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ABSTRACT 

This study has explored location and accessibility relationships between manufactured 

housing (also referred to as mobile homes, manufactured homes, or trailers) and banking 

facilities in Tuscaloosa County, Alabama. The main research objective was to examine the 

relative location of manufactured housing and banking facilities. Additional research objectives 

included determining the demographic characteristics of mobile home residents and finding out 

whether or not these residents have access to banking facilities. The study showed that whereas 

manufactured homes tend to be located in outlying census tracts or in the central part of the 

county outside city limits, banking facilities are located in the central part of the county within 

city limits. A Geographical Information System (GIS) suitability analysis showed that overall, 

less urbanized areas are suitable for the location of manufactured housing units in Tuscaloosa 

County. These trailers have kept out of the more urbanized locations by zoning restrictions. 

Statistical analyses showed that the number of industrial establishments and population density 

are strongly correlated with the number of branches of identified banking facilities, with the 

number of industrial establishments having the strongest correlation. A spatial mismatch was 

found between the locations of manufactured housing and banking facilities. Less urbanized 

areas where mobile homes are located were found to have low population densities, low per 

capita incomes, and low levels of competitiveness, while more urbanized areas where banking 

facilities are located were found to have high population densities, high per capita incomes, and 

high levels of competitiveness. 



iii 
 

From the survey of mobile home residents carried out as part of this research, it was 

evident that a majority of household heads (approximately 57%) are between the ages of 46 and 

65 years, while 14% are 65+ years old. It was also found that approximately 58% of household 

heads are working, while 42% are not working. All the respondents in the survey use banking 

services, with a majority using credit unions. An overwhelming 91% of respondents use loans, 

while 60% of those who use loans have gone in for a home or home improvement loan (either 

alone or together with other loans). Based on the results of the survey, it was fair to conclude that 

notwithstanding the spatial mismatch between the locations of manufactured housing and 

banking facilities, residents of manufactured housing have access to banking facilities in 

accordance with the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) of 1977. This implies that one does 

not necessarily have to be located in close proximity to a banking facility in order to access 

banking services, as most banks have adopted more technologically advanced ways of dealing 

with their customers. Also, with space-time accessibility measures, where people work or shop 

could be a much more useful way of assessing whether or not they have access to banking 

facilities. However, in terms of aggregate accessibility which is based on points such as homes or 

zones, or topological accessibility which is based on travel distance or time, manufactured 

housing residents are placed at a disadvantage relative to residents of site-built homes when it 

comes to accessing banking facilities. 
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CHAPTER 1 

1.0 RESEARCH BACKGROUND 

1.1 Introduction 

This study seeks to explore location and accessibility relationships between manufactured 

housing (also referred to as mobile homes, manufactured homes, or trailers) and banking 

facilities in Tuscaloosa County, Alabama. These relationships are important because the relative 

location of manufactured housing and banking facilities could have implications for the ability of 

mobile home residents to access banking facilities. Access to banking facilities is an equity issue 

according to the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) of 1977. This act entreats all financial 

institutions which accept deposits from customers to offer equal access to lending, investment, 

and services to everyone in their catchment areas – at least three to five miles from each branch. 

Thus, this research focuses on banking facilities as opposed to other communal facilities, 

because banking facilities are supposed to help meet the lending, investment, and service needs 

of a community according to the CRA. The CRA became necessary because many banking 

institutions were excluding low-income neighborhoods and minorities from their lending, 

investment, and financial services – a practice known as “redlining”. Access to banking services 

enables residents to join the financial mainstream through various means such as bank accounts 
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and investment vehicles. Since its enactment, the CRA has led to tens of billions of dollars in 

new lending, investments, and services for communities across the United States.1 

The growth of the CRA can be attributed to at least two reasons. To begin with, the 

expansion of products and marketing by banking institutions to previously ignored communities 

and people helped these institutions to increase their levels of profitability. Thus, the CRA has 

turned out to be beneficial to both banking institutions and the communities served by these 

institutions. Also, many banking institutions use CRA commitments to distinguish themselves 

from their competitors by showing that they care about the needs of the communities in which 

they operate. These institutions have made generous commitments to the communities they serve 

for fear of suffering a negative backlash if they do not do so. Communities in turn have reacted 

favorably to this gesture and by the mid-1980s, various community groups had managed to 

negotiate CRA lending, investment, and service commitments from banks, as well as savings and 

loans associations to focus on the needs of low-income communities and minorities. In the 

1990s, CRA advocacy intensified as major commitments were made especially by large financial 

institutions. The funds were committed for increased lending in economic development and 

affordable housing programs, as well as for services to low-income consumers. Many of the 

commitments were for the medium- to long-term, and underscore the impact CRA can have in 

low-income communities.2 

In terms of housing choices, low income individuals are more likely to own manufactured 

homes than single-family attached or detached homes.3 Thus, mobile home residents are one 

major low-income group who can take advantage of the lending, investment, and service 

                                                             
1 PolicyLink (2001). 
2 Ibid. 
3 Marshall (2006), pp. 5-6.  
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opportunities offered by the CRA. The focus of this research on manufactured housing, as 

opposed to other forms of housing, is due to the fact that this form of housing has steadily 

emerged over the years as an important part of the nation’s affordable housing stock. It 

accounted for 7.1% of the total national housing stock in 1990 and 14.3% of the total housing 

stock in Tuscaloosa County in the year 2000. In recent years, manufactured housing has steadily 

grown to represent about two-thirds of affordable housing units that are added to existing 

housing stock. This growth resulted in a collaborative study between the Neighborhood 

Reinvestment Corporation (NRC) and the Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard 

University. The collaboration produced a year 2002 report which entreated policy makers to 

recognize the growth of manufactured housing as a primary source of home ownership for low 

income individuals and families.4 A number of factors strengthen the case for promoting 

manufactured housing as a source of affordable housing. For instance, manufactured housing 

plays a unique role in the housing market by enabling low-income consumers to build equity and 

communal connections. It also provides these families with affordable housing options in 

situations where subsidy, rental, and other housing options are not available.5 

 

1.2 Manufactured Housing and Banking Facilities 

The affordability of manufactured housing and the low incomes associated with most of 

their residents have produced negative stereotypes with regard to this form of housing. Given 

these negative stereotypes, one would expect a lot of research to be carried out on the 

relationships between manufactured housing and communal facilities. However, only a few 

                                                             
4 Schmitz (2004), pp. 384-385. 
5 Ibid, pp. 385 & 399. 
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studies have actually been carried out in this area. Shen (2005) investigated the location and 

accessibility disadvantages of manufactured housing using Geographical Information System 

(GIS). The study found that generally, manufactured housing has been placed further away from 

public community facilities and major employment centers. These public community facilities 

may include hospitals, clinics, fire, and police stations whose services are crucial particularly in 

times of emergency. For instance, in times of medical emergency or fire outbreak, there is a 

longer response time for mobile home residents. These may have implications for their ability to 

survive such disasters and could also lead to property damage in case of fires.6 None of the 

identified literature on manufactured housing and communal facilities has explored location and 

accessibility relationships between manufactured housing and banking facilities in particular. 

However, these issues are crucial, because the relative location of manufactured housing and 

banking facilities could have implications for the ability of mobile home residents to access 

banking facilities. In wake of this fact, it is important to analyze the locations of manufactured 

housing and banking facilities, as well as important related issues.  

1.2.0 Manufactured Housing Location and Negative Stereotypes 

Manufactured homes are built in factories before being shipped in whole units or in 

sections to their respective destinations, where they are located either as single-sited units or in 

manufactured housing communities (also referred to as mobile home parks or trailer parks).7 A 

number of studies have examined the location of manufactured housing. For instance, Miller 

(2008) sought to explore the spatial location of manufactured homes in Tuscaloosa County with 

the aid of GIS. The study employed aerial imagery and GIS tools to pinpoint the location of 

                                                             
6 Shen (2005), p. 24. 
7 Weitz (2004); and Miller (2008), p. 34. 
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manufactured homes in the absence of any previously existing record of their location in 

Tuscaloosa County. According to the study, high population density areas which tend to be 

centrally located (mostly within the cities of Tuscaloosa and Northport), had fewer mobile homes 

than low population density areas on the fringe. There was a clustering pattern among single-

sited manufactured homes, although some appeared to be isolated from each other. Most 

manufactured housing communities were located in the central portion of the county (outside the 

city limits of Tuscaloosa and Northport), with a few existing in close proximity to the southern 

and eastern border of the county. The study also found both single-sited manufactured housing 

and manufactured housing communities to be scarce in the northeastern portion of the county.8 

Single-sited manufactured housing was common within the Tuscaloosa police jurisdiction, with 

clustering in the southeastern part of the jurisdiction. A number of manufactured housing 

communities also occurred in the jurisdiction with prevalence in the southern part.9 

The location of manufactured housing could be partly understood in terms of its origins. 

The history of manufactured homes dates back to the 1910s when early automobile tourists were 

forced to camp out because of a lack of suitable living accommodation.10 Commercial 

production began in the 1920s as many small towns tried to attract tourists by setting up 

campgrounds, and these campgrounds were replaced by tourist cabins and commercial trailer 

parks in the 1930s. These trailers were not well received by the general public as a form of 

permanent residence, but their controversial status was altered by the Great Depression of the 

1930s, which produced a large transient population, which was looking for the few available 

jobs, even over long distances. For many families, the reputation of manufactured homes as a 

                                                             
8 Miller (2008), pp. 32-34. 
9 Ibid, p. 38. 
10 Weitz (2004). 
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temporary form of housing, which could be converted into permanent housing units when the 

need arose, suited their needs.11 After World War II, trailers were quickly transformed from 

temporary dwellings into year-round housing units as the United States (U.S.) government 

purchased tens of thousands of trailers for workers and installed prefabricated homes without 

wheels near weapons factories. As more potential homeowners began to opt for manufactured 

housing, the number of manufactured homes in the U.S. more than doubled every ten years 

between 1950 and 1980. In 1990, the nation had nearly 7.4 million manufactured homes, 

accounting for one out of every fourteen housing units. In 1992, one out of every five new 

single-family housing units purchased in the U.S. was a manufactured home. In 1990, the 

greatest concentrations of mobile homes were in resort and retirement areas (particularly near 

metropolitan areas), and in the manufacturing belt of the Southeast. Out of the nation’s total 

stock of manufactured housing units, 7% were in the manufacturing belt of the Southeast, 10% in 

Florida, and another 5% in Southern California, near Phoenix.12 As of the end of the 1990s, most 

of the nation’s manufactured housing units were located in the Southwest, Southeast and 

Northeast (Figure 1). 

  

                                                             
11 Wallis (1989) as cited in McCarty (2010), p. 129. 
12 Hart and Morgan (1995), pp. 35 & 45-48. 
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Figure 1. National distribution of manufactured housing units by county13 

 

Despite their growing importance, manufactured homes are associated with many 

negative stereotypes which have pushed their locations to rural and unincorporated areas. Most 

middle- and upper-class Americans do not have any first-hand experience of manufactured 

homes, and this ignorance begets prejudice.14 Problems and perceptions associated with 

manufactured housing at the local level may hinder efforts aimed at promoting it as a source of 

affordable housing.15 The negative perceptions associated with manufactured homes may have 

originated during the era of the Great Depression when low-income people sought shelter in 

                                                             
13 Compiled from ESRI (2000). 
14 Hart and Morgan (1995), p. 38. 
15 Miller (2008), p. 64. 
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trailers because they could not afford anything better. During this period, the worst trailer parks 

which were ugly, noisy, poorly maintained, and unhealthy became the stereotype. Critics of 

trailer parks were incensed because in their opinion, the long rows of tightly packed wooden or 

metal boxes did not look like real houses.16 Even today, older manufactured housing units in 

particular can look unappealing, fueling the negative perceptions people have about them. Since 

manufactured housing is largely a product of the late 20th century, it is only recently that 

residents have had to deal with issues of renovation or disposal of older units. As a result, in 

most cases, plans for the renovation, refurbishment, or remodeling of manufactured housing 

units are still not available to consumers.17 

In addition to criticisms about their appearance, other concerns leveled against trailers 

include the following: trailer residents pay less taxes than residents of conventional low-cost 

housing because like automobiles, trailers are taxed as personal property rather than real estate; 

trailer parks are associated with overcrowding and health hazards; children living in trailer parks 

are more prone to negative moral influences from relatives, friends, and neighbors because of the 

overcrowded conditions associated with trailer parks; and trailer residents are transient and do 

not have attachments to the community.18 There are also concerns about the quality, safety, and 

depreciation of manufactured housing. Many older models were built by unskilled workers with 

shoddy materials leading to their vulnerability to environmental hazards.19 In addition, residents 

who live in older mobile homes have higher maintenance and utility costs and are exposed to a 

higher risk of fire and other hazards.20 Older mobile homes are also associated with higher 

                                                             
16 Hart and Morgan (1995), p. 38. 
17 Beamish et al. (2001), pp. 386-389. 
18 Hart and Morgan (1995), pp. 38-39. 
19 Ibid, p. 43. 
20 Yarnal and Aman (2009), pp. 5 & 18. 



9 
 

insurance rates than conventional houses because they are noted for their ability to attract winds 

from hurricanes, thunderstorms and tornadoes which may inflict heavy damage on them.21 There 

are also concerns about the impact all of these factors have on neighboring property values.22 

There is a belief that mobile homes will depreciate in value and have a negative impact on 

adjacent property values.23 

The negative attitudes about manufactured housing often center on two areas: the 

economic impact manufactured housing communities have on the neighborhood and the types of 

people who live in them. In Michigan, for instance, focus groups of local government officials 

were concerned that because of their largely unplanned nature, manufactured housing 

communities will eventually impose an economic burden on the municipality.24 In another study 

in Seattle, residents were more concerned about the visual compatibility of manufactured 

housing units with the surrounding neighborhood.25 In Virginia, non-residents showed a more 

negative attitude towards manufactured housing than residents. They also had more negative 

opinions of single-section homes than double-section units. Both residents and non-residents 

agreed that the placement of manufactured housing units in their communities would lower 

property taxes.26 Most people perceive manufactured housing residents to be low income, less 

educated and have a less stable family structure.27 Since people mostly choose neighborhoods in 

an effort to avoid low socioeconomic status neighbors and associated social problems, 

neighborhoods with low incomes, weak attachments to the labor force, and low levels of 

                                                             
21 Hart and Morgan (1995), p. 43. 
22 Beamish et al. (2001), p. 386-388. 
23 Wubneh and Shen (2004), p. 56. 
24 Burkhardt et al (1996) as cited in Beamish et al (2001), p. 378. 
25 Dawkins and Koebel (2009), p. 86. 
26 Beamish and Goss (2000), pp. 65-66. 
27 Beamish et al. (2001), p. 386-388. 
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education, are considered undesirable. Thus, most people do not prefer having manufactured 

housing residents as neighbors.28 

As a result of the negative stereotypes associated with manufactured housing, many 

municipalities have adopted exclusionary zoning practices, imposed higher taxes, and limited the 

duration of their location in particular areas.29 A variety of regulatory restrictions hinder the 

location of manufactured housing in metropolitan communities. These restrictions include fire 

codes, zoning codes, subdivision regulations, and architectural design standards.30 In some 

jurisdictions, state law provides the authority for the differential treatment of mobile homes. 

Even in those jurisdictions which lack specific state authorization for the regulation of mobile 

homes by municipalities, the prohibition of mobile homes in residential neighborhoods has been 

upheld by courts as a reasonable exercise of police power on the grounds of aesthetics and the 

preservation of property values. This was amply demonstrated in cases such as Town of 

Manchester v Phillips, 343 Mass. 591, 180 N.E.2d 333, 36 (1962) and Wright v Michaud, 200 

A.2d 543, 548 (Me. 1964). Also, in jurisdictions which do not even recognize aesthetic control as 

a valid purpose of zoning, restrictions on mobile homes have been upheld as demonstrated in 

Mobile Home City of Chattanooga v Hamilton County, 552 S.W.2d 86 (Tenn. Ap. 1976), cert. 

denied, 431 U.S. 956 (1977). Finally, in situations where regulation involves prohibiting single-

sited mobile homes and restricting their locations to mobile home parks, it is held that the public 

welfare with respect to sanitary considerations is greatly advanced.31 

  

                                                             
28 Harris (1999), pp. 475-477. 
29 Hart and Morgan (1995), p. 38-39. 
30 Dawkins and Koebel (2009), p. 1-2. 
31 Strom (1978). 
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1.2.1 Location of Banking Facilities and the Advent of Electronic Banking 

Due to the negative perceptions and resultant zoning restrictions associated with 

manufactured housing, it is easy to assume that banking facilities may not be located close to 

them. In order to determine whether this assumption is valid, it is prudent to examine the factors 

which primarily influence the location of banking facilities. Various researchers and financial 

executives have identified several location characteristics which are responsible for the 

efficiency of branch locations of banking institutions.32 Competiveness and spatial 

characteristics have been recognized as two important factors.33 Competitiveness can be defined 

as a function of a banking institution’s market position at service point i relative to the average 

market position of service point i. That is, CFi = MPi.Ri.Wi where MPi is the banking 

institution’s market position at service point i, Ri is the difference in the banking institution’s 

competitiveness due to the presence of competitors, and Wi refers to the proximity to 

customers.34 Branching by banking institutions increases competition, because the same rivals 

interact at multiple locations.35 Branch banking tends to export competition in dense urban 

markets to outlying areas and this increases the effective size of banking markets.36 The 

expansion of branches of banking institutions into previously unbanked rural locations helps to 

significantly reduce rural poverty through increased deposit mobilization and credit 

disbursement.37 Some of the spatial characteristics which account for the location of banking 

                                                             
32 Nishioka and Krumme (1973), p. 205 and Brown (1979), pp. 23-39. 
33 Miliotis et al (2002), p. 550. 
34 Ibid, p. 553. 
35 Mester (1987), pp. 548-549; and Gale (1992) as cited in Calem and Nakamura (1998), p. 600. 
36 Calem and Nakamura (1998), pp. 600-610. 
37 Panagariya (2006), p.1. 



12 
 

facilities include population density, number of industrial establishments, and per capita 

income.38 

In order for banking institutions to make the right location decisions, various criteria 

namely demographic, socio-economic, sector employment, banking, and trade potential must be 

taken into account.39 This was demonstrated in a study by Miliotis et al. (2002) which 

determined the optimal locations of bank branches by combining demand-covering models with 

GIS. The study took into account the social and economic factors responsible for the local 

conditions within the demand area of banking services. The research problem was addressed at 

both the inter-regional and intra-regional levels. Variations at both the inter-regional and intra-

regional levels created different demand structures in different regions and within each particular 

region, respectively. These demand structures were expressed through appropriate modeling of 

the demand area, and covered by bank branches appropriately. A simple location set covering 

model was used to determine the number of bank branches in each region and the demand space 

while the exact locations of these branches were determined by a maximal covering location 

model.40 Branch selection is important as branches help to determine a banking institution’s 

performance and competitiveness. Coupled with this is the fact that location decisions are costly 

and difficult to reverse.41 

While location decisions remain crucial in helping banking institutions to reach their 

customers, electronic banking has steadily emerged in recent years as one of the main options 

available by customers for accessing banking services. Electronic banking involves technological 

innovations which have contributed to changes in the distribution channels of banks as evidenced 

                                                             
38 Miliotis et al (2002), p. 550. 
39 Cinar and Ahiska (2010), p.1. 
40 Miliotis et al (2002), pp. 549-563. 
41 Cinar and Ahiska (2010), p.8. 
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by the advent of automated teller machines (ATMs), telephone banking, and online banking.42 

The advent of information and communication technology (ICT) has made it possible for one to 

access banking services even from a remote location without stepping into a physical financial 

structure.43 For instance, through electronic banking, business parties or individuals can make 

payments or debit accounts online. Increasingly, more customers are opting for electronic 

banking services, and many banking institutions are also opting for this technology as a way of 

cutting down on the cost of providing physical infrastructures. Thus, electronic banking has 

emerged as a very viable way for banking institutions to cut down on costs, increase revenues, 

and provide more convenient banking services to their customers.44 It has become a major tool 

supporting growth, driving development, promoting innovation, and enhancing 

competitiveness.45 

There is direct relationship between technology and service quality in the banking 

industry as the use of technology in banking enhances the quality of service offered to the 

customer. Quality service is a key strategic factor in establishing competitive advantage.46 This 

is because efficiency and range of services are important factors which influence banking choice 

by customers. Electronic banking improves the efficiency of banking services by reducing 

waiting time and speeding up the pace of transactions, thus reducing long lines at tellers. A 

broader range of services which cater to the needs of customers are crucial in maintaining their 

loyalty. For instance, local banking institutions could provide alternative delivery channels such 

as ATMs in public places like shopping malls and recreational centers. This facility will not only 

                                                             
42 Chang (2003), p. 2; and Gallup Consulting (2008) as cited in Hassan et al (2010), p. 2618. 
43 Bruene (2002) as cited in Hassan et al (2010), p. 2719. 
44 Halperin (2001) as cited in Baten and Kamil (2010), p. 3. 
45 Kamel (2005), p. 305; and Nath et al (2001), p. 21. 
46 Ombati et al (2010), pp. 161-162.  
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satisfy the demands of customers with respect to time and convenience of location, but also 

reduce the costs incurred by banking institutions in serving their customers.47 Electronic 

payment systems like E-Cash and CyberCash are some of the other new services made possible 

by the advent of electronic banking.48  

Even though many customers now access banking services electronically, the location of 

banking facilities could still have implications for customers’ access to banking services. For 

instance, it has been observed that accessibility to banking facilities is improved when banking 

institutions establish new branches.49 The availability of large branch networks is one of the 

main factors which influence customers’ choice of banking institutions.50 This is because, the 

convenient location of bank branches makes it easy for customers to access banking services.51 

Convenient location and access to both staff and management are two of the four main criteria on 

which customers evaluate their relationship with their banking institutions.52 In addition, location 

factors such as choosing a bank close to the home or workplace, other services provided, and 

convenience are important determinants of customers’ choice of banking institutions.53 Thus, in 

wake of the fact that location factors remain crucial to customers’ choice of banking services in 

spite of the advent of electronic banking, it is prudent to examine whether or not mobile home 

residents have access to banking services given the relative location of manufactured housing 

and banking facilities. 

  

                                                             
47 Jantan et al (1998), pp. 19-20 & 29-30. 
48 Ali et al (2007), pp. 9-11. 
49 Evanoff (1988), p. 201. 
50 Maiyaki (2011), p. 255. 
51 Rehman and Ahmed (2008), p. 156. 
52 Bathula and Selvarajah (2001), p. 4. 
53 Rao and Sharma (2008). 
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CHAPTER 2 

2.0 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Research Problem 

Only a few studies have examined location and accessibility relationships between 

manufactured housing and communal facilities. However, none of the identified literature has 

explored location and accessibility relationships between manufactured housing and banking 

facilities in particular. These relationships are important because the relative location of 

manufactured housing and banking facilities could have implications for the ability of mobile 

home residents to access banking facilities. Access to banking facilities is an equity issue 

according to the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) of 1977. As a result, a thorough study is 

needed to fill this void in existing research. 

 

2.2 Research Objectives 

a. To examine the relative location of manufactured housing and banking facilities in Tuscaloosa 

County, Alabama. 

b. To determine the demographic characteristics of residents of manufactured homes. 

c. To determine whether or not mobile home residents have access to banking facilities. 
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2.3 Research Questions 

The research questions are based on the research objectives and they include the following: 

a. Where are manufactured homes located in Tuscaloosa County? 

b. Where are banking facilities located in Tuscaloosa County? 

c. What is the relationship between the locations of manufactured housing and banking facilities? 

f. What are the age categories of heads of mobile home households? 

e. What is the work status of mobile home household heads? 

g. Do residents of manufactured homes have access to banking facilities? 

 

2.4 Research Methods and Data Acquisition 

2.4.0 Choice of Study Area 

This research is based on a case study of Tuscaloosa County, Alabama. Tuscaloosa 

County was chosen as the study area because it has an appreciable number of mobile homes. 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, an estimated 10,237 mobile homes were located in 

Tuscaloosa County in the year 2000 out of 71,429 total housing units. The county which 

encompasses 1,336 square miles, is the second largest in the state of Alabama. Located in the 

west central part of the state, the county stretches from the Cumberland Plateau to the East Gulf 

Plain physiographic sections of the Atlantic Plain region, resulting in a diverse geography that is 
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forested and hilly in the northeast, and low-lying and swampy in the southwest.54 Like the rest of 

the state, Tuscaloosa County has a predominantly rural character, making it generally conducive 

for the siting of mobile homes.55 

2.4.1 Location and Suitability Analyses of Manufactured Housing 

Data on the location of mobile homes was obtained from the works of Miller (2008) as 

well as from other sources. The location of single-sited manufactured housing was mostly 

derived by identifying the shapes of mobile homes from a countywide digital orthoimagery 

obtained from the U.S. Department of Agriculture Geospatial Data Gateway website (2009 

National Agricultural Imagery Program Mosaic). The identified locations were digitized in 

ArcGIS. The mobile home communities obtained from MH Village Incorporated were located in 

Google Earth, stored as Kml files, and displayed in Microsoft Excel as (X,Y) coordinates. They 

were then displayed as (X,Y) coordinates in ArcGIS. In order to distinguish between single-sited 

manufactured housing units and manufactured housing communities, and to determine 

specifically where manufactured housing is located within the census tracts, a new method of 

spatial analysis which involves the creation of shapefiles of mobile home locations was carried 

out in a Geographical Information System (GIS) environment.  

Much evidence shows that even though numerous GIS suitability analyses regarding the 

location of housing have been carried out in the past, there have been very few, if any prior 

attempts at applying these in the analysis of the location of manufactured housing in Tuscaloosa 

County. Towards addressing this, the analysis by Svatos and Doucette (n.d.), which used GIS to 

distinguish areas in Delaware that had the potential to support affordable housing, could prove to 

                                                             
54 Siebenthaler (2007). 
55 Phillips (2001). 
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be a useful template. The study by Svatos and Doucette (n.d.) became necessary because the 

Delaware Rural Housing Consortium (DRHC) had come out with a plan to build affordable 

housing units for 750 families. In 2002, the DHRC was completing its current three year plan 

and initiating its plan for the next years (2003 – 2005). It was therefore prudent to determine 

which areas were most suited for the project. Svatos and Doucette (n.d.) employed various 

techniques in ArcGIS and Spatial Analyst to analyze nine variables recognized as important 

indicators of where affordable housing units were likely to be sited. The median age of housing 

stock and recent construction were regarded as important indicators of an area’s level of need for 

affordable housing, because high levels of both older stock of available housing units and recent 

construction indicate that an area has a great potential for more housing units. Income levels, the 

percentage of a population paying more than 30% of their income as rent, and the percentage of 

housing that is rental, were also included because they all have implications for people’s ability 

to afford the available housing stock. Based on the fact that rural areas have sparse population 

densities and few opportunities, the study assumed that affordable housing should be located 

near existing urban areas. The study also included variables such as land use, water availability, 

proximity to current developed areas, and population density due to the state of Delaware’s 

program called “Livable Delaware” which seeks to confine urban growth within designated 

urban growth boundaries.56 

The study by Svatos and Doucette (n.d.) ranked the nine variables to determine three 

levels of suitability namely low, moderate, and high. To achieve the desired results, each variable 

was ascribed a value based on a subjective evaluation of its importance to locating suitable areas. 

Based on the assumption that affordable housing should be located near existing urban areas, the 

                                                             
56 Svatos and Doucette (n.d.), pp. 1-3. 
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study ascribed the highest values to close distances to water service and town boundary as well 

as to high population density. For income, it was determined that the greater the percentage of 

residents earning income below $35,000, the higher the level of need for affordable housing, and 

thus, the higher the value ascribed to it. It was also determined that the higher the percentage of 

residents paying more than 30% of their income as rent, and the greater the percentage of owner-

occupied housing, the higher the level of need for affordable housing, and thus, the higher the 

value ascribed to it. Finally, it was determined that the greater the median age of housing stock, 

and the higher the levels of recent construction, the greater an area’s potential for affordable 

housing, and thus the higher the value ascribed to it. After the ranking of the variables, a single 

polygon feature class was used to represent each of the variables employed in the analysis, and a 

field was created in the attribute table of each of the feature classes to contain the assigned 

values. Relevant census data were joined to Topologically Integrated Geographic Encoding and 

Referencing (TIGER) files for census block groups. A raster file of cells thirty meters on each 

side was created by means of ArcGIS, once all the values had been entered. Finally, the grids 

were summed up to derive a final suitability grid using Spatial Analyst. Output maps were then 

created for both Kent and Sussex counties to show suitable and unsuitable areas.57 

In order to aid the analysis of the location of manufactured housing within Tuscaloosa 

County, a GIS suitability analysis based on a modified version of what Svatos and Doucette 

(n.d.) used in analyzing the suitability of land for affordable housing in Delaware was carried out 

in this study. The analysis sought to find out whether or not mobile homes were located out of 

place given the fact that most identified mobile homes were located in outlying census tracts or 

outside the limits of major cities. A total of 10 variables were used to determine suitable 

                                                             
57 Ibid, pp. 1-5. 
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locations for manufactured housing. Recent construction, which was one of the variables 

employed in the analysis by Svatos and Doucette (n.d.), was excluded from this analysis because 

of a lack of data. The new variables introduced in the model were distances from sewer lines and 

banking facilities, respectively. Distance from sewer lines is an important consideration, 

particularly when it comes to deciding where to site a trailer park. Distance from banking 

facilities was introduced into the model since this study looks specifically at spatial relationships 

between manufactured housing and banking facilities. Other variables included land use, 

proximity to city boundary, distance from water service, population density, income (i.e. 

percentage of population earning less than the 2009 median household income for Tuscaloosa 

County), percentage of population paying more than 30% of their income as gross rent, median 

year of housing stock, and the percentage of renter-occupied housing.  

Land use was considered as one of the variables because existing land use categories such 

as urban, vegetation, and water are crucial when it comes to deciding where to site mobile 

homes. Proximity to city boundary was chosen as a variable because, zoning restrictions have 

implications for where mobile homes can be sited. Many municipalities continue to suffer 

shortages of open spaces for trailer parks because of zoning restrictions which usually prohibit 

manufactured housing units from being located within city limits. These restrictions enhance the 

power of park operators, causing them to increase rents as demand for lots exceeds the available 

supply.58 Distance from water service was also considered as a variable because, mobile homes 

need water lines. Population density was included as a variable because rural and unincorporated 

areas, as well as areas outside the limits of major cities, which are considered as suitable 

locations for mobile homes, usually have low population densities. The percentage of households 

                                                             
58 Hart and Morgan (1995), pp. 44-45. 
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earning less than the 2009 median household income for Tuscaloosa County can be a good 

indicator of the need for affordable housing because generally, low income households need 

affordable housing more than the rest of the population. The percentage of residents paying more 

than 30% of their income as gross rent can also be a good indicator of the need for affordable 

housing because, housing which costs 30% or less of household income is considered to be 

affordable.59 The median year of housing stock has implications for which areas are most in need 

of housing stock, because it is a good indicator of the type and quality of homes.60 The 

percentage of renter-occupied housing can also give an indication about the housing needs of a 

community.61 

Data on land use was obtained from the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 2001 

National Land Cover Dataset (NLCD). Also, data on income (i.e. percentage of population 

earning less than the 2009 median household income for Tuscaloosa County), percentage of 

population paying more than 30% of their income as gross rent, median year of housing stock, 

and the percentage of renter-occupied housing were obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau 

(2000) and the American Community Survey (2009). Shapefiles of water and sewer lines were 

obtained from the City of Tuscaloosa Information Technology Department – GIS Division 

(2011) while those for banking facilities were created from a year 2010/2011 phonebook and 

SuperMedia LLC (2010). The “measure tool” in ArcGIS was used to determine the respective 

distances from the weighted mean center of each census tract to the nearest water line, sewer 

line, banking facility, and boundary of the Tuscaloosa City zoning layer. In terms of GIS analysis 

of the aforementioned variables, vector and raster are the two main data models in use. While 

                                                             
59 Habitat for Humanity (2006). 
60 ACT Rochester (2011). 
61 Texas Department of Home and Community Affairs (2011). 
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vector data models identify locations by means of discrete objects, raster data models do so by 

means of a continuous surface or grid, which shows the characteristics of phenomena at all 

locations within the study area. The vector approach was employed in this analysis because, 

while it does not have the details of raster approaches, it can be easily applied using standard 

data. Since most of the available data was in vector form, no data conversion was required. 

Coupled with this is the fact that the graphic output from a vector data model is generally more 

aesthetically pleasing. Just about any real world feature can be represented by means of a vector 

data model as it largely ensures an accurate geographic location of the data.62 

Based on observations of the ten variables employed in this study and existing literature, 

the following assumptions were made: 

1. Forest areas are more suitable for the location of mobile homes than urban areas, since a lot of 

rural and unincorporated areas which have a high potential for the location of mobile homes are 

actually forest areas. 

2. Water, wetlands, and open lands are least suitable for the location of mobile homes since these 

areas are generally uninhabitable. 

3. Areas outside city boundaries are generally suitable for the location of mobile homes due to 

strict zoning ordinances which normally provide the authority for the differential treatment of 

mobile homes. 

3. Areas close to water lines, sewer lines, and banking facilities are most suitable for the location 

of mobile home communities, since these trailer parks generally conform to certain planning 

standards, while the reverse is true for single-sited mobile homes. 

                                                             
62 Buckley (1997), pp. 27-30. 
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4. Areas of low population density are more suitable for the location of mobile homes than areas 

of high population density as single-sited mobile homes are usually sited in rural areas, while 

mobile home communities are mostly sited in less urbanized areas outside the limits of major 

cities. 

5. Low income areas are more suitable for the location of mobile homes, since mobile homes are 

a major source of affordable housing. 

6.  The greater the percentage of residents in an area paying more than 30% of their income for 

rent, the more the area is in need of affordable housing including mobile homes. 

7. The older the median year of housing stock in an area, the greater its level of need for new 

housing stock. 

8. The higher the percentage of renter-occupied housing in an area, the greater its level of need 

for affordable homes. 

Based on the above assumptions and existing literature, three levels of suitability and 

values were decided upon (See Tables 1 and 2). Values of 3 were assigned to those with high 

potential to support the location of mobile homes, 2 to those with moderate potential, and 1 to 

those with low potential. The attribute table of the census tracts, which had been joined with the 

income and demographic data, was opened in Microsoft Excel. A field was then created in the 

attribute table of each feature class to contain the values to be assigned to it. The various values 

assigned to the variables were then summed up to derive final suitability. Tables 3, 4, and 5 show 

the manufactured housing suitability analyses (See Appendix B: pp. 72-76). Using ArcGIS, the 

Excel sheet containing the final suitability was joined to the year 2000 census tracts TIGER 

shapefile for Tuscaloosa County and the final maps were created. With the exception of distance 
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from banking facilities, the values for all the other variables were based on the work of Svatos 

and Doucette (n.d.). For distance from banking facilities, the values assigned were based on the 

CRA which entreats all deposit-accepting financial institutions to offer equal access to lending, 

investment, and services to everyone in their catchment areas – at least three to five miles from 

each branch. 

Table 1. Values assigned to single-sited manufactured housing suitability variables 

Variable  Values  
 1 2 3 
Land Use (LU) Water Urban Forest 
Proximity to City Boundary (PCB) < 1 mile 1-3 miles > 3 miles 
*Distance from Water Service (DWS) In service area 

(ISA) 
< 0.5 mile > 0.5 mile 

*Distance from Sewer Lines (DSL) In service area 
(ISA) 

< 0.5 mile > 0.5 mile 

*Distance from Banking Facilities (DBF) < 3 miles 3-5 miles > 5 miles 
Population Density (PD) Upper 1/3 Middle 1/3 Low 1/3 
Percentage of Population Earning < Median 
Household Income (PMHY) 

< 20% 20-40% > 40% 

Percentage of Population Paying > 30% Income 
as Gross Rent (PGR) 

< 20% 20-40% > 40% 

Median Year of Housing Stock (MYH) Post 1980 1960-1980 Before 1960 
Percentage of Renter-occupied Housing (PRH) < 20% 20-40% > 40% 
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Table 2. Values assigned to suitability variables for manufactured housing communities 

Variable  Values  
 1 2 3 
Land Use (LU) Water Urban Forest 
Proximity to City Boundary (PCB) < 1 mile 1-3 miles > 3 miles 
*Distance from Water Service (DWS) > 0.5 mile < 0.5 mile In service area 

(ISA) 
*Distance from Sewer Lines (DSL) > 0.5 mile < 0.5 mile In service area 

(ISA) 
*Distance from Banking Facilities (DBF) > 5 miles 3-5 miles < 3 miles 
Population Density (PD) Upper 1/3 Middle 1/3 Low 1/3 
Percentage of Population Earning < Median 
Household Income (PMHY) 

< 20% 20-40% > 40% 

Percentage of Population Paying > 30% Income 
as Gross Rent (PGR) 

< 20% 20-40% > 40% 

Median Year of Housing Stock (MYH) Post 1980 1960-1980 Before 1960 
Percentage of Renter-occupied Housing (PRH) < 20% 20-40% > 40% 
 

Note: Variables with * before them have different values for the two tables. All other variables 

have the same values. Also, the abbreviations in the above tables are used to depict the variables 

and some of the values for the manufactured housing suitability analyses in appendix B (Tables 

3-5 on pp. 72-76). 

2.4.2 Location and Statistical Analyses of Banking Facilities 

Data on the location of banking facilities was obtained by means of geocoding from a 

year 2010-2011 phone book, as well as from SuperMedia LLC. These data were displayed as 

(X,Y) coordinates in ArcGIS after geocoding. In order to carry out an analysis of the 

competitiveness of banking institutions in Tuscaloosa County, the following assumptions were 

made based on the work of Miliotis et al. (2002): 

1. Competitiveness is expressed by a region’s market position. 
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2. The market position of a region can be determined based on its percentage of industrial 

establishments. 

A correlation model was developed to analyze the location of banking facilities in 

Tuscaloosa County. A correlation model can be used to show how the various factors involved in 

the location analysis of banking facilities are related.63 A correlation coefficient ranges between -

1 and 1, and measures the degree of linear relationship between variables. The closer the 

correlation coefficient is to 1 or -1, the stronger the degree of correlation; the closer it is to 0, the 

weaker the degree of correlation.64 To perform the various techniques under correlation and 

regression, the relevant data was opened and displayed using the Statistical Package for Social 

Sciences (SPSS). Data on demographic characteristics and accessibility to banking facilities was 

collected and compiled through a mail-out survey of mobile home residents. The responses from 

the survey were entered in Microsoft Excel, edited, coded, and graphed for analysis. 

 

2.5 Limitations 

The study expanded the scope of current research by updating and improving upon 

existing shapefiles which contain the locations of mobile homes using the most recent satellite 

imagery, but some mobile homes may still have been obscured by the leafy vegetation in the 

imagery as well as the imagery’s spatial resolution. Also, the findings of this research are only as 

reliable as the sources from which the data were derived. Thus, complete accuracy cannot be 

guaranteed due to factors such as the spatial resolution of the orthoimagery, the time of the year 

the orthoimagery was taken, and human error. In addition, the shapefiles for the single-sited 
                                                             
63 Creative Research Systems (2010). 
64 Easton and McColl (1997). 
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mobile homes and trailer parks were created separately. Thus, the possibility of omissions and 

duplication exist, even though utmost effort was made to minimize errors. Also, while great 

effort was made to include as many banking facilities as could be identified, the possibility exists 

that not all of those which fall within the research ambit of the study area were included in the 

analysis. This is due mostly to human error and the fact that these banking facilities were 

obtained from many different data sources such as a year 2010/2011 phone book and Super 

Media LLC, 2010. The possibility of the duplication of some of the banking facilities or 

branches involved in this study also exists, even though painstaking effort was made to minimize 

duplication. 

One limitation of the GIS suitability model is that it relies on average distances to city 

boundary, water service, sewer lines, and banking facilities, respectively. Distance is calculated 

by using the centroid of each census tract as the starting point for measuring distances to the 

respective points of interest. Thus, there may be overestimations or underestimations of distances 

from different areas of the various tracts. Another limitation of the suitability model is that in 

order to allow for easy analysis of land use categories alongside the other variables, one 

dominant land use was ascribed to each tract which implies that the different land use categories 

within each tract may not be captured properly. Finally, there were a relatively small number of 

respondents to the survey conducted as part of this research. Out of a total of 283 questionnaires 

that were mailed out, 34 were returned for wrong addresses while only 23 usable responses were 

received. The researcher could not do follow-up interviews primarily because of time and other 

resource constraints. 
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CHAPTER 3 

3.0 RESEARCH FINDINGS 

3.1 Location and Suitability Analyses of Manufactured Housing 

As stated in Chapter 1, manufactured homes are located either as single-sited units, or in 

manufactured housing communities.65 For the purpose of this research, a single-sited 

manufactured housing unit is defined to comprise just one individual housing unit while a 

manufactured housing community is defined to comprise at least ten individual housing units. 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, an estimated 10,237 mobile homes were located in 

Tuscaloosa County in the year 2000, representing 14.3% of the total housing stock in the county. 

These mobile home units were mostly located in the outlying census tracts of the county. As 

Figure 2 shows, outlying census tracts contain more mobile homes than census tracts located in 

the middle of the county which include the cities of Tuscaloosa and Northport. 

                                                             
65 Miller (2008), p. 34. 
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Figure 2. Manufactured housing units per census tract in Tuscaloosa County66 

 

Manufactured homes are randomly distributed throughout Tuscaloosa County. Even 

though there is a noticeable pattern of clustering among single-sited manufactured housing, a fair 

amount of them appear isolated from each other. Single-sited manufactured housing units are 

mostly found in the outlying census tracts, and are clustered in the northwestern and southeastern 

parts of the county (Figure 3). 

  

                                                             
66 Compiled from U.S. Census Bureau (2000). 
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Figure 3. Location of single-sited manufactured housing in Tuscaloosa County67 

 

Figure 4 shows that the majority of manufactured housing communities are located in the 

central part of the county with a few others in the southern, eastern, and western parts. 

Manufactured housing communities are scarce in the northeastern part of the county, and are 

mostly located outside the Tuscaloosa and Northport city limits. Even though there is clustering 

among some of them, a fair number of manufactured housing communities appear isolated from 

each other. 

  

                                                             
67 Compiled from U.S. Census Bureau (2010) and NAPP (2009). 
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Figure 4. Location of manufactured housing communities in Tuscaloosa County68 

 

A total of 1,703 single-sited manufactured housing units were identified in the study area. 

Data obtained from MH Village Incorporated (2010) showed that there were 54 manufactured 

housing communities in Tuscaloosa County and that obtained from the West Alabama Regional 

Commission (2011) showed that there were 56 manufactured housing communities. However, a 

total of 45 were actually identified based on the October 4, 2010 satellite imagery in Google 

Earth. Some of the manufactured housing communities appeared to have been cleared as of this 

date while a few others may have been obscured from view by the dense vegetation cover. The 

                                                             
68 Compiled from U.S. Census Bureau (2010) and MH Village Incorporated (2010). 
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number of trailer parks that were identified outside the city limits (particularly outside the 

Tuscaloosa and Northport city limits) is shown in Table 6 below:  

Table 6. Number of manufactured housing communities outside city limits69 

City Limits Number of Identified Trailer Parks 
Buhl 1 
Coaling 1 
Coker 2 
Cottondale 12 
Duncanville 3 
Elrod 1 
Holt 1 
Northport 7 
Tuscaloosa 14 
Vance 2 
Woodstock 1 
 

Based on the October 4, 2010 satellite imagery in Google Earth, a rough count was made 

to determine the approximate number of mobile homes in each of the manufactured housing 

communities. The total number was 2,525. Given the fact that a total of 1,703 single-sited mobile 

homes and 2,525 individual mobile home units within the manufactured housing communities 

were identified, the total number of identified mobile homes was 4,228. This represents a sharp 

decline from the 10,237 mobile homes identified by the U.S. Census Bureau in the year 2000. 

However, due to the unavailability of the most recent data, it is not completely clear if this sharp 

decline was merely due to the spatial resolution of the orthoimagery and vegetation which may 

have blurred some of the mobile homes from view, or if there is actually a growing decline in the 

number of mobile homes in Tuscaloosa County.  

 

                                                             
69 Compiled from Google Earth (2010) and MH Village Incorporated (2010). 
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As explained in Chapter 2, a suitability analysis was performed as part of the process of 

analyzing the location of manufactured housing in Tuscaloosa County. For single-sited mobile 

homes, a range of values from 16 to 24 covered the entire geographical area. The Natural Breaks 

(Jenks) under the Symbology tab in ArcGIS classified these values into the following ranges: 

areas of low suitability – 16 to 18; areas of moderate suitability – 18.000001 to 21; and areas of 

high suitability – 21.000001 to 24 (Figure 5). 

Figure 5.Land suitability map for the location of single-sited manufactured housing  

 

It is evident that areas which have low potential to support the location of single-sited 

manufactured housing are mostly found in the central part of the county. Areas which have 
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moderate suitability are found in the central and south-eastern parts of the county. The outlying 

census tracts have high suitability to support the location of single-sited manufactured housing. 

Superimposing Figure 3 on Figure 5, it is clear that generally single-sited manufactured housing 

units are located where they are moderately or highly suited, which tend to be rural locations 

(Figure 6). 

Figure 6. Location of single-sited manufactured housing units on land suitability map 

 

The suitability analysis performed to analyze the location and distribution of 

manufactured housing communities in Tuscaloosa County gave a range of values from 16 to 25. 

The Natural Breaks (Jenks) under the Symbology tab in ArcGIS classified these values into the 
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following ranges: areas of low suitability – 16 to 18; areas of moderate suitability – 18.000001 to 

21; and areas of high suitability – 21.000001 to 25 (Figure 7). 

Figure 7. Land suitability map for the location of manufactured housing communities  

 

From Figure 7, it is evident that areas which have low potential to support the location of 

manufactured housing communities are mostly found in outlying census tracts in the northern, 

western, and southern parts part of the county. Areas with moderate potential are found in the 

central and eastern parts of the county. The central part of the county also has the highest 

potential to support the location of manufactured housing communities. Superimposing Figure 4 

on Figure 7, it is clear that even though an appreciable number of manufactured housing 
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communities are located where they are least suited, the majority of them are located where they 

are moderately or highly suited, which tend to be less rural locations areas than the locations of 

single-sited manufactured housing (Figure 8). 

Figure 8. Location of manufactured housing communities on land suitability map 

 

Overall, it is evident that manufactured housing in Tuscaloosa County is generally 

located in less urbanized areas where they are suited. The location patterns of mobile homes 

could be attributed to zoning restrictions in the more urbanized areas. Alabama is one of the few 

states which does not have laws governing the placement of manufactured housing units.70 This 

                                                             
70 Michie (2002) as cited in Miller (2008), p. 19. 
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leaves local governments within the state with the power to regulate the placement of 

manufactured housing in their jurisdictions. Tuscaloosa’s regulations relating to the placement of 

manufactured housing are outlined in Section 15 of the city’s code of ordinances.71 No single-

sited mobile homes are allowed inside the city limits, but these are allowed in the Tuscaloosa 

police jurisdiction subject to the city’s ordinance. Single-sited manufactured housing within 

Tuscaloosa County is largely a rural phenomenon, while manufactured housing communities are 

more prevalent in more developed areas. This pattern can be explained by the land-use zoning 

regulations involving manufactured housing in Tuscaloosa City, the largest urban area in the 

county. These regulations favor manufactured housing only if it appears in a mobile home park 

in outlying areas.72 

Tuscaloosa’s recent zoning ordinance has restricted further the placement of mobile 

homes inside the city limits. This ordinance prohibits any person from constructing, altering, or 

extending a mobile home park within the Tuscaloosa city limits and police jurisdiction unless he 

or she has a specific permit for these purposes. Chapter 6 of the Code of Tuscaloosa governs all 

applications relating to the permit for the construction, alteration, or extension of a mobile home 

park, and forbids any building official from issuing a permit unless the planning director or his 

authorized representative confirms that the proposed layout is in conformity with the standards 

described in the code. Also, it does not allow a permit to be issued to a prospective developer 

unless the fee specified in this chapter has been paid. The prospective mobile home developer 

                                                             
71 Tuscaloosa City Code of Ordinances (1983). 
72 Ibid. 
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has the additional responsibility of obtaining permits for the construction of permanent buildings, 

gas lines, electrical lines, and plumbing facilities.73 

 

3.2 Location and Statistical Analyses of Banking Facilities 

A total of 32 banks, 14 credit unions, and 48 fringe financial institutions (i.e. pawnshops, 

rent-to-owns, cheque-cashers, pay-day lenders, etc.), with a combined total of 191 branches, 

were identified in the study area. The 32 banks had a combined total of 85 branches. The 14 

credit unions had 39 branches in all, while the 48 fringe financial institutions had a combined 

total of 67 branches. There is a highly uneven distribution of banking facilities within Tuscaloosa 

County. Most banking facilities tend to be located in the central part of the county within the 

Tuscaloosa and Northport city limits. A few others are located in suburbs like Brookwood, 

Windham Springs, McCalla, Moundville, and Vance (Figure 9 and Table 8). Generally, the 

banking facilities are clustered in the Tuscaloosa and Northport city limits, and scattered across 

the northern, southern, and eastern parts of the county. These regions are associated with high 

rates of urban growth within the Tuscaloosa Metropolitan Statistical Area and also come under 

the area of influence of the fast growing Birmingham-Hoover Metropolitan Statistical Area. No 

banking facilities were found in the western part of the county which borders Pickens and 

Greene counties, two regions which experienced declining population growth rates over the past 

decade. Between the years 2000 and 2010, population growth rate declined by 5.7% in Pickens 

County and 9.3% in Greene County.74 

                                                             
73 Tuscaloosa City Code of Ordinances (2010). 
74 U.S. Census Bureau (2010). 
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Figure 9. Location of banking facilities in Tuscaloosa County75 

 

Table 8. Number of identified banking facilities by city limits76 

City Number of Identified 
Banking Facilities 

Number of Branches 

Brookwood 2 4 
Windham Springs 1 1 
McCalla 1 1 
Moundville 1 1 
Northport 40 42 
Tuscaloosa 80 140 
Vance 2 2 
 

                                                             
75 Compiled from Year 2010/2011 phonebook, pp. 88 – 89; and Super Media LLC (2010). 
76 Ibid. 
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 The distribution patterns of major and minor banking facilities within the county are not 

significantly different from the general trend. That is, most major and minor banking facilities 

are also located within the Tuscaloosa and Northport city limits, with a few others in suburbs like 

Brookwood and Vance (Figures 10 and 11).77 

Figure 10. Location of major banking facilities78 

 

                                                             
77 Ibid. 
78 Ibid. 
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Figure 11. Location of minor banking facilities79 

 

Appendix B (Table 9) summarizes the major banking facilities (i.e. banks) as well as the 

number of identified branches. From the table, it is evident that Regions Bank and The Bank of 

Tuscaloosa are the most prominent in Tuscaloosa County since they have the largest numbers of 

bank branches. The less prominent banks include AmSouth Bank, Bank of Moundville, Bank 

Trust of Alabama, BEAL Bank, Federal Land Bank Association, First Financial Bank, First 

National Bank, First State Bank of the South, Richard A Gaines, Sherry Jones, Marbut Pam, 

Robertson Banking Company, State Farm Bank, Superior Bank, and Woodforest Bank. 

Appendix B (Table 10) summarizes the minor banking facilities (i.e. credit unions and fringe 

                                                             
79 Ibid. 
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financial institutions) as well as the number of identified branches for each facility. From the 

table, it is evident that the credit unions are more prominent in Tuscaloosa County than fringe 

financial institutions. 

Based on the work of Miliotis et al. (2002), the following table was developed as a means 

of analyzing the location of banking facilities in Tuscaloosa County. As depicted in Table 11, 

generally, the higher the population density, per capita income, and number of industrial 

establishments, the higher the number of identified banking facilities in an area. Banking 

facilities tend to be located in the most urbanized portions of the county such as the Tuscaloosa 

and Northport county subdivisions. 

Table 11. Tuscaloosa County subdivision demographic and economic data 

Region 
(Census 
County 
Subdivisions) 

Name Population 
density (per 
square mile) 

Per 
Capita 
Income 
($) 

No of 
industrial 
establishments 
(%) 

No of 
branches of 
identified 
banking 
facilities  

1 Abernant 19.97 18,103 4.37 1 
2 Big Sandy-

Duncanville 
8.71 17,476 5.11 1 

3 Brookwood 3.58 16,176 2.11 4 
4 Coaling-

Vance 
9.66 17,175 4.22 2 

5 Coker 8.16 15,669 1.77 0 
6 Elrod-Moores 

Bridge -
Echola 

1.98 26,372 0.72 0 

7 Fosters 3.53 15,348 1.58 0 
8 Northport 44.66 20,547 16.20 42 
9 Samantha 3.96 18,216 2.42 0 
10 Tuscaloosa 108.49 19,103 59.53 140 
11 Windham 

Springs 
1.64 21,721 1.97 1 

 



43 
 

From Table 12, it is evident that the statistical analysis showed the strongest correlation 

of 0.996 between the number of industrial establishments and the number of branches of 

identified banking facilities. Population density also has a strong correlation of 0.984 with the 

number of branches of identified banking facilities, while per capita income has the weakest 

correlation of 0.087. Thus, the highest variance of 99.2% (i.e. the square of 0.996) in the number 

of branches of identified banking facilities was accounted for by the number of industrial 

establishments. Also, 96.83% (i.e. the square of 0.984) of the variance was accounted for by 

population density while only 0.76% (i.e. the square of 0.087) was accounted for by per capita 

income. 

Table 12. Correlation analysis80 

 

                                                             
80 Compiled from US Census Bureau (2000); Miliotis et al. (2002), p. 560; Year 2010/2011 phonebook, pp. 88-89;   
and Super Media LLC (2010). 
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The implication is that the number of industrial establishments is the strongest indicator 

of the number of branches of identified banking facilities in Tuscaloosa County. As shown in 

Figure 12, there is a positive correlation between the number of industrial establishments and the 

number of branches of identified banking facilities. 

Figure 12. Regression graph81 

 

Using the information in Table 11, and based on the assumptions that were made about 

the competitiveness of banking institutions, it is evident that the Tuscaloosa County Subdivision 

which has the highest percentage of industrial establishments has the highest level of 

competiveness, while the Elrod-Moores Bridge –Echola County Subdivision which has the 

lowest percentage of industrial establishments has the lowest level of competitiveness. This 

implies that regions which have many identified banking facilities in Tuscaloosa County 

generally have high levels of competitiveness as opposed to regions with few or no banking 

                                                             
81 Ibid. 
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facilities at all which have low levels of competitiveness. Competiveness is associated with 

urban growth and thus, regions where most banking facilities were identified were also found to 

have some of the highest rates of urban growth in Tuscaloosa County. 

 

3.3 Location Relationships Between Manufactured Housing and Banking Facilities 

Most single-sited manufactured housing is located in the north-western and south-eastern 

parts of Tuscaloosa County. Manufactured housing communities are centrally located (just 

outside the limits of major cities like Tuscaloosa and Northport). On the other hand, most 

banking facilities are located in the central part of the county within the city limits of Tuscaloosa 

and Northport. There seems to be a random distribution of manufactured housing within the 

county. Even though some of the single-sited mobile homes appear clustered together, a 

considerable number of them also appear to be isolated from each other. The banking facilities 

on the other hand are mostly clustered within the city limits of Tuscaloosa and Northport, with a 

few isolated ones appearing in suburbs like Windham Springs, Brookwood, Vance, and McCalla. 

Thus, mobile homes tend to be located in less urbanized areas, while banking facilities tend to be 

located in more urbanized areas (Figures 13 and 14). 

A GIS suitability analysis showed that mobile homes in Tuscaloosa County are generally 

located in less urbanized areas where they are suited, having been confined to their locations by 

zoning restrictions in the more urbanized areas. For the banking facilities, a correlation analysis 

showed that the number of industrial establishments has the strongest positive correlation with 

the number of branches of identified banking facilities. A spatial mismatch was found between 

the locations of manufactured housing and banking facilities. Banking facilities are generally not 
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located in areas with low population density, low income, and low levels of competitiveness, 

where mobile homes are located (Figures 13 and 14). 

Figure 13. Relative location of single-sited manufactured housing and banking facilities82 

 

 

  

                                                             
82 Compiled from US Census Bureau (2000); NAPP (2009); Year 2010/2011 phone book, pp. 88-89; and Super 
Media LLC (2010). 
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Figure 14. Relative location of manufactured housing communities and banking facilities83 

 

3.4 Demographic and Economic Characteristics of Manufactured Housing Residents 

As already mentioned, a survey of mobile home residents was carried out to determine 

respondents’ demographic characteristics and accessibility to banking facilities. However, 

because of the relatively small number of respondents to the survey which may not necessarily 

be a representative sample size, the results are not completely reliable. Survey results on income 

                                                             
83 Ibid. 
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were left out of the analysis as they were not robust enough because they did not correlate 

logically with some of the other results such as monthly rental or mortgage payments.  

Most respondents (approximately 74%) have lived in mobile homes for less than 5 years 

(Figure 15). 

Figure 15. Length of stay in mobile homes84 

 

A majority of household heads (approximately 57%) are between the ages of 46 and 65 

years, while approximately 14% are 65+ years old (Figure 16). 

  

                                                             
84 Manufactured Housing Survey (2010). 
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Figure 16. Age categories of mobile home household heads85 

 

Concerning work status, approximately 58% of household heads are working, while 42% 

are not working (Figure 17).  

  

                                                             
85 Ibid. 

18-24 
0% 

25-35 
19% 

36-45 
10% 

46-55 
33% 

56-65 
24% 

65+ 
14% 

Percentage 



50 
 

Figure 17. Work status of mobile home household heads86 

 

With regard to monthly rental or mortgage costs, approximately 42% pay less than $400 

a month (Figure 18).  

 

  

                                                             
86 Ibid. 
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Figure 18. Monthly rental or mortgage payment87 

 

All the respondents use banking services. Most respondents use credit unions as shown in 

Figure 19. 

  

                                                             
87 Ibid. 
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Figure 19. Use of credit unions and banks88 

 

Respondents listed the following as banking services used: checking and savings 

accounts, loans, debit and credit cards, direct deposits, online bill payments, receipt of monthly 

statements, and payment for online purchases. Regardless of the spatial mismatch between the 

locations of manufactured housing and banking facilities, an overwhelming majority of 

respondents have received a loan from a banking institution as shown in Figure 20. 

  

                                                             
88 Ibid. 
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Figure 20. Use of loans by mobile home residents89 

 

 

Among the respondents who have never received a loan, 50% said they did not need a 

loan, while the remaining 50% said they could not go for a loan from a banking institution 

because they did not have bank accounts. Respondents who had gone in for loans indicated the 

following as the main purpose of the loans: home and home improvement, car, land, personal 

and general purpose, motorcycle, building up good credit, paying off other loans, lowering 

interest rate, and purchasing needed appliances. A majority of respondents (60%) had gone in for 

a home or home improvement loan either alone or together with other types of loans. An 

overwhelming 91% of residents own their home as shown in Figure 21.  

                                                             
89 Ibid. 
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Figure 21. Tenure status of mobile home residents90 

 

 

Based on the results of the survey, it is fair to conclude that notwithstanding the spatial 

mismatch between the locations of manufactured housing and banking facilities, residents of 

manufactured housing have access to banking facilities.  

  

                                                             
90 Ibid. 
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CHAPTER 4 

4.0 CONCLUSIONS 

This study has examined location and accessibility relationships between manufactured 

housing and banking facilities in Tuscaloosa County, Alabama. The research was beneficial 

because it dealt with an equity issue: whether or not mobile home residents have access to 

banking facilities given the relative location of manufactured housing and banking facilities. The 

study revealed that whereas single-sited manufactured housing tends to be located in rural areas 

mostly in the north-western and south-eastern parts of the county, manufactured housing 

communities are located more in the less urbanized areas in the central part of the county outside 

the Tuscaloosa and Northport city limits. The study also revealed that most banking facilities in 

Tuscaloosa County are located in the central part of the county but within the more urbanized 

areas in the Tuscaloosa and Northport city limits. Manufactured housing is randomly distributed 

throughout Tuscaloosa County. Even though there is a noticeable pattern of clustering among 

some single-sited manufactured housing units, a fair amount of them appear isolated from each 

other. The banking facilities on the other hand are mostly clustered within the Tuscaloosa and 

Northport city limits. A spatial mismatch was found between the locations of manufactured 

housing and banking facilities. It is therefore evident that branches of banking facilities are 

generally not located where most mobile home residents live.  

Geographical Information System (GIS) and statistical techniques were employed to 

analyze the relative location of manufactured housing and banking facilities. Ten variables, 
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namely land use, proximity to city boundary, distance from water service, distance from sewer 

lines, distance from banking facilities, population density, income (i.e. percentage of population 

earning less than the 2009 median household income for Tuscaloosa County), percentage of 

population paying more than 30% of their income as gross rent, median year of housing stock, 

and the percentage of renter-occupied housing, were employed in a GIS model to determine the 

areas which have the highest potential to support the location of mobile homes in Tuscaloosa 

County. The study showed that mobile homes are generally sited in less urbanized areas where 

they are suited, having been zoned out of the more urbanized areas. For the banking facilities, 

spatial characteristics such as population density and number of industrial establishments were 

found to be strongly correlated with the number of identified branches, with the number of 

industrial establishments having the strongest correlation. A regression graph plotted showed a 

positive relationship between the number of industrial establishments and the number of 

branches of identified banking facilities. Regions where banking facilities are located were found 

to have high population densities, high per capita income, and high levels of competiveness 

while those where mobile homes are located were found to have low population densities, low 

per capita income, and low levels of competitiveness. 

Based on the results of a survey of mobile home residents carried out as part of this study, 

it was evident that a majority of household heads (approximately 57%) are between the ages of 

46 and 65 years, while 14% are 65+ years old. It was also found that approximately 58% of 

household heads are working, while 42% are not working. Although there is a spatial mismatch 

between the locations of manufactured housing and banking facilities, all the respondents use 

banking facilities. Fifty-six percent of respondents use credit unions and 44% use banks. 

Respondents listed the following as banking services used: checking and savings accounts, loans, 
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debit and credit cards, direct deposits, online bill payments, receipt of monthly statements, and 

payment for online purchases. A small percentage of respondents (approximately 9%) have 

never received a loan from a banking institution, while 91% of respondents have. An 

overwhelming 91% of residents own their home, while 9% of residents rent theirs. Also, as many 

as 60% of those who use loans have gone in for a home or home improvement loan either alone 

or together with other loans. 

Access to banking facilities is an equity issue according to the Community Reinvestment 

Act (CRA) of 1977. Based on the results of the survey, it is fair to conclude that residents of 

manufactured housing have access to banking facilities regardless of the spatial mismatch 

between the locations of manufactured housing and banking facilities. This implies that one does 

not necessarily have to live in close proximity to a banking facility in order to access banking 

services. This is especially true in wake of the fact that banking institutions in recent years have 

adopted alternative and technologically advanced ways of dealing with their customers such as 

online banking and the use of automated teller machines.91 For instance, some of the respondents 

to the survey carried out in this study listed online bill payments and payment for online 

purchases as some of the banking services used. In addition, unlike aggregate accessibility, 

which is based on points such as homes or zones, space – time accessibility is based on where 

one can actually go given his or her means of travel, the freedom to move around, and time 

availability. Thus, even though one may live in a mobile home which is located away from 

banking facilities, he or she may spend most of the day working or shopping in the downtown 

area, which may be located close to banking facilities (since banking facilities are centrally 

located in relation to the total population of the county), and thus have a high level of 

                                                             
91 Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (2007). 
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accessibility to these facilities. Thus the spatial mismatch between the locations of manufactured 

housing and banking facilities has little or no relevance when it comes to enabling mobile home 

residents to access banking services in accordance with the CRA. Geographic distance has 

become less relevant today when it comes to accessing banking services.92 However, if one looks 

at aggregate accessibility which is based on points such as homes or zones, or topological 

accessibility which is based on travel distance or time, then manufactured housing residents will 

be placed at a disadvantage relative to residents of site-built homes when it comes to accessing 

banking facilities. 

Future research should investigate in greater depth the economic status of manufactured 

housing residents, especially with respect to how this status has been changing over time given 

the fact that manufactured housing has increasingly emerged over the years as one of the viable 

forms of housing available to potential homeowners. Also, investigating the changing quality of 

manufactured housing units can help to change the general negative perceptions associated with 

manufactured housing and its residents. In addition, future studies should compare the number of 

manufactured housing units in Tuscaloosa County over the years to see whether or not they have 

been declining over time. If they have, then a thorough investigation will be needed to ascertain 

why this is the case given the fact that manufactured housing has increasingly become an 

important part of the nation’s affordable housing stock. Other possible avenues for future 

research include examining location and accessibility relationships between manufactured 

housing and other communal facilities such as schools, hospitals, shopping centers, and postal 

services. 

 

                                                             
92 LeBoeuf (1987) as cited in Maiyaki (2010), p. 2. 
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APPENDIX A 

IRB Participant Information Sheet 

“Exploring Location and Accessibility Relationships Between Manufactured Housing and 

Banking Facilities in Tuscaloosa County, Alabama” 

You are invited to take part in a study conducted by Eric Yankson, from the Department 

of Geography & Planning of the University of Alabama. This research aims to find out the 

relative location of manufactured housing and banking facilities Tuscaloosa County, Alabama.  It 

also aims to determine whether or not residents of manufactured housing have access to banking 

facilities. 

Participation is completely voluntary. You are kindly being asked to take part in this 

study because your response is important to the findings of this research. If you agree to take part 

in this study, you will be asked to take a brief survey to find out the level of access of mobile 

home residents to banking services. The survey may take approximately 10 minutes.  

I will be happy to mail you the findings of this study at your request. However, choosing 

to take part in this study will not necessarily benefit you personally.  

The identities of volunteers will be kept confidential and your name is not required. The 

only descriptive information collected is the age, income level, and employment status of mobile 

home residents. 
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You may choose not to take part in this study at all or to stop at any time without any 

penalty. Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your relationship with the 

University of Alabama in any way. 

If you have questions about this study, kindly contact the researcher, Eric Yankson on 

205-239-0505 or eyankson@crimson.ua.edu or University of Alabama, Department of 

Geography and Planning, Box 870322, Tuscaloosa, AL 35487. The research supervisor, Dr. 

Appiah-Opoku may be reached on 205-348-2731 or sappiah@as.ua.edu or University of 

Alabama, Department of Geography and Planning, Box 870322, Tuscaloosa, AL 35487. The 

address locations are within Farrah Hall on campus.  If you have questions about your rights as a 

participant, please contact the Office for Research Compliance at the University of Alabama.  

Please detach and keep this letter for your records. 
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Manufactured Housing Survey, 2010 

Introduction: This is neither a government survey nor a profit-oriented project. Rather, the 

information gathered will be incorporated in a thesis titled, “Exploring Location and 

Accessibility Relationships Between Manufactured Housing and Banking Facilities in 

Tuscaloosa County, Alabama,” at the Department of Geography of the University of Alabama. 

The information collected is confidential and no direct references will be made to individual 

names as it will only be used for academic purposes. 

Current residents of manufactured or mobile homes 

1. How long have you lived here? 

 

2. Do you rent or own your home? 

 (a) Rent 

 (b) Own 
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3. Do you use banking services? 

(a) Yes 

(b) No 

 

4. If you answered yes to question 3 above, please list the banking services you use. 

 

 

 

 

5. If you answered no to question 3, why do you not use banking services? 

 

 

 

6. Have you ever received a loan from any banking institution? 

(a) Yes 

(b) No 
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7. If you answered yes to question 6, what was the purpose of the loan? 

 

 

 

8. If you answered no to question 6, please give reasons why you have never received a loan 

from any banking institution? 

 

 

 

 

9. Which of the following best describes your age category? 

 (a) 18 - 24 

(b) 25 - 35 

(c) 36 - 45 

(d) 46 - 55 

(e) 56 - 65 

(f) 65+ 
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10. Are you currently employed? 

(a) Yes 

(b) No 

 

11.  Please give a rough estimate of your monthly rental or mortgage cost. 

(a)Below $400 

(b) $401 - $500 

(c) $501 - $600 

(d) $601-$700 

(e) $701-$800 

(f) $801-$900 

(g) $901-$1000 

(h) More than $1000 
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12. Please give a rough estimate of your current household monthly income? 

(a) Less than $1,500 

(b) $1,500 - $2,999 

(c) $3,000 - $4,999 

(d) $5,000 - $7,499 

(e) 7,500 - $10,000 

(f) $10,000 - $14,999 

(g) $15,000 - $20,000 

(h) More than $20,000 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your time and input!!!!! 
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APPENDIX B 

Tables 

Table 3. Suitability analysis factors for manufactured housing93 

TRACTID LU PCB DWS DSL DBF MYH PRH 

PD (Per 
Square 
Mile) PMHY PGR 

101.01 Vegetation 0 1.3 ISA 2.42 1991 2.75 135.79 24.59 0 
101.02 Vegetation 8.46 4.43 10.95 6.03 1985 8.56 11.02 43.59 14.58 
101.03 Vegetation 13.1 6.58 13.85 10.49 1983 13.08 21.77 52.37 11.48 
102.01 Vegetation 5.04 1.92 6.7 2.62 1991 12.03 106.60 38.96 0 
102.02 Vegetation 2 1.24 3.07 1.51 1979 12.10 616.77 28.83 44.29 
102.03 Vegetation 1.95 1.51 3.49 2.67 1984 6.93 149.39 33.84 66.67 
102.04 Vegetation 0.98 ISA 1.22 1.45 1985 50.37 945.11 48.53 26.99 
103.01 Vegetation 3.62 3.51 4.46 4.62 1980 16.71 118.94 43.40 40.97 
103.02 Vegetation 4.11 5.78 5.1 7.03 1984 16.03 54.84 58.11 26.92 
103.03 Vegetation 9.03 7.83 7.29 8.75 1987 8.67 23.39 56.93 25 
104.03 Urban 1.25 0.69 1.27 0.41 1975 37.34 2052.69 63.02 50.19 
104.04 Urban 0.88 0.99 1.06 0.46 1964 50.42 1167.52 73.29 50 
104.05 Vegetation 0 ISA ISA 0.47 1992 12.00 394.79 42.53 39.02 
104.06 Urban 0 0.47 ISA 0.77 1984 12.64 933.01 26.40 62.44 
104.07 Urban 0 ISA ISA 0.53 1984 38.77 1837.40 52.60 65.11 
105 Vegetation 0.87 0.49 ISA 1.45 1970 35.59 837.10 72.98 51.54 
106.01 Vegetation 9.89 9.18 9.94 4.42 1985 12.78 23.95 50.21 47.89 
106.02 Vegetation 8.36 8.54 8.22 3.7 1992 8.76 134.06 44.18 44.95 
107.01 Vegetation 5.35 3.7 5.07 4.69 1990 9.37 61.85 49.60 19.16 
107.02 Vegetation 2.71 2.37 3.6 6.01 1983 11.36 70.95 48.89 23.72 
107.03 Vegetation 0.53 1.32 1.06 0.84 1982 14.53 38.47 51.76 25.24 
108.02 Vegetation 0 ISA ISA 2.08 1980 9.63 388.44 29.06 57.75 
108.03 Vegetation 0 ISA ISA 1.21 1979 45.70 1151.53 54.10 40.99 
108.04 Vegetation 0.25 ISA ISA 0.5 1971 19.75 1047.98 56.77 57.92 
112 Urban 0 0.76 ISA 0.3 1973 90.48 1036.54 92.50 30.92 
114 Urban 0 0.78 ISA 0.24 1973 73.72 7364.80 82.65 73.44 
                                                             
93Compiled from Svatos and Doucette (2002), p. 3; US Census Bureau (2000); and City of Tuscaloosa Information 
Technology Department – GIS Division (2011). 
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TRACTID LU PCB DWS DSL DBF MYH PRH 

PD (Per 
Square 
Mile) PMHY PGR 

116 Urban 0 0.39 ISA 0.34 1956 48.17 3382.46 78.12 42.52 
117.01 Urban 0 0.84 ISA 0.52 1960 51.88 4164.99 87.14 56.64 
117.03 Water 0.24 0.68 ISA 1.14 1969 35.89 1123.37 72.11 45.34 
118 Urban 0 ISA ISA 0.9 1960 39.91 2171.69 83.14 44.04 
119 Urban 0 0.72 ISA 0.44 1964 66.34 3905.08 80.55 50.56 
120 Urban 0 0.52 ISA 0.17 1963 64.35 3337.72 75.73 65.12 
121 Urban 0 ISA ISA 0.65 1965 38.21 1749.39 56.07 56.95 
123.03 Urban 0 ISA ISA 0.71 1974 36.18 1188.06 44.79 49.18 
123.04 Urban 0.04 0.33 ISA 0.76 1979 69.84 1637.65 69.01 32.66 
123.05 Vegetation 0 ISA 0.36 1.43 1983 40.14 691.50 45.64 30.55 
124.03 Urban 0 0.57 ISA 0.89 1986 34.53 606.27 49.83 33.95 
124.04 Urban 0.04 ISA ISA 0.65 1975 34.17 993.92 51.98 53.49 
124.05 Urban 0 0.33 ISA 0.55 1972 52.06 2770.65 69.75 44.34 
125.01 Vegetation 0.66 3.77 1.61 3.63 1975 15.92 82.55 55.17 32.56 
125.02 Water 0.86 0.32 0.66 2.31 1994 16.05 226.39 29.10 21.58 
125.03 Vegetation 0.87 ISA 0.54 1.45 1991 12.35 498.65 35.60 20.57 
126 Urban 0 0.76 ISA 0.74 1980 63.20 803.39 76.46 69.67 
127 Vegetation 0 ISA ISA 0.74 1965 18.70 1261.77 56.96 53.19 
128 Urban 0 0.46 ISA 0.5 1964 45.94 3172.34 74.98 57.4 
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Table 4. Suitability analysis of census tracts for single-sited MH94 

TRACTID LU PCB DWS DSL DBF MYH PRH 

PD (Per 
Square 
Mile) PMHY PGR 

MH 
Suitability 

103.01 3 3 3 3 2 2 1 3 3 3 24 
103.02 3 3 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 2 24 
103.03 3 3 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 2 24 
106.01 3 3 3 3 2 1 1 3 3 3 24 
106.02 3 3 3 3 2 1 1 3 3 3 24 
101.02 3 3 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 1 23 
101.03 3 3 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 1 23 
107.02 3 2 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 2 23 
104.03 2 2 3 3 1 2 2 3 3 3 22 
104.04 2 1 3 3 1 2 3 3 3 3 22 
107.01 3 3 3 3 2 1 1 3 3 1 22 
102.02 3 2 3 3 1 2 1 3 2 3 21 
102.03 3 2 3 3 1 1 1 3 2 3 21 
125.01 3 1 3 3 2 2 1 3 3 2 21 
102.01 3 3 3 3 1 1 1 3 2 1 20 
102.04 3 1 1 3 1 1 3 3 3 2 20 
107.03 3 1 3 3 1 1 1 3 3 2 20 
126 2 1 3 1 1 1 3 3 3 3 20 
105 3 1 2 1 1 2 2 3 3 3 19 
108.03 3 1 1 1 1 2 3 3 3 3 19 
112 2 1 3 1 1 2 3 3 3 2 19 
116 2 1 3 1 1 3 3 2 3 3 19 
117.01 2 1 3 1 1 2 3 2 3 3 19 
119 2 1 3 1 1 2 3 2 3 3 19 
120 2 1 3 1 1 2 3 2 3 3 19 
123.05 3 1 1 2 1 1 3 3 3 2 19 
114 2 1 3 1 1 2 3 1 3 3 18 
117.03 1 1 3 1 1 2 2 3 3 3 18 
123.04 2 1 2 1 1 2 3 3 3 2 18 
124.03 2 1 3 1 1 1 2 3 3 2 18 
124.05 2 1 2 1 1 2 3 2 3 3 18 
128 2 1 2 1 1 2 3 2 3 3 18 
104.07 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 3 3 17 
108.04 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 3 3 17 
118 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 3 3 17 
121 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 3 3 17 
123.03 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 3 3 17 

                                                             
94 Ibid. 
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TRACTID LU PCB DWS DSL DBF MYH PRH 

PD (Per 
Square 
Mile) PMHY PGR 

MH 
Suitability 

124.04 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 3 3 17 
125.03 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 2 2 17 
127 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 3 3 17 
101.01 3 1 3 1 1 1 1 3 2 1 16 
104.05 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 2 16 
104.06 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 3 2 3 16 
108.02 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 2 3 16 
125.02 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 3 2 2 16 

 

 

 

Table 5. Suitability analysis of census tracts for MH communities95 

TRACTID LU PCB DWS DSL DBF MYH PRH 

PD (Per 
Square 
Mile) PMHY PGR 

MH 
Suitability 

108.03 3 1 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 25 
104.07 2 1 3 3 3 1 2 3 3 3 23 
105 3 1 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 23 
108.04 3 1 3 3 3 2 1 3 3 3 23 
118 2 1 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 23 
121 2 1 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 23 
123.03 2 1 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 23 
123.05 3 1 3 2 3 1 3 3 3 2 23 
124.04 2 1 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 23 
127 3 1 3 3 3 2 1 3 3 3 23 
102.04 3 1 3 1 3 1 3 3 3 2 22 
104.05 3 1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 2 22 
108.02 3 1 3 3 3 2 1 3 2 3 22 
123.04 2 1 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 22 
124.05 2 1 2 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 22 
126 2 1 1 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 22 
128 2 1 2 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 22 
112 2 1 1 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 21 
116 2 1 1 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 21 
117.01 2 1 1 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 21 

                                                             
95 Ibid. 
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TRACTID LU PCB DWS DSL DBF MYH PRH 

PD (Per 
Square 
Mile) PMHY PGR 

MH 
Suitability 

119 2 1 1 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 21 
120 2 1 1 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 21 
103.01 3 3 1 1 2 2 1 3 3 3 20 
104.03 2 2 1 1 3 2 2 3 3 3 20 
104.04 2 1 1 1 3 2 3 3 3 3 20 
104.06 2 1 2 3 3 1 1 3 2 3 20 
106.01 3 3 1 1 2 1 1 3 3 3 20 
106.02 3 3 1 1 2 1 1 3 3 3 20 
114 2 1 1 3 3 2 3 1 3 3 20 
117.03 1 1 1 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 20 
124.03 2 1 1 3 3 1 2 3 3 2 20 
102.02 3 2 1 1 3 2 1 3 2 3 19 
102.03 3 2 1 1 3 1 1 3 2 3 19 
125.03 3 1 3 1 3 1 1 3 2 2 19 
101.01 3 1 1 3 3 1 1 3 2 1 18 
102.01 3 3 1 1 3 1 1 3 2 1 18 
103.02 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 2 18 
103.03 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 2 18 
107.01 3 3 1 1 2 1 1 3 3 1 18 
107.03 3 1 1 1 3 1 1 3 3 2 18 
101.02 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 1 17 
101.03 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 1 17 
107.02 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 2 17 
125.01 3 1 1 1 2 2 1 3 3 2 17 
125.02 1 1 2 1 3 1 1 3 2 2 16 
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Table 7. Estimates of the number of units in each manufactured housing community96 

MH Community Approximate Number of individual MH units 
Bear Creek Mobile Home Park 100 
Belle Mead 100 
Big Sandy Valley 75 
Boyd Park 20 
Brookstone Estates MH Community 25 
Candy Mountain R.V. Park 50 
Chalet Ridge MH Park 65 
Cotton Creek 50 
Country Meadows 40 
Country Wood MH Park 25 
Crescent MH Park 40 
Ducks Crossing 10 
East Lake MH Park 15 
Elm Street MH Park 60 
Forest Hill MH Park 50 
Geer Brothers MH Service 25 
Harless 30 
Heritage Village Community 20 
Holt & Son MH Parts & Service 10 
Hundred Oaks Village 30 
Huntington Village 65 
J&K Poperties LLC 70 
Jenkins MH Trice 20 
Johnson MH Park 50 
King Acres 25 
Marion Manor 15 
Mcleod MH Park 30 
Mockingbird MH Park 25 
Morning Dove MH Park 50 
Oak Grove 60 
Oak Hollow MH Villa 50 
Paddington Park 100 
Peter Rabbits 450 
Pine MH Park 30 
Quail Ridge MH Park 20 
Shalom Trailer Park 30 
Southern Oaks 80 
Southfork MH Park 40 
Stewart MH Park 25 

                                                             
96Compiled from MH Village Incorporated (2010) and Google Earth (2010). 
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MH Community Approximate Number of individual MH units 
Stonebridge Estates 55 
Sunshine Valley 15 
Willingham MH Park 70 
Wilson MH Park 40 
Wisteria MH Park 40 
Wood Village MH Park 230 
Total 2525 

 

 

Table 9. Number of branches for major banking facilities97 

 

Major Banking Facility Number of Branches 
AmSouth Bank 1 
Bank of Moundville 1 
Bank Trust of Alabama 1 
BB&T 2 
BEAL Bank 1 
BBVA Compass 3 
Bryant Bank 3 
Cadence Bank 5 
Capstone Bank 4 
Colonial Bank 2 
Compass Bank 3 
Federal Land Bank Association 1 
First Federal Bank 4 
First Financial Bank 1 
First National Bank 1 
First National Bank of Central Alabama 2 
First State Bank of the South 1 
First United Security Bank 2 
Richard A Gaines 1 
Sherry Jones 1 
Marbut Pam 1 
RBC Bank 5 
Regions Bank 13 
Robertson Banking Company 1 

                                                             
97Compiled from Year 2010/2011 phone book, pp. 88-89; and Super Media LLC (2010). 
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Major Banking Facility Number of Branches 
State Farm Bank 1 
Superior Bank 1 
The Bank of Tuscaloosa 10 
Wachovia 6 
Wells Fargo Financial 1 
West Alabama Bank 3 
West Alabama Bank & Trust 2 
Woodforest Bank 1 
 

 

Table 10. Number of branches for minor banking facilities98 

 

Minor Banking Facility Number of Branches 
Acceptance Loan CO 1 
Advance America 4 
Advance Check Express 1 
Alabama Central Credit Union 2 
Alabama Credit Union 8 
Alabama AG Credit  1 
Alabama First Capital Credit Union 1 
Alabama One Credit Union 8 
American General Financial Service 2 
Bank of America Home Loans 1 
Cash Title Loans 1 
Cash Connection 3 
Cash PLUS 1 
Cash Spot 1 
Check Advance 1 
Citi Financial 3 
City Credit Union 1 
Commerce Credit 1 
Consumer First Mortgage 1 
Covington Credit 1 
Credit Union 1 
Credit Union of Alabama Federal credit Union 3 
C U Service Center 1 
DCH Credit Union 1 
Easy Money 2 
Easy Money Cash Advance 1 
                                                             
98 Ibid. 
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Minor Banking Facility Number of Branches 
Express Loans CO 1 
E-Z Cash-N-Pawn 1 
Ezmoney 2 
Ezpawn 1 
Fast Cash 1 
Family Credit INC 1 
First Franklin Financial Corporation 1 
First South Farm Credit 1 
First SUN Finance 1 
First USA Mortgage 1 
Great American Loans 1 
Green Cash LLC Hillcrest Center 1 
Homeservices Lending 1 
Lifestyle Cash Advance 1 
Money in a Flash 4 
Money Store 3 
Mortgage Lending 1 
Northport Check Advance 1 
Phifer Wire Credit Union 1 
QC Financial Service 1 
Quik Pawn Shop 1 
Secure First Federal Credit Union 1 
Southern Jewelry & Pawn Inc 1 
Stillman Community Development Federal Credit Union 1 
Title Bucks 2 
Title Cash 1 
Title Max 3 
Total Loan Express 2 
Tucker Motor Company Ltd 1 
Tuscaloosa Credit Union 3 
Tuscaloosa County Credit Union 2 
Tuscaloosa Teachers Credit Union 4 
Tuscaloosa VA Federal Credit Union 3 
Warrior Mortgage 1 
World Acceptance 1 
World Finance 1 
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