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The Sub Part I Process

Purpose
– What is Sub-Part I from the grass roots perspective

Topics
– How do we teach Champion plants to implement Sub-Part I
– Review of actual plant implementation of Sub-Part I
– Problems we are having administering Sub-Part I
– Statistics

• Complaints
• Cost of Sub-Part I

– Assessment of Sub-Part I
• What’s working
• What’s not working
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The Way Sub-Part I is Taught at Champion
When the manufacturer receives knowledge of a problem from any source, a determination 
must be made:

What to do:Answer:Question to ask:

Repair the one home

Develop a class, notify and correct in 
60 days or waive notification if it can 
be corrected in 60 days

If yes, and only one

If yes and more than one

Is the problem an imminent safety 
hazard (It poses an unreasonable risk 
of injury or death even though it is not 
a non-compliance)

Repair the one home

Develop a class, notify and correct in 
60 days or waive notification if it can 
be corrected in 60 days

If yes, and only one

If yes and more than one

Is the problem a serious defect? (A 
defect plus it poses an unreasonable 
risk of injury or death)

Develop a class and notify customers 
that there is a defect but tell them that 
the manufacturer does not have to 
repair it

If yes and there is more than oneIs the problem a defect? (A non-
compliance and the problem renders 
the part or any part of the home not fit 
for its intended use)

Develop a class and repair homes in 
dealer’s inventory

If yes, and there is more than oneIs the problem a noncompliance with 
a standard or manufacturers 
installation instructions?

ContinueIf yesIs the problem one that is consistently 
introduced in the production process?
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Knowledge from any source

IBTS audits
IBTS lot audits
IPIA write-ups
State-SAA complaints
Legal cases
Supplier notifications
Retailer notification

Consumer notification/Service is the most voluminous
– Usually 90% to 95% of Sub-Part I administration

Lower volume



What does it take to classify a problem?















Manufacturers’ 
installation instructions
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Example of non-compliance found in an IBTS audit
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A two page determination form must be filled out for every 
problem

• The average IBTS audit could require 
five of these determination forms

• The average investigation to complete 
the form requires about 5 hours
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Example of a typical service repair order

The average repair order has 
approximately 10 items to repair
Most problems are cosmetic and 
adjustments
Before computers, it was 
necessary to complete a two page 
determination form for each 
problem

– 21 pieces of paper per repair 
order
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Champion service repair order Sub-Part I coding report



19© 2004

Sub-Part I report coding process

• The average service manager 
spends about 2 hours per week 
completing this review

• More time is required if a serious 
problem is found



Service Sub-Part I coding reports
3.5 years
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IBTS audit where a bundle of lumber wasn’t inspected for grade 2
stamp on every joist

Non-compliance is a reference to a 
lumber grading standard 
It is almost impossible to inspect all 
lumber in a bundle when it is received
Lumber grading at the mill is a 
subjective sorting process

– Once sorted, it would be almost 
impossible to mix graded and un-
graded lumber

Technically, the plant is required to 
correct every home in dealer inventory

– Remove bottom boards from home
– Inspect the joists
– Replace with a stitched together joist

Where is the value to the consumer?
– Chance to damage the home
– No improvement in the performance of 

the home
– The only result would be to have a 

stamp on the joist that no one could 
see and would add no value to the 
home
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Customer Complaint Handling
Typical SAA letter to a plant when complaint is received
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How was this complaint addressed

Items that we were ordered to repair were corrected at the plant’s expense 
even though many are not Sub-Part I issues nor plant responsibility

– Try to keep satisfied customers
– Maintain a relationship with the state
– SAA sometimes have difficult customers and need them handled

Many items have nothing to do with manufacturer responsibility
– Trim molding at marriage line coming down

• It is installed by the dealer at home installation
– Holes for the AC line are not drilled by the plant

Sub-Part I has nothing to do with how this complaint was resolved
– Customers would not be happy with:

• “This is not a problem introduced in the production process, therefore, no notification or 
correction required”

• “This problem is a defect, therefore we are notifying you but not correcting the problem.”
Result of this SAA letter

– Champion worked with the state and fixed the problems
– The service department prepared 32 additional pieces of paper (Sub-Part I 

determination forms) to put in the file
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Classification of defects is very difficult

Champion plants would classify this 
misaligned door as “cosmetic”
Some SAA’s might call it a “defect”

– Does not the door manufacturers 
clearance standard

– May not be fit for its intended use
What is the intended use of a door?

– To cover the door opening?
– To open and close?
– To keep air and water out?
– To keep burglars out?

Some SAA’s claim that all problems 
are defects

– “There is no such thing as a non-
compliance because the intended use 
of the part is to meet the standard”

Alabama and Texas are two of the 
most litigious states

– Having a reference to “defect” in the 
unit file results in law suits

Most manufactures will fix the home 
before sending a letter stating that 
they won’t
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HUD requested information

Number of complaints Champion receives a year
– Based on a sample of 5 plants, the average Champion plant receives less than 

one SAA complaint per month
– The average is higher in Alabama and Texas
– Plants in other states receive about one SAA complaint every 3 months
– Almost all serious complaints are due to the customer being caught in a 

responsibility dilemma
The average plant has one full time person to administer Sub-Part I

– Other part time contribution by managers results in the equivalent of another full 
time person

Average cost per plant to administer Sub-Part I is 150K to 200K per year
– This is approximately $240-$320 a home
– This does not include the cost of any repairs made

90%-95% of Champion’s warranty and customer complaints are not due to 
items covered by Sub-Part I

– Cosmetic items
– Damage
– Retailer installation
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What’s working and what’s not
What are the objectives of Sub-Part I

Safety
Consumer complaint resolution
Quality improvement
Paper work increase/reduction
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What’s working?

No major changesIPIA inspections provide 
discipline to build to Federal 
Standards and early warning of 
safety problems that should be 
corrected

Quality

• Can have waiver of 
notification if fixed in 60 
days

• If we notify, we must 
correct within 60 days

Clear up the 60 day repair 
discrepancy

No major changesSub-Part I requirements provide 
a regulated mechanism to react 
to, notify and correct customer 
safety problems in a timely 
manner

Safety

RecommendationActual SituationObjective
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What’s not working?

Let the manufacturer use its 
own quality systems to track 
and resolve quality problems.

Sub-Part I does not help the 
manufacturer track quality 
problems. Most manufacturers 
have more sophisticated 
problem tracking

Categorize non-compliances 
into those that require repairs 
and those that don’t

Repair of minor defects on 
Retailer lots is not workable

Quality

Rewrite the regulations to 
provide consistency to define 
a defect
Reinstate HUD/COSAA 
meetings with Sub-Part I 
training and discussion
Flexibility in states with high 
litigation rates

The administration of defects is 
not workable.
Sending a letter that tells the 
customer the defect won’t be 
fixed is not feasible
There is no consistent 
definition of a defect

Use escalation procedures 
and Alternative Dispute 
Resolution programs rather 
than Sub-Part I resolve 
customer complaints

Customer complaints are 
resolved differently from state to 
state. Sub-Part I is a paper work 
add-on. Customers are caught 
in responsibility dilemmas.

Customer complaint 
resolution

RecommendationActual SituationObjective
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Bureaucracy and administration

Move SAA’s toward 
standardized and 
computerized record keeping, 
especially for service 
records. Publish standards 
for manufacturers to use 
when keeping computerized 
records
Reinstate HUD/COSAA 
meetings with Sub-Part I 
training and discussion

Most SAA’s have their own 
requirements about how 
paperwork must be kept. The 
3282 regulations state that the 
manufacturer must keep records 
in a way that is understandable 
to the SAA. Most SAA’s prefer 
paper vs. computer records

Revise documentation 
requirements for isolated 
problems

Current documentation for 
determinations is too paperwork 
intensive

Reduce paperwork

RecommendationActual SituationObjective


