is not what makes them such an asset in the affordable housing stock. In 

mobile home parks, leasing the land only (with access to utility connections) allows park 

owners to charge relatively low monthly rents, since structural upkeep costs are only 

related to infrastructure and amenity areas (unlike apartment buildings or other rental 

housing). With low monthly lot rental costs, the parks then serve as a relatively 

inexpensive place for mobile homeowners to site their manufactured units. This 

affordability is apparent when compared to other housing type expenses. Overall median 

monthly housing expenses for mobile home owners in parks is approximately 44% of the 

median monthly housing expenses for a site built homeowner.
2
 And, as of 2007, the 

national median family income for mobile homeowners was roughly half of that on non-

manufactured homeowners.
3
   

Unfortunately, many communities disregard these parks as significant 

contributors to the affordable housing stock, thus leaving park residents at risk to being 

displaced as land values rise and redevelopment pressures persist.  Part of this 
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undervaluation is based on a deep-rooted stigma in the American culture that mobile 

homeowners, especially those within parks, are second-class citizens.
4
 Another part is a 

general misconception that mobile homes are truly „mobile.‟ It is estimated that less than 

37% of mobile homes have been moved after initial siting.
5
 And, while it is true that 

some mobile homes can be moved from one lot to another, it is not true for all units. 

Many older units would be structurally unfit to withstand relocation. Further hurdles 

involve prohibitively expensive moving costs, low lot vacancy rates in proximate parks, 

as well as other parks‟ unit requirements (i.e. age, size and aesthetic standards) that 

would not accept some units even if lot vacancies were available.  

This paper addresses the vulnerabilities of mobile home parks, and the various 

pressures for possible redevelopment and park losses in the City of Austin. In particular, I 

will evaluate and focus on the expanded transit line proposals currently under 

consideration by the City and Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority (CapMetro) 

and their potential impact on mobile home parks in close proximity to the proposed 

routes.  

It is not my intention to advocate for mobile home parks as the highest and best 

use of land, or as the optimal source of affordable housing. Rather, my aim is to bring 

attention to the value this current housing stock gives to the city and its residents so that it 

can be factored into decisions made by the city regarding zoning changes and 

investments, including transit infrastructure.   
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2.  AFFORDABLE HOUSING & MOBILE HOME PARKS 

It is widely acknowledged that most communities throughout the U.S. are dealing 

with a shortage of affordable housing. As reported by the US Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD) in 2003, approximately 5.2 million households were 

considered to be living in “worst case housing” conditions, which HUD defines as those 

living in exceptionally substandard housing or those spending 50% or more of their 

income on rent while earning less than 50% of the median income for the area in which 

they live.
6
  Another report from 2006 estimated that 15.8 million households were paying 

over 50% of their income for housing.
7
 And, despite the obvious need for more 

affordable housing and public assistance for low income households, the annual funding 

for public housing fell by approximately 25% between 1999 and 2006.
8
  

As of the most recent US Census report on housing affordability published in 

May 2009, it was estimated that only about 58% of all households in 2004 could afford a 

modestly priced home in the state where they lived.
9
  Since these data capture rates prior 

to the national housing bubble and busts, as well as the nation‟s recession that began in 

December 2007, it is likely that housing affordability problems have only been 

exacerbated.
10

  

Changes in federal affordable housing programs in the last 10 to 20 years have 

left significant gaps in affordable housing for extremely low income segments of our 

communities. Aside from existing public housing developments developed decades ago, 

current direct federal low-income housing is limited mostly to providing housing 
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vouchers. Additional provisions are provided indirectly through state and local level 

agencies supported by federal programs like Low-Income Housing Tax Credits 

(LIHTCs), the Home Investment Partnerships Program (HOME), and Tax Exempt 

Bonds.
 11

 

Examples of state level affordable housing policies include Oregon‟s Low-

Income Housing Tax Credit Qualified Allocation Plan (created through the 1986 Tax 

Reform Act) which offers federal tax liability credits to those who set aside rental units 

for households making less than 60% of the area median income
12

;  as well as Florida‟s 

Real Estate Transfer Taxes on property sales, which raised more than $1.6 billion 

between 2002 and 2003, approximately $236.9 million (or 14.8%) of which went to 

affordable housing programs.
13

 San Jose, California, is one of the country‟s largest 

municipal contributors to affordable housing. This city has financed the development of 

more than 8,700 affordable units between 1988 and 2000. They also developed shelter 

beds and transitional shelter units, as well as the rehabilitation of existing housing units. 

Today, the city continues to support aggressive policies for affordable housing and smart 

growth.
14

 New York City also supports affordable housing production through its low 

income housing tax program which is available for projects that have 20% or more of the 

units restricted to low-income households.
15

  

While some of these programs have been successful, they often require substantial 

resource investments to provide funding for the affordability gaps.  However, an existing 

affordable market solution that involves no upfront financial investment by local 
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governments is continually overlooked – mobile/manufactured home parks.  This housing 

type is one of the last truly affordable and unsubsidized housing options in the market 

today.   

 

3.  BRIEF HISTORY OF MOBILE HOMES 

Mobile homes, more recently referred to as manufactured or modular housing, 

have a long history in our country. Originating from the concept of travel trailers in the 

1920‟s and 30‟s, mobile homes have become an increasingly popular housing option over 

the years. Since the census began tracking this housing type in the 1950s, the number of 

units throughout the country 

has expanded exponentially. 

From 1950 to 2000, the number 

of mobile homes grew from 

315,000 to over 8.7 million 

units by 2000, accounting for 

roughly 7.6% of all US housing 

units by 2000.
16

   

 

4.  AFFORDABILITY & MOBILE HOMES 

Cost, more than anything, is the driving factor behind the proliferation of this 

housing type. The lower cost of mobile homes is based on two factors; the building cost 

Figure 1: Growth in the Number of Mobile Homes:  

1950 to 2000 

 
 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Population & Housing 
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and site/land terms.
17

  In regards to building cost, when considering structure alone, the 

average square foot cost for a site built home is $91.99, while the average square foot 

cost for a manufactured unit is only $40.13 – less than half the cost.
18

   

The other, perhaps more important half of the cost equation is based on the 

property on which many mobile homes are located. Within mobile home parks, tenants 

typically own only the housing structure, but not the land beneath. This paper will focus 

mainly on homes within these parks, although it is important to note that not all mobile 

homes are located in these types of communities.  

While there is no precise national count of mobile homes on rented lots in parks, 

based on the 2007 US Census survey data, of the estimated 8.705 million mobile homes 

in existence, some assumptions  can be made as to what portion of these are in parks. For 

example, about 480,000 of all mobile home units are sited on lots within groupings of 7 – 

20 other mobile homes. And over 2.2 million are sited in groups of 21 or more mobile 

homes.  Together these grouping 

statistics amount to over 31% of all 

mobile home.
19

   

Typically, in cases where a 

home is sited in a park, a homeowner 

will rent out an individual lot within a 

community from a single park 

property owner. The homeowner, as a 

Figure 2: Proportion of Mobile Homes by  

Site Groupings  
 

 
 

Source: U.S. Census, American Housing Survey, 2007 



7 

 

tenant, is then responsible for the upkeep of his/her own unit. As such, lot rental fees tend 

to be low, since the park owner does not have the structural maintenance expenses that a 

typical apartment community would have. Also, many mobile home parks tend to be 

developed on relatively inexpensive land (i.e. less desirable land farther from existing 

development patterns) which also allows park owners to charge low rental fees to tenants.  

 Based on these two cost factors (leased land and construction costs), mobile 

homes and parks can serve as ideal settings for low to moderate incomes, as well as the 

elderly and other groups on fixed incomes.  As of the 2007 American Housing Survey 

report issued in 2008 by the US Department of Housing and Urban Development, the 

median value of site built homes was $191,471. The median value for mobile homes was 

only $32,776, which is about 17% of the value of site built homes.
20

 This number may be 

slightly skewed based on the fact that some of the mobile homes included in the survey 

are on rented land, while others include the value of the individually owned property; 

however, this significant valuation difference is still noteworthy. Further evidence of the 

cost advantages can be seen when comparing median housing costs of home owners and 

renters.  As shown in Figure 3, mobile home households have median monthly housing 

expenses of $412, which is approximately 44% of median home owners‟ expenses and 

about 55% of median renters‟ expenses.
21

  As such, protecting mobile home parks from 

redevelopment can help insure housing stability for low and extremely low income 

households that would have few other affordable housing opportunities.   
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5.  DEVELOPMENT PRESSURES & PUBLIC PERCEPTIONS 

Despite the obvious need for affordable housing options and the proven market 

demand for mobile homes, local governments are doing little to support mobile home 

park developments.  As the urban and suburban real estate markets continue to appreciate 

in many regions, with them goes the land value of mobile home parks. Since many of the 

older, more established parks tend to be located in commercial areas or surrounded by 

 Figure 3:  Monthly Housing Costs based on Tenant Type  
 

 
 

 Source: US Census, American Housing Survey, 2007 
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encroaching residential developments
22

, developers recognize the significant profit 

potential for mobile home park sites, which can be much larger than with other available 

infill development sites.  As such, developers offer substantial purchase offers to park 

owners who, especially those with older parks in need of upkeep and investment, stand to 

make a sizeable profit by selling their land.   

However, it is not just the developers and park owners that stand to gain 

financially from park redevelopment.  Cities have the opportunity to realize an increase in 

property tax receipts as higher valued projects are built, with the possibility of increased 

sales tax in the case of commercial/retail redevelopment.    

While national and regional statistics as to recent mobile home park losses have 

yet to be published, reviews at the local and state levels provide evidence of this trend.  

Martin County, Florida
23

; Dade County, Florida
24

; the City of Evans, Colorado
25

; 

Snohomish County, Washington
26

; and Thousand Oaks, California
27

 are just a few of 

countless examples of communities dealing with this issue. Further support of this can 

seen be through a quick review of mobile home websites (including 

mobilehomeparkstore.com).  As of January 2010, over 1,200 parks were listed on this site 

alone, 113 of which were in Texas. And, while not all of these are necessarily at risk of 

redevelopment, it can be assumed that ownership changes do put residents at risk for new 

rules and possible lot and amenity cost increases.  
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Traditionally, rezoning and allowing park closures have been relatively painless 

processes for municipalities. If anything, they are under more pressure to allow park 

redevelopment. Not only is there political pressure by the real estate development 

community, but also public pressure for (or lack of pressure against) park redevelopment. 

Generally speaking, the public at large would like to see these parks disappear, or at least 

be moved farther away from their daily lives and routines. As far back as the Great 

Depression era trailer parks, where many poor and homeless sought refuge, RV and 

mobile home parks have remained stigmatized in the minds of the population at large.
 28

  

A 1937 New York Times editorial captures the sentiment of the time. “[t]he man who 

drags his house after him has about 

as much sense of fixity as a 

tramp”.
29

  

Recent studies show the 

persistence of this stigma. A study 

conducted by Stephanie 

Vanderford, Yoko Mimura and 

Anne Sweaney (2006) showed that 

the financial valuation of a 

manufactured home as approximately 69% less than a site built home was based on more 

subjective  and immeasurable factors than quality. They suggest that the “historical and 

  Figure 4:  

  Bells Garden Trailer Park – Los Angeles, CA 
 

 
    A trailer park that perpetuates the stigma  

   associated with mobile home parks today.   
   

   Source: WalkingInLA.com 
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continuing stigma that is associated with manufactured housing” plays a larger role in 

valuation.
30

  

A study in conducted in East Baton Rouge, Louisiana by Henry Munneke and 

Carlos Slawson (1999) looked at the effect of mobile home parks and their impact on the 

selling prices of single-family homes in the surrounding areas. After adjusting for 

external factors such as lot sizes, age, square footage and other variables, it was found 

that being within a quarter mile of a mobile home park had a 5% negative effect on the 

sales price, as compared to homes between a quarter mile and half a mile from the park.
31

  

As noted by John McIlwain, Senior Resident Fellow for Housing at the Urban 

Land Institute, 

 “People discriminate against people with less money, who have houses 

that don‟t look like theirs…. It‟s generally perceived to be a public 

nuisance rather than a way to house people, and in this country we don‟t 

like lower-income people living in our neighborhoods. There‟s a 

fundamental fear most homeowners have that something will happen to 

lower the value of their home.”
32

   

  

In addition to this „fear‟ McIlwain describes, is a misunderstanding that mobile 

home park residents are a tax burden on cities; that their demand for services is higher 

than the taxes they pay into the system. Mobile homes are typically taxed like a car or 

boat, rather than like traditional site built housing, for which owners pay property taxes.
33

  

The media also serves to perpetuate stigmas associated with mobile homes and 

trailer park tenants. When natural disasters like hurricanes and tornados strike 

communities, it is the mobile home parks that tend to get the most media attention, 

leaving most people with the perception that all mobile homes are unsafe. Unfortunately, 
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many of these mobile home communities do not represent the more modern communities 

established after the introduction of federal construction and safety standards. In 1976 the 

US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) introduced national design 

and safety standards for manufactured housing, which covered items from thermal 

standards to site installation requirements.
34

 Over time these standards have been updated 

to increase the safety and quality of manufactured units. For example, a revision that 

became effective in 1994 required units located in hurricane-force wind zones to 

withstand up to 100 and 110 miles-per-hour wind gusts.
35

  

All these reasons combined leave mobile home parks subjected to NIMBY-ism 

(„Not in my back yard‟), joining the ranks of many other socially warranted, yet 

unwanted land uses. 

 

6. MOBILE HOME RESIDENTS  

As mentioned previously, in general the public‟s perception of mobile parks is 

quite poor. Broad stereotypes are often made as to mobile home residents‟ income, 

education, familial status, and values. After conducting a series of surveys in Virginia 

about the perceptions of mobile home residents among non-mobile home and mobile 

home occupants in several non-metropolitan areas, Beamish et al. (2001) concluded that, 

“Community residents do not view manufactured housing in a very positive light. They 

think of it as old, having a fairly bad appearance, and housing low-income people who 

exhibit bad social behavior.”
36

   However, the reality is at odds with these sentiments. 
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Various statistics and surveys show a diversity of mobile homeowners in terms of age, 

marital status, education and employment.
37

  

Based on a national survey of mobile home owners conducted in 2002 by 

Foremost Insurance Group, the following findings were reported.  

 47% of mobile homeowners have some college education, with 18% having 

received at least one degree.  

 Over half of the residents had full-time employment and 30% were retired.  

 Married couples made up 56% of households.  

 54.1 is the average age of residents. 

 2.3 is the average household size. 

 33% of mobile homeowners rented lots in parks.
38

 

 

It appears that the one main unifying theme for mobile home residents is income.  

In 2007, the median income of mobile home owners was $29,876; while the median 

income of non-manufactured homeowners was $59,132 – nearly double the income.
39

 

When related back to the sizable gaps in affordable housing seen throughout the 

country
40

, it seems that the protection of mobile home parks from redevelopment into 

other uses would be extremely important in maintaining existing affordable housing 

stocks since insufficient alternatives are being provided.  

 

7.  PARK TENANT ISSUES AND THE DISPLACEMENT DILEMMA 

It is important to note here that the „affordability‟ park tenants receive comes at a 

price. Aside from the public stigma discussed in the preceding sections, there are many 

issues that park tenants face in terms of unit financing and location stability.  
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In regards to financing, mobile home ownership in parks is much different than 

homes sited on owned land.  Units to be placed on leased lots are typically setup as 

chattel loans, similar to auto financing. These loans typically carry higher interest rates 

and inferior terms as compared to traditional home mortgages.  Also, there is little 

homogeneity among these loan types, which makes it difficult for borrowers to compare 

loans and determine what terms are best.
41

 Another issue in financing is that 

manufactured housing retailers often serve as lenders. In this role, the retailers have the 

opportunity to earn higher returns on sales that have higher interest rates and shorter 

terms. By accepting these types of loans, buyers are not likely to receive the production-

cost savings of this housing type.
42

  

 Since mobile home owners in most mobile home parks have no rights to the land 

on which their property rests, they face many risks and injustices that make them a 

possible unstable housing option. For example, in most states, including Texas, there is 

little to no protection from rent increases and evictions for mobile home owners in parks. 

Without any state oversight and regulation, mobile home owners can be faced with 

skyrocketing lot rents, utility costs and community fees. Also, there is an issue with lease 

terms and the required length of lot rentals.  Park owners are rarely required to provide 

long lease terms for the lots, which is only an initial six month term in Texas
43

, leaving 

home owners in a potentially unstable and perpetually stressful situation. These issues are 

not all that different than those faced by home and apartment renters; however, mobile 
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home owners face a much larger issue of moving their home in addition to all of their 

belongings.  

What further exacerbates these already serious issues are the logistical and costly 

circumstances mobile home owners are faced with when displaced from a park. This 

basis for this problem lies in the idea that mobile homes are truly „mobile‟. Contrary to 

their name, mobile homes are not easily moved once sited.  The moniker „mobile‟, 

originating from its travel trailer roots, has today been associated with how these houses 

are delivered. These units are manufactured off-site before being moved to a particular lot 

for installation. So while these homes are mobile in the beginning, once in place, the ease 

of mobility is greatly reduced. As of the US Census 2007 American Housing Survey, 

over 66.44% of manufactured housing units remain on their original home site location.
44

  

Another estimate by the Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts shows that only 3% of 

mobile homes are ever moved from their original site.
45

  

For the purpose of this paper, I have selected to use the term „mobile‟ home rather 

than manufactured or modular home. While homeowners and industry supporters prefer 

the more accurate manufactured or modular monikers, I feel that the general public still 

identifies with the term „mobile‟. And, as this paper aims to debunk some of the myths 

associated with this housing type, I felt it an appropriate use of the term.    
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 It is true that many mobile homes can be moved. However, the costs of relocation 

can be extremely high, ranging from $1,000-$2,000 for smaller units and over $15,000 

for some larger homes.
46

 Considering the typical 

income levels of mobile home residents, this 

relocation cost burden is serious.  In some cases 

the cost of moving an already sited mobile home 

is not the only issue. Many older mobile homes 

do not have the structural integrity to be moved 

from one site to another. And, of the older units 

that could withstand transport, HUD and other 

State laws will not allow relocation of units 

manufactured prior to 1976, when Federal safety 

standards were introduced.  According to the US 

Census 2007 American Housing Survey, as broken down in Figure 5, nearly 40% of all 

manufactured housing units were manufactured prior to 1980, and the median year 

manufactured is 1987.
47

 

To make matters worse, in general there appears to be no consistent trend for the 

creation of new mobile home park zoning in cities, while simultaneously, existing parks 

are being rezoned and redeveloped for other uses. This makes it very difficult for mobile 

homeowners to find vacant or available lots for rent if forced to move. And, in addition to 

low vacancy rates in most parks, park standards can be an added barrier to relocation. 

Figure 5:  

Mobile Homes – Years Built 
 

 
 

  Source: US Census, American Housing   

                Survey, 2007 
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Most of the more modern parks rarely allow homes older than a certain age while also 

maintaining strict design standards that would keep out even some of the newer home 

models.  

When approving mobile home park redevelopments, cities seem to be focused on 

very short-sighted gains. What they do not seem to factor into their decision are the 

limited options available to displaced mobile home residents. Where local park vacancies 

are unavailable, or where park standards are too strict, some mobile home owners may be 

forced to move to outlying colonia-like settlements (in states allowing them), where land 

regulations in unincorporated areas are often insufficient, leaving many in substandard 

living conditions.  Alternatively, park closures will force some to abandon their units and 

seek public assistance for housing.  This would leave the already insuffienct affordable 

housing funding subject to an even higher demand. 

Overall, mobile home park redevelopment and the subsequent displacement of 

low and fixed income households is creating greater drains on already strapped 

community resources as more subsidized housing solutions become required to meet the 

growing demand.  Unfortunately, little statistical data exists for national, regional or state 

level trends for mobile home parks closures.  This lack of research and available 

information reinforces the idea that this housing type is not given enough credit for the 

important role it can play in communities everywhere. In the absence of such data, and to 

further establish the underlying trends toward park redevelopment and resident 



18 

 

displacement, the following chapter will examine various existing policies and the 

associated inadequacies for mobile home park protection. 
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Chapter 2: Exploration of State & Local Policies 

  

All states have statutes that pertain to mobile homes and mobile home park 

regulations.  In general, these laws describe various health/safety/welfare standards and 

tenant/landlord relationships. However, missing from many state regulations are 

guidelines regarding rezoning or redevelopment of existing mobile home parks for other 

uses.  Figure 6 provides a summary of the states that offer the strongest regulations 

regarding park redevelopment.  

 

Figure 6:  

State Regulations for Mobile Home Park Closures due to Change in Land Use 

 

Alaska: Statute 34.03.225. 
48

  

 Tenants must receive at least 270 days notice for land use change 

 No park closures permitted during winter months 

 Permits municipalities to establish relocation funds or compensation requirements 

for park closures, as well as longer periods of notice. 

Arizona: Statute 33-1476.01. 
49

   

 180 days notice to tenants for a change in land use 

 Tenants can collect moving expenses from a mobile home relocation fund for the 

lesser of actual moving expenses or $5,000 for a single-wide unit ($10,000 for a 

double-wide unit). Tenant has the option of abandoning the unit for a quarter of 

the maximum allowable moving cost.  

 Park owners selling for redevelopment are required to pay $500 per space (single-

wide unit) or $800 per space (multi-section unit) into the State‟s mobile home 

relocation fund.  

California: Government Code, Section 65863.7. 
50

 

 Requires the park owner to submit an impact report regarding park closure to the 

local legislative body, who then may require steps (including charging fees) to 

mitigate any adverse impacts to the displaced residents 
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Figure 6, continued 

 

Colorado: Sections 38-12-217 and 38-12-218. 
51

 

 180 days notice to tenants for a change in land use 

 10 days notice to tenants prior to park sale contract execution  

 Cooperative purchase of park by residents permitted 

Connecticut: Sec. 21-70a. 
52

 

 Park owner must pay for mobile home unit costs for to relocate units up to 100 

miles from current site (maximum of $10,000 per unit) when forced to move by 

change of land use. 

Delaware: Code Ann. tit. 25, §§ 7010 – 7011. 
53

 

 1 year notice to tenants for a change in land use 

 Requires park owners to prepare and distribute a relocation plan (to be updated 

every 3 months) to all tenants and the Delaware Manufactured Home Relocation 

Authority 

 State Relocation Trust Fund reimburses homeowners for actual and reasonable 

relocation costs (up to an maximum amount to be established by the fund‟s board 

of directors) for moving units within a 25-mile radius 

 Both park tenants and park owners pay $1.50 per month per home into the 

relocation fund. 

Florida:  Statute 723.
 54

 

 6 months notice to tenants for a change in land use 

 Mobile Home owners are entitled to payment for actual moving expenses to a 

new location within a 50-mile radius of the vacated park; or $3,000 for a single-

section unit / $6,000 for a multi-section unit 

 Or, in lieu of relocation, homeowners can abandon  units and collect $1,375 for a 

single-section unit / $2,750 for a multi-section unit 

 Mobile Homeowners Associations have the right to purchase their park, provided 

they meet price and terms of park owner within 45 days of negotiation 

 Any payments are made from the Florida Mobile Home Relocation Corporation 

(FMHRC), which was initiated by a one-time general revenue investment in 2001. 

Ongoing funding is provided via a $1 annual decal fee paid by mobile home 

owners, a $1 annual fee per home paid by park owners, and direct payments from 

park owners who are closing their communities. 
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Figure 6, continued 

 

Massachusetts: Section 140, § 32L and 32R. 
55

   

 Right of first refusal offered to park residents within 15 days of for-sale notice 

 Park owner must pay (at the tenant‟s option) either the full relocation cost to 

another park within a 100-mile radius or the appraised value of the unit. 

Minnesota: Statute 327C. 
56

 

 Mobile Home owners are reimbursed for moving expenses to a new location 

within a 25-mile radius (maximum of $4,000 for a single-wide unit; $8,000 for a 

multi-section unit) 

 If unable to relocate due to age or condition of the unit, or because of lack of 

vacancy/acceptance within a 25-mile radius, the home owner is reimbursed for the 

appraised value of their unit (maximum of $5,000 for a single-wide unit; $9,000 

for a multi-section unit) 

 State established the Mobile Home Relocation Fund in 2007. This is funded via a 

$12 annual fee per lot in parks, as well as fees paid by park owners when they 

close their communities ($3,250 per single-wide / $6,000 per double-wide).
57

 

Nevada: NRS 118B.180. 
58

 

 Park owner must prepare and submit an impact report to the local zoning board 

prior to an rezoning approval 

 180 day notice to tenants if change in land use 

 Park owner pays for unit relocation cost (if moved within a 100-mile radius), or 

its fair market value. 

New Hampshire: Chapter 205-A. 
59

  

 60 days notice prior park sale; Right of first refusal for tenants to make and offer 

and come up with financing to purchase the park within this 60 days. 

Oregon: Section 90. 456. 
60

  

 Park owner must pay tenant‟s relocation costs, up to $5,000 for a single-wide, 

$7,000 for a double-wide, or $9,000 for larger units 

 Mobile Home Parks Purchase Account (state run revolving loan)
61

 helps provide 

legal/administrative support to tenant associations and funding/financing for 

cooperative purchase
62

 

Washington: Chapter 59-21. 
63

  

 Park tenants may obtain relocation assistance on first-come, first-served basis 

from the State‟s relocation fee, which is funded through a $100 fee to for every 

unit in a rental community at least one year old (unless the sales price is less than 

$5,000).  
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While Figure 6 indicates that some states are cognizant of the issues regarding 

mobile home park redevelopment, this awareness and interest is not the case in many 

other states. For example, the State of New Jersey, while at the forefront of inclusionary 

zoning and affordable housing requirements (i.e. the Supreme Court rulings in Mount 

Laurel I and II), has very weak laws when it comes to mobile home park displacement 

laws. State law regarding park use change is defined under its rental/eviction statutes and 

merely requires 18 months notice to tenants in advance of park closure.
64

 No other 

stipulations are required for park conversion.  

Unfortunately for the City of Austin, Texas is another state with a weak 

regulatory framework for mobile home park redevelopment. It has only one statute 

(Chapter 94, Section 204) that covers mobile home park use reclassification, and it 

merely extends the standard eviction term from 60-days notice to 180-days in the case of 

land use changes.65 No requirement for affordable housing loss consideration, relocation 

or financial support is given. 

As Figure 6 shows, other states have gone further than Texas and New Jersey to 

address mobile home park redevelopment.  However, most still have serious 

shortcomings when it comes to protection of these communities and the affordability they 

provide. For example, Florida appears to be doing a great deal more to support mobile 

home park residents; providing requirements for the residents‟ right of first refusal to 

purchase the park, as well as notice and avenues for relocation funding and support.  
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However, developers with deep pockets view the relocation costs and fees as 

minor inconveniences when purchasing a highly prized park property. Additionally, these 

developers are able to offer particularly high purchase price offers that park residents, 

most of whom have mostly low and moderate incomes, would be unable to match 

without the help of a loan fund or some kind of funding and legal assistance for 

cooperative purchase. So, the right of first refusal does not offer a realistic option for 

many parks‟ residents and groups.  As such, cities throughout Florida are dealing with a 

growing trend in mobile home park redevelopment.   

 One Florida municipality in particular that is facing a real crisis in park 

redevelopment is the Town of Davie, located in Broward County.  As is the case 

throughout the entire South Florida housing market, soaring residential real estate values 

(prior to the crash associated with the recent recession) were having a tremendous impact 

on affordable housing within the Town.   

As of 2005, the area median household income for the county was $58,000 

($28,800 median individual income).
66

  Based on these incomes, a study conducted by 

Carras Community Investment on behalf of the Town of Davie stated that a household 

had to earn $133,700 per year to afford the median priced single-family home in Broward 

County; at least $74,200 per year to afford a median priced condominium; and at least 

$53,600 to afford the median rent for an apartment in the Town of Davie.  However, to 

afford the median mobile home lot rent in the Town, a household only needed to earn 

$18,300 annually.
67
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As of 2007, over 7,000 households lived within 31 mobile home parks located 

within Davie‟s jurisdiction, making up roughly 24% of all housing units. Between 2000 

and 2006 the Town of Davie saw a reduction of 277 mobile home units, while all other 

housing types continued to grow.  Some of these units were lost due to hurricane damage; 

however, at least 77 of these units were lost due to mobile home park conversion in 2006 

alone.
68

 

Taking note of its park conversions and affordable housing predicament, in 

December 2006 the Town of Davie council declared an “affordable housing crisis” and 

enacted a one-year moratorium, which was later extended for another 90 days, forbidding 

the redevelopment of any mobile home park.  A Mobile Home Task Force (MHTF), 

involving park residents and owners/ representatives was formed to study the affordable 

housing issue and come up with suggestions for providing comparable housing for 

displaced mobile home park residents. Additionally, a consulting firm was hired to work 

with the MHTF and conduct an in depth analysis of local conditions as well as „best 

practice‟ examples from across the state and country, in order to prepare suggested 

legislation for the Town of Davie.  While no new legislation has been set to date, the 

fact that a municipality like the Town of Davie is not only aware of the affordable 

housing loss through park conversion, but also trying to fix a growing problem, is a sign 

of movement towards the right direction. 

 Minnesota, like Florida, has created a fund to support mobile home park tenants 

in unit relocation.  However, it goes further to provide more protective coverage for park 
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tenants. Minnesota requires a public hearing conducted by a neutral third-party to 

consider park closure effects on both the park owner and tenants. Its regulations also deal 

with proximate site availability for relocation, as well as the transferability of older 

mobile home units.  

 California goes one step further than Minnesota, requiring mobile home park 

property owners to prepare a relocation impact report prior to any change in land use 

classification. These impact reports are intended to figure out the reasonable costs for 

unit/tenant relocation. The municipality in which the park is located is then charged with 

review of the impact report to determine if adequate costs for relocation have been 

covered.
69

 The process of review and consideration by the municipality is lengthy, often 

taking months for all sides to make their cases. This requirement shows strong support by 

the state to encourage equitable relocation in the cases of park conversion; however, it 

does not guarantee that municipalities will be equitable in their decisions.  Local officials 

have the final say as to whether these reports fairly represent both sides. However, as 

developers tend to have greater lobbying powers in support of these same local officials, 

it seems that park residents may still have an uphill battle against developers intent on 

park conversion. 

 This analysis of other state regulations has been provided to shed light on the need 

for greater park consideration in Texas. Without changes to existing Texas statute, the 

City of Austin faces serious hurdles if it wishes to initiate measures to protect mobile 

home park residents from redevelopment.  
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Chapter 3: 

The City of Austin – Mobile Home Parks, Past & Present 

  

Texas‟ capital city is not very different from most cities throughout the country as 

it struggles to deal with an insufficient affordable housing stock. And considering the 

absence of state regulation in support of affordable housing programs and funds, the City 

of Austin is almost powerless in its attempts to find funding sources for affordable 

housing construction and subsidies. Rather than require developers to provide for 

affordable housing that may be lost due to redevelopment, the City can only attempt to 

bargain or incentivize affordable housing funds or units.  As such, this leaves the 

affordable housing provided in mobile home parks at risk to every increasing market 

pressures, as well as pressures for infrastructure development. If mobile home parks are 

not recognized as the valuable asset that they are for the city, then the affordable housing 

conundrum will only be further exacerbated.  

 

1.  RESEARCH PURPOSE AND QUESTIONS 

This report is intended to answer several research questions. First, it aims to 

identify the various arguments and rationales used to promote the protection or 

redevelopment of mobile home parks throughout the country. Second, it attempts to 

identify recent or current trends in mobile home development in Austin. This required 

identifying existing parks locations, locations of former parks, as well as any current and 
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future land development pressures that might put existing Austin-area mobile home parks 

at-risk for redevelopment. Based on these trends, I set out to identify parks in Austin that 

are particularly vulnerable to redevelopment, and what impacts park closures would have 

on park residents, as well as the city‟s affordable housing stock. Finally, I aim to identify 

strategies the City of Austin could use to protect this affordable housing stock.  

 

2.  METHODOLOGIES  

I approached the first research question regarding park protection and 

redevelopment rationales by conducting a literature review that included various journal 

articles, news articles and housing reports. This research led to the identification of 

existing mobile home park trends and issues in communities throughout the country.  

To find out if the City of Austin was aligned with the identified trends, I 

conducted online news and property record database searches to see where parks had 

been added or closed. Since there was no full database of Austin mobile home parks (past 

or present) to reference, I had to prepare a list based on data retrieved from online 

sources. These sources included the websites Mobile Home Village 

(www.mhvillage.com) and Mobile Home Park Store (www.mobilehomeparkstore.com). I 

then crossed referenced these findings against the Texas Department of Housing & 

Community Affairs Manufactured Housing Division data, which tracks title transfers for 

manufactured units throughout the state. Sorted by zip codes and street addresses, I was 

able to use the data from the state to identify mobile home groupings, which I then 
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compared to the parks listed on the aforementioned websites. To further verify the 

accuracy of these listings, each park was mapped using Google Earth. The aerial 

photography views in Google Earth helped confirm the existence of each park, as well as 

the overall size and number of lots/units. 

Following the initial assessment discussed above, I retrieved GIS files from the 

City of Austin‟s website in order to identify mobile home zoning and changes within the 

City‟s limits and its extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ) over time.  GIS files from years 

1990, 1995, 2000, 2003 and 2006 were used for this zoning comparison, based on their 

availability and level of detail.  Based on exported GIS information retrieved using 

ESRI® ArcGIS 9.3, Adobe Illustrator CS3 was used to create comparison maps for these 

years.     Following the zoning comparison, the previously mapped mobile home parks 

were added to the base information, to compare zoning versus actual park existence. 

It is noteworthy to point out that not all of these databases and listings were up to 

date with current land uses. For example, the Deerwood Mobile Home Park was closed in 

2008 for the development of a single-family home subdivision, although it is still listed 

on the listed on the 2006 zoning map as „Mobile Home‟, as well as on the Travis County 

Appraisal Districts property record for 2009. So, while I feel somewhat confident in the 

general findings presented herein, there may be some margin of error in the full report of 

area parks. Due to time and logistical restraints, site visits to all area parks could not be 

conducted to confirm the accuracy of these sources.  
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In tandem with the mobile home park mapping exercise above, I also conducted 

research using the City‟s website, as well as general online and news resource searches 

regarding planning initiatives in Austin, to identify any potential trends or upcoming 

plans that might impact mobile home parks in the area. This search is what led me to 

identify several key trends and plans, including anticipated population growth, the new 

comprehensive plan, east side gentrification, and new transit lines. 

Based on my early research regarding the relationship between transit and 

property values, I hypothesize that the expansion of rail lines in Austin will be the most 

significant driver in putting mobile home parks at risk. As such, to determine which parks 

would be within close proximity to new routes, I added the proposed transit routes (taken 

from a CapMetro map created in June 2009) to the base map prepared earlier in this 

analysis. By combining these sets of information, I was able to ascertain which parks 

were within half a mile of the proposed routes and, therefore, the most susceptible to 

property value increases and redevelopment pressures. 

The last methodology used was windshield surveys of some of the parks 

identified to be at particular risk of redevelopment pressures. On two separate days in 

March and April of 2010, I drove through several of the parks as well as the surrounding 

areas in order to document the general age, size and conditions of units within the 

communities; the state and upkeep of amenity areas; open lot availability/vacancies; as 

well as the land uses immediately surrounding the parks.  
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There are areas of research in this report that could be greatly expanded upon, but 

due to limitations on time and readily available information, have not been included. For 

example, the overall listing of Austin-area parks could be strengthened with more 

detailed findings such as age/structural details for units within parks, financing terms and 

pricing of the owned units, and lot rental rates and terms in each park. Also, interviews of 

park residents, park owners, developers, city officials, and the general public could be 

instrumental in anticipating what policies should be made and how they might be 

interpreted by various parties. Such information would add greater reliability to some of 

the more generalized research findings provided in this report.  

 
 

3.  AUSTIN OVERVIEW 

Based on a 2009 report prepared by BBC Research & Consulting for the City of 

Austin, approximately 55% of the City‟s households fall within the low to extremely low 

income brackets. Based on a median family income (MFI) of $63,116 for the City of 

Austin, 19% of families made less than 30% of the MFI; 17% made in the range of 30 to 

50% of the MFI; and 19% made between 50% and 80% of the MFI. As of 2007, 6,000 

families were on the Section 8 waiting list and 4,000 families were on the waiting list for 

public housing.
70

 Based on US Census American Community Survey for years 2006 to 

2008, there were approximately 302,800 households in Austin.
71

 Based on these 

numbers, over 3% of the City‟s households were on waiting lists for affordable housing 

assistance.  
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The median home price within the city for 2007 was $242,993, with only 30% of 

all single family units affordable to those at 80% ($178,831) or less of the City‟s MFI,
72

 

assuming no credit problems, additional debt, etc. As of 2008, the average rent in Austin 

was $843 per month, the highest in Texas.
73

  Of Austin‟s total rental market, 79% of units 

are between $550 and $1,150 per month, rates affordable to households earning between 

$25,000 and $50,000 annually.
74

 Based on the generally accepted rule of thumb that a 

household should not pay more than approximately 30% of its annual income
75

, this 

would leave those earning less than $30,000 per year unable to afford the average rent for 

the City. As shown in Figure 7, the BBC Research & Consulting report identified a clear 

gap in affordable housing stock, with a shortage of 37,600 rental units for very low 

income households. And for renters earning less than $35,000 per year, only 3% of 

detached units and 10% of attached units would be considered affordable for 

homeownership.   
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4. AUSTIN MOBILE HOMES & PARKS  

In 1999, the Consumer Union reported that 256,323 mobile homes were placed on 

rented lots in Texas alone, with tenant totals close to 750,000 relying on these rented 

lots.
76

 Since there is no known official source for the number of mobile home rental lots 

in the City of Austin, I conducted individual research using a variety of sources 

Figure 7: Austin Market Mismatches, 2008 

 

 
 

Source: BBC Research and Consulting – ‘Comprehensive Housing Market Study’ for the City of Austin, 

2009 
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(mhvillage.com, mobilehomeparkstore.com, and windshield surveys) to ascertain a 

general idea of lot totals for the area.  

This research, completed in January through April of 2010, shows there to be 

approximately 7,275 lots in 48 mobile home parks within Austin‟s city limits and another 

875 lots in 14 parks in the City‟s extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ), for a total of 8,150 

lots and 62 mobile home parks.
77

 Figure 8 shows the locations of all 62 parks. (A full list 

of these parks by address can be found in the Appendix.) Per US Census survey data 

from 2007 for the City of Austin, these mobile homes make up just over 2% of the 

overall housing stock, which was estimated to be just under 300,000 total units in 2008.
78

     

While there are mobile home parks dispersed throughout the city, the majority of 

these properties are located in East Austin. Older, more established parks tend to be more 

centrally located, and newer parks tend to be farther out, where presumably land costs 

were lower at the time of development. Based on current development trends, it is 

realistic to assume that like other older homes and less profitable commercial land uses 

already being redeveloped, the mobile home parks in East Austin will soon be subject to 

redevelopment pressures. At the time of this research, none of the Austin area mobile 

home parks were listed as for-sale.  

 Monthly lot rental rates vary widely based on park age, amenities, lot size, and 

park location. Based on available home and lot listings on the industry website 

MHVillage.com, lot rates in Austin‟s larger communities range from the upper $300s to 
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lower $400s per month.
79

 However, lot rental rates in the older and smaller communities, 

especially those without many amenities, can be considerably lower.   

As of 2007, US Census data showed that approximately 2% of Austin‟s housing 

stock was made up of mobile homes. In 1990, the proportion was only about 1%, 

becoming roughly 2% by the 2000 US Census; nearly doubled in 10 years.
80

  While 2% 

does not stand out as immediately significant, when considered more carefully, the 

important role of this housing type can be seen.  
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Figure 8  
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As a general example of affordability, 

the photograph in Figure 9 shows a unit listed 

on MHVillage.com. This unit, advertised for 

sale or for rent, is a 27‟X52‟ (double-wide), 3 

bedroom / 2 bath mobile home manufactured 

in 2002. It is a used unit sited (and never 

moved) in the Oak Crest community, a 335-

lot mobile home park established in 2000 that 

has a clubhouse, 24-hour fitness center, pool and playscape. This unit is listed for rent at 

$799 per month, which includes the lot rental of $386 per month. At this rental price, a 

household making about $32,000 will find this 1,404 square foot mobile home with 

central air conditioning, washer and dryer, refrigerator, and deck an affordable option.  

This unit is also available for purchase and is listed for $37,900. If purchased, the loan 

payment (after putting $3,790 or 10% down at a 6.25% interest rate) for a 15-year term 

would be $292.47 per month. This, plus the $386 for the lot rental, would roughly total 

$678.47 per month. This would be an affordable option for a household making 

approximately $27,000 annually.  Whether purchased or rented, a reasonably sized 

mobile home like this is within reach of some of Austin‟s low income households without 

the need of any vouchers or public subsidies. Based on the 2008 Austin-Round Rock 

MSA median-family income of $73,300, families making 50% of the MFI (considered 

very low-income by HUD) have an affordable housing option in a unit like this.
 81

   

Figure 9: Unit for sale/rent in Oak 

Crest Mobile Home Park, Austin 
 

 

Source: MHVillage.com, February 2010 
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 Unfortunately, similar to national sentiment, the benefits of mobile home parks as 

providing affordable housing options do not receive a lot of attention in the City of 

Austin. Whether it is because this housing type makes up such a small portion of the total 

housing supply, because of negative public perception, or some other reason, the City 

may be missing an opportunity to protect a valuable affordable housing resource. 

 After months of thorough online research, little press could be found regarding 

mobile home park redevelopment within the City. This could be partly because not many 

parks have been redeveloped, or that there was little public resistance to the 

redevelopment. Only one particular mobile home/RV park, known as Shady Grove, 

garnered a great deal of attention from the community and press when it was rezoned for 

redevelopment. However, the attention did not center on affordability issues; rather it was 

from neighbors worried about densification of the site, increased traffic on an already 

busy road, and blocked views. The park, established in the 1940s, was originally home to 

about 40 residents in small RVs and trailers prior to redevelopment. Centrally located 

between Lady Bird Lake and Barton Springs, the park was one of several RV parks in the 

immediate vicinity. In review of press and public documents, it appears that most of the 

residents of Shady Grove were not low-income and had lived there as a lifestyle choice. 

Currently under construction, the new Barton Place condominium project will have 270 

units for sale starting in the high $200s.
82

  Since the developer and land owner voluntarily 

compensated them for moving, few resident complaints were voiced.  



38 

 

While the loss of such a zoning land use does not bode well for the classification 

as a whole, this particular site was able to gain a much greater density on valuable land 

within the City‟s central core. And, since it was not inhabited by the lower income 

segment of the population, its change does not seem to have any significant impact 

related to affordable housing in Austin.  However, what makes this somewhat striking is 

that developers intent on redeveloping a park will not necessarily be deterred by public 

outcry when profit can be made. And, just because this one park had little or no impact, 

does not mean that any other would not.  

Another notable mobile home park that has recently been closed for 

redevelopment is the Deerwood Mobile Home Park, located near the Austin Bergstrom 

Airport. The 89-acre Deerwood community was developed in 1999 and home to about 

490 mobile homes prior to its closure in 2008. The land was purchased by NaviGate 

Homes for the development a residential subdivision marketed as providing about 400 

„durable, yet affordable‟ single-family homes.
83

  The reality of the park redevelopment 

issue is evidenced by a quote made by Eric Amend, the project manager for the new 

subdivision.  

When we purchased this property two years ago, we realized we could 

transform an aging mobile home park into a thriving and attractive family 

community that is near schools, transportation and workplaces – and, in 

the process, make it highly affordable by using streets and other 

infrastructure already in place.
84

 

 

 Aside from the obviously problematic language here, calling a nine year old 

community „aging‟ or claiming that is not „thriving‟ or „attractive‟ because it is a mobile 
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home park, the most worrisome part of this statement is the valuation of existing 

infrastructure. The existing roads and utility access made this property valuable to the 

developer, presumably more so than cheaper, vacant land within the same general 

vicinity.  This type of developer sentiment does not bode well for other parks in desirable 

areas. 

 It is noteworthy to point out that the developer did work with local public 

relations firm Elizabeth Christian & Associates and Frameworks Community 

Development Corporation to reach out to the park residents and provide them an 

opportunity to purchase a home in the new subdivision.
85

 However, this type of voluntary 

outreach to existing residents is not to be expected as a general rule within Austin, since 

no statutory measures require it.  And while the offer to purchase „affordable‟ homes in 

the new development on the surface appears to be a positive option for the park residents, 

it did not solve issues regarding what to do with the physical units, some of which we still 

subject to financing obligations.  

It was my original presumption that the mobile home park zoning classification 

would have seen a decrease in the last decade or so. However, US Census data showed an 

increase in this housing type between 1990 and 2000.
86

 Knowing this, it still seemed 

important to establish any underlying trends of mobile home park development and 

redevelopment. As such, a GIS zoning map analysis was conducted for the years 1990, 

1995, 2000, 2003 and 2006.  These years were chosen based on GIS file availability on 

the City of Austin‟s website. 
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Once complete, the map comparison did indeed support the census data, in that 

the areas of this zoning type did expand slightly.  In 1990, there were approximately 

2,957 acres of the mobile home zoning classification. By 2000, this land use had reached 

about 3,082 acres; and as of 2006 there were close to 6,500 acres.
87

 This major jump can 

be seen in the addition of new large mobile home park developments in northeast Austin 

that appear in late 90‟s and 2000‟s. Based on an overlay of current parks with these 

zoning changes, it appears that the existence of parks matches up with the areas zoned 

MH (Mobile Home).  

Figures 10, 11 and 12 show the mobile home zoning classification additions and 

losses between 1990 and 2006.  In general, this zoning type was expanded in south and 

northeast Austin, with little to no new zoning in central and west Austin since 2000.  No 

comparison map is provided for the years between 1995 and 2000, as no mobile home 

zoning changes occurred during this period. 
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Figure 10 
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Figure 11 
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Figure 12 
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In order to confirm the correlation between income and mobile home park 

tenancy in Austin, I overlaid the existing park locations on a City of Austin prepared map 

grouping areas by MFI (Figure 13). Aside from a few outliers, this map confirms the 

correlation between low-income households and mobile home park residents.  

 

Figure 13  

 
Sources: City of Austin (City Demographer, Ryan Robinson); mhvillage.com; 

www.mobilehomeparkstore.com. 
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While an increase in mobile home zoning over the years may appear to be a 

positive step in terms of mobile home park expansion and acceptance, a study conducted 

by Dalbyul Lee in 2005 identified that mobile home growth was especially rapid in flood 

plain zones within the City of Austin. As reported, in 1990 approximately 6.9% of mobile 

homes were in flood plains; however, by 2000, nearly 11.4% of mobile homes were in 

flood plains
88

. This study brings to light yet another risk for mobile home park tenants. In 

addition to all the other issues faced in terms of financing, rental fees, and community 

stability; these tenants are faced with real natural hazard issues. Not only does this mean 

that their homes are at risk, but obtaining property insurance on their homes is either 

unavailable or prohibitively expensive.    

Even though the research regarding the mobile home land use changes over time 

rejects my original hypothesis about Austin‟s trends towards park redevelopment, I 

continue to believe this is an important issue for the City to consider as future land use 

changes occur. While the past trends towards redevelopment of mobile home parks in 

communities around the country is not consistent with Austin‟s past, this does not mean 

that Austin‟s parks are not susceptible to redevelopment pressures in the near future. As 

such, it seems important to review the likely changes to areas where these parks are 

concentrated, so as to gauge what impacts may occur.  
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Chapter 4: 

The City of Austin – Planning & Development Trends 

 

As would be expected with any dynamic and growing city, land uses and patterns 

in Austin are ever changing.  The common thread among these trends is changing 

property values. Where the land development values of mobile home parks have 

traditionally been low, the City‟s changing land patterns are likely to inflate land values. 

These property value increases can put parks at risk in two main ways. First, as land 

values increase, so do property taxes. Tax increases will then be passed on to park tenants 

in the form of lot rental increases. For older parks in need of infrastructure investments, 

continuing to own and operate the park may become a cost burden. This is especially 

striking because it is these older parks that typically have the cheapest lot rates and older 

mobile home units, many of which would not withstand relocation. The second risk in 

changing land uses and rising land values is developer interest in redevelopment. As land 

becomes more valuable, it is understandable that park owners might be tempted to accept 

large financial purchase offers by developers intent on redevelopment for other uses.  

Some of the current and upcoming trends in Austin that are likely to impact land 

values involve gentrification to the east, city planning initiatives and a new 

comprehensive planning effort, population growth forecasts, as well as new and proposed 

rail and mass transit routes.  
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1.  EAST AUSTIN & GENTRIFICATION  

As mentioned previously, development pressures to the east side of Austin are 

ever increasing. This area of Austin is separated by a physical barrier, a major north-

south highway. Interstate 35 was originally designed in a way that would clearly divide 

the community, largely separating the minorities on the east from whites on the west side 

of the highway. Originally called East Avenue, the highway was initially built in 1933, 

and its construction reinforced a separation put into place during the era of “separate but 

equal” in the provision of the public facilities and services. This policy is clearly 

articulated in the 1928 plan for the City.  

In our studies in Austin we have found that the negroes are present in 

small numbers, in practically all sections of the city, excepting the area 

just east of East Avenue and south of the City Cemetery. This area seems 

to be all negro population. It is our recommendation that the nearest 

approach to the solution of the race segregation problem will be the 

recommendation of this district as a negro district; and that all the facilities 

and conveniences be provided to the negroes in this district, as an 

incentive to draw the negro population to this area. (Koch & Fowler, 

Consulting Engineers, 1928 for the City of Austin)
89

 

 

Even after legal segregation policies had been struck down, the clear divide 

between east and west was palpable. And in 1962, East Avenue was expanded to become 

part of Interstate 35, a major, 2-level multi-lane highway.
90

 Since this time property 

values in the east have remained lower than most other areas in the city; that is, until 

recently. Figure 14 paints a clear picture of the income discrepancies in the city.  
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Environmentally sensitive land, city policies and prohibitively high property 

values now restrict growth to the City‟s west.  

The city has sprawled westward across its scenic yet ecologically fragile 

hill country landscape, which overlies the Edwards Aquifer, a major 

source of drinking water for the region and of the many springs and creeks 

that nourish native flora and fauna. To control this growth, Austin‟s voters 

in 1992 adopted the growth-control Save Our Springs (SOS) Ordinance 

through a citizen initiative. State lawmakers and local developers, 

however, passed legislation rendering the SOS ordinance largely 

ineffective. At the end of the decade, Austin responded by adopting a set 

of planning incentives under the rubric of Smart Growth; instead of 

restricting development in ecologically sensitive areas, they would reward 

developers for building in non-sensitive areas.
91

 

 

With its close proximity to the Central Business District and the University of 

Texas campus, the east side has now become an affordable and desirable location for 

developers and white middle and upper income residents. Affordability and centrality are 

not the only draws. Growing traffic congestion causing longer and longer commute times 

and an increase in restaurants and services to the east also make this area attractive. 

Several measures clearly indicate this trend. For the main East Austin zip code, 78702 

(the area immediately east of I-35, bound by Lady Bird Lake at the south, E. Martin 

Luther King, Jr. Boulevard at the north, and Airport Boulevard to the west), where there 

is currently one mobile home park with 75 lots, the tax-assessed values of single-family 

properties have increased by more than 100% between 2000 and 2005.
92

 Also within this 

area, a house purchased in 1997 for $100,000 was sold for $300,000 in 2005. And, vacant 

lots that were priced between $4,000 and $7,000 in 1998 were selling for $80,000 in 

2007.
 93

  Another report shows that home values in East Austin have increased by 
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approximately 117% from 1999 to 2005, while the home values for the entire city 

increased by just 30 percent.
94

 Median values for commercial properties along two of the 

main roadways for business development in East Austin, 11
th

 Street and 12
th

 Street, 

jumped 60% and 53% respectively from 2000 to 2005.
95

  

 

 Figure 14: Location of Low Income Households in the City of Austin.  

 Households earning less than $25,000 of total households within the Census tract, percent, 2008. 

 
 Source: BBC Research & Consulting, US Census, and Claritas, 2008. 
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While gentrification and redevelopment pressures are currently the most 

observable in the east central 78702 zip code, these pressures in areas farther east (and to 

the northeast and southeast) are palpable. And, since a majority of mobile home parks are 

within these areas, it is reasonable to assume that like all other existing land uses, they 

will be subject to developer speculation and redevelopment. Also, as property values and 

taxes rise, older parks not desiring to sell may have no choice, if the tax burden creates an 

overall financial loss for the business.  

 

2. POPULATION GROWTH & DENSIFICATION 

As of January 2010, Austin‟s population was estimated to be around 785,850, up 

from about 656,000 ten years earlier. The City‟s population is forecasted to reach close to 

910,000 by 2020, and over 1,180,000 by 2040.
96

 In tandem with this population growth is 

an increase in demand for and then development of residential units and commercial 

space.  

Austin is restricted from enforcing growth management measures due to state 

laws governing private property rights. Texas‟ Private Real Property Rights Preservation 

Act, passed in 1995, allows property owners to file a taking suit when a public agency 

decision effectively reduces the value of real property by 25% or more. If the court finds 

in favor the property owner, the state agency must compensate the owner for the value 

loss or repeal the decision that created the reduction.
97

 This Act greatly limits a 

municipality‟s ability to put development restrictions in place. As such, the City of 
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Austin has little ability to control growth and development patterns in the undeveloped 

land at the periphery of the city.  

   Source: City of Austin Planning Department. Prepared by Christina Wild, 2009.98 

 

In addition to growth pressures on the outskirts of the city, densification and 

redevelopment pressures closer to the City‟s center are very real forces. This is clearly 

evidenced by City initiatives to densify downtown, as well as new zoning overlay 

districts for Transit-Oriented Development and Vertical Mixed-Use, both of which 

champion the densification of property located in areas considered “prime transit 

corridors”.
99

 Figure 15 features some of these planning initiatives. While these zones can 

Figure 15 
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be effective in densifying existing urban and suburban areas, they also impact land 

values. And, these land value increases are not restricted to properties within these zones. 

It is also probable that neighboring and nearby properties will also appreciate.   

These pressures are likely to have a considerable impact on moderately affordable 

properties; especially those with aging or vacant structures, or those with relatively low 

density uses considered valueless or easily removable. Mobile home parks, especially 

older parks in need of infrastructure investments will be extremely vulnerable in the face 

of such growth pressures.  

It can also be assumed that a portion of the incoming population will be low 

income and in need of affordable housing options. Considering an already tapped 

affordable housing stock, it seems important to fully consider the existing units until the 

demand can be sufficiently met.  

 

3. New Comprehensive Plan  

Over the last 30 years or so, the City of Austin has been growing in a somewhat 

haphazard manner. While there has been a comprehensive plan on record since 1979, it 

has done little to effect the City‟s planning and growth patterns. Instead, over the past 

three decades the City has been planned based on individual neighborhood and 

transportation plans, in turn avoiding issues that are best addressed with a city-wide 

approach; for example, the distribution of affordable housing. 

The City‟s new Comprehensive Plan website articulates the past problem.   
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The current Comprehensive Plan of record, the Austin Tomorrow 

Comprehensive Plan (ATCP), was developed during the 1970s and 

adopted in 1979. It has been amended numerous times through the 

adoption of neighborhood and transportation plans. In 2008, it was 

amended through a limited update that removed obsolete policies and 

replaced them with current ones. Even with this most recent update, the 

ATCP remains a product of its time and does not address many 

contemporary issues facing the City such as sustainability and climate 

change. Also, the ATCP has lost its relevance and remains largely 

unknown to the majority of Austinites. The lack of a contemporary, 

community-based vision for the City's future has lead to many „ad hoc‟ 

policy directives.
100

 

 

In a positive move to change past planning practices, a tremendous effort is 

currently underway in the city to prepare a new comprehensive plan.  Now known as 

„Imagine Austin‟, this process is currently in the preliminary public outreach stages.  

Among many pressing issues like densification, sustainability and transportation, 

affordable housing is surely to be addressed within this plan.  

As part of the comprehensive planning process, early studies have been conducted 

by the city and consultant planning team in regards to possible land use changes and past 

and current trends. One particular analysis dealt with „Susceptibility to Change‟. In 

February 2010 the Advisory Task Force for the Imagine Austin initiative presented a 

series of maps showing areas from least to most susceptible to change based on various 

topics including Owner Occupancy, Improvement to Land Value Ratio, Zoning and 

Overlay Districts, and Transit Corridors. The purpose of this analysis was to “broadly 

characterize areas of the city and its ETJ that are most likely to change… (and to) inform 

development of Comprehensive Plan strategies and actions.”
101

   The final map, which 
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merged all the separate topics into one overall map, shows which areas of Austin and the 

extraterritorial jurisdiction are most susceptible to change (Figure 16).  

 

Preliminary findings show the areas along the north-south spine, North 

Burnet/Gateway, Robinson Ranch, and central east Austin to be the most susceptible to 

change, with areas in the eastern ETJ considered moderately susceptible to change.
102

 

The analysis provides a basis on which to compare areas at risk of change, to areas where 

change is not desirable.  

Figure 16 - City of Austin, Susceptibility to Change Analysis, 2010 
 

 

Source: City of Austin 
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While not included specifically in the susceptibility analysis by the City, a rough 

overlay of existing mobile home parks on the final susceptibility map confirms that most 

of the city‟s mobile home parks are within areas classified as „most susceptible to 

change‟.  Since mobile home parks make up such a small proportion of the city‟s land 

use, it is important flag its significance to thousands of families. Recognizing the 

potential risk of this affordable housing asset can help inform the Comprehensive Plan 

and future policy decisions regarding rezoning and redevelopment.  

 

4.  TRANSIT 

 The last and possibly most important factor that could adversely affect the 

stability of some existing mobile home parks is the addition of new mass transit routes. In 

order to address an already overburdened roadway system, and in consideration of the 

additional congestion that will be caused as the population continues to expand, the 

City‟s transportation agency, Capital Metro (CapMetro), is planning for and 

implementing several new transit routes. These rapid bus and rail routes will provide 

great benefits in terms of offering more travel alternatives for residents, possible roadway 

congestion relief, and as well as a more sustainable transportation network. However, 

along with these benefits, there is likely to be an effect on property values in close 

proximity to these new routes.  
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 Many studies have been conducted throughout the country regarding property 

values and proximity to transit. Listed below are key findings regarding the relationship 

between transit development and property values. 

 One study in Dallas showed residential properties close to DART stations rising 

39% more than a control group not served by rail. Specifically, for the years 

between 1997 and 2001, this study showed that median residential property values 

near DART grew about 32.1% as compared to only 19.5% in the control group 

area.
103

 

 For office properties in Dallas, being located in close proximity to a DART station 

resulted in a 24.7% price increase, at the same time there was an 11.5% increase 

for offices not near DART.
104

 

 In Portland, houses close to light rail stations are valued typically 10% higher than 

those farther from stations.
105

 

 Also in Portland and the neighboring community of Gresham, residential rents are 

reported to be at least 5% higher when proximate to a light rail station.
106

 

 In a Chicago suburb, homes that are within a half mile of a rail station sell for 

an average of $36,000 more than homes located farther from the station.
107

 

 A San Diego study shows 17% premiums for multi-family units near the East 

Line station, and 10% premiums near the South Line station.
108

 

 Also in San Diego, it was shown that properties near stations in the Mission 

Valley obtained a 72% premium.
109

 

 In the Santa Clara / San Jose area, there is a 23% premium for commercial 

properties within a quarter mile of a station.
110

 

 The addition of the Kearny Connection to NJ TRANSIT‟s regional rail system 

raised the collective home values in towns near rail stations on the Morris and 

Essex Lines by $30 million.
111
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While Austin may be different from these other cities in many ways, studies show 

that property values have already been affected by the soon to open MetroRail that runs 

approximately 32 miles from Leander into downtown Austin. In looking at just three of 

the Station Area Plans for this transit line, including Plaza Saltillo Station, MLK Station 

and Crestview Station; median single family home sales prices between 2005 and 2006 

jumped 24%, 9% and 21% respectively. For the condo and townhome market, median 

sales prices rose 36%, 4% and 23%.
112

  These numbers are particularly striking because 

price increases cover only one year period that was prior to redevelopment and the years 

before the opening of the MetroRail. These increases are also markedly higher than 

property value increases in the city as a whole.  Another market study projects that the 

combined value of all three of these transit-oriented and mixed-use station areas will 

range from $900 million to nearly $1.6 billion once complete.
113

  

As evidenced by the above numbers, property values, whether commercial or 

residential, are likely to increase when proximate to a light rail station.  Even further 

property value increases could result based on a zoning change for station areas. The City 

of Austin‟s Transit Oriented Development (TOD) ordinance acts as a special purpose 

zoning classification. It is intended to allow for “the functional integration of land use 

and transit via the creation of compact, walkable, mixed-use communities within walking 

distance of a transit stop or station. A TOD brings together people, jobs, and services and 

is designed in a way that makes it efficient, safe, and convenient to travel on foot or by 

bicycle, transit, or car.”
114
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Based on most current land uses in and around Austin, the addition of a transit 

station and the associated TOD zoning
115

 will almost certainly increase the density 

allowed on the site. This increased density will also likely increase property values within 

these zones. As such, with the addition of new rail routes and stations, properties 

currently providing affordable housing like mobile home parks are likely to be edged out 

of the area.  Figure 17 is provided to show these parks in proximity to the rail routes 

planned by CapMetro. As shown, two of these routes, the green and blue are close to 

many existing mobile home parks, thereby putting them at greater risk of redevelopment 

than properties farther from these routes.  

Added to the other aforementioned factors of gentrification, population growth 

and the new comprehensive plan, these proposed transit routes seem to be the most 

problematic impetus for possible redevelopment of some of the City‟s existing mobile 

home parks. It appears that the City will have to weigh the trade-offs of both these 

important assets – affordable housing and transit. How they introduce ordinances, direct 

funding, and provide support will likely affect the stability of these parks and the 

residents who live there.   

In the next chapter, several parks thought to be at the highest risk for 

redevelopment will be examined more closely to determine the possible impacts on the 

residents as well as the City‟s affordable housing stock.  

 

 



59 

 

 

Figure 17 
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Chapter 5: 

The City of Austin – Endangered Parks 

 

1. ANALYSIS 

In consideration of the factors discussed in Chapter 4, several mobile home parks 

have been identified that are deemed to be at particular risk of redevelopment.  I began 

the process of identifying these parks by looking at the mobile home parks on the east 

side of the city, based on development and gentrification trends in that area. I then used 

the Imagine Austin „Susceptibility to Change‟ map to see which parks on the east side 

were located within areas „highly susceptible to change,‟ which would likely put them at 

greater risk (than gentrification alone) of redevelopment. I then prepared an overlay map 

comparison of the CapMetro proposed routes, which confirmed that parks in areas 

„highly susceptible to change‟ correspond with areas surrounding the proposed routes. To 

further specify and identify the most vulnerable parks, I used proximity to the proposed 

transit routes because of the proven impact transit has had on property values in other 

cities throughout the country.  

In keeping with standard planning measures, quarter mile and half mile distances 

were overlaid on the proposed routes identified by CapMetro. These distances were 

chosen based on the generally accepted idea that people will walk 5 minutes (a quarter 

mile) to 10 minutes (a half mile) to access transit.
116

 The mobile home parks (those 
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owned by a single business entity) that fell within these shaded areas are classified as 

„endangered‟.  Figures 18 – 22 provide details on these endangered parks. 

The map in Figure 18 shows two distinct zones. Area A is located in southeast 

Austin by the Austin Bergstrom Airport where the proposed Downtown Urban Rail is 

located. Five parks are located within a ½ mile from this proposed rail route, amounting 

to approximately 578 rented lots. Area B is located in northeast Austin near Walter E. 

Long Lake where CapMetro has proposed another rail project. Four parks with an 

estimated 1,203 mobile home lots are located with Area B. One additional park located in 

Area B, Scenic Park (shown by a gray dot on Figure 18), is not included in this analysis, 

as most of the 215 lots are individually owned by the mobile home residents. Together, 

the 1,781 rented lots in these nine parks amount to over 21% of Austin‟s total mobile 

home park housing stock. 
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Figure 18: Map of ‘Endangered’ Mobile Home Parks in Austin 
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Figure 19: ‘Endangered’ Mobile Home Parks in Austin 

AREA 

Map 

ID Community Name 

Miles from 

proposed 

rail line 

Year 

Built # of lots 

% of 

MHs in 

parks 

citywide 

A  1 Thrasher Mobile Home Park 0.15 1997 19 0.23% 

A  2 Royal Palms MH & RV Community 0.10 1972 229 2.81% 

A  3 Tejas Mobile Plaza 0.15 1972 92 1.13% 

A  4 Meadows at Carson Creek 0.45 1993 130 1.60% 

A  5 Capital View Mobile Home Park 0.35 1980 108 1.33% 

B 6 Hidden Valley Mobile Home Park 0.45 1985 643 7.89% 

B 7 Pecan Park 0.10 1982 207 2.54% 

B 8 Walnut Creek Mobile Home Park  0.10 1971 18 0.22% 

B 9 Oak Crest 0.10 2000 335 4.11% 

* The Map ID numbers correspond to the park labels on Figure 18.    

Total 

Units 

% of 

citywide 

 Sources: mhvillage.com,  mobilehomeparkstore.com, Google Earth  

 

  

Area A 578 6.86% 

Area B 1,203 14.76% 

TOTAL 1,781 21.62% 
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Figure 20: Property Details for ‘Endangered’ Mobile Home Parks in Austin  

ARE

A 

Map 

ID 

Community 

Name 

TravisCty 

Assessed 

Value 2009 
(Land & 

Improvements) 

Est. 

Value 

per lot 

Est. Value 

per acre Acres 

Avg. 

Monthly Lot 

Rental  
(before utilities) 

A  1 

Thrasher 

Mobile 

Home Park $70,580 $3,715 $29,408 2.400 

$215 

(SW only) 

A  2 

Royal Palms 
Manufactured 

Home & RV 

Community $2,513,230 $10,975 $118,270 21.250 

 

 

 

$385 

A  3 

Tejas Mobile 

Plaza $1,140,602 $12,398 $71,578 15.935 n/a 

A  4 

Meadows at 

Carson 

Creek $2,743,544 $21,104 $84,181 32.591 n/a 

A  5 

Capital View 

Mobile 

Home Park $309,355 $2,864 $25,000 12.374 n/a 

B 6 

Hidden 

Valley 

Mobile 

Home Park $7,415,932 $11,533 $37,152 199.613 

$265 (SW) 

$275 (DW) 

B 7 Pecan Park $1,426,218 $6,890 $27,698 51.492 n/a 

B 8 

Walnut 

Creek 

Mobile 

Home Park  $68,400 $3,800 $13,683 4.999 n/a 

B 9 Oak Crest $4,198,026 $12,531 $35,661 117.719 $380 (DW) 

 

SW = Single-wide  /   DW = Double-wide 

 

Sources: www.mhvillage.com; www.mobilehomeparkstore.com,City of Austin Demographer, US Census 

2000; Travis County Central Appraisal District; Telephone calls to park management companies. 
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Figure 21: Census data for tracts where ‘Endangered’ Parks are located 

Census 

Tract 

Median 

Family 

Income 

Non-

Hispanic 

White 

Non-

Hispanic 

Black Hispanic 

Asian & 

Other 

"Endangered" 

Mobile Home 

Park Lot Rental 

Communities 

# 

Lots 

22.02  $32,094  7.10% 52.20% 39.40% 1.30% Oak Crest 335 

22.05 $37,326 19.90% 31.60% 46.80% 1.70% 

Hidden Valley, 

Pecan Park, 

Walnut Creek 868 

23.10 $28,194  29.90% 15.30% 52.40% 2.40% 

Capital View 

Mobile Home 

Park, Meadows at 

Carson Creek & 

Tejas Mobile Plaza 330 

23.12 $28,564  7.80% 5.10% 85.20% 1.90% 

Thrasher Mobile 

Home Park 19 

24.17 $41,957  31.20% 9.60% 56.80% 2.40% 

Royal Palms 

Manufactured 

Home & RV 

Community 229 

City of 

Austin $54,091  52.90% 9.80% 30.50% 6.70%  n/a n/a 

 

Sources: City of Austin Demographer, US Census 2000, Travis County Central Appraisal District 

 

 

 On two occasions in March and April 2010, I conducted windshield surveys of the 

areas with „Endangered Parks‟. I drove around these areas to get a general understanding 

of park aesthetics; quality, maintenance and upkeep of community areas; unit age and 

quality; and vacancy rates. The most recently developed park, Oak Crest, appeared to 

generally have larger units (double-wide homes) with small attached porches and well-

kept yards. This seemed consistent with their higher lot rental rates. The community is 

owned by Sun Communities, a corporation that owns and manages 136 manufactured 

home communities in 18 states.
117

 Oak Crest is the only identified park in these areas that 

is owned and managed by this type of conglomerate.  
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Hidden Valley Mobile Home Park, developed in the 1980s, has two distinct 

sections, one which appears to have been developed first, as it has larger, but older 

mobile home units organized in an alcove-like setting with tightly winding streets. The 

other section of this park (separated by an open swath of land) consists of single-wide 

units placed closely together on narrow, straight streets, with fewer trees and smaller 

individual lots. Overall, the units at Hidden Valley appeared to be older on average than 

those seen in Oak Crest, which seems to be reflected in the lower monthly fees charged. 

Pecan Park had a similar layout and unit characteristics as the single-wide section of 

Hidden Valley Park. 

Thrasher Mobile Home Park, developed in the late 1990‟s, is a small property that 

only allows single-wide units and charges $215 per month, the least expensive rate based 

on available information. In general, the older and smaller parks, like Walnut Creek 

which was developed in the 1970‟s, appear to have older, single-wide units, many of 

which appeared to be not structurally sound enough to withstand site removal and 

relocation; although this is based on my non-expert opinion.  

Photographs of all the above-referenced „Endangered‟ parks are provided in 

Figure 22 to give a general depiction of the variations among parks. 



67 

 

  

Figure 22: Photographs of ‘Endangered’ Mobile Home Parks 
 
1. Thrasher Mobile Home Park 

 
 

2. Royal Palms Manufactured Home & RV Community 

 
 

3.  Tejas Mobile Plaza 

 
 

4. Meadows at Carson Creek 
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Figure 22, continued 
 

5. Capital View Mobile Home Park 

 
 

6. Hidden Valley Mobile Home Park 

 
 

7. Pecan Park 

 
 

8. Walnut Creek Mobile Home Park 
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As for the areas surrounding these parks, land uses varied for the two areas. Since 

Area A is so close to the airport, the surrounding uses include long-term parking lots, 

multi-lane highways, small commercial developments (like gas stations and small non-

chain restaurants), some older/established single-family neighborhoods, as well as 

empty/undeveloped properties. Area B has a more rural feel. Land uses include 

agriculture and former agricultural land, large industrial sites, corporate campuses, the 

City‟s landfill, a water treatment plant, new single-family subdivisions, as well as 

schools. Many of the large vacant properties in this area had for-sale signs posted.  

 The one key similarity among all the parks in both areas was vacancy rate. All of 

the parks appeared to have few empty lots, some with none at all.  This is particularly 

worrisome, especially as follow-up research showed this to be true of most of the other 

parks in Austin.  With so few lot vacancies, the closure of even one park for 

redevelopment could leave residents with few options for relocation of their units.  

Figure 22, continued 
 

9. Oak Crest  

 
 
Source: Googlemaps.com 
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Even if lot vacancy was not an issue, considering the age of some of the 

endangered parks (6 out of the 9 of which were originally developed in the 1970s and 

1980s), many of these homes would not withstand relocation into another park. And, of 

those that could bear being moved, they are not likely to meet acceptability standards for 

the type and age of mobile homes that can be sited within other parks that do have 

vacancies.  

 

2. ASSUMPTIONS 

It is important to note two major assumptions used in tallying the total for these 

endangered parks. First, these areas are selected based on newly proposed transit routes 

that are still only in the discussion stage. If the rail lines are never finalized or the routes 

are redirected, the identified parks are not nearly as likely to feel strong redevelopment 

pressures. Second, assuming the rail routes have been predetermined, specified transit 

stops are not yet identified. And, since research shows that property values are affected 

based on proximity to new rail stations, more parks have been included in this analysis 

than will likely be directly and substantially affected by the line, as some may not end up 

within a half mile of a new rail stop.  

Along with this, though, is that while some parks may not be within such a close 

proximity to a stop, they are still likely to feel a shift in property values. As densification 

happens along the rail line as Transit-Oriented Development zoning prescribes, it is still 
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likely that these parks will feel added pressure to redevelop and densify as nearby 

property values go up.  

 

3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

The number of „endangered‟ lots identified in this report may seem 

inconsequential when compared to Austin‟s entire housing stock of nearly 300,000. At 

less than half of a percent of total units, these parks may have the potential for being 

overlooked as insignificant. However, with over 4,000 families in Austin on the Section 8 

waiting list and more than 8,800 on the public housing waiting list,
118

 the chances of park 

residents receiving immediate assistance for new housing provisions is unlikely.
 
 

Also, when considering the socio-economic impact on families that depend on 

these parks for affordable housing, the numbers become more than mere statistics.  The 

sense of instability and potential loss for more than 1,700 families is significant. As 

studies note, the there is typically a strong sense of community among park residents 

(Beamish et al, 2001; Vanderford et al, 2006). So, not only would these residents 

potentially lose their home if lot vacancies in other parks are unavailable or if their unit‟s 

structural integrity cannot withstand relocation, but also close social and support 

networks.  

While I feel that all the parks in this analysis could be in danger of redevelopment 

pressures, it is likely that some will feel these pressures sooner than others. In order to 

parse out which of these might be the most vulnerable, I use several factors. First, in 
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looking at CapMetro‟s current plans, it appears that the proposed Downtown Urban Rail 

that runs through Area A is farther along in the planning and implementation process. As 

such, the parks identified in this area would be more vulnerable of property value 

increases in the short term, as compared to Area B, where the rail route is still in 

preliminary discussion stages.  

To further compare the vulnerability of these parks, I believe the age of the park 

(which tends to also reflect the general age of the units located there); the park size and 

current land value; and type of ownership; are key factors. When a park is owned by a 

small business as opposed to a national conglomerate like Sun Communities, the business 

model and profit expectations are expected to be different; and it seems likely that 

purchase offers would be considered differently. The „small business owned‟ parks that 

are older and in need of infrastructure investments, with lower property values, and 

old/structurally deteriorating units seem to be the most vulnerable. This is not only due to 

the possible attractiveness of the land to developers for redevelopment, but because the 

residents in these parks are likely to be the most vulnerable of all park residents; they are 

the ones with units structurally unfit for relocation and those currently paying the some of 

the lowest monthly rates.   

Based on these factors, I infer that the Tejas Mobile Plaza would be the most 

vulnerable of all those included in this assessment. It is located in Area A, it is owned by 

a small business, it was developed in 1972, and it is relatively small (with fewer than 100 

lots on approximately 16 acres). While Thrasher Mobile Home Park is a relatively recent 
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development (built in 1997), the other aforementioned factors make it particularly 

vulnerable as well. In Area B, Walnut Creek would fit these criteria also, making it 

highly vulnerable as planning pressures raise property values in that area. Overall, the 

least vulnerable of these „endangered‟ parks appears to be Oak Crest. Since it is relatively 

new and managed by a national corporation with a proven business model for 

profitability, it seems unlikely that this park would be as vulnerable as the others.   

Again, this analysis is not intended to advocate that mobile home parks are the 

highest and best land use. Rather, the point is to humanize the residents of these parks, as 

well as highlight the potential impacts of rising property values of this stock of housing 

and its highly vulnerable residents. Recognizing these impacts sooner than later can allow 

city planners and decision makers to seriously consider the potential losses and impacts 

that may be felt as a result of future policy changes. 
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Chapter 6: Recommendations 

 

Based on a national review of policies and initiatives for mobile home park 

protection and support, I offer the following recommendations for action. The first 

section of this chapter includes general recommendations for various states and 

communities, those that have proven to be most effective in protecting mobile home park 

residents. Applicability of these recommendations may be limited depending on the state 

statutes in place. Since this report encompasses an analysis specific to Austin-area mobile 

home parks, it is important to provide specific recommendations that can be taken within 

its local legislative context. Therefore, the second section of this chapter identifies 

measures the City of Austin and local mobile home park residents can take to protect this 

affordable housing stock. The third section of this chapter provides recommendations for 

changes to the State of Texas‟ existing policies regarding mobile home park 

redevelopment.  

 

1. FRAMEWORKS FOR ACTION 

In the absence of federal requirements regarding affordable housing, local 

communities are left to depend on state policies to support this important economic and 

societal issue.  It is not that local communities do not have the ability to act on their own, 

but without a greater power supporting or required action, the chances for large scale, 

comprehensive park protection are much less likely.  Unfortunately, as described in the 
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Chapter 2, current state laws regarding the protection of mobile home parks are 

insufficient to fill the gap left by federal regulation.  There are; however, many steps that 

can be taken to correct these inadequacies.   

Figure 23 lists some of the alternatives that would help protect and support mobile 

home park residents. The legitimacy of these options may vary on a state by state basis, 

considering current legislative frameworks. Details for each alternative are provided 

following the table.  

 

Figure 23: Mobile Home Park Protection Alternatives 
 

ALTERNATIVE 

TYPE 

ACTION LEADER OPTIONS 

Legal  State Impact Reports 

Housing Audits 

Relocation requirements 

Impact Fees 

Local Moratoriums on redevelopment 

Manufactured Housing by Right 

Community-based Non-profit / Community 

Advocacy Groups 

Cooperative Park purchase 

Park Resident Voice & Advocacy 

Community Land Trusts 

 

Legal > State >  

 Impact Reports 

State support and strict guidelines for park protection is an initial step that could 

prove very helpful.  California‟s existing statute (Government Code, Section 65863.7) is 

a good starting point, as it requires an assessment/impact report and city approval prior to 

any park conversion.  This stipulation provides cities with a greater awareness of the 
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auxiliary affects that could result from a park conversion, especially in regards to 

affordable housing and displacement.    

 Housing Audits 

In addition to impact reports, it could be advantageous for states to require 

municipalities to prepare and maintain a full audit of affordable housing (including a 

listing of mobile home parks and the affordable units provided) within their own 

jurisdictions, so that they would not be solely dependent on a park owner‟s report 

prepared at the time of the requested use change. If the decision makers were already 

cognizant of the big picture, they would have a better frame of reference in determining 

whether a park owner‟s report was accurate, both in terms of the specific project as well 

as the community as a whole. California again serves as a good example of this type of 

statewide policy. 

California‟s „State Housing Element Law‟
119

 requires local jurisdictions to 

prepare, and update every 5 years, a comprehensive plan for their area. Recognizing that 

land use decisions are a local issue, and housing availability and accessibility are both 

city and statewide issues, the law requires that local level plans specifically address 

housing inventories, including an inventory analysis of both existing and projected 

housing needs. Identifying these needs allows jurisdictions to create a regulatory 

framework as well as sufficient zoning so as to meet the future housing needs of its 

community.  And while on the surface this type of legislation does not directly address 

the park conversion problem, the cumulative effects of such requirements would have no 
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choice but to factor in mobile home park units and require serious consideration when 

faced with park conversion requests. Texas and other states not yet experiencing the same 

sort of housing pressures would do well to follow California‟s example in a preemptive 

move against an issue that is sure to hit most communities in the not so distant future.  

 Relocation Requirements 

To more directly address the park conversion issue, states could implement strict 

standards as to the relocation of park residents, similar to Minnesota‟s current policy.  

The relocation regulations should stipulate a reasonable proximity or relative distance 

requirement, to ensure low-income park residents are not forced out of their local 

communities and far from transportation/work/school/public service access. In 

considering the proximity guidelines, lot affordability thresholds should also be 

considered so that lot cost (and not just availability) is considered for realistic location 

alternatives. Requiring relocation within a reasonably proximate distance and relocation 

cost recovery for moving and/or unit loss can be effective because of the greater burden 

(i.e. time and cost) on redevelopers wishing to convert a mobile home park to another 

use.   

 Impact Fees 

It is possible to add greater strength to the previously discussed relation 

requirements.  Charging some sort of „impact‟ fee in addition to relocation costs is one 

possibility.  This fee could be put into a fund that would support mobile home park 
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resident cooperative purchases or alternative affordable housing programs that could 

assist the displaced residents. 

  

Legal > Local >  

 Moratorium 

Since swift and sudden changes in state law are far from the norm, it would 

benefit many local communities, especially those realizing an affordable housing crunch, 

to come up with their own interim policies.  While considering new and revised 

legislation, it would be advantageous for communities to implement a moratorium on 

park conversion until the full impacts can be reviewed and considered.  Like the Town of 

Davie in Florida, enacting a one-year moratorium allowed them time to determine the 

importance of mobile home parks within their community and the seriousness of park 

loss for the city‟s stock of affordable housing.   

 Once local decision makers have a grasp on the level importance of mobile home 

parks within their community, they are then armed with the necessary decision making 

tools in regards to land use considerations and zoning. With this information, increased 

mobile home park zoning considerations can be addressed.  And, more importantly, when 

approached by developers requesting a zoning change from a mobile home park to 

another use, officials will have a better understanding as to the greater effects on what an 

approved zoning change will ultimately have on their community. 
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 Manufactured Housing by Right 

A possibility for dealing with some of the relocation availability/vacancy issues 

could be an expansion of zoning allowances at the local level for mobile/manufactured 

housing types. In most communities, manufactured housing is not permitted in single-

family residential zones.  This, combined with the limited vacancies in existing parks, 

makes unit relocation due to park closure difficult, if not completely impossible.  

Obviously, enacting this alternative without a greater protective framework would 

be insufficient. Since many park residents are there because they cannot afford to live 

elsewhere, the purchase of an individual lot in a single-family community is completely 

outside of their financial capability.  In addition, even the smallest lot sizes in most 

single-family zones are larger than the typical rental lots in mobile home parks.  As such, 

expanding single-family zoning allowances would not necessarily offer a practical 

solution for all, but it would add another possible solution for some displaced residents.  

For greater strength, if this option was paired with relocation funding or federal/state 

home purchase programs, an even larger portion of displaced residents could realize a 

more desirable resolution. 

 

Community-based  

 Support for Cooperative Purchase 

Many states, like Texas, would have a hard time implementing such progressive 

policies like those aforementioned.  The issue of private property rights for park owners 
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and the property value loss that would be realized by such strict use conversion laws 

could create a tremendous backlash against policy makers, especially when there is no 

state legal framework regarding affordability (like California‟s State Housing Element 

statute) that could protect decision makers from the lobbying power of developers.  This 

is why an important first step would be state standards on housing availability and 

accessibility.  

One step states can take that would not create such political pressures is based 

around the funding, financing and administrative support for cooperative purchase of 

mobile home parks by park residents.   Even where state legislation like Minnesota‟s 

right of first refusal by park residents for cooperative purchase is absent, states can setup 

a system of support for mobile home park tenants at risk of displacement caused by park 

closure.  Providing the legal support, financing direction, and even some funding could 

allow many parks to be protected, while simultaneously empowering lower income 

citizens with housing security and a sense of ownership that many would never have 

otherwise.  

A New Hampshire foundation, while not state run, can serve as a leading example 

in cooperative park ownership conversion. State policies in New Hampshire regarding 

park conversion are not very different than those in Texas. Their regulation begins with a 

mere extension on notice requirements regarding evictions due to a change in land use. 

The only extra measure they take is to allow park resident groups an opportunity to 

purchase parks within 60 days of a proposed sale for a new land use. The state provides 
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no financial or administrator support to these resident groups for cooperative purchases of 

mobile home parks in these cases.
120

  

The New Hampshire Community Loan Fund, a private non-profit Community 

Development Financial Institution (CDFI), has created support and financing 

mechanisms to protect mobile home parks.  Since its inception in 1988, this organization 

has helped over 88 mobile home parks become cooperatively owned by the residents, 

amounting to almost 5,000 total units.  Using federal funding provided to CDFI‟s, this 

organization has been able to provide administrative and legal guidance on the 

cooperative process, and more recently financing and loans for many park communities.  

 Park Resident Voice & Advocacy  

While the above discussion offers many alternatives for protecting mobile home 

parks, it does not solve real problem 

behind park conversion.  The lack of voice 

afforded to economically disadvantaged 

community citizens who make up the 

majority of park residents is the underlying 

issue that has basically created this issue in 

the first place.  This is why it is important 

to identify how park residents can gain 

attention, then compassion, and ultimately 

protection through local and state statutes. 

 Figure 24 - Grassroots Advocacy at Work 

 
April 2006: Mobile home advocates in St. Paul, MN 

hold a rally regarding of mobile home park closures and 

the displacement of hundreds of low-income 

Minnesotans from their homes.  

 

Source:Minnesota Public Radio /Photo-Annie Baxter 
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Multiple participants need to play a role raising the voice in support of mobile 

home park residents. The most obvious and important group would be the affordable 

housing advocacy community.  Currently, mobile home parks seem to be off the radar or 

on the periphery for most affordable housing advocates.  However, these advocates are 

the ones lobbying the hardest to protect existing and expand affordable housing policies.  

With their support and attention to mobile home parks, chances for park protection are 

increased.  

Affordability advocate groups, especially at the local and regional level, can work 

with Community Development Corporations (CDCs), church groups, community-wide 

mobile home park resident associations, and other grass root organizations to gain even 

more attention to the matter. The greater the size and support for a coalition in support of 

parks, means more attention will be brought to their plight, which puts more political 

pressure on decision makers to combat the existing developer pressure already exacted on 

these same decision makers.  

Local level groups can look to national organizations like the Manufactured 

Home Owners Association of America (MHOAA), which is “dedicated to the protection 

of the rights of all people living in Manufactured Housing in the United States.”
121

 Other 

more established mobile home advocacy groups from other states can also serve as 

examples and possible partners in park protection. A small handful of these include All 

Parks Alliance for Change (APAC) in Minnesota, Coalition of Mobilehome Owners - 
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California (CoMO-CAL), the Federation of Manufactured Home Owners of Florida 

(FMO), and Manufactured Housing/Oregon State Tenant Association (MH/OSTA).  

 Community Land Trusts 

A viable alternative that has been used to create and preserve affordable housing 

in communities around the country are Community Land Trusts (CLTs). 

A Community Land Trust (CLT) functions to preserve public investment 

and to recycle and protect affordability. The CLT is an entity, typically a 

non-profit organization, that acquires and retains ownership of the real 

property and, in effect, sells the improvements via a 99-year ground lease 

to a homeowner, another non-profit, a cooperative housing corporation, or 

for-profit entity. This arrangement between the owner and the CLT 

protects housing affordability in perpetuity by ensuring that the housing is 

made affordable to low- to moderate income persons upon the sale of a 

single-family, multi-family, and/or commercial property.
122

 

 

While CLT‟s have typically been used for single-family and multi-family 

structured housing, they have also been successfully utilized for mobile home rental 

communities.  One example of this is the Central Vermont Community Land Trust 

(CVCLT). This 501(c)(3) charitable non-profit corporation, owns four mobile home 

parks in addition to many single-family houses and apartment complexes, all of which are 

only available to those in need of affordable housing.
123

    

 In an ideal world, any of the above alternatives could be widely accepted and 

easily adopted, whether as individual policies or as a comprehensive package. However, 

in recognition of existing policy frameworks in Texas, the complexity of various 

bureaucratic systems, market pressures, and general public perceptions, it is almost 

impossible to conceive that the mobile home park conversion issue could be so readily 
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resolved. As such, it is important to consider rational and achievable solutions to this 

problem in Austin. 

 

2.  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AUSTIN 

Since this analysis has been conducted in Austin, it is essential to identify specific 

recommendations and options within the City‟s power, if it is to protect the affordable 

housing opportunities provided by mobile home parks. Figure 25 offers a brief 

itemization of some of the obstacles and opportunities for the City in protecting this 

valuable community housing asset.  

 

Figure 25: Obstacles to & Opportunities for Mobile Home Park Protection in Austin 
 

Obstacles  

 State legislative restrictions on requiring developers to provide affordable housing; 

therefore, the City of Austin can only incentivize its provision 

 State laws prioritizing private property rights 

 No existing Mobile Home Park count or tracking system; Not on the „radar‟  

 Lack of a local leadership in Mobile Home Park advocacy 

Opportunities 

 The Mobile Home zoning classification has grown over the years; a sign of general 

acceptance by city officials that this as an acceptable land use 

 Based on current trends, the threat to most Austin mobile home parks is not immediate, 

allowing time to recognize the issue and make appropriate policy decisions 

 There already is a great deal of attention by city officials, advocates, and the general 

public about affordable housing shortages throughout the city 

 The new Comprehensive Planning effort 

 Protection of a valuable affordable housing stock in the City 
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 In recognition of these obstacles and opportunities, I offer the following mobile 

home park protection recommendations as viable options for the City of Austin, 

affordable housing advocates, and mobile home park residents. 

 Implement and maintain a Mobile Home Park lot survey & tracking system 

(City-led): Since the City already maintains a database of affordable housing 

units, it should not be overly difficult or expensive to extend this tracking system 

to include mobile home park lots. A consistently maintained inventory will not 

only keep this housing stock on the radar, but will also clearly articulate losses, 

gains and changes over time.  

 Possible moratorium on mobile home park redevelopment (City-led): The 

lack of currently available information on the mobile home parks at risk makes 

this a difficult problem to identify and address. While the survey and tracking 

system is initiated (as discussed above), a moratorium could be proposed so as to 

protect any parks from redevelopment until the full analysis can be realized.   

The Town of Davie in Florida can serve as a good example of how a 

municipality can initiate protective measures.  Recognizing a need, realized 

through community outreach and input, the Town moratorium effectively halted 

any park conversions so that a full assessment could be taken on mobile home 

parks within its boundaries. This is an important step to ensure that nervous park 

owners do not attempt to sell out for redevelopment while a new policy 

framework is being considered and enacted. After the initial fact finding 
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assessments, the City will be better able to properly address park redevelopment 

impacts and affordable housing needs.  

 ‘Imagine Austin’ Comprehensive Plan (City-led): Within the current public 

participation stages of the „Imagine Austin‟ comprehensive planning effort, 

planners and hired consultants should specifically reach out to mobile home park 

residents that might not otherwise know about this planning effort. This is 

especially important for the multitude of mobile home parks located outside of 

any of the established Neighborhood Planning Areas.  Early consideration for and 

by the residents will make it more likely that the parks be more seriously 

considered in the future land use planning stage of the comprehensive planning 

process. 

 Community Outreach & Advocacy (Community-led): As mentioned in the 

preceding general recommendations section, community and resident activism 

and coalition is key to park protection. It seems like the most important first step 

in achieving a strong voice for residents is the formation of Mobile Homeowners‟ 

Associations (MHAs) in the parks. Separate from any park owner led 

organizations within communities, the MHAs are led by and soley represent the 

residents‟ voices and rights.  

Creating interest and resident collaboration in the absence of an existing 

leading advocate in the local area makes gaining the necessary attention quite a 

hurdle. One opportunity to create interest and momentum is through outreach to 
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residents in the Comprehensive Planning process. It seems likely that park 

residents interested in the comprehensive planning process would also feel 

strongly for their immediate communities. These participants, with support from 

affordable housing and tenancy advocacy groups, can initiate the formation of 

Mobile Homeowners Association (MHA) within their individual parks. Then, as 

interest grows and more residents join, the various MHAs can form a united front 

in support of park tenant rights. 

Several local non-profit and advocacy organizations may be potential 

supporters of park groups. Just some of these groups include HousingWorks, 

Austin Tenants‟ Council, Foundation Communities, Texas Low Income Housing 

Information Service (TxLIHIS), and PeopleFund. Also at the local level, the 

University of Texas at Austin could also serve as a viable resource for these 

communities.  

State level support may also be found through The Recreational 

Vehicle/Mobile Home Owners' Association of Texas (RVMHOAT), whose 

mission is to “garner protection of those living in rental communities to wit: 1. 

The right of first refusal; 2. Evictions only for just cause; 3. Eliminate retaliatory 

evictions total; 4. Assure fair rental fees.”
124

 Consumers Union, a group that has 

studied and published information specific to mobile home parks, would also be a 

valuable partner for MHAs. 
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In addition to support from these various organizations, residents and 

MHAs can utilize the many great resources provided by mobile home resident 

advocacy groups in other areas of the country. For example, the All Parks 

Alliance for Change (APAC) non-profit in Minnesota has a website with many 

valuable resources, including a free manual that includes detailed organizing 

materials that cater not only to mobile homeowners in parks, but homeowner 

associations, as well as non-profit professionals and advocates working to protect 

park residents.
125

 

 Cooperative Purchase support (Community-led): Resident purchase of parks 

appears to be an extremely viable option in Austin. Proactive action by residents, 

with support of affordable housing organizations, could provide an opportunity to 

create housing stability for residents and protect this affordable housing asset in 

perpetuity for the City. Timing of these cooperative purchase arrangements seems 

particularly significant, since as land values climb (especially in relation to the 

trends discussed in Chapter 4), developer speculation and park owner profit 

expectations may put the purchase price well out of the reach of MHA groups. 

Also, since Texas does not allow park residents the right of first refusal, it may be 

too late to wait until a park is up for sale.  

Again, there are many working groups and examples to reference as 

MHAs consider cooperative park purchase. As mentioned earlier, the New 

Hampshire Community Loan Fund is just one organization that offers tools and 
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support materials for cooperative purchase, including a Cooperative Assistance 

Team (CAT). A nation-wide non-profit, ROC USA (Resident Owned 

Communities, USA) can also be a helpful resource. Their main mission is to help 

residents groups buy their communities, and they have assisted in over 100 

cooperative purchase arrangements throughout the country.
126

  ROC USA has 

partnered with Certified Technical Assistance Providers (CTAPs) in 33 states to 

assist communities facing different legal, financial and administrative hurdles. 

The CTAP for Texas is Community Resource Group, a regional non-profit 

organization that works with rural communities and low-income families to “build 

assets and secure a better future.”
127

 This group has a division focused specifically 

on mobile home park conversion that provides technical assistance, advice, 

training and assistance in obtaining financing to homeowners and homeowner 

groups.  

 Community Land Trusts (Joint Community and City effort): As discussed 

earlier, Community Land Trusts (CLTs) are entities that gain and retain 

ownership of a property, selling only the improvements through a 99-year ground 

lease.
128

 While not typically thought of in conjunction with mobile home parks, it 

appears to be a workable solution for parks in Austin. Current interest by city 

officials in these types of arrangements is evidenced by a report commissioned in 

2005. This report, “The Community Land Trust Report: Creating Permanent 

Affordable Homeownership Opportunities in Austin, Texas,” was prepared by 
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Kelly Weiss with the Austin Housing Finance Corporation. The report provides a 

thorough explanation of how CLTs are established and organized, as well as a 

breakdown of advantages and disadvantages of such arrangements for the City of 

Austin. While not specifically addressed in this report, mobile home parks, as 

proven in other states, can be suitable matches for CLT agreements.  

Of specific concern in Austin, which has high property taxes in lieu of a 

state personal income tax, is maintaining affordability as property taxes are passed 

onto the lessees (homeowners) in CLT agreements. The tax impact on 

affordability can be curved in two main ways. First, the Austin Housing Finance 

Corporation (AHFC) is tax exempt, which would mean that no property tax would 

be passed along to the lessees. So, if the AHFC were to become involved and 

purchase the mobile home park land, homeowners would not be subject to ever 

increasing tax burdens. A second, and more realistic option, is if the land is 

purchased through non-profit organization, which receive sizable property tax 

discounts, lessening the burden on the lessees.   

 

The aforementioned recommendations are not intended to be an exhaustive list. 

Rather they are meant to serve as a starting point in not only recognizing and correcting 

the current vulnerability of park residents, but also in protecting these parks as a valuable 

affordable housing asset for years to come.  
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3. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TEXAS 

As of a 2000 report, there were over 1.2 million people living in mobile homes in 

the State of Texas.
129

  With a population just of 20.85 million
130

 for the same year, it 

appears that mobile homes provide housing for a noteworthy portion of the general 

population. And while not all of these units are in mobile home parks, it is clear that this 

housing type does offer a necessary and economically viable housing option for many.   

Unfortunately, as previously mentioned, Texas has no existing policies in place to 

protect mobile home parks or affordable housing units from redevelopment. As such, new 

policies must be presented if these parks and the affordable housing they provide are 

going to be protected.  Having a blank slate, Texas could be at an advantage by modeling 

its own after the success or failures of other more established state policy frameworks. 

However, since such sweeping policy changes usually take significant resources, public 

debate, and time; less drastic measures may have a better chance of being enacted to 

provide more immediate relief, even if it is weaker than desired. 

As a starting point, in order to really understand the breadth of the housing issue, 

the state should expand upon its current state wide survey of affordable housing to 

specifically include mobile homes and those within parks.  This can be done at the state 

level, or in collaboration with local municipalities. Either way, a comprehensive account 

of affordable housing needs versus demands can lead decision makers towards necessary 

policy measures. Also, once the full situation is known, comprehensive tracking can 

begin, which can later be used to influence effective policy changes. As the population in 
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Texas continues to grow, it is important that state policies reflect the changing housing 

needs of its residents. 

As touched upon earlier, there is no need for Texas to recreate the „mobile home 

park‟ wheel. Since many other states have already enacted policies specifically dealing 

with mobile home park redevelopment, Texas has the ability to review these and see what 

has worked and not worked over time. It can also weigh these other policies against the 

mobile home and affordable housing issues that are uncovered in the aforementioned 

comprehensive housing survey.  

Perhaps the most viable option that can be used in lieu of or in tandem with the 

suggestions above, would be to set up a state sponsored fund to assist with mobile home 

park cooperatives and/or mobile home relocation costs. Administrative and financial 

support for cooperative park purchase by residents in an important device that could 

address private property rights and fair market conditions, while simultaneously 

empowering a low-income segment of the population with housing stability and support. 

Ideally this type of program or fund would be state mandated and supported, so that the 

private and non-profit sector does not leave a gap in the system. The Texas Department 

of Housing and Community Affairs already has a Housing Trust Fund program that 

supports both single-family and multi-family housing. This program “provides loans, 

grants, or other comparable forms of assistance to finance, acquire, rehabilitate, and 

develop decent, safe, and sanitary affordable housing.”
131

 This program could be 
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extended to include a fund specifically focused on mobile home park cooperative 

purchase.  

 

4.  CONCLUSION 

This report is intended to provide local and state level decision makers and 

interested parties with pros and cons of mobile home parks and the effects that loss of 

parks through redevelopment can have on a community. With knowledge of these effects, 

it is hoped that measures can be taken to lessen the burden on the low-income (and 

marginalized) mobile home park residents when redevelopment is at hand. 

The issue of affordable housing loss through mobile home park conversion is 

complex and not likely to be solved in the immediate future. However, as housing 

affordability continues to burden a larger and larger segment of the population, 

communities will have to come up with solutions. The affordable units provided in 

mobile home parks provide a unique advantage in that they are unsubsidized by public 

funding. As these valuable units are lost to redevelopment, the public will be burdened 

with an even greater demand on already scare resources.  As such, regulatory bodies that 

recognize and swiftly act to resolve the issue at hand will protect a valuable commodity 

within our society.  

The suggestions provided in this report are not intended to be the only options and 

solutions. Rather, they are offered as a starting point for both the City of Austin and the 

State of Texas, both of which are facing exponential population growths and affordable 
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housing gaps.  This paper is meant to spotlight the benefits of mobile home parks, a 

housing type that rarely receives positive attention, as a valuable source of affordable 

housing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



95 

 

                                                            
1 Manufactured Housing Institute. “Understanding Today‟s Manufactured Housing.”  

    http://www.manufacturedhousing.org/understanding_today2006/cost_size.htm. (Accessed February  

    2010). 

 
2  U.S. Census Bureau. “American Housing Survey for the United States: 2007.”   

    http://www.census.gov/prod/2008pubs/h150-07.pdf (Accessed March 15, 2010). 

 
3  Foremost Insurance Group. “Manufactured Homes, Market Facts Report”, 2008.  

    http://cp.foremost.com/market-facts-2008/9001479_MH_NFO_08_lores.pdf. (Accessed March 15,   

    2010). 

 
4  Sweaney, Anne L., Y. Mimura, and S. Vanderford. 2006. “Assessing the Pride of Housing Ownership  

    Options Among Older Adults in Georgia.” Housing and Society, Vol.33- 2, p 33-41.  

    http://www.informedesign.umn.edu/Rs_detail.aspx?rsId=3159. (Accessed online March 23, 2010). 

 
5 ob.cit. U.S. Census Bureau. “American Housing Survey for the United States: 2007.” p.3 Table 1A-2. 

 
6  Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 2003. Affordable Housing Needs: A Report to  

   Congress on the Significant Need for Housing. Washington, D.C. Office of Policy Development and    

   Research. 

 
7 Joint Center for Housing Studies (JCHS). 2006. “The State of the Nation‟s Housing.” Harvard University. 

 
8 Rice, D. and Sard, B. February 2007. “The Effects of the Federal Budget Squeeze on Low Income  

  Housing Assistance.” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities.  

 
9  Savage, Howard A. May 2009. “Who Could Afford to Buy a Home in 2004?” US Census Bureau  

   Current Housing Reports. http://www.census.gov/prod/2009pubs/h121-09-01.pdf.  

   (Accessed March 11, 2010). 

Note: A modestly priced home is defined as one that is among the 25 percent least expensive 

owner-occupied homes in the area where a family lives.  

 
10  National Bureau of Economic Research. http://www.nber.org. (Accessed January 17, 2010). 

 
11  Mueller, Elizabeth J. and Schwartz, Alex. 2008. “Reversing the Tide: Will State and Local Governments  

     House the Poor as Federal Direct Subsidies Decline?” Journal of the American Planning Association,   

     74:1, 122 – 135. 

 
12 Oregon Housing and Community Services. “Low Income Housing Program Factsheet”.  

    http://www.oregon.gov/OHCS/HD/HRS/pdfs/HRS_Factsheet_Low_Income_Housing_Tax_Credit 

     _Program.pdf (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 
13 ob.cit. Cha, J. Mijin, August 2007. 

 
14  City of San Jose, Department of Housing. “Housing for all Incomes” report.  

    http://www.sanjoseca.gov/planning/pdf/smartafford.pdf (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 

 

 

 



96 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
15 Cha, J. Mijin. August 2007. “Promoting Affordable Housing through State Policy.”Progress States  

   Network. http://www.progressivestates.org/content/654/promoting-affordable-housing-through-state- 

   Policy. (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 
16 U.S. Census Bureau. Housing Characteristics summary report, 2003.  

    http://www.census.gov/prod/2003pubs/c2kbr-32.pdf (Accessed March 15, 2010). 

 
17  Texas House Committee on Urban Affairs, “Texas House of Representatives Interim Report, 2000.”    

     http://www.house.state.tx.us/committees/reports/76interim/urbaff.pdf. (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

   
18  Manufactured Housing Institute. “Understanding Today‟s Manufactured Housing.”  

    http://www.manufacturedhousing.org/understanding_today2006/cost_size.htm. (Accessed February  

    2010). 

 
19  ob.cit. U.S. Census Bureau. “American Housing Survey, 2007.” 

 
20  ob.cit. U.S. Census Bureau. “American Housing Survey, 2007.”  

 
21  ob.cit. U.S. Census Bureau. “American Housing Survey, 2007.” 

 
22  Consumers Union, “Manufactured Housing: Home Owners.”   

     http://www.consumersunion.org/other/mh/options.htm. (Accessed March 21, 2010). 

 
23  Schultz, Jason. June 6, 2007. “Mobile Home Parks Given Reprieve from Development.” Palm  

    Beach Post. http://findarticles.com/p/news-articles/palm-beach-post/mi_8163/is_20070606/mobile- 

     home-parks-reprieve-development/ai_n51955078/. (Accessed April 3, 2010). 

 
24  Polansky, Risa. June 11, 2009. “Dade mobile home building moratorium extended, lawsuits could be on  

     the horizon.” Miami Today. http://www.miamitodaynews.com/news/090611/story7.shtml. (Accessed  

     April 3, 2010).  

 
25 City of Evans, Colorado. Ordinance No. 486-10. Adopted September 15, 2009.  

    http://www.cityofevans.org/forms/cc.ord.%20486-10.pdf (Accessed April 3, 2010). 

   
26 Snohomish County Washington, County Council Press Release. March 19, 2008. “Mobile Home Parks  

    Residents Facing Eviction, County Council seeks resolutions for Mobile Home Park Conversion Crisis.”  

    http://www.co.snohomish.wa.us/documents/Departments/Council/News/MobileMoratorium.pdf.  

    (Accessed April 3, 2010).  

 
27 Needham, Nancy. February 18, 2010. “Conejo Mobile Home Park faces strike 3.” Thousand Oaks Acorn. 

    http://www.toacorn.com/news/2010-02-18/Front_Page/Conejo_Mobile_Home_Park_faces   

    _strike_3.html. (Accessed April 3, 2010). 

 
28 Schmidt, Andy and Professor Schragger. June 2006. “Taking out Southwood‟s Trash: A Social and Legal  

    History of Mobile Homes and the Implications for Albemarle County.”  

    www.cj-network.org/cjsouthwood/taking_out_southwoods_trash.doc (Accessed March 1, 2010). 

 
29  NY Times editorial, February 9, 1937. 

 

http://www.house.state.tx.us/committees/reports/76interim/urbaff.pdf


97 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
30  ob.cit. Sweaney, et al., 2006.  

 
31 Munneke and Slawson. 1999. “A Housing Price Model with Endogenous Externality Location: A Study  

    of Mobile Home Parks.”  Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics, 19:2, 113-131. 

 
32 Hendrix, Justin. July 2004. “Mobile Homes. Amidst Stigma and Displacement, New Hope for Affordable  

    Housing Emerges.” Next American City. http://americancity.org/magazine/article/mobile-homes-   

    amidst-stigma-and-displacement-hendrix/. (Accessed March 15, 2010). 

 
33 Apgar, William, A. Calder, M. Collins, M. Duda, September 2002. “An Examination of Manufactured  

    Housing as a Community- and Asset-Building Strategy.” Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation in  

    collaboration with the Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University.  

    http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/publications/communitydevelopment/W02-11_apgar_et_al.pdf.  

    (Accessed April 1, 2010).  

 
34 Krigger, John. 1998. Your Mobile Home: Energy and Repair Guide for Manufactured Housing.  

    Helena, MT: Saturn Resource Management. 

 
35 The Manufactured Housing Association of Oklahoma. “Myth vs. Reality.”  

    http://www.mhao.org/myths.asp. (Accessed April 3, 2010). 

 
36 Beamish, J.O., R.C. Goss, J.H. Atiles, and Y. Kim. 2001. “Not a Trailer Anymore: Perceptions of  

     Manufactured Housing.” Housing Policy Debate, 12(2): 373-392.  

 
37  ob.cit. Foremost Insurance Group, 2008. 

 
38  ob.cit. Foremost Insurance Group, 2008. 

 
39  ob.cit. U.S. Census Bureau. “American Housing Survey for the United States: 2007.” p.96 Table 2-12. 

 
40  ob.cit. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 2003. 

 
41  ob.cit. Agar et al, 2002. 

 
42  ob.cit.Agar et al, 2002. 

 
43  State of Texas Statutes: Property Code. eff. January 1, 2008.    

     http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/Docs/PR/htm/PR.94.htm. (Accessed March 15, 2010). 

 
44  ob.cit. U.S. Census Bureau. “American Housing Survey for the United States: 2007.” p.3 Table 1A-2. 

 
45  Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, Online Newsletter, September 1995.  

     http://www.window.state.tx.us/comptrol/fnotes/sep95fn.html. (Accessed March 15, 2010). 

 
46  Based on extensive research of nation-wide online user forums. Prices vary based area of the country,  

     the moving distance, as well as size/type of structure. 

 
47  ob.cit. U.S. Census Bureau. “American Housing Survey for the United States: 2007.” p. 1 Table 1A-1. 

 



98 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
48 Alaska State Legislature. Chapter 34.03, Uniform Residential Landlord and Tenant Act.  

    http://www.legis.state.ak.us/basis/folioproxy.asp?url=http://wwwjnu01.legis.state.ak.us/cgi-  

    bin/folioisa.dll/stattx05/query=*/doc/{t13573}. (Accessed April 1, 2010).  

 
49 Arizona State Legislature. Section 33-1476.01.  

   http://www.azleg.gov/FormatDocument.asp?inDoc=/ars/33/01476-01.htm. (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 
50 California Government Code. Chapter 680, Section 65863.7. http://info.sen.ca.gov/pub/03-04/bill/  

     asm/ab_2551-2600/ab_2581_bill_20040922_chaptered.pdf. (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 
51 Colorado Revised Statutes. Sections 38-12-217 and 38-12-218.  

    http://www.michie.com/colorado/lpext.dll?f=templates&fn=main-h.htm&cp=. (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 
52  Connecticut General Assembly. Chapter 412, Sec. 21-70a.  

     http://www.cga.ct.gov/2007/pub/Chap412.htm. (Accessed April 1, 2010) 

 
53  State of Delaware. Code Ann. tit. 25, §§ 7010 – 7011.  

     http://delcode.delaware.gov/title25/c070/sc01/index.shtml. (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 
54  State of Florida. Statute 723. http://www.flsenate.gov/Statutes/. (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 
55 The General Laws of Massachusetts: Section 140, § 32L and 32R.   

    http://www.mass.gov/legis/laws/mgl/140-32.htm. (Accessed April 1, 2010).  

 
56 State of Minnesota. Statute 327C. https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=327C.095. 

    (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 
57 Minnesota Department of Management and Budget. Manufactured Home Relocation Trust Fund.  

    http://www.doer.state.mn.us/treas-homes-trust. (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 
58 State of Nevada. Revised Statute, Chapter 118B, Section 184. http://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-  

    118B.html#NRS118BSec184. (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 
59 New Hampshire Board of Manufactured Housing. Chapter 205-A.  

    http://www.nh.gov/nhmhb/laws/index.htm. (Access April 1, 2010). 

 
60 Oregon State Legislature. Section 90, Chapter 456. http://www.leg.state.or.us/ors/456.html. (Accessed  

    April 1, 2010). 

 
61 Manufactured Housing/Oregon State Tenants Association. ORS Chapter 90.  

    http://www.mhoo-osta.com/MHOSTA/MHorsChap90.html. (Access April 1, 2010). 

 
62 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Mobile Home Parks Purchase Program.    

    http://www.oregon.gov/OHCS/HFS_Mobile_Home_Parks_Purchase_Program.shtml.  

    (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 
63 Washington State Legislature. Chapter 59-21. http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=59.21.    

    (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 



99 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
64  State of New Jersey Statutes Permanent Statutes. Title 2A:18-61.1:H. 2009.  

     http://www.njleg.state.nj.us/. (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 
65  ob.cit. State of Texas Property Code. 

 
66  U.S. Census Bureau. Broward County, Florida. 2005. http://www.census.gov/. (Accessed March 15,  

    2010). 

 
67  Carras Community Investment, Inc. December 2007. “Affordable Housing & Mobile Home  

    Communities.” Town of Davie, Florida. 

 
68  ibid. Carras Community Investment, Inc. December 2007.  

 
69  ob.cit. California Government Code, Section 65863.7. 

 
70  Sobel, Elizabeth. October 2008. “Austin, Texas: The East Austin Neighborhood“, Federal Reserve of  

    Dallas. http://www.frbsf.org/cpreport/docs/austin_tx.pdf. (Accessed March 17, 2010). 

 
71  United States Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates for Austin  

    city, Texas. http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/ACSSAFFFacts?_event=ChangeGeoContext&geo_id=     

     16000US4805000&_geoContext=&_street=&_county=austin&_cityTown=austin&_state=  

     04000US48&_zip=&_lang=en&_sse=on&ActiveGeoDiv=&_useEV=&pctxt=fph&pgsl=010&_  

     submenuId=factsheet_1&ds_name=ACS_2008_3YR_SAFF&_ci_nbr=null&qr_name=null&reg=   

     null%3Anull&_keyword=&_industry=. (Accessed April 1, 2010).   

 
72  BBC Research & Consulting. May 2009. “Comprehensive Housing Market Study.”  

     http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/housing/apr08chms.htm. (Accessed March 17, 2010).  

 
73  Shaw, Margaret. “Housing Trends in Austin: Joint Commissions Educational Forum,” March 31, 2009  

     Presentation, City of Austin.http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/housing/downloads/Margaret%20Shaw.pdf.  

     (Accessed March 17, 2010).  

 
74  ob.cit. BBC Research & Consulting, May 2009. Section V, pg 1. 

 
75 ob.cit. BBC Research & Consulting, May 2009. Section V, pg 3. 

 
76  Jewell, Kevin. February, 2001. “Manufactured Homeowners Who Rent Lots Lack Security of Basic  

     Tenants Rights.” Consumers Union. http://www.consumersunion.org/pdf/manhome.pdf. (Accessed    

     March 17, 2010). 

 
77  Multiple Sources:  

     Mobile Home Village website, http://www.mhvillage.com. (Accessed February 17, 2010).  

     The Mobile Home Park Store website, http://www.mobilehomeparkstore.com. (Accessed February 17,  

     2010).  

     Manual Counts using Google Maps aerial maps. http://maps.google.com/ (Accessed February 17,  

     2010). 

 
78  City of Austin Planning Department, 2008. 

 



100 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
79  Mobile Home Village website. http://www.mhvillage.com. (Accessed February 17, 2010).  

 
80  ob.cit. BBC Research & Consulting, May 2009. Exhibit IV-7. 

 
81  City of Austin, Neighborhood Housing and Development Office. “HUD Income Limits by Household  

     Size”, March 19, 2009. http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/housing/downloads/mfi_chart_revised_031909.pdf.   

     (Accessed March 17, 2010).  

 
82  Barton Place Condominiums, website. http://www.bartonplaceaustin.com.  (Accessed February 17,  

     2010).  

 
83  Staff reporter. May 1, 2008. “Construction to Kick off on $32M Del Valle development.” Austin  

    Business Journal. http://austin.bizjournals.com/austin/stories/2008/04/28/daily25.html.  

    (Accessed April 20, 2010). 

 
84  ibid. Austin Business Journal. April 28, 2008.   

 
85  Elizabeth Christians & Associates, website. http://www.echristianpr.com/projects/projects_long1.php.  

    (Accessed April 20, 2010). 

 
86 ob.cit. BBC Research & Consulting, May 2009. 

 
87  City of Austin, Growth Watch Data by Years. http://stevieray.ci.austin.tx.us/growth/. (Accessed March  

     17, 2010).  

 
88 Lee, Dalbyul. 2005. “The Growth of Low-Income Population in Floodplain: A Study of Austin, TX”.  

    Master‟s Prof. Rep., University of Texas. 

 
89 City of Austin. 1928. “The City of Austin Plan from 1928 prepared by Koch & Fowler, Consulting  

    Engineers.” p.57. http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/carver/downloads/cityplanpage.pdf. 

    (Accessed April 1, 2010). 

 
90 City of Austin. George Washington Carver Museum and Cultural Center, online exhibition.  

     http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/carver/afriamericansaustin.htm. (Accessed April 23, 2010).   

 
91  Chusid, Jeffrey. 2006. “Historic Preservation: Preservation in the Progressive City.” Next American City,  

     Issue 12. http://americancity.org/magazine/article/historic-preservation-preservation-in-the-  

     progressive-city-chusid/. (Accessed April 3, 2010).     

 

 
92  Frank, Paul and Robinson, Ryan. August 2005. “Single Fmaily Taxable Value, Percent Change: 2000 to  

     2005, “ City of Austin. http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/census/downloads/sf_tax_perc.pdf. (Accessed  

     February 22, 2010). 

 
93  ob.cit. Sobel, Elizabeth, 2008.  

 
94  Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs “Community Change in East Austin,” The University of  

     Texas at Austin, Policy Research Project Report, N.60. http://www.utexas.edu/lbj/pubs/pdf/prp_160.pdf.  

     (Accessed February 22, 2010.) 



101 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
95 ob.cit.Sobel, Elizabeth, 2008.  

 
96  Ryan Robinson, City Demographer, Department of Planning, City of Austin. January 2010.  

     http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/demographics/. (Accessed March 17, 2010). 

 
97 Attorney General of Texas, website. http://www.oag.state.tx.us/AG_Publications/txts/ 

    propertyguide2005.shtml. (Accessed April 9, 2010). 

 
98 Mueller, Elizabeth and Sarah Doohling. 2009. “Integrating the social and ecological implications of  

   current approaches to planning.” Presented by E.Mueller at the annual meeting of the Association of  

   Collegiate Schools of Planning, Crystal City, VA, October 1, 2009.  

 
99 City of Austin, Neighborhood Planning and Zoning Department zoning profiles.      

    http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/planning/verticalmixeduse.htm, http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/planning/tod/,  

    and http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/downtown/. (Accessed April 9, 2010). 

 
100  City of Austin Comprehensive Plan website. “Frequently asked questions,” 

     http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/compplan/comp_plan_faq.htm. (Accessed March 17, 2010).  

 
101 City of Austin. February 9, 2010. “Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan, Susceptibility to Change  

    Analysis” presentation. http://www.cityofaustin.org/compplan/downloads/iacp_susceptibility_to 

     _change_draft20100209.pdf, (Accessed March 17, 2010).  

 
102 Ibid. City of Austin, February 2010 presentation. 

 
103  Weinstein, Bernard L. and Clower, Terry L. “DART Light Rail‟s Effect on Taxable Property  

      Valuations and Transit-Oriented Development.” January 2003, University of North Texas Center for  

      Economic Development and Research.  

      http://www.cor.net/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=1348.(Accessed March 17, 2010). 

 
104  ibid. Weinstein & Clower, 2003. 

 
105  Hass-Klau,Carmen; Graham Crampton and Rabia Bejari. 2004. “Economic Impact of Light Rail: The  

     Results of 15 Urban Areas in France, Germany, UK and North America”, 2004. Environmental &  

    Transport Planning. http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm45.htm. (Accessed February 22, 2010). 

 
106  ibid. Hass-Klau,Carmen, et al., 2004. 

 

 
107  American Public Transit Transportation Association. “What Happens to a Capital Investment in Public  

     Transportation?” http://www.publictransportation.org/reports/asp/pub_business.asp  (Accessed  

     January 06, 2010). 

 
108  Cervero, R. and M. Duncan. 2002. “Land Value Impact of Rail Transit Services in San Diego County.”  

      Report prepared for National Association of Realtors, Urban Land Institute, Washington, D.C. 

 
109  ibid. Cevero & Duncan, 2002.  

 

 



102 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
110  Cervero, R. and M. Duncan. 2002. “Transit‟s Value-Added Effects: Light and Commuter Rail Services  

      and Commercial Land Values.” Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Board,  

      No. 1805, pp. 8-15. 

 
111  ob.cit. American Public Transit Transportation Association. 

 
112  Economic Research Associates, Report for CapMetro, May 12, 2008. Table III-6.  Residential Price  

      Appreciation, by Region, 2005 – 2006.  

 
113 Bottineau Boulevard Partnership. April 2009. “Transit Development: Austin, Charlotte & Lessons  

     Learned.” http://www.bottineaupartnership.org/attracting/documents/ 

     TransitandDevelopmentApr2009-Part4.pdf. (Accessed February 8, 2010). 

  
114 City of Austin, Neighborhood Planning Department. January 2009. Zoning Land Use Chart.  

      http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/planning/neighborhood/downloads/zoning_landuse_chart.pdf. (Accessed  

      April 2, 2010). 

 
115  ob.cit. City of Austin, TOD Ordinance.  

 
116  Weinstein, Asha, Marc Schlossberg, and Katja Irvin.  2008.  “How Far, by Which Route, and Why? A  

      Spatial Analysis of Pedestrian Preference.”  Journal of Urban Design. Vol. 13. No. 1, 81–98.  

      http://www.uoregon.edu/~schlossb/articles/weinstein_howfar.pdf. (Accessed April 25, 2010). 

 
117  Sun Communities, corporate website.  

      http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=111013&p=irol-irhome. (Accessed April 3, 2010).  

 
118  The Housing Authority of the City of Austin, website. Waitlists as of April 1, 2010.  

      http://www.hacanet.org/how_to_obtain_housing/wait_list.php. (Accessed April 26, 2010). 

 
119 ob.cit. California Government Code. 

 
120  New Hampshire Statute. Title XVII, Housing and Redevelopment. Chapter 205-A, Section 205-A:3. 

 
121  Manufactured Home Owners Association of America, website. http://www.mhoaa.us/.  

      (Accessed April 11, 2010). 

 
122 Weiss, Kelly. July, 2005. “The Community Land Trust Report: Creating Permanent Affordable  

     Homeownership Opportunities in Austin, Texas.” City of Austin, Neighborhood Housing and  

     Community Development – Austin Housing Finance Corporation. http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/housing/ 

     downloads/AFINAL%20CLT%20-%20Council%20Report%20-%20Revised%20I-II-III-72505.pdf.   

     (Accessed April 10 , 2010). 

 
123 Central Vermont Community Land Trust website. http://www.cvclt.org/. (Accessed April 10, 2010). 

 
124 The Recreational Vehicle/Mobile Home Owners' Association of Texas, Inc., website. 

     http://www.rvmhoav.org/. (Accessed April 11, 2010). 

 
125 All Parks Alliance for Change, website.   

     http://www.allparksallianceforchange.org/?q=organizing/manual. (Accessed April 11, 2010). 



103 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
126 ROC USA, website. http://www.rocusa.org/about-us/. (Accessed April 11, 2010). 

 
127 Community Resource Group, website. http://crg.org/section.asp?secID=8. (Accessed April 24, 2010). 

 
128 ob.cit. Weiss, 2005. 

 
129 Consumers Union, Southwest Regional Office. February, 2001. “Manufactured Homeowners Who Rent  

      Lots Lack Security of Basic Tenants Rights.” http://www.consumersunion.org/other/home/manu.htm.  

      (Accessed April 5, 2010). 

 
130 U.S. Census Bureau. 2000. “DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000 – Texas.”  

     http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/QTTable?_bm=y&-geo_id=04000US48&-qr_name=DEC_2000 

     _SF1_U_DP1&-ds_name=DEC_2000_SF1_U. (Accessed April 3, 2010).  

 
131 Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs: Housing Trust Fund, website.    

      http://www.tdhca.state.tx.us/htf/index.htm. (Accessed April 23, 2010). 



 104 

Appendix 

 
List of Mobile Home Parks, City of Austin & ETJ – 2010 (sorted by zip code) 
 
Community Name Street Address City Zip 

Code 
Yr 

Built 
# lots 

Meadows of Carson Creek 9400 Carson Creek Blvd Austin 78617 1993 130 

Austin Pecan Park 2815 Highway 71 E Austin 78617 n/a 58 

Capital View Mobile Home Pk 1308 Thornberry Road Austin 78617 1980 108 

Torrey Homes 2707 Hwy 71 East Austin 78617 n/a 20 

Bel-aire Mobile Home Park 841 Airport Blvd. Austin 78702 n/a 75 

Woodview Estates 1301 W. Oltorf Street Austin 78704 n/a 100 

Village Trailer Park 2529 S. Lamar Blvd. Austin 78704 n/a 74 

Hidden Valley Mobile Home Pk 6119 Saddler Lane Austin 78724 1985 643 

Pecan Park 5701 Johnny Morris Rd Austin 78724 1982 207 

Oak Forest RV Park 8207 Canoga Ave Austin 78724 n/a 163 

Walnut Creek Mobile Home Pk 6403 Johnny Morris Road Austin 78724 1971 18 

Austin Park – North 4001 Prairie Lane  Austin 78728 n/a 16 

Honeycomb Park 6402 McNeil Drive Austin 78729 1958 43 

River Bend Mobile Home Park 12405 River Bend Austin 78732 1969 22 

Country Aire Mobile Home Pk 8220 W. Hwy 71 Austin 78735 1950 154 

Paloma Mobile Home Park 5811 Southwest Pkwy. Austin 78735 n/a 85 

The Trails of Oak Hill 6010 Kidney Wood Austin 78735 2002 22 

Holiday Mobile Home Park 5801 W. Highway 290 Austin 78735 n/a 38 

Palm Oaks 810 Bastrop Hwy Austin 78741 1998 43 

Royal Palms Manufactured 
Home & RV Community 

7901 E. Ben White Blvd. Austin 78741 1972 229 
 

Comfort Park Management 7403 E. Riverside Dr Austin 78741 n/a 46 

Frontier Valley MHP 1430 Frontier Valler Dr Austin 78741 1973 154 

Thrasher Mobile Home Park 2110 Thrasher Lane Austin 78741 1997 19 

Tejas Mobile Plaza 1709 E. Hwy 71 Austin 78742 1972 92 

Aero Mobile Home Park 101 Hergotz Lane Austin 78742 n/a 43 

Wallace Mobile Home Park 421 Thompson Lane Austin 78742 n/a 28 

Chateau at Onion Creek 2421 Chateau Village Wy Austin 78744 1999 350 

North Bluff Estates 6600 Elm Creek Drive Austin 78744 1972 274 

A Little Texas Neighborhood 7501 Bluff Springs Road Austin 78744 1980 74 

Paisano Mobile Home Commty 5400 Freidrich Lane Austin 78744 1990 140 

South Creek South 2102 Deer Run Drive Austin 78744 n/a 111 

Villa Denise Mobile Home Park 4511 Lucksinger Lane Austin 78745 1975 55 

Congress Mobile Home Park 6111 S. Congress Avenue Austin 78745 1946 46 

Longview Mobile Home Park 8109 Longview Road Austin 78745 n/a 19 

Cameron Loop Mobile Home Pk 2807 Cameron Loop Austin 78745 n/a 24 

Go Go Mobile Home Park 4811 S. Congress Avenue Austin 78745 n/a 20 
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List of Mobile Home Parks, City of Austin & ETJ – 2010, continued 
 

Templeton Mobile Home Park 401 Chaparral Road Austin 78745 n/a 9 

River Ridge Estates 1601 East Slaughter Lane Austin 78747 1999 337 

Manchaca Mobile Home Park 11919 Manchaca Road Austin 78748 n/a 54 

Stonegate Austin 1401 E Rundberg Lane Austin 78753 1960 358 

Dessau Fountain Estates 508 E. Howard Lane Austin 78753 1985 615 

Mobile Home Haven 11606 N. Lamar Blvd. Austin 78753 1954 46 

Orsak Mobile Home Park 711 W. Powell Lane Austin 78753 n/a 7 

River Ranch 13021 Dessau Road Austin 78754 n/a 121 

Branch Creek 12609 Dessau Road Austin 78754 1984 392 

Village Mobile Home Pk 2705 Hoeke Lane ETJ 78744 1978 28 

Elroy Mobile Home Park 8988 Elroy Road ETJ 78617 n/a 12 

Little Bit Country II 10804 McAngus Road ETJ 78617 n/a 15 

Oaces Mobile Home Park 10714 San Jose Ave ETJ 78617 1984 30 

Shady Grove Mobile Home Park 7808 Linden Road ETJ 78617 n/a 39 

Country View Mobile Home Pk 9811 Blocker Lane ETJ 78719 n/a 22 

Oak Crest 7601 Daffan Lane ETJ 78724 2000 335 

Blue Bluff Mobile Home Estates 5511 Blue Bluff Road ETJ 78724 n/a 40 

Scenic Point Mobile Home Park 7616 Compass Drive ETJ 78724 n/a 215 

Shady Acres Mobile Home Park 5805 Blue Bluff Road ETJ 78724 n/a 13 

Hill Oaks Mobile Estates 9817 Circle Drive ETJ 78736 1984 56 

Glosson Mobile Home Park 10012 Circle Drive ETJ 78736 n/a 8 

Coulver Estates 8407 Coulver ETJ 78747 n/a 34 

Travis South Mobile Home Park 11800 Manchaca Road ETJ 78748 n/a 28 

      

Sources: Mobile Home Village website (mhvillage.com) and Mobile Home Park Store website 
(www.mobilehomeparkstore.com) 
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