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Thank you, Chairman Luetkemeyer, Ranking Member Cleaver and members of the
Subcommittee for the opportunity to testify this afternoon about the future of housing in America
and the impact of government regulations on the high cost of housing. My name is Jayar
(Francis) Daily and I am the Chief Operations Officer of American Homestar Corporation, a
producer of manufactured and modular housing. I am appearing before you today on behalf of
the Manufactured Housing Institute (MHI), where I serve on the Board of Directors, serve as
Chairman of the National Modular Housing Council, and am the immediate past chairman of the
Manufactured Housing Division.
American Homestar Corporation is headquartered in Houston, Texas, and was founded
45 years ago. Our company designs and produces factory built housing and is the nation’s fourth
largest vertically integrated company in the industry. Our homes are marketed under the brand
names of Oak Creek and Platinum Homes. We also build modular housing and various types of
commercial structures. American Homestar Corporation also offers financing and insurance for
our customers. Our manufacturing facilities are located in Texas and Alabama and we employ
750 people.
MHI is the only national trade organization representing all segments of the factory-built
housing industry. MHI members include home builders, lenders, home retailers, community
owners and managers, suppliers and others affiliated with the industry. MHI’s membership
includes 50 affiliated state organizations. In 2015, the industry produced over 70,000 homes,
approximately 9% of new single family home starts.
A robust manufactured housing market is critical to increasing the availability of
affordable housing, which is, in so many parts of the country, in short supply. Manufactured
home owners generally have low and moderate incomes, and commonly live in rural areas. My
testimony is focused on three critical barriers to the development of manufactured housing: 1) a
housing finance system that does not adequately meet the market’s needs; 2) a regulatory
structure that, while solicitous of industry feedback, ultimately passes along costly and
burdensome regulations; and 3) an authorizing statute that after over 40 years is in need of
critical revisions.
Manufactured Housing is a Critical Source of Affordable Housing for Millions of
Americans
Manufactured housing provides quality, affordable housing for more than 22 million very
low-, low- and moderate-income Americans. The median annual income of manufactured
homeowners is slightly more than $26,000 per year, nearly 50 percent less than that of all
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homeowners.1 Manufactured housing represents 7.3% of all occupied housing units, and 10.3%
of all occupied single-family detached housing2.
Manufactured homes serve many housing needs in a wide range of communities—from
rural areas where housing alternatives (rental or purchase) are few and construction labor is
scarce and/or costly, to higher-cost metropolitan areas as in-fill applications. Manufactured
housing is more prevalent in rural areas. About two-thirds of all occupied manufactured homes
in the U.S. are located outside of metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs), and 14 percent of homes
in non-MSA counties are manufactured homes.3
One of the many salient features of manufactured housing is the quality of the homes and
the value to consumers achieved through technological advancements and cost savings
associated with the factory-built process. Based on U.S. Census data, the cost of manufactured
homes are 10 to 35 percent less than the cost of comparable site-built homes. The affordability
of manufactured homes has long made these homes the preferred housing choice for many
families, including first-time homebuyers, retirees and families in rural areas.
Unlike site-built homes, manufactured homes are built almost entirely in a controlled
manufacturing environment in accordance with federal building codes administered by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (commonly referred to as the “HUD Code”).
Homes are transported to the home-sites where they are installed in compliance with federal and
state laws.
The HUD Code is the only federal residential building code. It regulates home design
and construction, installation, durability, resistance to natural hazards, fire safety, electrical
systems, energy efficiency, and other aspects of the home. Homes are inspected by a HUDapproved third party during the construction process and the industry adheres to HUD’s robust
quality assurance program, which offers greater controls than other forms of housing in the home
building industry. Federal, state or local authorities inspect each home installation.
The quality, reliability and durability of manufactured homes has improved substantially
since the enactment of the Manufactured Housing Improvement Act of 2000, which considerably
strengthened HUD’s oversight of construction and safety standards, set a national standard for
installation, and required a Dispute Resolution program in every state to address disputes
between consumers and manufacturers and installers. As a result, the quality of manufactured
homes is much higher than it was 20 or 30 years ago.

1
See CFPB, ‘‘Manufactured-housing consumer finance in the United States,’’ at 17 (Sept. 2014) [hereinafter
‘‘CFPB White Paper’’], available at http://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201409 cfpb
report manufacturedhousing.pdf.
2
3

2014 American Community Survey

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey (ACS), 2008-2012, available at
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/data_documentation/data_main/.
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The industry faces three strong headwinds that keeps it from achieving its full potential in
addressing the affordable housing needs of the nation. The first is a housing finance regulatory
system that does not adequately account for the unique way manufactured housing is financed.
Because current Home Ownership and Equity Protection Act (HOEPA) regulations do not have
sufficient flexibility on rates, points, and fees for small loan sizes, the pace of lending for
manufactured homes has declined. With respect to the Federal Housing Administration (FHA),
because of outdated rules, FHA’s Title I mortgage insurance program for chattel loans is of
minimal utility. In addition, because there is not a secondary market for chattel lending,
financing costs are higher for chattel loans than for mortgages on site-built homes. As a result,
borrowers seeking to finance an affordable manufactured home have fewer options than
borrowers who seek to finance site-built real estate.
The second challenge facing manufactured housing is a regulatory structure that lacks
clarity, has the potential to overlap, and does not adequately incorporate industry feedback into
regulations and guidelines. Regulatory uncertainty and barriers present compliance risks and
costs that are ultimately passed on to the consumers. For example, often HUD does not properly
take into account the economic impacts of new requirements when finalizing regulations about
the construction of manufactured housing. HUD also does not take a comprehensive view on all
the regulations impacting manufactured housing so that the myriad patchwork of regulations do
not have unintended cost consequences. Further, because HUD does not use its preemption
authority for construction standards the way it should, states and localities are able to set
guidelines in contrast to HUD Code, and in some cases localities are able to “zone” out
manufactured housing communities.
Third, the legislation that established the manufactured housing construction safety
standards (HUD Code), was enacted in 1974 and has become antiquated. Enacted at a time when
manufactured housing was in its infancy, and transitioning from a “travel trailer” industry to one
that provides permanent single family residential housing, this legislation needs to be updated so
that the industry can continue to drive innovations in manufacturing.
The Challenge of Financing Manufactured Housing
MHI is eager to work with the Subcommittee to reduce the regulatory burdens harming
consumers seeking to achieve the American Dream of homeownership by purchasing a
manufactured home. The manufactured housing industry is fully committed to protecting
consumers throughout the home buying process. MHI recognizes the importance of responsible
lending and improving the consumer experience. Unfortunately, current regulations and the
housing finance system harms consumers of manufactured housing by inadvertently limiting
financing for this affordable homeownership option.
Reducing Regulatory Burdens to Financing for Manufactured Homes
Recent federal regulations have jeopardized access to manufactured housing financing.
The rules have penalized home buyers that cannot access traditional mortgage financing needed

Written Testimony of F.R. Jayar Daily
Manufactured Housing Institute
March 22, 2016
Page 5 of 13
for single-family home ownership or live in rural areas where affordable rental or site-built
housing is scarce or non-existent. Additionally, many at-risk families have seen the equity they
have diligently built up in their manufactured homes wiped out because lenders are not providing
the financing needed for resale due to these regulations.
There are two slight revisions to Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB)
regulations that can spur lending without harming the consumer protections contained in the
Dodd-Frank Act.
1.) High-Cost Mortgage Definition. The HOEPA provisions of the Dodd-Frank Act that
established parameters for which mortgage loans are classified as “high cost” included more
flexible annual percentage rate (APR) and points and fees provisions for small loans. This
was in recognition of the simple mathematical fact that fixed costs on smaller loans translate
into higher percentages of the total loan amount. Unfortunately, in practice, this flexibility
has not been sufficient to address market realities. The 2014 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
(HMDA) data offers empirical evidence of the negative real world impact from the current
HOEPA small loan thresholds, confirming conclusively that manufactured home lenders are
not making loans with the “high-cost” HOEPA designation. The HMDA data shows that
lenders made such loans before the rules went into effect, and they did not make them after.
Manufactured home loans of all size categories went down by double digits, and the lower
the dollar amount size the more pronounced the year-over-year decline. In comparison,
overall mortgage loan data (for all homes) shows a 2013 to 2014 year-over-year increase in
the number of mortgage loans. A simple adjustment to these thresholds is necessary to
enable lenders to fully meet the demand for affordable financing for manufactured homes.
2.) Loan Originator Definition. The definition of loan originator established by the Dodd-Frank
Act is based on traditional mortgage market roles that do not reflect the distinct features of
the manufactured housing market. While they are only in the business of selling homes and
do not originate loans, manufactured home retailers and sellers currently run the risk of being
considered mortgage loan originators. Manufactured housing retailers and sellers should be
excluded from the definition of a loan originator, so long as they are only receiving
compensation for the sale of the home and not engaged in financing the loans. This simple
change will not result in individuals receiving kickbacks for referrals, because they are barred
from receiving compensation related to the loan.
These are modest modifications, but they are much needed to alleviate the challenges facing
working families seeking quality affordable housing and families currently living in
manufactured housing. The proposed statutory changes would more accurately take into account
the price pressures unique to manufactured home lending while still maintaining significant
consumer protection from predatory lending practices. The terms typically associated with
manufactured home loans—namely fixed interest rates, full amortization, and the absence of
alternative features (such as balloon payments, negative amortization, etc.)—allow lenders to
satisfy the requirements of what the Dodd-Frank Act would consider conservative and prudent
underwriting standards. In addition, existing regulatory requirements and statutory guidelines
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outlined in the Dodd-Frank Act provide significant consumer protections and disclosures while
prohibiting many predatory loan features. These proposed revisions ensure that substantial
protections are available to consumers while ensuring financing remains available for
manufactured housing.
MHI commends the House Financial Services Committee for recognizing that consumers
are being harmed by current regulations that limit the availability of financing for manufactured
homes. In particular, MHI appreciates the Committee’s leadership in swiftly and successfully
moving H.R. 650, the Preserving Access to Manufactured Housing Act, through the legislative
process in the House of Representatives with bipartisan support. MHI hopes the Committee will
continue to work toward its enactment in the 114th Congress.
Improving FHA’s Programs for Manufactured Housing Finance
1.) FHA Title I Program. The FHA Title I program provides an affordable financing option for
personal property manufactured homes. However, due to a number of outdated program
rules, FHA only endorsed $24 million in Fiscal Year 2014. This is woefully inadequate given
that manufactured homes comprise seven percent of total occupied housing units in the
United States. In many areas of the country, particularly rural areas, manufactured housing is
the only form of quality affordable housing available. Improvements to the FHA Title I
program would help ensure families in these communities have access to financing for
manufactured homes through the Title I program.
The following are administrative changes HUD should implement to make the Title I
program more effective:


Origination Fees. The low dollar principal amounts of new personal property
manufactured home loans means that the existing cap of two percent of the loan amount
on the fees a lender can charge is not high enough to cover the cost of underwriting these
loans, particularly with increased compliance costs related to new requirements under the
Dodd-Frank Act. We believe this helps to explain the lack of utilization of the Title I
program. Other laws, including Qualified Mortgage (QM) and HOEPA, have provisions
that take into account the impact of lower balance personal property loans. FHA already
permits a minimum underwriting fee of $2,500, for example, for a reverse mortgage
(HECM) loan. The FHA Title I manufactured home loan program should also adopt a
reasonable minimum permissible origination fee. MHI recommends that HUD amend its
current underwriting loan fee cap of two percent of the loan amount to also allow a flat
dollar amount of $2,000 for all loans.



Appraisals. There are a limited number of eligible appraisers (80-85 in the entire country)
who are qualified to perform Title I manufactured home appraisals. In many rural areas,
where the majority of manufactured homes are located, there are literally no Title I
qualified manufactured home appraisers who are available to perform an appraisal.
Current appraisal requirements in the Title I program have resulted in fewer qualified
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appraisers and limited competition in the marketplace. HUD should amend the current
requirement that requires all appraisers to be certified by a single private company
(NADA) to also allow inspectors trained by qualified firms to do the on-site inspection,
provided the work is ultimately reviewed and approved by NADA certified individuals.
This would inject more competition into the provision of these appraisal services, while
maintaining overall quality standards through the NADA certification process.


Underwriting Standards. The detailed loan underwriting standards in the Title I program
need to be updated to better align with the FHA Title II loans program. In particular, Title
I underwriting standards regarding DTI ratios, treatment of Chapter 7 bankruptcy and
other derogatory credit items, treatment of medical collections, and treatment of total
unpaid collections should be changed to match those requirements in the Title II program.

2.) FHA Title II Program. The FHA Title II program is commonly used for “real estate”
manufactured home loans, where the mortgage covers the land and the home. MHI
recommends HUD update its installation requirements to conform to the HUD Minimum
Installation Standards that were established in 2009, rather than utilizing the requirements in
the outdated 1994 handbook. This would align installation requirements with more recently
adopted standards that were implemented under the comprehensive 2000 regulatory
legislation.
Establishing a Secondary Market for Chattel Loans
The 2008 Housing and Economic Recovery Act (“HERA”)4 singled out manufactured
housing as one of only three Underserved Markets. This reflected frustration with the declining
volume of Enterprise manufactured housing loan purchases at the time and with the virtual
exclusion of chattel loans from the types of loans they would purchase. FHFA is in the process
of reviewing comments it received as part of the proposed Duty to Serve rule. Since chattel
loans constitute almost 70 percent of the manufactured housing market and are the most
underserved segment of that market, MHI believes the final Duty to Serve rule cannot fulfill its
statutory responsibilities without a significant requirement to purchase chattel loans.
Over the past eight years, the Enterprises have done little to support manufactured
housing. Outside of some pre-financial crisis efforts to create a secondary market for chattel
loans, the Enterprises have made no effort to purchase chattel loans despite significant
improvements in the housing market and chattel lending underwriting guidelines and sound
industry risk management practices. Additionally, even when measured against conventional
mortgages, the Enterprises have purchased little in the way of conventional manufactured home
loans. In fact, according to a 2014 GAO report, only 7 percent of conventional manufactured
home mortgages were sold to the Enterprises

The Housing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008, Pub.L. 110‐289, Div. A, Title I, §§ 1128(c)(1), 1129(a), July
30, 2008, 122 Stat. 2701, 2703, added 12 U.S.C.A. § 4565 (Duty to serve underserved markets and other
4

Written Testimony of F.R. Jayar Daily
Manufactured Housing Institute
March 22, 2016
Page 8 of 13
To put a finer point on why a secondary market is necessary to support manufactured
housing, the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, in its September 2014 paper on
manufactured housing, stated that chattel loans are approximately 50 to 500 basis points more
expensive than real property loans5. In large part this disparity is due to the additional risks the
lender takes on: a lack of a significant secondary market for chattel loans which may account for
100 to 150 basis points, concomitant interest rate risk, which combined may account for an
additional 150 to 200 basis points, higher servicing costs and very limited risk sharing with
lenders by either the private or government sectors, which may account for an additional 150
basis points.
A strong secondary market for chattel loans has the potential to not only ease financing
costs for consumers but also expand consumer choice as more lenders enter the market. A strong
secondary market will also provide refinancing opportunities to manufactured homeowners as
market conditions warrant.
The Challenge of a Complex Regulatory Structure
As the only federally-regulated national building code, the HUD Code regulates
manufactured home design and construction, installation requirements for strength and
durability, resistance to natural hazards, fire safety, electrical systems, energy efficiency, and all
other aspects of the home. Homes are inspected every step of the way and our industry adheres
to a robust quality assurance program which offers far greater controls than anyone else in the
home building industry. As a result, the industry has achieved economies of scale that have
brought high quality affordable homes to millions of working American families and retirees.
While the HUD Code has brought standardization to the industry, in order for
manufactured housing to achieve its full potential in addressing the affordable housing needs of
the nation, the administration of the HUD Code should be improved to better account for cost
impacts and industry practices. We believe improvements in this area fall into three categories:
1.) improving the way HUD develops and implements regulatory changes to the HUD Code,
including properly taking into account the economic impacts of new requirements when
finalizing regulations about the construction of manufactured housing; 2.) enforcing its federal
preemption authority for construction standards and aggressively weighing-in on local
construction standards used to “zone” out manufactured housing; and 3.) taking a comprehensive
view on all the regulations impacting manufactured housing so that the myriad patchwork of
regulations do not have unintended cost consequences.
1.) MHI recommends improving the way HUD develops and implements regulatory changes to
the HUD Code, including properly taking into account the economic impacts of new
requirements when finalizing regulations about the construction of manufactured housing.

5

CFPB, “Manufactured Housing Consumer Finance in the United States September 2014, p.6
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The ability to utilize new technologies and materials, and to maintain the integrity of the
uniform single building code is dependent on a construction code that is current. Recognizing
this, in 2000 Congress passed the Manufactured Housing and Improvement Act (MHIA), which
expanded HUD’s mission with regard to manufactured housing and improved the process for
establishing, revising, enforcing, and updating the HUD Code. The law created the Manufactured
Housing Consensus Committee (MHCC), an advisory committee comprised of industry,
consumer and other stakeholders to recommend revisions and interpretations of the HUD Code.
While HUD has recently made strides in reducing backlog of MHCC recommendations,
updates to the code continue to be hindered by the cumbersome rulemaking constraints of the
Administrative Procedures Act, lengthy internal reviews, and low staffing levels/prioritization of
the manufactured housing program at HUD. MHI recommends that HUD utilize the interim final
rule process to more expeditiously implement MHCC recommendations. The process would
allow HUD to publish the MHCC recommendations as interim final rules that could take effect
immediately upon publication in the Federal Register. The public would still have an opportunity
to comment, but in the meantime, an updated standard could be utilized.
MHI is increasingly concerned about HUD’s use of “Guidance Memorandum” to enforce and
interpret the HUD Code, without seeking input from stakeholders. While there might be
legitimate circumstances that necessitate the use of “Guidance Memorandum,” this is being used
more and more frequently. HUD should follow its statutory mandate and seek approval from the
MHCC prior to issuing guidance changing manufactured housing regulations. In the rare cases a
guidance must be utilized, necessary input must be solicited from stakeholders to ensure housing
affordability is maintained.
While an updated and current code is essential, MHI does not believe this should diminish
efforts to ensure the benefits to consumers outweigh the additional costs resulting from new
regulations. To maintain housing affordability, it is absolutely imperative that HUD conduct
adequate cost-benefit analyses of all potential new regulations. As it stands, HUD does not
undertake the appropriate cost analysis, testing and research required to update the HUD Code.
This results in changes to the code that push up costs without a clear justification that the new
regulations will lead to improvements to the code that are in the best interest of consumers.
A recent example of the negative impact of not conducting a cost-benefit analysis is with
respect to the “On-site Completion” Rule. This final rule, which was published on September 8,
2015, establishes extensive new requirements for the on-site completion of construction of
manufactured homes. In its final rule, HUD failed to assess the costs associated with the
expanded requirements for homes that are substantially complete when they leave the factory.
Because of this significant oversight, the Rule was “determined to not be a significant regulatory
action under Section 3(f) of Executive Order 12866, Regulatory Planning and Review,” and
therefore was not reviewed by the Office of Management and Budget.
MHI strongly believes the “On-site Completion” Rule adds significant planning, review,
reporting, and paperwork burdens. According to a survey of manufacturers, retailers, and third
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parties, MHI estimates that the new Rule could impact as many as ten to fifteen percent of all
new homes. The cost impact could be as much as $7 to $10.5 million. This cost does not
include one-time design reviews for each site-construction labeled home, nor does it include
increased costs to track inspections and keep records.
2.) MHI Recommends HUD Enforce its Federal Preemption Authority for Construction
Standards and Aggressively Weigh-in on Local Construction Standards Used to “Zone” Out
Manufactured Housing.
MHI has been working to address zoning and land use issues impacting the placement of
manufactured homes in communities across America. These policies take affordable
homeownership out of reach for those consumers who would choose a manufactured home.
HUD has proactively pursued individual cases where local jurisdictions have sought to legislate
construction and safety standards that are not identical to the HUD standards, or which exclude
HUD- compliant manufactured homes on that basis. However, we believe that HUD can play a
greater role in this effort, and in fact, has a Congressional mandate to do so.
The Manufactured Housing Improvement Act of 2000 (MHIA) significantly strengthened
the preemptive language originally contained in the National Manufactured Housing
Construction and Safety Standards Act of 1974 (MHCSS). MHI believes HUD has jurisdictional
authority to move beyond a case-by-case analysis and affirmatively state a policy opposing local
regulatory schemes that are in conflict with HUD’s mission and with its requirements under
MHCSS Act and MHIA.
3.) MHI Recommends HUD Take a Comprehensive View of All the Regulations Impacting
Manufactured Housing
While manufactured housing is insulated from disparate local requirements for building
construction, it is still subject to zoning, land use, environmental, and permitting regulations as
well as regulations of federal agencies, including the Department of Energy, Occupational Safety
and Health Administration, Department of Transportation and the Environmental Protection
Agency. Although these state, local and federal regulations serve legitimate purposes, they can
present excessive burdens when they are applied—particularly when considering their
cumulative effect— slowing down construction and driving up cost. We recommend that HUD,
when establishing its own regulations for manufactured housing, take a close look at these crosscutting federal requirements to determine whether they might be simplified and made more
flexible while still meeting the policy objectives Congress and the Federal Agencies initially
sought by instituting them. HUD, in its role as the administrator of the Manufactured Housing
Programs, has a statutory responsibility to protect the affordability of manufactured homes, as
well as the safety, durability and quality.
In particular, MHI believes that HUD needs to maintain full authority for the enforcement
of energy efficiency standards for manufactured housing. In 2007, Congress enacted legislation,
the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA), which contained a provision requiring the
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Department of Energy (DOE) to implement energy efficiency standards for manufactured
housing. This had the result of creating dual administrative enforcement and regulatory authority
over manufactured homes.
Last year, DOE’s Appliance Standard Rulemaking Advisory Committee (ASRAC)
conducted negotiated rulemaking and developed a consensus recommendation for affordable,
updated energy efficiency standards. DOE plans to publish a proposed rule based on the
ASRAC recommendations in the very near future. While DOE has the expertise to develop
energy efficiency standards, HUD should administer the standards through its existing regulatory
framework. This will ensure that manufactured homes have updated energy efficiency standards,
preserve affordability and minimize duplicative compliance and enforcement regulations. This is
one of the key reasons why MHI supports H.R. 3135, which would preserve HUD’s exclusive
jurisdiction over all manufactured housing construction standards.
The Challenge of Outdated Manufactured Housing Construction and Safety Standards
The Manufactured Housing Construction and Safety Standards Act of 1974 (MHCSS
Act) provides the statutory basis for federal construction and safety standards, which apply to all
manufactured homes nationwide. The law, last amended in 2000, needs a number of updates to
ensure it is effectively preserving this affordable home ownership option. For example, the
manufactured housing industry operates under an outdated law that in some instances treats
homes like automobiles - by requiring, for example, a steel chassis and subjecting the industry to
federal lemon laws. Adhering to these outdated standards incurs costs on both the construction
side and the risk management side.
Thus, changes to the 1974 Act would enhance affordability by allowing more design
options under the HUD Code and moving the regulations away from non-applicable automotive
laws. Changes would eliminate the need for the industry to build on a steel chassis, which
would give manufacturers and homebuyers more affordable housing options, while not
impacting the safety and soundness warranties that are administered at the state level.
Amend the Definition of “Manufactured Home” (42. U.S.C. 5406).
The current definition of a manufactured home is outdated, as it was developed when the
manufactured housing industry was in its infancy, and was transitioning from a “travel trailer”
industry to an industry that provides permanent single family residential housing. The definition
contains size, length and width requirements that are more appropriate for vehicles traveling
down a highway. More importantly, the definition specifies that a manufactured home be built on
a permanent chassis.
This outdated definition has constrained the ability for homes to be designed and
permanently sited utilizing traditional methods of foundation design and construction
comparable to site-built and modular housing. It adds unnecessary costs to homebuyers and can
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make it difficult, if not impossible, for manufactured homes to be aesthetically compatible with
other forms of single family housing. It is also a barrier to more favorable zoning.
Updating the definition of a manufactured home would eliminate confusion between all
types of recreational vehicles which are designed for recreational, temporary use, and are not
designed for permanent residential use.
Eliminate Current Requirements for Notification and Correction of Defects (42 U.S.C 5414).
The MHCSS Act sets forth a complex system of notification and repair of manufactured
homes for non-compliances, defects, and serious defects or imminent safety standards for the
entire life of the home. The system is based on federal and state laws that address warranty
issues more common to automobiles and other consumer products. Residential housing is not
covered by the Magnusson-Moss Warranty Act, which is the federal “lemon law.”
Manufactured homebuilding is very competitive, and manufacturers take consumer
satisfaction very seriously. The HUD Code provides for a robust quality control system and
stringent compliance and enforcement requirements that are sufficient to protect consumers from
serious safety hazards.
Replace the Notification and Correction of Defects Provisions with an Extended Warranty
Requirement (42 U.S.C. 5414).
Under current law and regulation, a one-year warranty for all defects is required. In lieu
of the burdensome, lifetime requirements of “Subpart I –Notification and Correction,” Congress
should consider requiring an extended warranty for major structural, plumbing, electrical and
mechanical systems in the home. The Subpart I regulations authorized under 42 U.S.C. 5414
were never intended to resolve complaints concerning defects and workmanship. Nor is it
practical or cost effective to divert the attention of the code enforcement system to workmanship
issues. Home defects and consumer complaints are more appropriately handled through a longterm warranty program that complements market realities of total quality assurance and
consumer satisfaction.
Other Proposed Changes to the MHCSS Act
Other changes to the MHCSS Act that should be considered include: establish a formula
for setting label fees based on production levels; authorize HUD to circumvent requirements
under the Administrative Procedures Act (APA) for non-controversial updates and changes to the
HUD Code that have been recommended by the MHCC; direct HUD to update its 1997
directives on zoning and preemption to reflect changes made to the MHCCS Act in 2000, in
order to prevent local communities from discriminating against the siting of manufactured homes
through the establishment of construction and safety standards and requirements which exceed
those in the HUD Code.
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Conclusion
Manufactured homes are the most affordable homeownership option in the market today
and MHI appreciates the opportunity to offer our ideas to the Subcommittee about how to
improve access to credit for families buying these homes, to streamline regulations and remove
regulatory barriers to affordability, and to update outdated construction standards that impact
cost and innovation.
MHI believes that manufactured housing can help address America’s affordable and
workforce housing challenges into the future. MHI stands ready to work with the Subcommittee
to develop appropriate legislative language and identify specific regulatory changes, to
implement these recommendations to alleviate the challenges facing working families, seniors,
and young professionals seeking quality affordable homeownership opportunities.

