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MINUTES 
MANUFACTURED HOUSING CONSENSUS COMMITTEE (MHCC) MEETING 

September 11-13, 2018 

Holiday Inn - Capital | Washington, DC 

DAY 1: Tuesday, September 11, 2018 
Call to Order 

MHCC Chairman, Tim O’Leary, called the meeting to order at 9:09 a.m. (EDT) and welcomed new committee 

members: Mitchel Baker, Cameron Tomasbi, David Tompos, Michael Wade, Russell Watson, and Catherine Yielding. 

MHCC Vice-Chair, Debra Blake asked the MHCC Members to introduce themselves to the committee. Public 

comments would be allowed only after the committee has had a chance to discuss each topic, if time permits.  

Roll Call 

Kevin Kauffman, Program Manager of the Administering Organization (AO) Home Innovation Research Labs, 

called the roll and announced that a quorum was present. Dominic Frisina, Sean Oglesby, and Myles Standish 

were unable to attend the meeting.  

Introduction and Opening Remarks 

Teresa Payne, Acting Administrator of the Office of Manufactured Housing Programs and Designated Federal Officer 

(DFO), welcomed the MHCC members to Washington, D.C. DFO Payne noted that this is a meeting of the 

Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee (MHCC) and that the meeting notice was published in the Federal 

Register dated July 31, 2018.  

A moment of silence was observed to honor the lives lost in the September 11, 2001 attacks. 

DFO Payne introduced the HUD staff present at the meeting. Guests were asked to introduce themselves. 

See Appendix A for a list of meeting participants. DFO Payne thanked the meeting planner team for providing 

the meeting planning logistics.  

DFO Payne announced that a new Federal Register will be published in a few weeks asking for new applications 

to fill upcoming MHCC vacancies. DFO Payne reminded committee members to keep discussions on topic and to 

address the topic rather than the person. Chairman O’Leary asked comments to be brief and limit the number of 

similar comments to further the discussion. 

Mr. Kauffman provided a summary of meeting procedures to ensure compliance with MHCC Bylaws and that 

Robert’s Rules of Order would be followed. He noted that all voting items would be followed-up by a letter 

ballot and that the vote would not be final until the letter ballot is complete. Thus, allowing members who were 

not present an opportunity to participate in the process. 

Approval of the Minutes 

MHCC Motion to Approve the December 12, 2016 MHCC Committee meeting minutes. 

Maker: Garold Miller  Second: Joe Sadler 
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The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

Update on the Regulatory Process 

Aaron Santa Anna, Assistant General Counsel for Regulations, provided an update on how the regulatory process 

works at HUD. He highlighted the complexity of the rulemaking process and its implementation. 

Aaron Santa Anna presented a summary of two Executive Orders related to rulemaking (see Appendix B):  

• Executive Order 13771, “Reducing Regulation and Controlling Regulatory Costs”,  

Issued January 30, 2017 (82 Fed. Reg. 9339, February 3, 2017) 

• Executive Order 13777, “Enforcing the Regulatory Reform Agenda” 

Issued February 24, 2017 (82 Fed. Reg. 12285, March 1, 2017) 

The purpose of Executive Order (EO) 13771 is to create a regulatory budget across the government to help 

identify the cost of regulation. EO 13771 requires any executive department or agency who plans to publicly 

announce a new regulation to propose at least two regulations which will in turn be repealed. The cost of the 

implementation of these new regulations must be less than or equal to 0 dollars. If costs above 0 dollars are 

accrued, the payment of these costs shall be funded through the elimination of more regulations. Advice on the 

financial aspect of these matters is provided by the Director of the Office of Management and Budget. HUD’s 

Department-wide regulation budget for 2019 shows a net decrease of 28 million dollars.  

Executive Order 13777 is complementary to EO 13771. It requires that agencies designate an agency official as 

its Regulatory Reform Officer (RRO) to oversee the implementation of regulatory reform initiatives and policies. 

The committee members asked how the Executive Orders affect the MHCC or the Manufactured Housing 

Program Office. Clarifications and comments on the Executive Orders based on the discussion include: 

• If MHCC recommends a regulatory action to HUD, then the two-regulation offset can occur in other area 

of the department. 

• The EO requires HUD to convince the OMB that updating code incurs minimal cost. Therefore, the MHCC 

needs to provide data and justification with its recommendations that make the argument that the 

industry has moved further than the code. 

• Interpretative Bulletins are held to the same level as regulations.  

• If a rulemaking action includes multiple codes updates or changes, then the rule would be counted as 

one regulatory change.  

• If a code change has negligible impact, then it doesn’t have to be offset so long as there is data and 

justification demonstrating the negligible impact 

Review of HUD’s On-Site Completion of Construction Report  

DFO Payne introduced Michael Hollar, Daniel Marcin and Alastair McFarlane from HUD’s Office of Policy 

Development and Research (PDR) who gave a report on their review of HUD’s On-Site Completion of 

Construction Regulation (Appendix C). The presentation regarded a report that is to be delivered to Congress as 

required by the Explanatory Agreement to the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2018 which covers the 

following: 

• Review final rule concerning on-site completion 

• Develop alternatives that minimize costs and ensure safety 
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• Explore whether state and local planning and permitting agencies should have jurisdiction over on-site 

completion of construction 

Two primary alternatives to the On-Site Rule and their pros and cons were presented to the committee: 

1. Delegate authority to local jurisdictions to conduct inspections instead of the Inspection Primary 

Inspection Agencies (IPIA)s; and 

2. Allow Quality Control of completion of construction by IPIAs (less than 100 percent inspection) 

The committee asked if non-life threating construction could allow for lower inspection rates. For example, 

french doors could have a lower inspection rate than furnaces. The committee members asked for the 

inspections to be streamlined by requiring fewer inspections, potentially even a single inspection, instead of 

multiple inspections. Having fewer inspections would lower costs significantly. The committee highlighted the 

disadvantages of inspections on innovative or specialized features as it limits use of the features in the 

manufactured home.  

DFO Payne requested comments on the statutory requirement requiring manufacturers to acknowledge that the 

home complies with the HUD standard. The DFO asked, “how could this be done if the manufacturer is not 

involved in the on-site completion of the home?” The committee had the following comments and suggestions: 

• The IPIA could ensure that the home complies with HUD Code and the manufacturer could confirm with 

the IPIA. 

• On-site work requires DAPIA-approved engineered plans that could be DAPIA-approved as part of a 

manufacturer’s home installation instructions. David Tompos suggested potentially adding a detailed 

checklist of on-site items to the installation inspection which would eliminate the cost of the on-site 

completion through consolidated inspections. 

• Tim O’Leary noted that some jurisdictions do not have any local codes; therefore, it either falls on the 

state or the homeowner to perform the inspections. Incorporating the rule and allowing local 

jurisdictions to inspect will increase jobs, revenues, and local economy and potentially increase local 

involvement with manufactured homes. Tim O’Leary suggested more coordination is needed between 

the IPIA and local authority having jurisdiction (AHJ) in terms of inspection training. This would help 

reduce the stigma associated with manufactured homes. Tim O’Leary emphasized the need to improve 

public perception of manufactured homes. No more derogatory terms like double wide. Most 

consumers would like to have their homes 100% inspected. The industry should coordinate with the 

International Code Council (ICC) to get these inspectors trained better. 

BREAK 

Before starting the review of Proposed Changes (Log Items) and Deregulatory Comments (DRC), the AO outlined 

how the categories have been organized and the log items and comments will not be reviewed in a numerical 

order. The categories (Appendix D) were organized by HUD prior to the meeting.  

Carports 

LOG 179: § 3280.2, 3282.8, 3282.14, 3282.601, and 3285.903 Accessory structure 

The proposal addresses both structurally independent structures and non-structurally 

independent structures. The change would take accessory structure out of the alternative 

construction process and move it to the manufactured section.  
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MHCC Motion to Approve as Modified Log 179. 

  Maker: Michael Wade  Second: Debra Blake 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

LUNCH BREAK 

Based on the type of comments received regarding the DRCs and committee feedback, the committee discussed 

how to address the DRCs. The AO explained that the DRCs will have two-tier actions. The first action will always 

be “Reviewed and Considered”, which will signify that the committee has addressed the comment. The 

secondary action will identify the action taken, if any, on the comment. Examples of a secondary action are: “No 

Further Action Required,” “Refer Comment to HUD for Further Consideration,” “Refer to Subcommittee,” or 

“Reject Premise and Conclusion.”  

DRC 9: FR6030-N-01 – 24 CFR part 3282.11 

Log 179 addresses this Deregulation Comment.  

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – No Further Action Required 

  Maker: Russell Watson  Second: Alan Spencer 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

DRC 10: FR6030-N-01 – Interpretive Bulletin 

Log 179 addresses this Deregulation Comment.  

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – No Further Action Required 

  Maker: Alan Spencer  Second: Joseph Sadler 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

DRC 16: FR6030-N-01 – Interpretive Bulletin 

Jason McJury brought up the point that MHCC has previously proposed changes that will conflict 

with current comment. 

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – Refer to Technical Systems Subcommittee  

  Maker: Russell Watson  Second: Alan Spencer 

  The motion carried via voice vote with 1 negative vote. 

Based on the topic of the next DRC 24 – Guidance on Alternative Construction, the committee decided to take a 

proactive approach by addressing the guidance letter related to carports. Leslie Gooch, from the Manufactured 

Housing Institute (MHI), expressed concerns about the arbitrary expansion of the guidance letter that deals with 

garages that now includes carports. The industry should not rely on these guidance letters. The committee 

should take this deregulation opportunity to make recommendation to the HUD Secretary about how to change 

HUD and its bureaucracy. Leslie Gooch emphasized the influence that the MHCC has to provide 

recommendations to the Secretary. The MHCC should consider alternative construction and on-site completion 

as regulatory matters. Although Log 179 addresses Alternative Construction issues, the timeframe for having the 

rule out is unknown whereas rescinding the letter has a shorter time frame. 

MHCC Motion: MHCC Recommends HUD rescind the guidance letter dated 5-10-2017, which 

expanded upon the 6-12-2014 guidance letter to include designs for carport ready homes. 

Maker: Luca Brammer  Second: Michael Wade 

The motion carried. Meeting Vote: 18-0-0 
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DRC 24: FR6030-N-01 – 24 CFR Part 3282 

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – No Further Action Required 

  Maker: David Tompos  Second: Alan Spencer 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

BREAK 

MHCC Motion: Add the Approved as Modified language from Log 179 to the third set of 

revisions to the MHCSS. 

As HUD standards are published in sets, the purpose of this motion is to allow for consistency 

when a set of proposed changes is published.   

Maker: Alan Spencer  Second: Michael Wade 

The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

DRC 40: FR6075-N-01 – HUD Code Updates MHCC    

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – No Further Action Required 

  Maker: Lori Dibble  Second: Russell Watson 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

DRC 48: FR6075-N-01 – HUD Code Updates    

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – No Further Action Required 

  Maker: Joseph Sadler  Second: Mitchel Baker 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

DRC 119: FR6075-N-01 – Carport/Add-on Guidance 

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – No Further Action Required 

  Maker: Lori Dibble  Second: Alan Spencer 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

DRC 120: FR6075-N-01 – Carport/Add-on Guidance 

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – No Further Action Required 

  Maker: Lori Dibble  Second: Joseph Sadler 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

DRC 121: FR6075-N-01 – Carport/Add-on Guidance 

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – No Further Action Required 

  Maker: Lori Dibble  Second: Alan Spencer 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

DRC 122: FR6075-N-01 – Carports Garages 

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – No Further Action Required 

  Maker: Lori Dibble  Second: Debra Blake 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

DRC 125: FR6075-N-01 – Carport/Add-on Guidance 

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – No Further Action Required 

  Maker: Lori Dibble  Second: Richard Nolan 
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  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

 MHCC Motion: MHCC strongly suggest HUD to adopt a 2-year cycle for updating and 

publishing a final rule on the Manufactured Housing Safety and Construction Standards. 

This motion stemmed from discussion on the length of Alternative Construction (AC) letters. AC 

letters are implemented to have the MH industry keep up with the innovation in the market. 

The implementation of the following motion will limit the use of AC letters.  

Maker: David Tompos  Second: Michael Wade 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote.  

DRC 126: FR6075-N-01 – Carport/Add-on Guidance 

MHCC Motion: Postpone until Log 180 has been reviewed 

  Maker: David Tompos  Second: Lori Dibble 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

BREAK 

DOE Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing – Notice of Data 

Availability; Request for Information  
 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) announced the notice of data availability (NODA) (Appendix E) and 

soliciting public input regarding data relating to certain aspects in developing energy conservation standards for 

manufactured housing. Comments to DOE were due on or before September 17, 2018. 

According to the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA), DOE is required to establish a standard 

for the energy efficiency of manufactured housing in terms of the Proposed Rule. To establish these regulations, 

DOE must satisfy two conditions based on 42 U.S. Code § 17071(a)(2) –  

(2) NOTICE, COMMENT, AND CONSULTATION Standards described in paragraph (1) shall be 

established after— 

(A) notice and an opportunity for comment by manufacturers of manufactured housing 

and other interested parties; and 

(B) consultation with the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, who may seek 

further counsel from the Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee. 

Mark Weiss from the Manufactured Housing Association for Regulatory Reform (MHARR), noted that the EISA 

issued by Congress took away jurisdiction from HUD in terms of energy efficiency. 

The committee discussed that the MHCC should assert jurisdiction on the DOE energy efficiency standards 

making process to ensure the standards meet MH consumer needs. This committee made comments on a 

previous DOE Proposed Rule (See Appendix F) stating the actual costs were higher than estimated in the 

proposed rule. The current proposed energy standard also underestimates cost and consumers will be excluded 

from the market due to these cost increases. The $4K - $6K was calculated on the retail side of the consumer 

and didn’t include the regulatory costs. The committee further discussed the DOE presentation (Appendix G) on 

the different tiered packages that is referenced in the NODA. The presentation didn’t cover all the packages.  

The MHCC meeting adjourned at 4:51 p.m.  
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DAY 2: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 
Reconvene 

MHCC Chairman, Tim O’Leary, reconvened the meeting at 9:10 a.m. DFO Payne welcomed the committee back 

into session. Kevin Kauffman (AO) called the roll and announced that a quorum was present. 

DOE Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing – Notice of Data 

Availability; Request for Information  
 
The committee continued discussion on the DOE’s Request for Information. David Tompos stated that DOE is 

not well informed on manufactured housing. The MHCC wants DOE to shift authority back to HUD in terms of 

energy conservation standards. This will avoid different agencies regulating the MH industry. The committee 

discussed the fact that DOE may not respond to the MHCC; therefore, a response should be sent through HUD. 

The committee decided to take a two-track approach to the DOE’s Request for Information. The committee will 

(1) send a letter to the Secretary of HUD objecting to DOE’s request for information and asking the Secretary to 

re-delegate the regulatory authority for energy conservation standards back to HUD/MHCC and (2) submit 

comments in response to the DOE’s request for information.  

MHCC Motion: Send a letter to the Secretary of HUD regarding DOE’s request for information 

and content of the Proposed Rule. (Appendix H) 

Maker: Russell Watson  Second: Kylin Parks 

  The motion carried. Meeting Vote: 18-0-0 

BREAK 

The committee wants DOE to know that the energy standards must not conflict with HUD standards, which are 

preemptive per 42 U.S.C $5403(g) that states: 

(g) Manufactured housing construction and safety standards 

(1) The Federal manufactured home construction and safety standards established by 

the Secretary under this section shall include preemptive energy conservation standards 

in accordance with this subsection. 

(2) The energy conservation standards established under this subsection shall be cost-

effective energy conservation performance standards designed to ensure the lowest 

total of construction and operating costs. 

(3) The energy conservation standards established under this subsection shall take into 

consideration the design and factory construction techniques of manufactured homes 

and shall provide for alternative practices that result in net estimated energy 

consumption equal to or less than the specified standards. 

The committee noted that previous comments to DOE were not included in the new proposed standard. The 

comments to DOE should provide awareness of the current HUD process of changing the MH code. The MHCC 

would like to inform DOE about the deficiencies in the proposed rule. The following motion was made based on 

the discussion:  
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MHCC Motion: MHCC to provide comments on the DOE Energy Conservation Standards for 

Manufactured Housing: Notice of Data Availability; Request for Information. (Appendix I) 

Maker: Joseph Sadler  Second: Mitchel Baker 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

The committee discussed the cost analysis done in EERE-2009-BT-BC-0021 (NODA Packages-Draft Results 

July 2018) (see Appendix G). The committee wanted comparable cost figures and discussed asking HUD for it 

through this motion: 

MHCC Motion: Request HUD’s PD&R to submit a document to the MHCC which includes 

comparable cost figures similar to EERE-2009-BT-BC-0021 (NODA Packages-Draft Results July 

2018) by November 14, 2018. (Appendix J) 

Maker: Joseph Sadler Second: Catherine Yielding 

  The motion carried. 

Frost-Free Foundation  
The committee discussed Log Items and Deregulatory comments related to frost-free foundations and the 

Proposed Interpretative Bulletin (IB). The MHCC previously sent comments on the IB stating that it should be 

rescinded and highlighted its deficiencies.  

There are two options for complying with the current standards: 1) American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) 

32, and 2) accepted engineering practice. There is less clarity on the accepted engineering practices option. The 

IB created confusion on what can be accepted as accepted engineering practice. The proposed IB states that 

ASCE 32 is the accepted engineering practice; however, it is not written as such in the current code. 

Cameron Tomasbi, MHCC member, stated that SEBA (HUD’s Installation Contractor) is enforcing the IB even 

though it is not finalized. Leslie Gooch stated that field reports show the proposed IB is being enforced. Michael 

Henretty from SEBA clarified that it is not being enforced and that 3285 is being enforced. Henretty stated, the 

inspectors are asking for the foundation plans and are receiving plans that are either incorrect or out of date. 

There needs to be guidance for the inspectors to know if plans are acceptable.  

DFO Payne gave context for issuing the proposed IB since there was no additional guidance on these types of 

more innovative foundations. HUD tried to provide that guidance with the letter. She also stated that HUD is not 

currently working on a final IB. 

Based on this discussion, the MHCC made two motions on the proposed IB: 

MHCC Motion: Refer Frost Free Foundation Issue/Deregulation Comments to the Technical 

Systems Subcommittee. The Subcommittee should review and consider all of the comments.  

Maker: Dave Anderson Second: Michael Wade 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

MHCC Motion: MHCC requests that HUD withdraw the proposed IB on Frost Free Foundation 

Issue until the MHCC takes action based on the Technical Systems Subcommittee 

recommendation on Frost Free Foundation Issue/Deregulation Comments.  

Maker: Dave Anderson Second: Michael Wade 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 
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LUNCH BREAK 

Multifamily vs. Single-Family Homes 

LOG 160: § 3280.2 Definitions 

The language for this proposal is consistent with the IRC and Log 128. The committee had a 

detailed discussion on the comparison between Log 160 and a previously approved Log 128 on 

the same topic. 

MHCC Motion to Approve Log 160 as Modified. 

  Maker: David Tompos  Second: Lori Dibble 

  The motion carried via voice vote with 2 negative votes.  

LOG 161: § 3280.711 Instructions 

The proposal was modified to be consistent with Log 128.  

MHCC Motion to Approve Log 161 as Modified. 

  Maker: David Tompos  Second: Russell Watson 

  The motion carried via voice vote with 3 negative votes. 

BREAK 

LOG 162: § 3280.211 Dwelling Unit Separation 

MHCC Motion to Approve Log 162. 

  Maker: David Tompos  Second: Michael Wade 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

LOG 186: § 3280.6 Serial number 

MHCC Motion to Approve Log 186. 

  Maker: Alan Spencer  Second: Mitchel Baker 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

LOG 198: § 3280.202 Definitions 

 The proposal would revise the definition of MH and allow it to compete with site-built homes. 

The change in definition will allow park model to be built from the HUD code. 

MHCC Motion to Refer Log 198 to the Regulatory Subcommittee. 

  Maker: Alan Spencer  Second: Debra Blake 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

DRC 12: FR6030-N-01 – Manufactured Housing Requirements 

The committee agrees with commenter that HUD should explore ways to enable more timely 

updates to manufactured housing requirements, particularly through the incorporation by 

reference of voluntary consensus standards. 

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – Refer Comment to HUD for Further Consideration 

  Maker: Mitchel Baker  Second: Michael Wade 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 
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DRC 58: FR6075-N-01 – HUD Code 

Log Items 128, 160, 161 address the adoption of multi-family manufactured homes.  

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – No Further Action Required 

Maker: Lori Dibble  Second: Dave Anderson 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

DRC 59: FR6075-N-01 – HUD Code 

The comment address Alternative construction and performance vs. prescriptive based 

standards. The committee discussed the merits of having performance and prescriptive 

requirements. Mark Weiss stated that consumers have difference preference for performance 

and affordability.  

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – Refer Comment to HUD for Further Consideration 

  Maker: Alan Spencer  Second: Michael Wade 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

DRC 270: FR6075-N-01 – Regulatory Benefits 

The comment is highlighting the positive aspect of the HUD Code.   

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – No Further Action Required  

  Maker: Lori Dibble  Second: Mitchel Baker 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

DRC 272: FR6075-N-01 – Regulatory Benefits 

NAHB comment is on the affordable housing in the country. Danny Ghorbani stated that NAHB 

is trying to stifle the MH industry by imposing regulation and bring up the MH prices. MHCCS 

code avoids costs from local and state codes that homebuilders have incurred. The committee 

agreed with that sentiment and rejects the premise and conclusion of the comment.  

MHCC Motion: Reviewed and Considered – Reject Premise and Conclusion 

  Maker: Luca Brammer  Second: Garold Miller 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

 

The MHCC adjourned at 5:15 p.m.  
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DAY 3: Thursday, September 13, 2018 
Reconvene 

MHCC Chairman, Tim O’Leary, reconvened the meeting at 9:02 a.m. DFO Payne welcomed the committee back 

into session and encouraged members whose first term is expiring to apply for re-appointment. Kevin Kauffman 

(AO) called the roll and announced that a quorum was present. 

Office of Housing Statement 

Joe Gormley, Chief of Staff for the Office of Housing, gave a statement on behalf of Brian Montgomery, FHA 

Commissioner and Assistant Secretary of Housing. He was grateful for the dedication and commitment to the 

mission and objectives of the MHCC, and the active role in helping HUD understand industry perspectives. He 

thanked members whose term expired at the end of the year and the MHCC Chair and Vice-Chair.  

Mr. Gormely went on to state that the Manufactured Housing industry will no longer be an afterthought—it is 

an important part of the nation’s housing stock and constitutes a critical component of affordable housing. He 

stated that the industry is on pace to produce about 100,000 homes in 2018, which is twice the production 

number during the challenging times around 2007. He articulated HUD’s plan to reduce regulatory burdens, 

improve and modernize its programs and regulations. He thanked DFO Payne and her team for doing a great job 

but believes that additional staff support will allow the program office to be even more responsive.  

There are two rules that are the highest priority for the administration: 1) rulemaking on Formaldehyde Emissions; 

and 2) the rule on clarifying the RV exemptions. The Office of Housing is also prepared to move forward with a rule 

revising the payments to states if the budget allows for those payments with the appropriation.  

After Joe Gormley’s statement, a committee member brought up a few concerns regarding the MH industry. The 

committee was dissatisfied how the rulemaking process did not consider MHCC recommendations in a timely 

manner and asked how improvements can be made to the process. Joe Sadler from the North Carolina State 

Administrative Agency (SAA) and MHCC member asked that there be more funding for the states since they are 

burdened with a lot of the costs. The state agencies pay for a lot of the implementation and inspection costs 

associated with regulations.  

3280 Subpart A - General 

LOG 152: § 3280 Attic 

The committee disapproved the proposal because attic access for all types of roof isn’t 

appropriate and the proposal isn’t feasible to be implemented.  

MHCC Motion to Disapprove Log 152. 

  Maker: Alan Spencer  Second: Cameron Tomasbi 

  The motion carried via voice vote with 1 abstention. 

Vice-Chair Debra Blake requested Log 153 and 154 to be reviewed by the committee.  

LOG 153: § 3282.416(a)(4) Oversight of notification and correction activities 

The proposal will reduce the number of reviews to one per calendar quarter and reduce 

expenses for the manufacturer. 

MHCC Motion to Approve Log 153. 

  Maker: Dave Anderson  Second: Mitchel Baker 
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  The motion carried via voice vote with 1 abstention. 

LOG 154: § 3280.607(b)(3)(i) Plumbing fixtures 

The committee has discussed and addressed this issue in Log 108.  

MHCC Motion to Disapprove Log 154. 

  Maker: Dave Anderson  Second: Luca Brammer 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

LOG 159: § 3280.1 Scope 

The proposal reflects previous changes to the definition of Dwelling or Dwelling Units. The 

change links the standards to the statute 

MHCC Motion to Approve Log 159 as Modified. 

  Maker: Michael Wade  Second: Richard Nolan 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

BREAK 

LOG 170: § 3280 Energy efficiency and affordability of manufactured housing 

The proposal was submitted prior to the DOE Proposed Rule and the current item discusses DOE 

working group’s previous discussion that is not applicable. Richard Nolan stated that the DOE 

has come back with a different proposal for request of information therefore the following item 

isn’t applicable so disapprove the item. 

MHCC Motion to Disapprove Log 170. 

  Maker: Luca Brammer  Second: Mitchel Baker 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

Based on the discussion, the committee made two motions that asked for a subcommittee 

review of energy standards in the MHCSS and informed DOE about the review that MHCC 

subcommittee will be undertaking.  

MHCC Motion: Create an Action Item – Regulatory Enforcement Subcommittee to review the 

energy standards in the MHCSS with specific focus on the RFI from DOE. The subcommittee to 

review each of the questions/issues from the RFI and provide recommendations to the MHCC 

on proposed action. 

Maker: Luca Brammer  Second: Lori Dibble 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

MHCC Motion: Add the following language to the MHCC Comments on the DOE Energy 
Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing that the MHCC made on Day 2 of the 
meeting:  

“The MHCC has reviewed and has referred the DOE’s notice of data availability; request 

for information to a MHCC Subcommittee for review and comment.” 

Maker: Alan Spencer  Second: Kylin Parks 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

LOG 193: § 3280.4 Incorporation by Reference & 3280.801 Scope 

MHCC Motion: Refer Log 193 to Structure and Design Subcommittee. 

  Maker: David Tompos  Second: Mitchel Baker 
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  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

LOG 199: § 3280.4 Incorporation by reference 

MHCC Motion to Approve Log 199. 

  Maker: Alan Spencer  Second: Joseph Sadler 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

LOG 200: § 3280.4 Incorporation by reference 

MHCC Motion to Disapprove Log 200. 

  Maker: Joseph Sadler  Second: Kylin Park 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

LOG 201: § 3280.304 Materials 

The proposal updates a reference standard. There is no cost impact as the windows are already 

been updated to the newest standard. The manufacturers are using the latest standards  

MHCC Motion to Approve Log 201 as Modified. 

  Maker: David Tompos  Second: Michael Wade 

  The motion carried via voice vote with 1 abstention. 

LOG 202: § 3280.403 Requirements for windows, sliding glass doors, and skylights 

MHCC Motion to Refer Log 202 to Structure and Design Subcommittee. 

  Maker: David Tompos  Second: Joseph Sadler 

  The motion carried unanimously via voice vote. 

 

Public Comment Period 

Leslie Gooch thanked the MHCC for their time and asked HUD to push through the regulatory process. She 

reiterated the point to make sure that MHCC has jurisdiction over MH industry regulatory issues especially 

related to DOE’s standard. Mark Weiss thanked the MHCC and the chairs for their work. Michael Moglia, from 

the Pennsylvania SAA, asked HUD to consider MH installers as appointed committee members especially with 

the eight vacancies coming up at the end of the year. Having an installer’s input will be valuable for the MHCC 

especially with on-site completion.  

Wrap-up 

DFO Payne thanked the MHCC members and the HUD staff. DFO thanked outgoing committee members—Tim 

O’Leary, Debra Blake, and Dominic Frisina—for their leadership and participation on behalf of HUD. DFO Payne 

also thanked Tim O’Leary for chairing this meeting. 

The MHCC meeting adjourned at 12:30 p.m. 
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Postmeeting Participant List 
Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee Members 

Dave Anderson 
Executive Director 
National Manufactured Home Owners 

Association 
2380 Wycliff Street, Suite 200 
St. Paul, MN  55114 
Phone: 202-800-9795 
Email: david.r.anderson.nmhoa@gmail.com 

Mitchel Baker 
Operations Manager 
Division of Codes and Standards 
California Department of Housing and 

Community Development 
2020 West El Camino Avenue, Suite 250 
Sacramento, CA  95833 
Phone: 916-263-3221 
Email: mbaker@hcd.ca.gov 

Debra Blake 
Deputy Director 
Manufactured Housing Division 
Arizona Department of Housing 
1110 West Washington Street, Suite 280 
Phoenix, AZ  85007 
Phone: 602-364-1022 
Email: debra.blake@azhousing.gov 

Luca Brammer, P.E. 
President 
Hallmark Southwest 
25525 Redlands Boulevard 
Lomda Linda, CA  92354 
Phone: 858-336-6627 
Email: lbrammer@hallmarksouthwest.com 

Tommy Colley 
Assistant Administrator 
Alabama Manufactured Housing Commission 
511 Central Road 
Eclectic, AL  36024 
Phone: 334-850-0554 
Email: tommy.colley@amhc.alabama.gov 

Loretta Dibble 
Owner 
MHOA-NJ 
P.O. Box 83 
Jackson, NJ  08527 
Phone: 732-708-1880 
Email: dibble@rutgers.edu 

James Husom 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
PFS Corporation 
1507 Matt Pass 
Cottage Grove, WI  53562 
Phone: 608-839-1372 
Email: jim.husom@pfsteco.com 

Garold Miller 
President 
Manufactured Housing Association of 

New Jersey 
48 Boxwood Drive 
Jackson, NJ  08527 
Phone: 732-534-0085 
Email: garnoldmiller@gmail.com 
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Richard Nolan 
Vice President – Director of DAPIA 
HWC Engineering 
12720 91st Avenue, North 
Seminole, FL  33776 
Phone: 727-392-9499 
Email: rnolan@hwceng.com 

Timothy O’Leary 
Owner 
69 East Prospectors Drive 
Cascade, ID  83611 
Phone: 208-859-0431 
Email: idahoinspector@frontier.com 

Kylin Parks 
Community Organizer/Consultant 
Kylin Parks Consulting/Washington Association 

of Manufactured Home Owners 
4515 176th Street, S.W., #43 
Lynnwood, WA  98037 
Phone: 425-318-2488 
Email: kylinparks@gmail.com 

Joseph Sadler, Jr., P.E. 
Deputy Director 
North Carolina Department of Insurance 
1202 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC  27699 
Phone: 919-647-0052 
Email: joe.sadler@ncdoi.gov 

Alan Spencer 
President 
Dakotaland Homes 
1301 S Lyons Avenue 
Sioux Falls, SD  57106 
Phone: 605-201-3394 
Email: aspencer@dakotalandhomes.com 

Cameron Tomasbi, P.E. 
Director of Engineering 
The Commodore Corporation 
1423 Lincolnway East 
Goshen, IN  46527 
Phone: 574-533-7100 
Email: ctomasbi@commodorehomes.com 

David Tompos 
President 
NTA, Inc. 
305 North Oakland Avenue 
Nappanee, IN  46550 
Phone: 574-773-7975 
Email: tompos@ntainc.com 

Michael Wade 
Director of Lean Manufacturing 
Cavalier/Clayton 
144 Corporate Way 
Addison, AL  35540 
Phone: 256-747-7504 
Email: mwade@cavhomesinc.com 

Russell Watson 
Director-at-Large 
Federation of Manufactured Home Owners of 

Florida Inc., State Board of Directors 
Director 
National Manufactured Home Owners 

Association 
3204 East Derry Drive 
Sebastian, FL  32958 
Phone: 860-910-8259 
Email: rsw_52@att.net 

Catherine Yielding 
Founder/Director 
United Manufactured Home Owner Volunteers 

(UMHOV) 
9421 East Main Street, #142 
Mesa, AZ  85207 
Phone: 254-368-7809 
Email: catyknot02@aol.com 
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U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Geraldine (Uju) Aguolu 
Management Analyst 
Office of Manufactured Housing Programs 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-5599 
Email: geraldine.o.aguolu@hud.gov 

Eric Bers 
General Engineer 
Office of Manufactured Housing Programs 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-2123 
Email: eric.l.bers@hud.gov 

Adrian C. Browner 
Program Analyst 
Office of Manufactured Housing Programs 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W., Room 9170 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-4532 
Email: adrian.c.browner@hud.gov 

Joseph M. Gormley 
Chief of Staff 
Office of Housing 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W., Room 9246 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-5152 
Email: joseph.m.gormley@hud.gov 

Dorian Hawkins 
Trial Attorney 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W., Room 9240 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-5969 
Email: dorian.s.hawkins@hud.gov 

Mike Hollar 
Senior Economist (Public Housing) 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-5878 
Email: michael.k.hollar@hud.gov 

Leo Huott 
Management Analyst 
Office of Manufactured Housing Programs 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-4538 
Email: leo.s.huott@hud.gov 

Andrew Lee 
Attorney/Advisor 
Office of General Counsel 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-6190 
Email: chang-yia.lee@hud.gov 

Daniel Marcin 
Economist 
Office of Policy Development and Research 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-2967 
Email: daniel.s.marcin@hud.gov 

Patricia McDuffie 
Manufactured Housing Specialist 
Office of Manufactured Housing Programs 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-5607 
Email: patricia.a.mcduffie@hud.gov  

mailto:leo.s.huott@hud.gov
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Alastair McFarlane 
Office of Policy Development and Research  
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-5846 
Email: alastair.w.mcfarlane@hud.gov 

Jason McJury 
Civil (Structural) Engineer 
Office of Manufactured Housing Programs 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 304-995-5119 
Email: jason.c.mcjury@hud.gov 

Gregory Miller 
Architect 
Office of Manufactured Housing Programs 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W.  
Room 9168 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-1472 
Email: gregory.w.miller@hud.gov 

Paul M. Olin 
Management Analyst 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W., Room 9246 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-3672 
Email: paul.m.olin@hud.gov 

Teresa B. Payne 
Acting Administrator 
Office of Manufactured Housing Programs 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-5365 
Email: teresa.l.payne@hud.gov 

Aaron Santa Anna 
Assistant General Counsel for Regulations 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-5300 
Email: aaron.santaanna@hud.gov 

Demetress Stringfield 
Management Analyst 
Office of Manufactured Housing Programs 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
451 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-2239 
Email: demetress.e.stringfield@hud.gov 

Angelo Wallace 
Civil Engineer-Structural 
Office of Manufactured Housing Programs 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
Room 9170 
451 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20410 
Phone: 202-402-3848 
Email: angelo.m.wallace@hud.gov 

HUD Support Services Contractor Personnel 
MHCC Administering Organization Staff 

Kevin Kauffman 
Research Engineer II 
Home Innovation 
400 Prince George’s Boulevard 
Upper Marlboro, MD  20774 
Phone: 888-602-4663 
Email: mhcc@homeinnovation.com 

Vladimir Kochkin 
Director of Applied Engineering 
Home Innovation 
400 Prince George’s Boulevard 
Upper Marlboro, MD  20774 
Phone: 301-430-6249 
Email: vkochkin@homeinnovation.com 

mailto:angelo.m.wallace@hud.gov
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Nay Shah 
Research Engineer 
Home Innovation 
400 Prince George’s Boulevard 
Upper Marlboro, MD  20774 
Phone: 888-602-4663 
Email: mhcc@homeinnovation.com 

Monitoring Contract Staff 

Paul Hancher 
Director, Building Department, Energy and 

Sustainability, and Resiliency Services 
Institute for Building Technology and Safety, Inc. 
45207 Research Place 
Ashburn, VA  20147 
Phone: 703-481-2009 
Email: phancher@ibts.org 

Steven Spille 
Project Manager 
Institute for Building Technology and Safety, Inc. 
45207 Research Place 
Ashburn, VA  20147 
Phone: 703-481-2000 
Email: sspille@ibts.org 

James Turner 
DAPIA Task Manager 
Institute for Building Technology and Safety, Inc. 
45207 Research Place 
Ashburn, VA  20147 
Phone: 703-481-2019 
Email: jturner@ibts.org 
 

Installation Contract Staff 

 

Michael S. Henretty 
Project Manager 
SEBA Professional Services, L.L.C. 
Suite 500 
1325 G Street, N.W.  
Washington, DC  20005 
Phone: 703-407-1094 
Email: michael.henretty@sebapro.com  

Meeting Planner Contract Staff 

Cecilia Andersen 
Meetings and Events Manager 
JDC Events 
8720 Georgia Avenue, Suite 801 
Silver Spring, MD  20910 
Phone: 240-316-3202 
Email: cecilia@jdc-events.com 

Jane Hofilena 
Logistics Specialist 
BLH Technologies, Inc. 
1803 Research Boulevard, Suite 500 
Rockville, MD  20850 
Phone: 240-399-8742 
Email: jhofilena@blhtech.com 

mailto:michael.henretty@sebapro.com
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Antoinette (Toni) Price 
Project Manager 
BLH Technologies, Inc. 
1803 Research Boulevard, Suite 500 
Rockville, MD  20850 
Phone: 240-399-8727 
Email: aprice@blhtech.com 

Other Attendees 
 
Kara Beigay 
Retailer Information 
Manufactured Housing Institute 
1655 Fort Myer Drive, Suite 200 
Arlington, VA  22209 
Phone: 703-229-6208 
Email: kbeigay@mfghome.org 

Lesli Gooch 
Senior Vice President, Government Affairs 
Manufactured Housing Institute 
1655 Fort Myer Drive, Suite 200 
Arlington, VA  22209 
Phone: 703-558-0660 
Email: lgooch@mfghome.org 

Don Iverson 
National Electrical Manufacturers Association 

(NEMA) 
1300 North 17th Street 
Rosslyn, MI  48854 
Phone: 517-648-0939 
Email: don.iverson@nema.org 

Devin Leary-Hanebrink 
Regulatory Issues 
Manufactured Housing Institute 
1655 Fort Myer Drive, Suite 200 
Arlington, VA  22209 
Phone: 703-844-0707 
Email: dlearyhanebrink@mfghome.org 

Jeffrey Legault 
Director 
Product Design and Engineering 
Skyline 
2520 Bypass Road 
Elkhara, IN  46514 
Phone: 574-350-2204 
Email: jlegault@skylinecorp.com 

Michael Moglia 
Factory Built Housing Administrator 
Housing Standards Division 
Pennsylvania Department of Community and 

Economic Development 
400 North Street, Fourth Floor 
Harrisburg, PA  17120 
Phone: 717-720-7416 
Email: mmoglia@pa.gov 

Matthew Rabkin 
Manufactured Home Program Manager 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
500 C Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20472 
Phone: 202-212-1011 
Email: matthew.rabkin@fema.dhs.gov  

John Weldy 
Director of Engineering 
Clayton Homebuilding Group 
66700 State Route 19 
Wakarusa, IN  46573 
Phone: 574-862-6210 
Email: john.weldy@claytonhomes.com  

Mark Weiss  
President and CEO  
Manufactured Housing Association for 

Regulatory Reform  
Suite 512  
1331 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.  
Washington, DC  20004  
Phone: 202-783-4087  
Email: mmarkweiss@aol.com 
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APPENDIX B: 
REGULATORY REFORM 

Aaron Santa Anna, Assistant General Counsel, Office of Regulations 



Aaron Santa Anna, Assistant General Counsel, Office of Regulations



Two Executive Orders

• Executive Order 13771, “Reducing Regulation and Controlling 
Regulatory Costs”, 

• Issued January 30, 2017 (82 Fed. Reg. 9339, February 3, 2017)

• Executive Order 13777, “Enforcing the Regulatory Reform Agenda”

• Issued February 24, 2017 (82 Fed. Reg. 12285, March 1, 2017)



• Interim Guidance dated February 2, 2017 Implementing Section 2 
of Executive Order of January 30, 2017, Titled “Reducing 
Regulation and Controlling Regulatory Costs” 

• Guidance dated April 5, 2017 on Implementing Executive Order 13771, 
Titled “Reducing Regulation and Controlling Regulatory Costs” (M-17-
21)

• Guidance dated April 28, 2017 on Regulatory Reform Accountability 
under Executive Order 13777, titled “Enforcing the Regulatory Reform 
Agenda” (M-17-23)



Executive Order 13771, Reducing Regulation and 
Controlling Regulatory Costs

Regulatory Cap for Fiscal Year 2017

Unless prohibited by law, whenever an executive department or agency (agency) publicly 
proposes for notice and comment or otherwise promulgates a new regulation, it shall:

• Identify at least two existing regulations to be repealed; and 

• The total incremental cost of all new regulations, including repealed regulations, to be 
finalized this year shall be no greater than zero.

• Goal:  Any new incremental costs associated with new regulations shall, to the extent 
permitted by law, be offset by the elimination of existing costs associated with at least 
two prior regulations. 



Executive Order 13771, Reducing Regulation and 
Controlling Regulatory Costs

Regulatory Cap for Fiscal Year 2018 and beyond

• For FY 2018 and after, for each regulation that increases incremental costs the agency shall 
identify the two offsetting regulations.

• Regulatory Cap. The OMB Director shall identify to agencies a total amount of incremental 
costs that will be allowed for each agency in issuing new regulations and repealing 
regulations for the next fiscal year.  No regulations exceeding the agency’s total incremental 
cost allowance will be permitted in that fiscal year, unless required by law or approved in 
writing by the Director. 

• Each regulation (regulatory and deregulatory) shall be included in the Unified Regulatory 
Agenda.  No regulation shall be issued by an agency if it was not included on the most recent 
version or update of the published Unified Regulatory Agenda.



DEFINITION: Deregulatory Action

• Deregulatory actions include any final rule that revises any section of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) as long as it provides a cost savings for 
purposes of the incremental cost allowance.

• May also include guidance and interpretive guidance, and information 
collection requests that repeal or streamline recordkeeping, reporting or 
disclosure requirements.

• Significant proposed rules issued before January 20, 2017 that are formally 
withdrawn and removed from the Unified Agenda may qualify as repeal 
actions (but do not qualify as cost savings).



KEY POINTS

• Executive Order 12866 remains primary governing EO regarding regulatory planning and 
review.

• Executive Order 13771 covers BOTH significant regulatory actions AND significant guidance 
documents.  

• “Non-Significant regulatory actions” are not subject to EO 13771 but may count as a 
deregulatory action.

• Federal Spending Programs:  Regulatory actions that cause only income transfers between 
taxpayers and program beneficiaries are considered “transfer rules” and are not covered by 
EO 13771.  However, in some cases, such regulatory actions may impose requirements apart 
from transfers, or transfers may distort markets causing inefficiencies



Executive Order 13777, “Enforcing the Regulatory 
Reform Agenda

• Requires that  agencies designate an agency official as its 
Regulatory Reform Officer (RRO) to oversee the implementation of 
regulatory reform initiatives and policies .

• Each agency is also required to establish a Regulatory Reform 
Task Force to evaluate existing regulations and make 
recommendations to the agency head regarding their repeal, 
replacement, or modification, consistent with applicable law. 



Executive Order 13777, “Enforcing the Regulatory 
Reform Agenda

• Section 3(d) of the Order provides that, at a minimum, each task force must attempt to identify regulations that:

• Eliminate jobs, or inhibit job creation; 
• Are outdated, unnecessary, or ineffective; 
• Impose costs that exceed benefits; 
• Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with regulatory reform initiatives and policies; 
• Are inconsistent with the requirements of section 515 of the Treasury and General Government Appropriations 

Act, 2001 (44 U.S.C. 3516 note), or the guidance issued pursuant to that provision, in particular those 
regulations that rely in whole or in part on data, information, or methods that are not publicly available or that 
are insufficiently transparent to meet the standard for reproducibility; or 

• Derive from or implement Executive Orders or other Presidential directives that have been subsequently 
rescinded or substantially modified.

• When implementing regulatory offsets under EO 13771, agencies should prioritize rules identified by the Regulatory 
Task Force as being outdated, unnecessary or ineffective.



Executive Order 13777, “Enforcing the Regulatory 
Reform Agenda

FY 2019 Annual Performance Plan (APP) agencies must, at a minimum, include in their plans 

the following performance indicators, with goals, on: 

o Number of evaluations to identify potential EO 13771 deregulatory actions that 

included opportunity for public input and/or peer review; 

o Number of EO 13771 deregulatory actions recommended by the Regulatory Reform 

Task Force to the agency head, consistent with applicable law; 

o Number of EO 13771 deregulatory actions issued that address recommendations by 

the Regulatory Reform Task Force; 

o Number of EO 13771 regulatory actions and, separately, EO 13771 deregulatory 

actions issued; and 

o Total incremental cost of all EO 13771 regulatory actions and EO 13771 deregulatory 

actions (including costs or cost savings carried over from previous fiscal years).
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APPENDIX C: 
REVIEW OF HUD’S 

ON-SITE COMPLETION OF CONSTRUCTION 
REGULATION 

By Michael Hollar, Daniel Marcin, and Alastair McFarlane 



Review of HUD’s
On-Site Completion of Construction Regulation

Michael Hollar, Daniel Marcin, and Alastair McFarlane 

September 11, 2018

September 2018 MHCC Meeting



Outline
1. Report to Congress
2. Review of On-Site Completion Rule
3. Consideration of Alternatives
4. Feedback?



Report to Congress

Required by Explanatory Agreement to the Consolidated 
Appropriations Act of 2018
➢Review Final Rule concerning On-Site Completion
➢Develop alternatives that minimize costs and ensure safety
➢Explore whether state and local planning and permitting agencies 

should have jurisdiction over on-site completion of construction



What is On-site Completion?
➢ Completion of new manufactured housing at the installation site, 

rather than in the factory
➢ On-site completion allows for greater product variety and reduces 

damage during transport
➢ Examples: Gable-end window, dormers, French doors, roof jacks, 

hinged roofs. 
➢ Stakeholders: Manufacturers, Retailers, IPIAs, DAPIAs 
➢ Approximately 1,000 annually (1-2% of total shipments) 





Review of On-Site Rule
Motivation of rule: 
• Eliminate need for an “alternative construction” letter for on-site completion
• Maintain federal superintendence of manufactured housing production 

Primary Requirement of On-site Rule: 
IPIA is required to conduct 100% of on-site completions of specific design 
features described in the rule. 



Benefits of On-Site Rule
Producers: 
Eliminates delay of “Alternative Construction”  approval process
Establishes uniform procedures for on-site completion

Consumer Gains:
Enhanced safety and quality assurance from 100% inspection



Costs of Rule
Additional Cost of Inspection to Producers: 
• Cost of additional IPIA inspections ranges from $200 - $500 per home
• Time spent by manufacturer/retailer and IPIA/designee to coordinate 

inspection of completion of construction before occupancy

Loss to Consumers from Increased Cost:
• Affordability: Cost pass-through ranges from 50% to 90% of increased cost
• Consumer choice: Producers limit product variety to avoid costs
• Financing opportunities: MH Advantage from FNMA requires SC features

(MH Advantage offers up to 97% LTV for homes with features similar to site-
built homes)



Primary Alternatives
1. Delegate authority to local jurisdictions to conduct inspections 

(instead of IPIAs).
2. Allow Quality Control of completion of construction by IPIAs. 

(Less than 100 percent inspection.)

Examine pros and cons…



Alternative: Local Authority
Allow local jurisdictions to conduct inspections.
(Note: IPIAS can already designate local jurisdictions to inspect.  However, they 
do so on behalf of the IPIA and HUD.) 

Pros:
• Proximity could increase availability of inspectors and make it easier to 

schedule inspections.
• Less travel by inspectors could reduce cost of inspections.
• Others?



Disadvantages of Local Authority
Challenges of Managing Program
• 3,000 counties and 35,000 cities and towns
• Lack of consistency will weaken the benefits of a national program.
• Some localities may use on-site inspection role to purposefully delay or 

discourage completion.
• Would require process to de-certify inspectors if needed.
• Harder to collect complaints concerning completion defects.
Potential burden on local government
• May not want authority due to resource constraints.
• Will require additional training to inspect completions (IRC vs HUD Code).
• Local inspection fees are likely to vary more than current IPIA fees.



• IPIAs would be required to inspect less than 100% of on-site 
completions of construction

• HUD would set the minimum required percentage
• Manufacturer continues to certify all completions
• Complaints sent to IPIA
• Would adjust inspection based on frequency of complaints
• DAPIA validates approach

Quality Control Alternative



Pros:
• Reduce inspection costs.
• Will expand consumer choice.
• Percentage could be adjusted based on performance.

Cons:
• Initially, will be difficult to determine the appropriate inspection rate.  Would 

be an iterative process requiring feedback.
• Increased risk to consumer safety.

Pros and Cons of Quality Control Alternative



Minimum inspection rates could vary by feature.  Would maintain a high 
rate for any features that pose a significant safety risk, such as a 
furnace, but allow lower rates for non-hazardous features. 

Pros:
• Reduce inspection costs.
• Allow more consumer choice.
• Would not exclude life-threatening items. 

Cons:
• Places burden on consumer to report defects. 

Quality Control Alternative: Risk-reducing option



Feedback?





Request for Report to Congress
Explanatory Agreement to the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2018

“The Department has issued a final rule, interpretive bulletin, and memorandum 
regarding the on-site completion of construction of manufactured homes cited in 
section 424 of H.R. 3354 that has caused concern among various stakeholders. The 
agreement directs the Department to review such rule, interpretive bulletin, and 
memorandum, and develop a solution that ensures the safety of consumers and 
minimizes costs and burdensome requirements on manufacturers and consumers. 
The agreement also directs the Department to explore if state and local planning and 
permitting agencies should have jurisdiction over on-site completion and to provide a 
report to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations within 120 days of 
enactment of this Act.”
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Carports 
Log 179 

DRC 9 

DRC 10 

DRC 16 

DRC 24 

DRC 40 

DRC 48 

DRC 119 

DRC 120 

DRC 121 

DRC 122 

DRC 125 

DRC 126 

Frost-Free Foundations 
DRC 11 

DRC 13 

DRC 14 

DRC 31 

DRC 150 

DRC 151 

DRC 152 

DRC 153 

DRC 154 

DRC 156 

DRC 157 

DRC 158 

DRC 169 

DRC 170 

DRC 171 

DRC 172 

DRC 173 

DRC 174 

DRC 175 

DRC 176 

DRC 177 

DRC 178 

DRC 179 

Multi-family vs. Single-family Homes 
Log 160 

Log 161 

Log 162 

Log 186 

Log 198 

DRC 12 

DRC 58 

DRC 59 

DRC 270 

DRC 272 

3280 Subpart A - General 
Log 152 

Log 159 

Log 170 

Log 193 

Log 199 

Log 200 

3280 Subpart B - Planning Considerations 
Log 150 

Log 156 

Log 157 

Log 173 

Log 185 

Log 187 

Log 189 

3280 Subpart C - Fire Safety 
Log 174 Log 196 
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3280 Subpart D - Body and Frame Construction Requirements 
Log 158 

Log 177 

Log 184 

Log 201 

3280 Subpart E - Testing 
Log 148 

Log 153 

Log 191 

Log 197 

Log 202 

Log 203 

Log 204 

Log 206 

3280 Subpart F - Thermal Protection 
Log 123 Log 155 Log 205 

3280 Subpart G - Plumbing Systems 
Log 149 

Log 151 (W) 

Log 154 

Log 171 

Log 188 

Log 190 

3280 Subpart H - Heating, Cooling and Fuel Burning Systems 
Log 175 Log 176 Log 183 

Alternative Construction Requirements 
Log 180 

Log 181 

DRC 63 

DRC 80 

DRC 81 

DRC 123 

DRC 124 

DRC 127 

DRC 128 

DRC 129 

Consumer Complaint Handling and Remedial Actions 
DRC 5 

DRC 26 

DRC 27 

DRC 139 

DRC 140 

DRC 141 

DRC 142 

DRC 143 

DRC 144 

DRC 145 

DRC 146 

DRC 147 

DRC 148 

DRC 149 

Dispute Resolution 
DRC 6 

DRC 249 

DRC 250 

DRC 251 

DRC 252 

DRC 253 

Financing Issues 
DRC 229 DRC 230 DRC 231 
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DRC 232 

DRC 233 

DRC 234 

DRC 235 

DRC 236 

DRC 237 

DRC 238 

DRC 239 

DRC 240 

DRC 241 

DRC 242 

DRC 243 

DRC 244 

DRC 245 

DRC 246 

Formaldehyde 
DRC 8 

DRC 22 

DRC 247 

DRC 248 

Foundation Requirements 
DRC 155 

DRC 159 

DRC 160 

DRC 161 

DRC 162 

DRC 163 

DRC 164 

DRC 165 

DRC 166 

DRC 167 

DRC 168 

DRC 180 

DRC 181 

DRC 182 

DRC 183 

General Comments about Manufactured Housing Construction and Safety Standards 
DRC 25 

DRC 30 

DRC 32 

DRC 33 

DRC 34 

DRC 35 

DRC 36 

DRC 37 

DRC 38 

DRC 39 

DRC 41 

DRC 42 

DRC 43 

DRC 44 

DRC 45 

DRC 46 

DRC 47 

DRC 49 

DRC 50 

DRC 51 

DRC 52 

DRC 53 

DRC 54 

DRC 55 

DRC 56 

DRC 57 

DRC 60 

DRC 61 

DRC 62 

DRC 64 

DRC 65 

DRC 66 

DRC 67 

DRC 68 

DRC 69 

DRC 70 

DRC 71 

DRC 72 

DRC 73 

DRC 74 

DRC 75 

DRC 76 
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DRC 77 

DRC 78 

DRC 79 

DRC 82 

DRC 83 

DRC 84 

DRC 85 

HUD Regulation 
DRC 1 

DRC 184 

DRC 185 

DRC 186 

DRC 187 

DRC 188 

DRC 189 

DRC 190 

DRC 191 

DRC 192 

DRC 193 

DRC 194 

DRC 195 

DRC 196 

DRC 197 

Land Issues 
DRC 287 

DRC 288 

DRC 289 

DRC 290 

DRC 291 

DRC 292 

DRC 293 

MHCC Issues 
DRC 281 

DRC 282 

DRC 283 

DRC 284 

DRC 285 

DRC 286 

Model Manufactured Home Installation Standards 
Log 146 

Log 147 

Log 164 

Log 165 

Log 166 

Log 167 

Log 168 

Log 169 

Log 192 

OMHP Administration 
DRC 254 

DRC 255 

DRC 256 

DRC 257 

DRC 258 

DRC 259 

On-Site Completion 
DRC 2 

DRC 4 

DRC 17 

DRC 18 

DRC 19 

DRC 28 

DRC 86 

DRC 87 

DRC 88 

DRC 89 

DRC 90 

DRC 91 

DRC 92 

DRC 93 

DRC 94 

DRC 95 

DRC 96 

DRC 97 
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DRC 98 

DRC 99 

DRC 100 

DRC 101 

DRC 102 

DRC 103 

DRC 104 

DRC 105 

DRC 106 

DRC 107 

DRC 108 

DRC 109 

DRC 110 

DRC 111 

DRC 112 

DRC 113 

DRC 114 

DRC 115 

DRC 116 

DRC 117 

DRC 118 

Preemption 
DRC 130 

DRC 131 

DRC 132 

DRC 133 

DRC 134 

DRC 135 

DRC 136 

DRC 137 

DRC 138 

Procedural and Enforcement Regulations 
Log 163 

Log 172 

Log 178 

Log 182 

Log 194 

Log 195 

Regulatory Benefits 
DRC 266 

DRC 267 

DRC 268 

DRC 269 

DRC 271 

DRC 273 

DRC 274 

DRC 275 

DRC 276 

DRC 277 

DRC 278 

DRC 279 

DRC 280 

Regulatory Burden and Overreach 
DRC 3 

DRC 7 

DRC 15 

DRC 20 

DRC 21 

DRC 23 

DRC 198 

DRC 199 

DRC 200 

DRC 201 

DRC 202 

DRC 203 

DRC 204 

DRC 205 

DRC 206 

DRC 207 

DRC 208 

DRC 209 

DRC 210 

DRC 211 

DRC 212 

DRC 213 

DRC 214 

DRC 215 

DRC 216 

DRC 217 

DRC 218 
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DRC 219 

RV Rule 
DRC 219 

DRC 220 

DRC 221 

DRC 222 

DRC 223 

DRC 224 

DRC 225 

DRC 226 

DRC 227 

DRC 228 

State Issue 
DRC 29 

DRC 228 

DRC 260 

DRC 261 

DRC 262 

DRC 263 

DRC 264 

DRC 265 

Miscellaneous 
DRC 294 

DRC 295 

DRC 296 

DRC 297 

DRC 298 

DRC 299 
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MHCC Comments on the DOE Proposed Rule:  

Energy Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing 
Docket Number: EERE–2009–BT–BC–0021 

RIN 1904–AC11 

 
 On August 9, 2016, HUD’s Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee met via teleconference 

to review the DOE Proposed Rule: Energy Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing. As a result 

of their review and deliberations, the following comments on the Proposed Rule were developed and 

are being submitted to DOE on behalf of the Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee:  

1. Table 460.101-1 & 2. The State of California is not included in the tables. It appears the entire State 

of California is located in Climate Zone III. 

2. Table 460.102-1. Note 3 states “Ceiling Insulation must have either a uniform thickness or uniform 

density.” Uniform thickness will not generally be possible. Therefore, a uniform density will be 

required in the prescriptive method. This seems to not allow compression of insulation in the truss 

heel area. It will be very difficult to build a roof with the insulation levels required by the proposed 

rule without some compression. 

MHCC recommends eliminating this requirement. 

Remove text (3) Ceiling insulation must have either a uniform thickness or a uniform density. 

3. Table 460.102-1. Note 7 requires a maximum glazing area of 12% of the floor area, when using the 

prescriptive method. There is no such glazing area restriction in the 2015 IECC. 

MHCC recommends eliminating this requirement. 

Remove text (7) The total area of glazed fenestration must be no greater than 12 percent of the area 

of the floor. 

4. Table 460.103 – Installation of Insulation. Under floors, the Proposed Rule requires floor insulation 

to be installed in contact with the underside of the floor decking. This requirement has been 

debunked by building scientists, and has been removed from the 2015 IECC. It serves no purpose 

since the rim joist is required to be insulated. It is extremely difficult to do in a factory environment.  

MHCC recommends this section be removed. 
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5. 460.201 Duct system – The Proposed Rule states “Each manufactured home must be equipped with 

a duct system.” This seems to imply that ductless systems, such as mini split heat pumps are not 

allowed.  

MHCC recommends revising the section to state “when a duct system is installed.” 

6. 460.201 Duct system – Section (b) states “Building framing cavities must not be used as ducts or 

plenums”. Does this section apply to return air plenums?  

MHCC recommends revising this section to state “…Building framing cavities must not be used as 

ducts or plenums when directly connected to mechanical systems.” 

7. The Proposed Rule does not address how these standards will be enforced. Does DOE have an 

enforcement plan? How are plan review and inspections to be performed? It would be a burden on 

the industry to have to deal with an additional Federal Agency. There needs to be regulatory clarity 

before this rule can be final.  

The DOE Proposed Rule is substantially incomplete as stated. The Proposed Rule does not contain 

compliance and enforcement details to ensure that homes are constructed and installed in 

compliance with the standard. Neither does its cost analysis include or support the cost efficiency or 

justification for compliance costs. The enforcement of the Proposed Rule significantly affects the 

costs, planning, and implementation. Therefore, the MHCC cannot recommend this proposal be 

adopted as a final rule until the enforcement and compliance path is included.  

MHCC recommends enforcement and compliance be performed by HUD. 

8. DOE has not adequately considered the impact of the proposed rule on the future affordability and 

access to credit for low income purchasers. DOE projected an average retail cost increase of 5% or 

$2,226 for single section homes and $3,109 for a multi-section homes.  

MHCC recommends that DOE should further revise its retail cost impact analysis based on the past 

industry projected retail cost mark-up factor of 2.30, rather than 1.67 factor used by DOE in its cost 

analysis. 

9. DOE has under estimated the reduction in production levels and future availability of manufactured 

homes due to the implementation of its proposed standards. DOE projections, based on 2014 

shipment data, would suggest a loss in production and availability of over 40,000 homes over a 

30-year period using a -0.48 elasticity in demand factor (as price goes up-demand goes down). Past 

HUD estimates of elasticity on demand used a higher factor of -2.40 which would suggest a loss of 

production of over 200,000 homes over the same 30-year period. However, based on more recent 

and current industry production growth rates, shipment data, and potential underestimates of retail 

costs by DOE; these projected production losses would appear to also underestimate the future 

losses in production, shipments, and availability of manufactured homes.   

10. DOE has not adequately addressed the impact of the proposed rule on small manufacturers. Small 

manufacturers may not be able to compete in the marketplace due to economies of scale afforded 

to large manufacturers that are able to purchase materials in volume at discounted rates not 

available to smaller manufacturers. DOE could not certify that the proposed rule would not have a 

significant impact on small manufacturers. 
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11. DOE has not adequately addressed the potential health effects on indoor air quality that may result 

from several proposed measures to increase the tightness and thereby reduce natural air infiltration 

through the thermal envelope, with no proposed increase in mechanical ventilation requirements. 

Implementation should be deferred pending study of this issue. The measures are currently 

designed to enhance the tightness of the thermal envelope needed to achieve the projected 

reduction of natural air infiltration from eight (8) air changes per hour to five (5) air changes per 

hour and other benchmarks should be considered. 

Kevin Kauffman 
Administering Organization 
Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee 
Home Innovation Research Labs 
400 Prince George’s Boulevard 
Upper Marlboro MD, 20774  
Phone: 888.602.4663 

E-mail: mhcc@homeinnovation.com  
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PACKAGE 1: 
This package would maximize the energy savings of a manufactured home, 
but exclude envelope and duct sealing to maximize energy savings.

PACKAGE 2: 
This package would maximize the energy savings of a manufactured home, 
but allow envelope and duct sealing to maximize energy savings.

Method:
• Energy savings is maximized by minimizing Uo of the home.
• Package 1 and 2 are created for incremental price targets of $500, $1000, and $1500.
• Incremental costs and savings calculations are based on methods and data presented in the 

2016 NOPR.

Description of Packages
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 1 – HUD Zone 1 Single Section

HOUSTON, TX
Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-11) R-13 R-11 R-13 $68.27 $0.00 $68.27
Ceiling N/A (R-22) R-30 R-22 R-22 $451.74 $0.00 $0.00
Floor N/A (R-22) R-19 R-19 R-19 -$136.44 -$136.44 -$136.44
Window U-factor N/A (1.08) 1.08 0.5 0.35

$0.00 $1,048.43 $1,495.84
Window SHGC N/A (0.70) 0.7 0.6 0.33
Uo 0.116 0.1071 0.0937 0.0854

Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 N/A (8) N/A (8) N/A (8) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $438.76 $967.17 $1,482.86

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings

$105.85 $157.88 $270.22

Simple Payback Period 6.6 9.7 8.6

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High Oil 
and Gas Resource)

$103.48 $154.42 $264.45

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

6.7 9.8 8.7

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.

Package 1 (no sealing): HUD CZ 1
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 2 – HUD Zone 1 Single Section

JACKSON, MS

Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-11) R-13 R-11 R-13 $68.27 $0.00 $68.27
Ceiling N/A (R-22) R-30 R-22 R-22 $451.74 $0.00 $0.00
Floor N/A (R-22) R-19 R-19 R-19 -$136.44 -$136.44 -$136.44
Window U-factor N/A (1.08) 1.08 0.5 0.35

$0.00 $1048.43 $1,495.84
Window SHGC N/A (0.70) 0.7 0.6 0.33
Uo 0.116 0.1071 0.0937 0.0854
Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 N/A (8) N/A (8) N/A (8) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $438.76 $967.17 $1,482.86

Average Annual Energy Bill 
Savings

$131.29 $181.61 $287.31

Simple Payback Period 5.5 8.6 8.1

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High Oil 
and Gas Resource)

$128.33 $177.59 $281.11

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

5.5 8.6 8.2

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.

Package 1 (no sealing): HUD CZ 1
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 3 – HUD Zone 2 Single Section

MEMPHIS, TN
Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-11) R-13 R-13 R-19 $68.27 $68.27 $674.12
Ceiling N/A (R-22) R-22 R-22 R-22 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Floor N/A (R-19) R-13 R-22 R-22 -$81.95 $136.44 $136.44
Window U-factor N/A (0.5) 0.35 0.31 0.31

$447.41 $627.99 $627.99
Window SHGC N/A (0.6) 0.33 0.25 0.25
Uo 0.096 0.0920 0.0819 0.0728
Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 N/A (8) N/A (8) N/A (8) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $488.92 $887.88 $1,493.73

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings

$140.63 $167.33 $277.20

Simple Payback Period 5.4 8.3 8.7

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High Oil 
and Gas Resource)

$137.47 $163.48 $270.44

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

5.5 8.4 8.7

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.

Package 1 (no sealing): HUD CZ 2
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 4 – HUD Zone 3 Single Section

CHICAGO, IL

Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-13) R-21 R-21 R-21 $746.16 $746.16 $746.16
Ceiling N/A (R-30) R-22 R-22 R-30 -$451.74 -$451.74 $0.00
Floor N/A (R-22) R-22 R-30 R-30 $0.00 $406.52 $406.52
Window U-factor N/A (0.35) 0.32 0.31 0.31

$86.24 $180.57 $180.57
Window SHGC N/A (0.33) 0.33 0.25 0.25
Uo 0.079 0.0713 0.0659 0.0610
Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 N/A (8) N/A (8) N/A (8) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $435.85 $936.70 $1,388.44

Average Annual Energy Bill 
Savings

$138.79 $153.87 $233.40

Simple Payback Period 5.9 11.2 10.8

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High Oil 
and Gas Resource)

$129.14 $143.54 $217.96

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

6.0 11.3 11.0

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.

Package 1 (no sealing): HUD CZ 3
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 1 – HUD Zone 1 Single Section

HOUSTON, TX
Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-11) R-13 R-13 R-13 $68.27 $68.27 $68.27
Ceiling N/A (R-22) R-22 R-22 R-22 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Floor N/A (R-22) R-19 R-30 R-19 -$136.44 $406.52 -$136.44
Window U-factor N/A (1.08) 1.08 1.08 0.5

$0.00 $0.00 $1,048.43
Window SHGC N/A (0.70) 0.7 0.7 0.6
Uo 0.116 0.1120 0.1048 0.0909
Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 5 5 5 $253.85 $253.85 $253.85
Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) 4 4 4 $209.70‡ $209.70‡ $209.70‡

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $450.57 $993.53 $1,499.00

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings

$186.95 $188.70 $301.86

Simple Payback Period 3.9 8.6 8.0

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High Oil 
and Gas Resource)

$182.81 $184.50 $295.23

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

3.9 8.7 8.1

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.
‡ The package assumes duct sealing requirements would require following prescriptive duct sealing methods to achieve the duct leakage numerical performance 
value, without needing to perform testing.

Package 2 (with sealing): HUD CZ 1
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 2 – HUD CZ 1 Single Section

JACKSON, MS
Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-11) R-13 R-13 R-13 $68.27 $68.27 $68.27
Ceiling N/A (R-22) R-22 R-22 R-22 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Floor N/A (R-22) R-19 R-30 R-19 -$136.44 $406.52 -$136.44
Window U-factor N/A (1.08) 1.08 1.08 0.5

$0.00 $0.00 $1,048.43
Window SHGC N/A (0.70) 0.7 0.7 0.6
Uo 0.116 0.1120 0.1048 0.0909
Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 5 5 5 $253.85 $253.85 $253.85
Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) 4 4 4 $209.70‡ $209.70‡ $209.70‡

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $450.57 $993.53 $1,499.00

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings

$231.25 $238.10 $365.64

Simple Payback Period 3.2 7.0 6.7

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High 
Oil and Gas Resource)

$226.04 $232.71 $357.48

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

3.3 7.0 6.8

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.
‡ The package assumes duct sealing requirements would require following prescriptive duct sealing methods to achieve the duct leakage numerical performance 
value, without needing to perform testing.

Package 2 (with sealing): HUD CZ 1
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 3 – HUD Zone 2 Single Section

MEMPHIS, TN

Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-11) R-13 R-19 R-21 $68.27 $674.12 $814.43
Ceiling N/A (R-22) R-22 R-22 R-22 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Floor N/A (R-19) R-19 R-19 R-22 $0.00 $0.00 $136.44
Window U-factor N/A (0.5) 0.5 0.5 0.5

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Window SHGC N/A (0.6) 0.6 0.6 0.6
Uo 0.096 0.0909 0.0818 0.0779
Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 5 5 5 $253.85 $253.85 $253.85
Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) 4 $0.00 $0.00 $209.70‡

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $377.31 $983.15 $1,469.60

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings

$200.51 $310.78 $382.11

Simple Payback Period 3.2 5.5 6.6

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High Oil 
and Gas Resource)

$195.03 $302.38 $371.93

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

3.3 5.5 6.6

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.
‡ The package assumes duct sealing requirements would require following prescriptive duct sealing methods to achieve the duct leakage numerical performance 
value, without needing to perform testing.

Package 2 (with sealing): HUD CZ 2
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 4 – HUD Zone 3 Single Section

CHICAGO, IL Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-13) R-21 R-21 R-21 $746.16 $746.16 $746.16
Ceiling N/A (R-30) R-22 R-22 R-22 -$451.74 -$451.74 -$451.74
Floor N/A (R-22) R-22 R-22 R-38 $0.00 $0.00 $578.30

Window U-factor N/A (0.35) 0.49 0.31 0.32
-$347.68 $180.57 $86.24

Window SHGC N/A (0.33) 0.71 0.25 0.33
Uo 0.079 0.0775 0.0710 0.0647

Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 5 5 5 $253.85 $253.85 $253.85

Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) 4 4 4 $209.70‡ $209.70‡ $209.70‡

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $465.47 $993.73 $1,477.69

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings

$350.43 $424.80 $441.14

Simple Payback Period 2.8 4.3 6.2

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High Oil 
and Gas Resource)

$321.28 $395.94 $410.48

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

2.8 4.4 6.3

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.
‡ The package assumes duct sealing requirements would require following prescriptive duct sealing methods to achieve the duct leakage numerical performance 
value, without needing to perform testing.

Package 2 (with sealing): HUD CZ 3
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Draft Results Summary
$500 Cost 
Package 1

$1000 Cost 
Package 1

$1500 Cost 
Package 1

$500 Cost 
Package 2

$1000 Cost 
Package 2

$1500 Cost  
Package 2

Total Incremental Cost

DOE CZ 1 –
Houston 

(HUD CZ 1)

$438.76 $967.17 $1,482.86 $450.57 $993.53 $1,499.00
Average Annual Energy Bill Savings $105.85 $157.88 $270.22 $186.95 $188.70 $301.86
Average Annual Cash Flow* $72.18 $83.65 $156.42 $152.38 $112.45 $186.81
Simple Payback Period 6.6 9.7 8.6 3.9 8.6 8.0
LCC Savings $645.33 $636.96 $1,270.10 $1,478.15 $930.01 $1,582.25
Annualized Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 
2016$)

$4,953 $10,862 $16,569 $5,086 $11,155 $16,746

NPV Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 2016$) $61,464 $134,786 $205,606 $63,118 $138,427 $207,803
Total Incremental Cost

DOE CZ 2 –
Jackson

(HUD CZ 1)

$438.76 $967.17 $1,482.86 $450.57 $993.53 $1,499.00
Average Annual Energy Bill Savings $131.29 $181.61 $287.31 $231.25 $238.10 $365.64
Average Annual Cash Flow* $97.61 $107.38 $173.51 $196.67 $161.85 $250.60
Simple Payback Period 5.5 8.6 8.1 3.2 7.0 6.7
LCC Savings $910.13 $883.84 $1,447.90 $1,939.68 $1,444.66 $2,246.53
Annualized Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 
2016$)

$3,065 $6,721 $10,252 $3,147 $6,902 $10,361

NPV Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 2016$) $38,029 $83,397 $127,217 $39,054 $85,650 $128,575
Total Incremental Cost

DOE CZ 3 –
Memphis 

(HUD CZ 2)

$488.92 $887.88 $1,493.73 $377.31 $983.15 $1,469.60
Average Annual Energy Bill Savings $140.63 $167.33 $277.20 $200.51 $310.78 $382.11
Average Annual Cash Flow* $103.11 $99.19 $162.56 $171.55 $235.33 $269.32
Simple Payback Period 5.4 8.3 8.7 3.2 5.5 6.6
LCC Savings $955.26 $817.29 $1,328.59 $1,693.25 $2,209.21 $2,444.26
Annualized Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 
2016$)

$2,639 $4,774 $7,983 $2,039 $5,281 $7,856

NPV Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 2016$) $32,747 $59,240 $99,062 $25,302 $65,529 $97,485
Total Incremental Cost

DOE CZ 4 –
Chicago 

(HUD CZ 3)

$435.85 $936.70 $1,388.44 $465.47 $993.73 $1,477.69
Average Annual Energy Bill Savings $138.79 $153.87 $233.40 $350.43 $424.80 $441.14
Average Annual Cash Flow* $105.34 $81.99 $126.84 $314.71 $348.54 $327.73
Simple Payback Period 5.9 11.2 10.8 2.8 4.3 6.2
LCC Savings $975.61 $609.91 $959.35 $3,113.94 $3,342.43 $3,004.71
Annualized Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 
2016$)

$4,115 $8,800 $12,986 $4,394 $9,330 $13,808

NPV Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 2016$) $51,063 $109,200 $161,140 $54,521 $115,779 $171,350
Annualized Costs at 7% DR (in millions, 
2016$) National 

(SS+MS)**

$64 $146 $224 $60 $145 $224

NPV Costs at 7% DR (in millions, 
2016$)

$796 $1,816 $2,780 $743 $1,802 $2,782

*Average Annual Cash Flow = Average Annual Energy Bill Savings – (Average Annual Mortgage Payments + Average Annual Property Tax Payments)
Note: Most buyers finance the home, meaning the increased upfront cost (down payment) is 10% to 20% of the total incremental cost.
**National (SS+MS) results correspond to all single-section and multi-section MH affected by the standards. All other results are for single-section only.
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September 17, 2018 

Secretary Ben Carson 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

451 7th Street S.W., 

Washington, DC 20410 

 

Dear Secretary Carson, 

On September 11-13, 2018, HUD’s Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee (MHCC) met in Washington 

D.C. At that meeting the MHCC reviewed the Department of Energy (DOE) Energy Conservation Program: Energy 

Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing, Notice of Data Availability; Request for Information (Docket 

Number EERE-2009-BT-BC-0021). As a result of their review and deliberation, the following comments and 

concerns were developed and are being submitted to the Secretary of HUD on behalf of the Manufactured 

Housing Consensus Committee.  

The Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee objects to the timing and substance of the Department of 

Energy (DOE) Energy Conservation Program: Energy Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing, Notice 

of Data Availability; Request for Information (Docket Number EERE-2009-BT-BC-0021) and the previously 

Proposed Rule. MHCC has read and discussed the issues as published. MHCC sees a need for significant review 

of work done previously as well as further review of conclusions reached in this Notice of Data Availability. The 

time allotted for comment in this notice is insufficient for the committee to properly consider all the questions 

posed by DOE. 

We strongly urge the Secretary to exercise his option under 42 U.S.C. 17071(a)(2) to seek further and ongoing 

counsel from the MHCC regarding proposed rules published by the DOE in the Federal Register Vol. 83 No. 150.  

(2) NOTICE, COMMENT, AND CONSULTATION Standards described in paragraph (1) shall be 

established after— 

(A) notice and an opportunity for comment by manufacturers of manufactured housing 

and other interested parties; and 

(B) consultation with the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, who may seek 

further counsel from the Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee. 

In accordance with HUD’s preemptive authority under 42 U.S.C 5403 (g), it is the belief of this committee that 

the goals of affordable and safe energy efficient housing would be best served by re-delegating this regulatory 

authority to HUD/MHCC.  

(g) Manufactured housing construction and safety standards 
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(1) The Federal manufactured home construction and safety standards established by 

the Secretary under this section shall include preemptive energy conservation standards 

in accordance with this subsection. 

(2) The energy conservation standards established under this subsection shall be cost-

effective energy conservation performance standards designed to ensure the lowest 

total of construction and operating costs. 

(3) The energy conservation standards established under this subsection shall take into 

consideration the design and factory construction techniques of manufactured homes 

and shall provide for alternative practices that result in net estimated energy 

consumption equal to or less than the specified standards. 

The committee is appreciative of your time and consideration. The committee is looking for your guidance and 

actions on these matters. Thank you for your public service. 

Sincerely, 
Kevin Kauffman, Project Manager 
Administering Organization,  
Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee 
Home Innovation Research Labs  
400 Prince George’s Blvd. 
Upper Marlboro, MD  20774 
Phone: 888-602-4663 
E-mail: MHCC@HomeInnovation.com 
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MHCC Comments on the DOE Energy Conservation Standards for 

Manufactured Housing: Notice of Data Availability; Request for 

Information 
 

Docket Number: EERE-2009-BT-BC-0021 

RIN 1904-AC11 
 

On September 11-13, 2018, HUD’s Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee (MHCC) met in Washington 

D.C. At that meeting the MHCC reviewed the Department of Energy (DOE) Energy Conservation Program: Energy 

Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing, Notice of Data Availability; Request for Information. As a 

result of their review and deliberation, the following comments on the Notice of Data Availability; Request for 

Information were developed and are being submitted to DOE on behalf of the Manufactured Housing Consensus 

Committee: 

The MHCC objects to the timing and substance of DOE’s notice of data availability; request for 

information and the content of the 2016 Proposed Rule. MHCC has read and discussed the issues as 

published. In a cursory review the MHCC notes deficiencies in, but not limited to, design, 

manufacturing feasibility, and cost analysis. MHCC sees a need for significant review of work done 

previously as well as further review of conclusions reached in this notice of data availability pursuant 

to 42 U.S.C. § 17071(a)(2). The time allotted for comment in this notice is insufficient for the 

committee to properly consider all of the questions posed by DOE. 

MHCC previously submitted comments (Appendix A) to DOE (i.e. regarding cost and compliance etc.), 

regarding the proposed rule, and we have been given no documentation to show that our comments 

were submitted to and considered by Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs (OIRA).   

Any proposed energy standard must not conflict with HUD standards, which are preemptive pursuant 

to 42 U.S.C. § 5403(g). DOE must work with HUD to develop a clear compliance path to avoid 

overlapping or conflicting regulations and ensure feasibility, cost effectiveness and clarity. The MHCC 

has reviewed and has referred the DOE’s notice of data availability; request for information to a 

MHCC Subcommittee for review and comment. 

42 U.S.C. § 5403(a)(3) directs the MHCC to provide recommendations to the United States Secretary of 

Housing and Urban Development to adopt, revise and interpret the Manufactured Home Construction 

and Safety Standards (MHCSS). The committee recommends that DOE submit proposed code language 

and corresponding cost analysis to HUD for review and consideration. The process for submitting 

changes to the MHCSS can be found in the MHCC Bylaws Section 9(Appendix B).  
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Kevin Kauffman, Project Manager 
Administering Organization,  
Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee 
Home Innovation Research Labs  
400 Prince George’s Blvd. 
Upper Marlboro, MD  20774 
Phone: 888-602-4663 
E-mail: MHCC@HomeInnovation.com 
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MHCC Comments on the DOE Proposed Rule:  

Energy Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing 
Docket Number: EERE–2009–BT–BC–0021 

RIN 1904–AC11 

 
 On August 9, 2016, HUD’s Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee met via teleconference 

to review the DOE Proposed Rule: Energy Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing. As a result 

of their review and deliberations, the following comments on the Proposed Rule were developed and 

are being submitted to DOE on behalf of the Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee:  

1. Table 460.101-1 & 2. The State of California is not included in the tables. It appears the entire State 

of California is located in Climate Zone III. 

2. Table 460.102-1. Note 3 states “Ceiling Insulation must have either a uniform thickness or uniform 

density.” Uniform thickness will not generally be possible. Therefore, a uniform density will be 

required in the prescriptive method. This seems to not allow compression of insulation in the truss 

heel area. It will be very difficult to build a roof with the insulation levels required by the proposed 

rule without some compression. 

MHCC recommends eliminating this requirement. 

Remove text (3) Ceiling insulation must have either a uniform thickness or a uniform density. 

3. Table 460.102-1. Note 7 requires a maximum glazing area of 12% of the floor area, when using the 

prescriptive method. There is no such glazing area restriction in the 2015 IECC. 

MHCC recommends eliminating this requirement. 

Remove text (7) The total area of glazed fenestration must be no greater than 12 percent of the area 

of the floor. 

4. Table 460.103 – Installation of Insulation. Under floors, the Proposed Rule requires floor insulation 

to be installed in contact with the underside of the floor decking. This requirement has been 

debunked by building scientists, and has been removed from the 2015 IECC. It serves no purpose 

since the rim joist is required to be insulated. It is extremely difficult to do in a factory environment.  

MHCC recommends this section be removed. 
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5. 460.201 Duct system – The Proposed Rule states “Each manufactured home must be equipped with 

a duct system.” This seems to imply that ductless systems, such as mini split heat pumps are not 

allowed.  

MHCC recommends revising the section to state “when a duct system is installed.” 

6. 460.201 Duct system – Section (b) states “Building framing cavities must not be used as ducts or 

plenums”. Does this section apply to return air plenums?  

MHCC recommends revising this section to state “…Building framing cavities must not be used as 

ducts or plenums when directly connected to mechanical systems.” 

7. The Proposed Rule does not address how these standards will be enforced. Does DOE have an 

enforcement plan? How are plan review and inspections to be performed? It would be a burden on 

the industry to have to deal with an additional Federal Agency. There needs to be regulatory clarity 

before this rule can be final.  

The DOE Proposed Rule is substantially incomplete as stated. The Proposed Rule does not contain 

compliance and enforcement details to ensure that homes are constructed and installed in 

compliance with the standard. Neither does its cost analysis include or support the cost efficiency or 

justification for compliance costs. The enforcement of the Proposed Rule significantly affects the 

costs, planning, and implementation. Therefore, the MHCC cannot recommend this proposal be 

adopted as a final rule until the enforcement and compliance path is included.  

MHCC recommends enforcement and compliance be performed by HUD. 

8. DOE has not adequately considered the impact of the proposed rule on the future affordability and 

access to credit for low income purchasers. DOE projected an average retail cost increase of 5% or 

$2,226 for single section homes and $3,109 for a multi-section homes.  

MHCC recommends that DOE should further revise its retail cost impact analysis based on the past 

industry projected retail cost mark-up factor of 2.30, rather than 1.67 factor used by DOE in its cost 

analysis. 

9. DOE has under estimated the reduction in production levels and future availability of manufactured 

homes due to the implementation of its proposed standards. DOE projections, based on 2014 

shipment data, would suggest a loss in production and availability of over 40,000 homes over a 

30-year period using a -0.48 elasticity in demand factor (as price goes up-demand goes down). Past 

HUD estimates of elasticity on demand used a higher factor of -2.40 which would suggest a loss of 

production of over 200,000 homes over the same 30-year period. However, based on more recent 

and current industry production growth rates, shipment data, and potential underestimates of retail 

costs by DOE; these projected production losses would appear to also underestimate the future 

losses in production, shipments, and availability of manufactured homes.   

10. DOE has not adequately addressed the impact of the proposed rule on small manufacturers. Small 

manufacturers may not be able to compete in the marketplace due to economies of scale afforded 

to large manufacturers that are able to purchase materials in volume at discounted rates not 

available to smaller manufacturers. DOE could not certify that the proposed rule would not have a 

significant impact on small manufacturers. 
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11. DOE has not adequately addressed the potential health effects on indoor air quality that may result 

from several proposed measures to increase the tightness and thereby reduce natural air infiltration 

through the thermal envelope, with no proposed increase in mechanical ventilation requirements. 

Implementation should be deferred pending study of this issue. The measures are currently 

designed to enhance the tightness of the thermal envelope needed to achieve the projected 

reduction of natural air infiltration from eight (8) air changes per hour to five (5) air changes per 

hour and other benchmarks should be considered. 

Kevin Kauffman 
Administering Organization 
Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee 
Home Innovation Research Labs 
400 Prince George’s Boulevard 
Upper Marlboro MD, 20774  
Phone: 888.602.4663 

E-mail: mhcc@homeinnovation.com  
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U. S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

BYLAWS 

Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee 
a federal advisory committee 

 
SECTION.  1. Purpose 

 
The purpose of the Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee (Committee), a federal advisory 
committee subject to the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) and established by the 
Manufactured Housing Improvement Act of 2000 (MHIA), is set forth in its Charter.   
 
The purpose of these Bylaws is to provide procedural guidance for the conduct of the Committee’s 
business and meetings. 
 
    
SECTION.  2. Organization and Operation 

   

a. The Committee shall be organized and operate in accordance with the MHIA, the FACA, the 
Charter of the Committee and these Bylaws.  

b. The Committee adheres to procedures established by the American National Standards Institute. 
c. The Committee is overseen by a Designated Federal Official. 
d. The Committee officers include a Chairperson and a Vice Chairperson. 
 

SECTION.  3.  Administrative Support 

 
Administrative, managerial, and technical support for the Committee is available from an 
Administering Organization (AO) – a recognized, voluntary, private sector, consensus standards body 
with specific experience in developing model residential building codes and standards involving all 
disciplines regarding construction – which includes the following, to the extent provided by the 
Secretary: 
 

a.  reasonable staff resources; and 
b.  technical support  to any of the interest categories, provided that 
 

i. The resources and support are necessary to ensure the informed participation of the  
Committee members; and 

ii. The costs are reasonable 
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SECTION.  4. Membership  
 

a. Members 
 

i. The Committee shall have twenty-one (21) voting members appointed by the Secretary; 
and 

ii. One (1) nonvoting member appointed by the Secretary to represent the interests of the 
Secretary 

 
b. Member Terms and Rotation 

 
i. Members serve at the pleasure of the Secretary or for a term of three (3) years, not to 

exceed two (2) consecutive terms. 
ii. A rotation of seven (7) members per annum shall be maintained where reasonably 

possible, except that this requirement shall not inhibit the Secretary’s discretion to 
remove and appoint members. 

 
c. Review of Membership 

 
The Secretary shall review the Committee membership list annually by the criteria specified in 
MHIA, other applicable laws and regulations and such additional criteria as the Secretary may 
specify to ensure the character and integrity of the Committee.  Members are expected to fulfill 
obligations of active participation.  Where a member is in habitual default of these obligations, 
the Secretary may take appropriate action, including termination of membership. 

 
d. Interest Categories  

 
Committee membership shall consist of three (3) categories of voting members: 
 

i. Producers.  Seven (7) producers or retailers of manufactured housing.  
ii. Users.  Seven (7) persons representing consumer interests, such as consumer 

organizations, recognized consumer leaders, and owners who are residents of 
manufactured homes.  

iii. General interest and public officials.  Seven (7) general interest and public official 
members three of whom must be a representative of the Public Official Category. 

 
e. Selection and Appointment of Members 

 
i. Member(s) may be selected and appointed upon review by the Secretary of 

qualifying information submitted to the AO. 
ii. The nominations for members may be made at any time. 

iii. Appointment(s) of qualified candidates may be made as vacancies occur and/or at 
the discretion of the Secretary. 
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f. Membership Roster 
 

i. A  current and accurate Committee roster shall be maintained and shall include the 
following:  

 
1. Title of the Committee and its designation; 
2. Scope of the Committee;  
3. Administering organization:  name of organization, name of secretary, and 

address;  
4. Officers:  chair; vice chair; 
5. Members:  name, address, and business affiliation of individual member(s);  
6. Interest category of each member;  
7. Tally of interest categories:  total of voting members and subtotals for each 

interest category; and 
8. For each subcommittee: title, chair, and names and addresses of all members. 

  
ii. The roster shall be distributed to Committee members, the HUD Committee 

Management Officer (CMO), and the DFO at least annually and upon any change in 
membership or member information. 

iii. The roster shall be made available in a publicly accessible web posting. 
 
SECTION.  5. Subcommittees 

   

a. Subcommittees may be created to facilitate the Committee's work 
 

i. A subcommittee should consist of the minimum number of members necessary to 
accomplish the assigned task. 

ii. Subcommittees shall reflect the Committee’s required balance of interests and 
prohibition against dominance as prescribed in the MHIA, to the extent reasonably 
possible within the size of the established subcommittee.  

iii. The Secretary has exclusive authority to create subcommittees.   
iv. The Secretary shall clearly state the size, scope, and duties of the subcommittee and 

that the subcommittee is not intended to constitute a FACA committee.  
v. The Committee may propose the establishment of one or more subcommittees to the 

Secretary.  The proposal shall include the information set forth in paragraph ii. 
vi. Voting privileges shall be limited to MHCC members of a subcommittee. 

vii. Subcommittees may report only to the Committee, and shall not provide advice or 
work products directly to the agency. 
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b. Subcommittee Chairpersons and members of subcommittees 

 
The Secretary shall appoint the chair and members of a subcommittee. 

 
c. Annual review; continuation on the basis of need 

 
i. The Committee shall review the scope, duties, and membership of all 

subcommittees annually and recommend to the DFO those subcommittees that 
should be continued or discontinued.   

ii. Continuation of a subcommittee shall be based on demonstrated need of the 
Committee for advice and guidance on its subject matter.  The Secretary, 
through the DFO, shall dispose of the recommendation. 

 
d. Delivery of Subcommittee Recommendations  

 
Subcommittees shall make recommendations only to the Committee. 

 
SECTION.  6. Meetings 

  

a. Meetings of the Committee and its subcommittees, if any, shall be held only upon 
approval of the DFO. 

 
b. Meetings of the Committee and subcommittees shall be open to the public.   

 
c. Quorum 

  
i. A majority of the voting members of the Committee shall constitute a quorum 

for conducting business at a meeting.  If a quorum is not present, actions shall 
only be taken subject to subsequent confirmation by letter ballot or recorded 
vote at a future meeting.  

ii. Notwithstanding the foregoing paragraph, the DFO shall ensure that the lawful 
requirements of balance of interests and prohibition against dominance shall be 
preserved.   

 
d. Conduct of Meetings 

 
i. It is the Secretary’s intent in appointing members to the Committee to promote 

balance of interests and prevent a position or exercise of dominant authority, 
leadership, or influence by reason of superior leverage, strength, or 
representation. 

ii. Members shall conduct the business of the Committee in such a manner as shall 
ensure that all directly and materially-affected interests have the opportunity for 
fair and equitable participation without dominance by any single interest. 
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SECTION.  7.  Voting 

  

a. Single Vote 
 
Each member of the Committee shall have one vote.  Members may not vote by proxy. 

 
b. Actions affecting Recommendations  

 
A vote by two-thirds of the members present at a meeting shall be required to send a 
proposed revised standard forward to the Secretary, provided a fair balance of all three 
groups is present. 

 
SECTION.  8. Letter Ballots  

 
a. Letter ballots may be used by the Committee as a procedure to facilitate the work of the 

Committee in an efficient, timely, accurate and fair manner.  Letter ballots may be utilized 
by the Committee: 

 
i. In the absence of a quorum at a duly called meeting; 

ii. To present a matter to the Committee when exigent circumstances prevent 
convening a meeting;  

iii. To validate voting results in the absence of a clear record of the vote taken. 
 

b. Letter Ballots  
 
Each voting member shall reflect one of the following positions:  
 

i. Affirmative;  
ii. Affirmative, with comment;  

iii. Negative, with reasons (the reasons for a negative vote shall be given and, if 
possible, should include specific wording or actions that would resolve the 
objection);  

iv. Abstain, with or without reasons. 
  

c. Balloting 
 

Letter balloting shall be conducted electronically, except if a member is unable to 
reasonably obtain access to a means of receiving and sending electronic documents 
(fax or email) in which case the ballot shall be sent by priority mail with a provision 
for return of the ballot by similar means. 
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d. Voting Period for Letter Ballots 
  

i. The voting period for letter ballots shall end the earliest of fourteen (14) calendar 
days from the date of issue or upon receipt of votes from all eligible voters.  An 
extension of time may be granted by the DFO upon a finding of exigent 
circumstances;    

ii. Ballot results with comments and reasons for voting negative or abstaining shall 
be circulated to the Committee members for review within seven (7) working 
days of the close of the authorized balloting period; 

iii. Disposition of views and objections;  
iv. When the balloting has been closed, the AO shall forward the ballot tally to the 

chair of the Committee and the DFO. 
 
SECTION.  9. Submittal of Proposed Changes to the MHCSS 

  

a. All Proposed Changes shall be submitted to the AO via an established process.  
 

b. Proposed Changes may be submitted to the AO by anyone at anytime. 
 

c. Proposed Changes shall be in the form of a proposed rule, including a cost benefit analysis 
consisting of the costs associated with the proposal and related benefits that would result 
from the change.  To satisfy this requirement, each Proposed Change must: 
 

i. Provide a clear, detailed narrative of the proposal and identify the existing 
Standards that will be affected by the proposal;  

ii. Justify the recommendation as (i) reasonable and practical, (ii) meeting high 
standards of consumer protection consistent with the purposes of MHIA; and 
provide best estimates of the cost and economic effects on consumers of the 
proposal. 
 

d. A Proposed Change can be withdrawn by the submitter up to the point the proposal has 
been formally transmitted to the Committee (e.g., as part of a committee meeting agenda or 
through a ballot). 
 

e. Each duly authorized Proposed Change shall be submitted to HUD by the AO at the end of 
each two-year cycle.   

 
f. Each two-year cycle will consist of two years (calendar years); 

 
g. The deadline for submitting Proposed Changes for each two-year cycle shall be published 

in the Federal Register at least 45 days before the deadline.   
 

h. Those Proposed Changes submitted after the published deadline shall be held by the AO 
until the beginning of the next two-year cycle. 

 
i. At the discretion of the Committee Chair and the AO, a subcommittee or a committee 

member may submit a Proposed Change during the two-year cycle if that proposal is 
intended to specifically resolve an issue raised by another proposal submitted in accordance 
with the deadline for submitting proposals for that two-year cycle.  
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SECTION.  10. Communications 

  

Formal correspondence of the Committee shall bear the heading “Manufactured Housing 
Consensus Committee.”  Committee requests for action shall be sent to both the AO and HUD.   
 

SECTION.  11. Certification of Financial Independence 

 
Committee members in the “User” category and three designated members of the “General 
Interest/Public Official” category shall certify not less than annually and as a continuing 
prerequisite to membership on the Committee that there exists no significant financial interest 
between the certifier, or any member of the certifier’s immediate family, in any segment of the 
manufactured housing industry and, further, that there exists no material relationship between the 
certifier and any other person engaged in the manufactured housing industry. 
   
The certification shall be made in a form and content provided by the Secretary. 
 
SECTION.  12. Conflict of Laws and Parliamentary Procedures 

  

a. Conflicts between laws; interpretations 
 

Issues arising from conflicts between various provisions in the authorities referred to in 
Section 2 or assertions of interpretations shall be resolved by the DFO. 

 
b. Application of Roberts Rules of Order 

 
In all matters of parliamentary procedure, the Committee shall be governed by Roberts 
Rules of Order, except where any such action shall be governed by law, regulation, the 
Committee Charter, or these Bylaws. 
 

SECTION.  13. Secretary 

 

Wherever used in these Bylaws, the term Secretary shall mean the Secretary of the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, the DFO, or such other person that the 
Secretary may designate.  
 
SECTION.  14. Amendment of Bylaws 

 
The Secretary shall have sole authority to amend these Bylaws.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ISSUED:  March 1, 2011, Amended August 19, 2015 



 

 

MHCC MEETING 
September 11-13, 2018 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX J: 
MHCC Request to HUD’s PD&R 

By MHCC 

 



 

MANUFACTURED HOUSING CONSENSUS COMMITTEE 

 1.888.602.4663 | HUD.GOV/MHS 
 
 
 

 

 

To whom it may concern, 

On September 11, 2018, HUD’s Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee (MHCC) met in Washington D.C to 

review the Department of Energy(DOE) Energy Conservation Program: Energy Conservation Standards for 

Manufactured Housing, Notice of Data Availability; Request for Information. As a result of their review and 

deliberation, the MHCC has made the following request to the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development's (HUD's) Office of Policy Development and Research (PD&R): 

MHCC Motion: 

MHCC requests HUD’s PD&R to submit a document to the MHCC which includes comparable 

cost figures similar to EERE-2009-BT-BC-0021 [NODA Packages-Draft Results July 2018] 

(Appendix A) by November 14, 2018. 
 
 
Kevin Kauffman, Project Manager 
Administering Organization,  
Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee 
Home Innovation Research Labs  
400 Prince George’s Blvd. 
Upper Marlboro, MD  20774 
Phone: 888-602-4663 
E-mail: MHCC@HomeInnovation.com 
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Appendix A 
 

EERE-2009-BT-BC-0021 [NODA Packages-Draft Results July 2018] 



1 | Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy eere.energy.gov

Manufactured Housing
NODA Packages – Draft Results

July 2018

Department of Energy
Building Technologies Office
EERE-2009-BT-BC-0021
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PACKAGE 1: 
This package would maximize the energy savings of a manufactured home, 
but exclude envelope and duct sealing to maximize energy savings.

PACKAGE 2: 
This package would maximize the energy savings of a manufactured home, 
but allow envelope and duct sealing to maximize energy savings.

Method:
• Energy savings is maximized by minimizing Uo of the home.
• Package 1 and 2 are created for incremental price targets of $500, $1000, and $1500.
• Incremental costs and savings calculations are based on methods and data presented in the 

2016 NOPR.

Description of Packages
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 1 – HUD Zone 1 Single Section

HOUSTON, TX
Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-11) R-13 R-11 R-13 $68.27 $0.00 $68.27
Ceiling N/A (R-22) R-30 R-22 R-22 $451.74 $0.00 $0.00
Floor N/A (R-22) R-19 R-19 R-19 -$136.44 -$136.44 -$136.44
Window U-factor N/A (1.08) 1.08 0.5 0.35

$0.00 $1,048.43 $1,495.84
Window SHGC N/A (0.70) 0.7 0.6 0.33
Uo 0.116 0.1071 0.0937 0.0854

Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 N/A (8) N/A (8) N/A (8) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $438.76 $967.17 $1,482.86

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings

$105.85 $157.88 $270.22

Simple Payback Period 6.6 9.7 8.6

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High Oil 
and Gas Resource)

$103.48 $154.42 $264.45

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

6.7 9.8 8.7

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.

Package 1 (no sealing): HUD CZ 1
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 2 – HUD Zone 1 Single Section

JACKSON, MS

Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-11) R-13 R-11 R-13 $68.27 $0.00 $68.27
Ceiling N/A (R-22) R-30 R-22 R-22 $451.74 $0.00 $0.00
Floor N/A (R-22) R-19 R-19 R-19 -$136.44 -$136.44 -$136.44
Window U-factor N/A (1.08) 1.08 0.5 0.35

$0.00 $1048.43 $1,495.84
Window SHGC N/A (0.70) 0.7 0.6 0.33
Uo 0.116 0.1071 0.0937 0.0854
Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 N/A (8) N/A (8) N/A (8) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $438.76 $967.17 $1,482.86

Average Annual Energy Bill 
Savings

$131.29 $181.61 $287.31

Simple Payback Period 5.5 8.6 8.1

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High Oil 
and Gas Resource)

$128.33 $177.59 $281.11

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

5.5 8.6 8.2

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.

Package 1 (no sealing): HUD CZ 1
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 3 – HUD Zone 2 Single Section

MEMPHIS, TN
Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-11) R-13 R-13 R-19 $68.27 $68.27 $674.12
Ceiling N/A (R-22) R-22 R-22 R-22 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Floor N/A (R-19) R-13 R-22 R-22 -$81.95 $136.44 $136.44
Window U-factor N/A (0.5) 0.35 0.31 0.31

$447.41 $627.99 $627.99
Window SHGC N/A (0.6) 0.33 0.25 0.25
Uo 0.096 0.0920 0.0819 0.0728
Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 N/A (8) N/A (8) N/A (8) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $488.92 $887.88 $1,493.73

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings

$140.63 $167.33 $277.20

Simple Payback Period 5.4 8.3 8.7

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High Oil 
and Gas Resource)

$137.47 $163.48 $270.44

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

5.5 8.4 8.7

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.

Package 1 (no sealing): HUD CZ 2
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 4 – HUD Zone 3 Single Section

CHICAGO, IL

Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-13) R-21 R-21 R-21 $746.16 $746.16 $746.16
Ceiling N/A (R-30) R-22 R-22 R-30 -$451.74 -$451.74 $0.00
Floor N/A (R-22) R-22 R-30 R-30 $0.00 $406.52 $406.52
Window U-factor N/A (0.35) 0.32 0.31 0.31

$86.24 $180.57 $180.57
Window SHGC N/A (0.33) 0.33 0.25 0.25
Uo 0.079 0.0713 0.0659 0.0610
Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 N/A (8) N/A (8) N/A (8) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $435.85 $936.70 $1,388.44

Average Annual Energy Bill 
Savings

$138.79 $153.87 $233.40

Simple Payback Period 5.9 11.2 10.8

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High Oil 
and Gas Resource)

$129.14 $143.54 $217.96

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

6.0 11.3 11.0

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.

Package 1 (no sealing): HUD CZ 3
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 1 – HUD Zone 1 Single Section

HOUSTON, TX
Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-11) R-13 R-13 R-13 $68.27 $68.27 $68.27
Ceiling N/A (R-22) R-22 R-22 R-22 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Floor N/A (R-22) R-19 R-30 R-19 -$136.44 $406.52 -$136.44
Window U-factor N/A (1.08) 1.08 1.08 0.5

$0.00 $0.00 $1,048.43
Window SHGC N/A (0.70) 0.7 0.7 0.6
Uo 0.116 0.1120 0.1048 0.0909
Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 5 5 5 $253.85 $253.85 $253.85
Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) 4 4 4 $209.70‡ $209.70‡ $209.70‡

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $450.57 $993.53 $1,499.00

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings

$186.95 $188.70 $301.86

Simple Payback Period 3.9 8.6 8.0

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High Oil 
and Gas Resource)

$182.81 $184.50 $295.23

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

3.9 8.7 8.1

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.
‡ The package assumes duct sealing requirements would require following prescriptive duct sealing methods to achieve the duct leakage numerical performance 
value, without needing to perform testing.

Package 2 (with sealing): HUD CZ 1
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 2 – HUD CZ 1 Single Section

JACKSON, MS
Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-11) R-13 R-13 R-13 $68.27 $68.27 $68.27
Ceiling N/A (R-22) R-22 R-22 R-22 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Floor N/A (R-22) R-19 R-30 R-19 -$136.44 $406.52 -$136.44
Window U-factor N/A (1.08) 1.08 1.08 0.5

$0.00 $0.00 $1,048.43
Window SHGC N/A (0.70) 0.7 0.7 0.6
Uo 0.116 0.1120 0.1048 0.0909
Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 5 5 5 $253.85 $253.85 $253.85
Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) 4 4 4 $209.70‡ $209.70‡ $209.70‡

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $450.57 $993.53 $1,499.00

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings

$231.25 $238.10 $365.64

Simple Payback Period 3.2 7.0 6.7

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High 
Oil and Gas Resource)

$226.04 $232.71 $357.48

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

3.3 7.0 6.8

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.
‡ The package assumes duct sealing requirements would require following prescriptive duct sealing methods to achieve the duct leakage numerical performance 
value, without needing to perform testing.

Package 2 (with sealing): HUD CZ 1
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 3 – HUD Zone 2 Single Section

MEMPHIS, TN

Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-11) R-13 R-19 R-21 $68.27 $674.12 $814.43
Ceiling N/A (R-22) R-22 R-22 R-22 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Floor N/A (R-19) R-19 R-19 R-22 $0.00 $0.00 $136.44
Window U-factor N/A (0.5) 0.5 0.5 0.5

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Window SHGC N/A (0.6) 0.6 0.6 0.6
Uo 0.096 0.0909 0.0818 0.0779
Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 5 5 5 $253.85 $253.85 $253.85
Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) N/A (12) N/A (12) 4 $0.00 $0.00 $209.70‡

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $377.31 $983.15 $1,469.60

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings

$200.51 $310.78 $382.11

Simple Payback Period 3.2 5.5 6.6

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High Oil 
and Gas Resource)

$195.03 $302.38 $371.93

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

3.3 5.5 6.6

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.
‡ The package assumes duct sealing requirements would require following prescriptive duct sealing methods to achieve the duct leakage numerical performance 
value, without needing to perform testing.

Package 2 (with sealing): HUD CZ 2
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NOPR CLIMATE ZONE 4 – HUD Zone 3 Single Section

CHICAGO, IL Efficiency Measures Description Incremental Costs and Savings Results (2017$)

Component
HUD

(Current Practice)*
$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

$500 Cost 
Package

$1000 Cost 
Package

$1500 Cost 
Package

Wall N/A (R-13) R-21 R-21 R-21 $746.16 $746.16 $746.16
Ceiling N/A (R-30) R-22 R-22 R-22 -$451.74 -$451.74 -$451.74
Floor N/A (R-22) R-22 R-22 R-38 $0.00 $0.00 $578.30

Window U-factor N/A (0.35) 0.49 0.31 0.32
-$347.68 $180.57 $86.24

Window SHGC N/A (0.33) 0.71 0.25 0.33
Uo 0.079 0.0775 0.0710 0.0647

Envelope Leakage (ACH) 8 5 5 5 $253.85 $253.85 $253.85

Duct Leakage (cfm25/100 
ft^2 CFA)

N/A (12) 4 4 4 $209.70‡ $209.70‡ $209.70‡

Domestic HW None R-3 R-3 R-3 $55.18 $55.18 $55.18

Total Incremental Cost $465.47 $993.73 $1,477.69

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings

$350.43 $424.80 $441.14

Simple Payback Period 2.8 4.3 6.2

Average Annual Energy 
Bill Savings (AEO High Oil 
and Gas Resource)

$321.28 $395.94 $410.48

Simple Payback Period 
(AEO High Oil and Gas 
Resource)

2.8 4.4 6.3

*The energy efficiency measures presented provide one potential path to comply with the HUD Uo requirement.
‡ The package assumes duct sealing requirements would require following prescriptive duct sealing methods to achieve the duct leakage numerical performance 
value, without needing to perform testing.

Package 2 (with sealing): HUD CZ 3
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Draft Results Summary
$500 Cost 
Package 1

$1000 Cost 
Package 1

$1500 Cost 
Package 1

$500 Cost 
Package 2

$1000 Cost 
Package 2

$1500 Cost  
Package 2

Total Incremental Cost

DOE CZ 1 –
Houston 

(HUD CZ 1)

$438.76 $967.17 $1,482.86 $450.57 $993.53 $1,499.00
Average Annual Energy Bill Savings $105.85 $157.88 $270.22 $186.95 $188.70 $301.86
Average Annual Cash Flow* $72.18 $83.65 $156.42 $152.38 $112.45 $186.81
Simple Payback Period 6.6 9.7 8.6 3.9 8.6 8.0
LCC Savings $645.33 $636.96 $1,270.10 $1,478.15 $930.01 $1,582.25
Annualized Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 
2016$)

$4,953 $10,862 $16,569 $5,086 $11,155 $16,746

NPV Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 2016$) $61,464 $134,786 $205,606 $63,118 $138,427 $207,803
Total Incremental Cost

DOE CZ 2 –
Jackson

(HUD CZ 1)

$438.76 $967.17 $1,482.86 $450.57 $993.53 $1,499.00
Average Annual Energy Bill Savings $131.29 $181.61 $287.31 $231.25 $238.10 $365.64
Average Annual Cash Flow* $97.61 $107.38 $173.51 $196.67 $161.85 $250.60
Simple Payback Period 5.5 8.6 8.1 3.2 7.0 6.7
LCC Savings $910.13 $883.84 $1,447.90 $1,939.68 $1,444.66 $2,246.53
Annualized Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 
2016$)

$3,065 $6,721 $10,252 $3,147 $6,902 $10,361

NPV Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 2016$) $38,029 $83,397 $127,217 $39,054 $85,650 $128,575
Total Incremental Cost

DOE CZ 3 –
Memphis 

(HUD CZ 2)

$488.92 $887.88 $1,493.73 $377.31 $983.15 $1,469.60
Average Annual Energy Bill Savings $140.63 $167.33 $277.20 $200.51 $310.78 $382.11
Average Annual Cash Flow* $103.11 $99.19 $162.56 $171.55 $235.33 $269.32
Simple Payback Period 5.4 8.3 8.7 3.2 5.5 6.6
LCC Savings $955.26 $817.29 $1,328.59 $1,693.25 $2,209.21 $2,444.26
Annualized Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 
2016$)

$2,639 $4,774 $7,983 $2,039 $5,281 $7,856

NPV Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 2016$) $32,747 $59,240 $99,062 $25,302 $65,529 $97,485
Total Incremental Cost

DOE CZ 4 –
Chicago 

(HUD CZ 3)

$435.85 $936.70 $1,388.44 $465.47 $993.73 $1,477.69
Average Annual Energy Bill Savings $138.79 $153.87 $233.40 $350.43 $424.80 $441.14
Average Annual Cash Flow* $105.34 $81.99 $126.84 $314.71 $348.54 $327.73
Simple Payback Period 5.9 11.2 10.8 2.8 4.3 6.2
LCC Savings $975.61 $609.91 $959.35 $3,113.94 $3,342.43 $3,004.71
Annualized Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 
2016$)

$4,115 $8,800 $12,986 $4,394 $9,330 $13,808

NPV Costs at 7% DR (in 000s, 2016$) $51,063 $109,200 $161,140 $54,521 $115,779 $171,350
Annualized Costs at 7% DR (in millions, 
2016$) National 

(SS+MS)**

$64 $146 $224 $60 $145 $224

NPV Costs at 7% DR (in millions, 
2016$)

$796 $1,816 $2,780 $743 $1,802 $2,782

*Average Annual Cash Flow = Average Annual Energy Bill Savings – (Average Annual Mortgage Payments + Average Annual Property Tax Payments)
Note: Most buyers finance the home, meaning the increased upfront cost (down payment) is 10% to 20% of the total incremental cost.
**National (SS+MS) results correspond to all single-section and multi-section MH affected by the standards. All other results are for single-section only.
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