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The New Hampshire Community Loan Fund Case Study
The New Hampshire Community Loan Fund was established to aid in changing the mobile home’s financial equation. It finances those who cannot afford a standard home mortgage (Oster et al., 2010). Instead of renting houses, it provides the option of owning a mobile home. It is, therefore, a fund that assists those who are unable to own permanent on-site homes but do not want to rent apartments to own mobile homes. 

SWOT Analysis

Strengths

The fund ensures that manufactured homeowners own the land in which their houses sit. Many manufactured homeowners used to rent the land on which the dwelling was situated. The risk of that approach is that the landowner may decide to do anything with the land at any particular time without consulting the leasers. The fund has, however, tried to address this problem. It has helped residents to form a non-profit co-operative and then lent the co-op the money to buy the land (Oster et al., 2010). That way, the problem of the land being sold to a condominium developer is averted. The residents own the land in which their houses sit. 

The fund provides more affordable financing to manufactured homeowners. Before its establishment, manufactured home financing was expensive. The products were modeled on car loans and hence making the interest rates to be high (Oster et al., 2010). Additionally, the loan terms of manufactured homeowners were shorter when compared to those of site-built houses. The fund, however, addressed this issue through financing purchasers of manufactured homes in co-op communities. Consequently, the loans were offered at lower interest rates. 

It brought stability to the owners of the manufactured homes and reduced the monthly fees. The issue of renting land brings instability to the mobile homeowners because they are not sure of the action that the landowner may take. It is also expensive to move houses from one locality to another due to the owner wanting to use the land for other purposes. The owner may also decide to increase land rent at any particular time (Oster et al., 2010). However, this fund brings stability in the sense that mobile homeowners own the land. Lot fees also reduce since land, in most cases, is owned by the residents.

Weaknesses

Financing remained a significant challenge. Buyers of site-built houses had a different way of looking for funding. They were mostly financed through banks as well as mortgage originators. On the other hand, those looking for manufactured homes financing were financed through property or chattel loans that were financed by the dealer in cases of new homes. Site-built house owners, therefore, got better deals. For instance, their loans remained cheap. An Affordable Housing Survey that was done in the early 2000s indicated that site-built homes were financed at 7.5% interest for 25 years compared to 9% for 15 years for the manufactured homes. 

In the case of a land-lease arrangement, manufactured homeowners were vulnerable. Moving the manufactured houses from one location to another is expensive. Most owners prefer to settle at a place and avoid unnecessary logistical issues. Therefore, whenever landowners raised the land rates, mobile homeowners were forced to dig dipper into their pockets. In some instances, they may even lose valuables because the adjustments affected their budgets.  

The fund does not address the issue of intermediaries, which increases the cost of owning the mobile home. The units are sold through retail sales centers, which increases the costs. It would have been cheaper if the units were to be purchased directly from the manufacturer, although these dealerships provide other services such as customization and warranty services, which increases the overall cost. The fund should partner with the manufacturers to ensure consumers buy the homes directly from them. That would reduce the cost of owning the house. 

Opportunities

There is room for expansion, particularly to many low-income earners who want to own homes. Many low-income earners, especially in the rural areas of America, still require permanent housing. The Department of Housing and Urban Development indicated that mobile homes consisted of 6.4% of occupied homes in the US. That figure suggests that there is still room for improvement. This fund can help more people to become homeowners. 

Many Americans subscribe to the idea of owning mobile homes since they are less expensive compared to permanent site-built houses. The average cost of a mobile home per square foot was $39, compared to $90 for a new site built house. The monthly costs are also lower in manufactured homes than in permanent site-built houses. Therefore, the fact that owning a manufactured house is more affordable than a permanent site-built house is enticing. 

Threats

Manufactured homes are considered to be assets that depreciate just like cars. Therefore, the risk of a borrower defaulting and the fund losing that cash is high when compared to on-site houses. That is a threat to the loan fund since its overall value depreciates when many people default on their loans. Recovering a loan from on-site homes is easier from mobile houses. 

Financing manufactured housing is also considered to be riskier than site-built funding houses. It is believed that owners of the manufactured housing have less income or inflows of cash when compared to owners of on-site houses. Therefore, there is a higher chance of failing to pay the loans in cases of mobile houses than in those of on-site homes.  
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