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Comments on the HU Proposed Rule for: 
C E eEl V EDModel Manufactued Home Installation Standard

Submitted by: Steven A. Berna, Program Manager
State of Colorado Division of Housing
1313 Sherman Street, Room 321
Denver, CO 80203
Phone: 303-866-4656
Email: steve.berna(cstate.co.
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The State of Colorado , Division of Housing (CDOH), is a HU fully approved SAA and
IPIA, which also admsters the Colorado Manufactued Housing Installation Program 
and Manufactured home Dealer Registration Program. The following comments are
based on the Federal Manufactued Home program requirements and our experiences.

24 CFR 3280.2 defines "Federal manufactured home constrction and safety standard" as
a reasonable standard for the constrction, design, and performance of a manufactured

home which meets the needs of the public including the need for quality, durability, and
safety." 24 CFR 3280. 11 ( c) requires the certification label to read "As evidenced by this
label.. . this manufactued home.. . is constructed in conformance with the Federal
manufactured home construction and safety standards in effect on the date of
manufacture." 24 CFR 3282.251 (a) sets out dealer/distrbutor responsibilities and states
It prohibits the sale, lease.. . of manufactured homes known by the distributor or dealer

not to be in conformance with the standards... " 24 CFR 3282.252 (b) states "Completion
of a retail sale will be at the time the dealer completes set-up of the manufactued
home.. .

Based on the above, CDOH believes that the Model Manufactured Home Installation
Standards should incorporate the following logic:

1. Only a single-wide home trly meets the manufactued home construction and
safety standards when it leaves the factory.

2. Dealers and distrbutors should know that any multi-section home is not in
conformance with the manufactured home construction and safety standards.

3. The non-compliant home may not be sold until it is in conformance with the
manufactued home constrction and safety standards, which will occur when the
home is properly set-up.

4. The sale of the home can be completed at the time the dealer/distributor properly
completes the set-up.

5. The dealer/distributor may only sell a multi-section home when set-up is included.



CDOH believes that requirng the dealer to take responsibility for the home set-up and
compliance with the manufactured home construction and safety standards of new multi-
section manufactured homes has the following benefits:

1. Greater assurance that the Federal requirement for the construction, design, and
performance of a manufactued home which meets the needs of the public
including the need for quality, durability, and safety will be met.

2. Reduced manufacturer liability by ensurng a home sale cannot be completed until
the home is in compliance with the manufactued home construction and safety
standards.

3. Reduced consumer complaints by having the dealer responsible for compliance
with the manufactued home constrction and safety standards in the set-up prior
to completing the sale of multi-section homes.

4. Improved public perception and acceptance of manufactued homes due to the
elimination of signficant problems by ensurg the sale is not completed until the
home is in compliance with the manufactured home constrction and safety
standards.

5. Increased industry reputation and manufactured home demand due to the
elimination of signficant problems by ensurng compliance prior to the
completion of the sale.

6. Simplifying and expanding manufactug opportunties for designconstrction
innovations that require on-site completion by ensuring compliance prior to the
completion ofthe sale.

CDOH urges all involved parties to consider the reality that when a consumer has a
complaint with a manufactured home, it is irrelevant to them who is at fault. The
standard refrain that CDOH hears every day from consumers is "I have real problems
with my (insert appropriate adjectives and manufacturers name) home. HUD and the
manufactued housing industr have a unque opportunty to firmly establish
manufactured homes as a viable, low risk, safe, and affordable housing alternative for
American consumers by ensurng that these homes. are indeed safe and durable through
compliance with the manufactued home constrction and safety standards before home
sales are completed.

In addition, CDOH believes the rule should allow for modifications of the techncal
installation provisions based on the manufacturer s approved installation instructions.
This provision would allow for industry installation innovation and new technologies to
be incorporated over time without requiring federal rule makg.

In conclusion, CDOH believes that the proposed Model Manufactured Home Installation
Rule is deficient as noted above. CDOH also believes that HU and the manufactured
housing industry have a duty to American consumers in takg full advantage of the
present opportunity to ensure consumer satisfaction and prosperity by requirg
constrction and safety standard compliance prior to completion of the home sale.
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Reguations Division
Office of General Counsel
Room 10276
Department of Housing and Urban Development
451 Seventh Street, SW
Washigton, DC 20410-0600

RE: Docket No. FR-4928- 01; HUD 2005-006
RIN Number2502- \125

l\.fodel Manufactured Home Installation Standards

Dear Reguator:
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Manufactured housing has a significant role in the affordable housing market for Delaware; consequendy,
?ussex:.co 11;y;;attrbutes 25% of homeownership to manufactured housing. I am very concerned about the
imPflqtoi1 :'w?rkf0rce housing based upon your nue change for placement of footigs in freezing cliates. Tills
is contradictory to your previous nie where insulated foundation systems may permt footings at grade ill frost

. areas.

As I recall, 1vfHCC draft model standard included insulated foundations as a method to not have pier footigs
extend to dle frost depth line. Tls has been deleted and replaced with "any system designed by a registered
PE and conformig to ASCE 32" . This mandatory reference to ASCE 32 would eliate any type of
insulated skirting system being used to permit pier footigs to be above the frost lie,

As you may know, Delaware has one of the lllghest (77%) rates of homeownership. 
Manufactured housing is 

vital portion of the equation. Escalatig real estate values as well as increasillg r gulatory barriers ilpacts thelow to moderate income as well as the live near your work iltiatives in the First State. The proposed rue
regardilg frost depth and foundations wi defitely ilpact the cost especially when a more conservative
system for installation '-vJl accomplish a quality "set

Equally ilportant, Delaware has mider cliates and does experience frost and freezing; however, there are
few reports of frost heave issues. The ideal goal is to protect from the effects of frost heave; however, the
proposed new nue is excessive and unwarranted, particularly in our region. To tllls end , we ask that you revisit
the rule and suggest a change to ildude: "ASCE-32" optional.
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Lakeside Homes, Inc.1200 Foss Road Phone 651-633-3075
New Brighton, MN 55112 Fax 65 633-0771 
ww.homesbylakeside.com sa1es homesbylakeside.com

June 22, 2005

C:L RE: Docket No. FR-4928-P-01
HUD- 2005-0006
RIN 2502-A125
Model Manufactured Home
Installation Standard
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I am writing on behalf of the 400 members of the Minnesota Manufactured Housing
Association (MMHA) to offer comments on the Department's Proposed Rule related to
Model Manufactured Home Installation Standards.

Regulations Division
Offce of General Counsel

Room 10276
Department of Housing and Urban Development
451 Seventh Street, SW
Washington , DC 20410

To Whom It May Concern:

The MMHA was formed in 1951 and represents nearly 400 businesses, including
manufactured home builders, installers, model home sales centers, land lease.
communities, banks, lenders, and mortgage companies, developers, and suppliers to
the manufactured home industry. The Association works to promote quality housing
that is affordable, encourages a level playing field in the public policy arena and
educates its members on new home building technologies and best industry practices.
It sponsors seminars and workshops, assist members with local zoning and building
code concerns; provides updates on stte and federal law changes, new regulations,
and offers continuing education opportunities for licensed residential building
contractors and real estate brokers. Over 200 000 Minnesotan s reside in a

manufactured home.

Briefly, today s manufactured homes are the nation s leading provider of non-subsidized
affordable housing and account for nearly 15 percent of all new single-family homes
sold in Minnesota. The indust in Minnesota employs 3 000 workers at 1 500 mostly
small businesses, and has an economic impact of approximately $500 milion on the
state s economy. Well over eighty-five percent of the nearly 2000 new manufactured
homes sold in the state last year were affxed to real propert and financed with
conforming mortgages. For those homebuyers unable to afford their own lot, the
remaining 20 percent of the new manufactured homes were placed in a land lease
manufactured home community.
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Manufactured homes are meeting an important need for affordable housing not only in
Minnesota, but also throughout the nation. As a result, more and more people are
recognizing the advantages today's manufactured homes have to offer. Manufactured
homes are often times the lowest rung on the homeownership ladder as a viable option
for workforce housing. For thousands of Minnesotans, particularly lower-income people
and underserved populations, manufactured housing represents the difference between
joining the ranks of those realizing the American dream of homeownership and
remaining perpetual renters. It was most encouraging when the Congress broadened
the language in the Manufactured Housing Improvement Act of 2000 to include in the
Purposes" part a focus on retaining the affordabilty of manufactured homes

, "

(1) to
protect the quality. . . and affordabilty of manufactured homes; (2) to faciltate the
availabilty of affordable manufactured homes and to increase homeownership for all
Americans; . . . (4) to encourage innovative and cost-effective construction techniques
for manufactured homes; . . . and (8) to ensure that the public interest in , and need
for, affordable manufactured housing is duly considered in all determinations relating to
the Federal standards and their enforcement.

. One of the critical elements that set the Manufactured Home Construction and Safety
Standards a part from other recognized residential building codes is its being a
performance based" code, allowing factory-builders to take advantage of new

construction technologies and design innovations in a timely manner to more cost
effciently meet the required outcomes of the code. In this regard, the MMHA has
several concerns with the Proposed Rule. 
On page 21529 and 21530 for figures "A" and " of 3285.306; the figures indicate that
a 2-inch thick steel or hardwood cap may be used. It is not clear to the MMHA where an
installer would obtain a 2-inch steel cap? The wording should indicate a 2-inch thick
hardwood or Y2 inch steel cap may be used.

On page 21536, under proposed rule change 3285. 312 (c) (3)r the suggested wording,
with acceptable engineering practice aA ASCEjSEI 32-01." The way the section is

currently drafted it would require all engineered designs to follow the ASCE standard
and does not allow for other types of designs and foundation systems. Making this
change would be consistent with all other aspect of the manufactured home insofar as
allowing for a performance-based standard for the installation of the home.

On pages 21528-21529; 3285.306(b)-(c) Mortared Pier Configurations; these sections
for pier configurations over 36 inches in height require a mortared assembly unless
otherwise specified in the manufacturer s instructions. This is completely opposite of
what was submitted by the MHCC. The MHCC stated that mortar is not required for
double-stacked piers unless required by the manufacturer. This requirement could
conceivably cause unnecessary mortared piers if the manufacturer s manual is silent on
whether mortar is required and then the model installation standard would require
mortar in all instances. This same concern also applies to one caption in Figure B to
g3285.306. In alllikelihood a pier greater than 80" in height wil require a mortared
assembly. However that is something that may not be in the manufacturer
instructions since a registered design professional (PE) can determine support system



design. The last sentence of this section should be deleted as it serves no useful
purpose and the PE design will specify whether mortar is required or not.

On pages 21502, 21510 and 21512; 3285.312(c) Placement of Footings in Freezing
Climates; The MHCC draft model installation standard included insulated foundations as
a method to not have pier footings extend to the frost line depth. This can be found in
the MHCC draft model standard at Section 6.3.2.3. The basic intent was to include
insulated skirting as an insulated foundation system, thus the reason the MHCC draft
included a provision for cross-ventilation of the space under the home. In the proposed
rule at g3285.312(c)(3), this statement was deleted and replaced with any system must
be designed by a registered PE and conform to ASCE 32. This mandatory reference to
ASCE 32 may effectively eliminate any type of insulated skirting system from being used
to permit pier footings to be above the frost line.

By requiring a PE design (acceptable), and to make any system subject to ASCE 32
regl! nts (not acceptable), essef)tially eliminates insulated skirting materials from
ever being used. ASCE 32 is for foundation systems composed of a basement, a slab
or a crawl space with a perimeter foundation wall. Insulated skirting, with typical piers
and footings, may not be applicable to ASCE 32. There is no problem with ASCE 32
being used as an optional reference stndard. Also, if using g3285.312(c)(2), for slab
systems, ASCE 32 is also required for conformance. ASCE 32 wil require vertical and
horizontal insulation materials below grade. There is no rational reason, however, to
prohibit the manufacturer s development of such designs and instructions in preference
to registered engineers who may be less familiar with the home than is the
manufacturer. The reasoning applies to similar provisions regarding basement sets and
permanent foundations. We believe that this section should be modified to state:

.....

must be designed by the manufacturer or by a registered professional engineer.....
As an alternative to making the ASCE 32 an optional reference standard or revising
g3285.312(c) to the original MHCC language submitted on December 2003, the MMHA
would support the following performance-based language as a substitute

, "

FootinQs or
foundation systems placed in freezing climates must be designed and installed us!n
methods and practices that prevent the effects of frost heave in accordance wi
manufactured home design and the requirements of the Manufactured Home
Construction and Safety Standardliart 3280)

Under g3285.404, it is possible for ground anchors not to be installed below frost line.
The model standard permits footings to be located above frost line by g3285.312(c).
One can use a floating slab or insulated foundation system and have footings above
frost line. If the footings which bear the vertical loads can be above frost line, then
why would the anchoring system not be able to do the same? The longest ground
anchor produced is 6 feet long, and in many areas of the country, it may be next to
impossible to install them in all soil classifications. There should be a reference to
g3285.312(c), in which the approved alternate anchoring system may be included as
part of a listed or labeled foundation support system (floating slab or insulated
foundation). Footnote 1 of 3285.310 Figure A requires all footings to extend below frost
depth. This is contradictory to g3285.312(c), where insulated foundation systems may
permit footings at grade in frost areas. The footnote should reference section
g3285.312( c) for footing depths. This same comment also applies to Figure B.
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Section 3285.314 should state what is being referred to under this section. The
described text of the proposed rule seems to be more in line with g3285.314(b). The
first two sentences of this section are mainly commentary and provide no information
on how or what to use when designing permanent foundation support systems for HUD
Code homes. They should be deleted in their entirety. The first is in conflict with
HUD's preemption for default states to not require more stringent requirements than
that contained in the model standard. The model standard should make no mention of
anything concerning how mortgage lenders or others can establish financing eligibility
requirements for permanent foundations. This is for the financial institutions to decide
and this standard needs to stay focused on the MHIA's premise, to provide a model
installation standard. Financing options for the model standard are outside the scope of
the MHIA and should be deleted.

The original MHCC recommendation stated the obvious. "Designs for permanent
foundations (such as basements, crawl spaces, or load-bearing perimeter foundations)
may be permitted to be obtained from the home manufacturer, or designed by a
registered professional engineer or architect, and constructed in accordance with locai
building code requirements". This is the proper performance-based language for any
section on permanent foundations.

Permanent foundation requirements would be specific to the installation site in
question , see page 21509. With an approved state-based installation program, the
LAHJ will require the permanent foundation systems to meet the local governing
building codes. This has been the case for years and there is no compellng reason to
change the current path. HUD's enforcement of an installation program in default
states should provide the same. The MHCC draft provided the mechanism to cover this
topic. It stated that when a permanent foundation system is contemplated , the design
would need to follow accepted engineering practice, be designed by the manufacturer
or professional engineer, and in conformance with local governing building codes. This
would seem appropriate to re- insert this language in g3285.314 to alleviate the
concern .

With Minnesota having a significant depth to its frost line, by not allowing for
engineered designs wil have the consequence of adding thousands of dollars in costs 
the purchase price of homes sited in manufactured home land- lease communities. The
digging required for the installation of below frost footings or a frost-free foundation
meeting the ASCEjSEI 32-01 standard wil require the homeowner to also pay for the
cost of relocating any underground infrastructure such as gas lines, water and sewer
lines, or electrical service whenever a home s frost-free foundation system intersect
the infrastructure. As drafted, the Proposed Rule would result in a substantial economic
burden to the 1 200 Minnesota businesses licensed as manufactured home parks. The
additional cost to a homebuyer for frost-free foundation system built to the ASCEjSEI
32-01 standard for a 1 500 square foot manufactured home in Minnesota would be at
least $3 000 for a below-frost pier system and at least $6 000 for a concrete floating
slab. There would also be the additional costs resulting from either the relocation of, or
damage and disruption to, the underground utilty infrastructure such as water and
sewer lines, electric supply lines, cable and telephone lines. Many of Minnesota s 1 200
land- lease communities were built in the 1950's and 1960's when no documentation or



schematics of the infrastructure was required. Approximately 50 000 land-lease
manufactured home sites fall under the compliance of the Proposed Rule. Additionally,
Minnesota Statute 327.20 subd.1 (3) establishes minimum set-back requirements for
each manufactured home and enables municipalities to impose their own more
stringent requirements as a condition of approving the development, thus manufactured
home land-lease communities do not have any flexibility in being able to shift a home
even a few inches on a lot to avoid the intersection of the frost,.free foundation system
with the existing infrastructure.

The introduction of frost-free foundation systems to manufactured home communities
wil require state mandated lease agreements to be modified to reflect who the
responsible part will be if a home s concrete slab needs to be removed for emergency
repairs or maintenance work to the park's infrastructure beneath the home. Since many
of the State s land lease communities were developed pre-1980, there are not individual
shut-off valves for each home site so that whenever a new frost-free foundation system
is installed, the entire propert wil be without water/sewer service during the work

-- -

- Odne' atonen6me- site. 6Stbmfliies6ta 20Q' manufactl.frea home communitfes are
small businesses, struggling to keep their vacancies low; they wil likely amend their
existing lease agreements and application criteria to only allow pre-owned
manufactured homes that do not have to comply with the new Proposed Standard for
prescriptive frost-free foundations. An unintended consequence of the Proposed'
Standard as drafted would be to reduce the already short supply of home sites for
prospective buyers of new manufactured homes.

On page 21512; 3285.402; HUD modified the MHCC draft standard with regard to
galvanizing of ground anchors, anchor equipment and stabilzing plates. This section
requires ground anchors to be zinc-coated in all instances. This deviates from the HUD
Code in that it requires anchoring equipment to have a resistance to weather
deterioration at least equivalent to that provided by a coating of zinc on steel of not less
than 0.30 oz/ft. This would preclude other forms of known corrosion protection from
being used in lieu of galvanized anchors. Stainless steel, epoxy coatings, and even mill
galvanizing are acceptable methods of corrosion protection in the site-building industry.
Secondly, the problem is that imported (foreign) anchors are less expensive than USA-
made ground anchors with the same type of zinc galvanizing. We ask the question of
HUD if the economics of requiring all zinc-coated anchors has been identified? MMHA
member product suppliers state that adoption would require ground anchors to be more
expensive than their foreign counter part. Finally, not all ground anchor assemblies wil
require steel stabilizer plates, see g3285.402(b)(3)(ii). If a ground anchor assembly 
tested to be listed or certified by the current MHCC Subcommittee/Installation ground
anchor test protocol under consideration uses an ABS stabilizer plate and passes all
failure criteria for a certain soil classification, can that listed or certified anchor assembly
be used under this section?

On page 2147 under proposed section 3285.505 (d); it indicates that ventilation
openings in the crawlspace must be covered with perforated metal coverings. This
appears to limit material that is used for ventilation opening coverings and not allow
other suitable material available in the marketplace such as vinyl or plastic covering. We
suggest the draft language be changed: perorated me coverings resistant to decay
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Regarding the codification of the proposed installation standard under 24 CFR 3280; the
MMHA strongly believes that the proposed federal model installation standard should
not be codified under 24 CFR 3285, but instead should become subpart of 24 CFR 3280.
By codifying the installation standard under Part 3285, the MHCC wil not be privy and
involved (120-day comment period prior to publication) with any proposed change by
HUD in the future. The MHCC is the entity Congress specifically assigned to develop
the installation standard and MHI is certain that Congress fully intended for the MHCC
to be directly involved in its continued maintenance and updating. As currently
proposed , HUD has to only provide the MHCC review period for construction and safety
standards. In the definition for manufactured home (page 21520), HUD has embraced
the fact that Part 3285 is for installation standards and Part 3280 is construction and
safety standards. The construction/assembly of the home and installation of the home
go hand-in-hand. There should be no distinction in the federal regulations at 24 CFR
3280. This is similar to other private sector building codes where the code contains the
design and construction requirements for the residenti

~bome in addition to 
ny .

.. 

jnstaflaliori criferiiftha1 must be followed to complete the home. There should be no
differentiation in the federal manufactured housing program between
construction/assembly and installation. HUD wil provide oversight for both
components, so two separate documents (regulations) are not necessary for
construction and installation.

On page 21508; 3285.202; the model installation standard should include the pocket
penetrometer. The various methods to determine soil bearing capacity and classification
have been deleted in lieu of accepted engineering practice. One such method, the
pocket penetrometer, is a common method to determine soil-bearing capacity. It also
is accepted in many states throughout the country as an appropriate method. It seems
reasonable to permit the LAHJ to accept any method they feel is adequate. Therefore
it is suggested that 93285.202(a)(1) be modified to permit the LAHJ to accept any
method as follows: Soil test. Soil tests that are in accordance with generally accepted
engineering practice; a pocket penetrometer or other method acceptable to the LAHJ

On page 21506; 3285.2; Site Preparation; there is no reason to require a professional
engineer or architect to be consulted for site preparation if the manufacturer s manual
does not cover it. Every manual that has been reviewed by the industry s national
association and the MMHAalways contains some information with regard to site
preparation. It is also covered in Minnesota s Chapter 1350 Manufactured Home
Installation Rules. If by chance a manual does not, then the LAHJ can be looked to for
any conforming requirements. This would be an added cost burden to individual
homeowners or manufactured home community owners. Installers already must
determine soil bearing capacity and classification that relates to selecting the
appropriate footings, pier configurations and ground anchor spacing.

On page 21505 and 21518; 3285. 1(a); Applicabilty-The proposed rule is applicable only
to the initial installation of the new home. States could enact the model installation
standard to apply to secondary moves if so desired. At present, the model standard
covers only new installations and states are left open to determine what requirements



are necessary for secondary moves. These requirements could take the form of
enactment of criteria found in existing state installation standards, enactment of new
installation standards through state law or compliance with local requirements. The
MMHA believes this is important and that it should be retained in the Final Rule.

The MMHA believes that a workable model installation standard can serve the industry
well by bringing more uniformity to installation standards in like climates and provide a
higher-level of consumer satisfaction. It is important the Final Rule be balanced to
reflect the continuity of performance based standards from the construction of the
home to the installation standards of the home, thus encouraging innovations and
marketplace cost savings in meeting the required outcomes of the model installation
standard. Thank you.

Douglas Solmonson
Sales Manager'
Lakeside Homes Inc
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. Do.cet No. FR-4928- O.l; 20(t5,.OP,

Rl Number 2502-AI5
Model Manufactued Home Installation Standards

Introduction

The West Virgia Housing Insttute Inc. respectfully submits comments in response to the
proposed rulemakg noticed in the Federal Register of Apri 26, 2005 , (70 FR 21497 - 21559).

WV is a nonprofit natonal trade asociation representig al segments of the manufactured
housing indust, includig: manufactued home producers; material and service suppliers;
retailers; communty developers, owner and managers; inmers; and, fiancial servce providers.
WV represents the largest segment of new housing being erected each year in West Virginia.
More than 130 000 people reside in manufactued housing in West Virgiia, accordig to the U.
Census. Weare the fastest growing housing sector in the state. WV represents manufactuers
communties, retailers, intallers, fiance corporations, and law firms

eral Comments

WV has reviewed the comments proposed to you by the Manufactued Housing Insttue.
WV is in general agreement with the comments provided to you by our national organition.

Model Manufactured Home Installation Standard 24 CFR 3285

WV believes the federal model instllation stdard should not be codified under 24 CFR
3285 , but should become subpar of24 CFR 3280. By codifing the instllation standard under
Par 3285 , MHCC will not be privy and involved (120-day comment period prior to publication)
with any proposed change by HO in the futue. MHCC is the entity Congress specifcally
assigned to develop the instlation stdard and WV believes' Congress intended MHCC be
directly involved in its contiued maintenance and updating. As proposed, HU has to only
provide the MHCC review period for constction and safety stadads. In the defition for
manufactued home (page 21520), HO has embraced the fact that Par 3285 is for installation
standads and Par 3280 is constrction and safety stadards.

Constrction/assembly of the home and instlation of the home go together. There should be no
distinction in federal regulations at 24 CFR 3280. Ths is simar to other private sector building
codes where the code contains design and constction requirments for the residential home in
addition to any installation criteria that must be followed to complete the home. There should be
no diferentiation in the federal manufactued housing program between constrction/assembly

1118 Kanawha Boulevard, East

Charleston, West Virgia 25301
Phone: 304.346. 89851 FAX: 304. 346. 8986

andy - wvhi(fverizon.net



and installation. HO wil provide oversight for both components, so two separate regtlatons
are not necessar.

Under 24CFR 3282. , the Alternate Constrction (AC) process, as an extension of intalation
at the site, is used to ascert that home instllation conforms to local governg building code
practices if the home, when completed, does not conform to HO Code. With respect to the
model installation stadard, ths same process occurs with the only diference being that the home
wil confonn to the BU Code and its companion model instlation stdard Orlce instlled at

the instllation site. It is ilogical to have the federal mandate for homes not comply with the
HU Code to meet federa enforcement criteria and have homes that comply with the federal
installation program outside either CUIent constction (par 3280) or enforcement regulations(par 3282). 

. '

HO Enforcement in Default States

On page 21500, the proposed rue describes, for the fit tie, a default ste under the
instllation program. Under the Mi 623( c )(11), sttes have a 5-year widow to develop and
implement their own stae instalation program though state legislawres. If a stte determes it
neither has the manpower nor the money to sustain a complete state installation program, then the

state can cede its authority to HO, thus becoming a "default stte

BU intends to pennit states or municipalities t9 establish more strgent requirements for the
installation of BU Code homes, as long as they meet or exceed the model stadard. Any default
stte should be pre-em.pted from establishig more strgent requiements oyer and above what
the model instllation standard provides. States had a 5-year period beglg Dec. 28, 2000, to
enact an instllation program that includes an instalation stadad. HO would now perit any
state or municipality to disregard the MH' s provisions, wait and implement whatever they
desire after the 5-year period ends, and circumvent the MH' s requirements.

Ths would pert local jursdictions to enforce more strgent requirements for home
installations above what HO would enforce as the mium requirements for default states.
This could be a way for local jursdictions to "zone ouf' HO Code homes in certin areas under
their realm if they make installation requirements uneaso.qable for the community owIer or
individual tenant/omeowner to bear the inal cost HO' s default stte instlation stdad
should be preemptive, simlar to its sts on design and constrction of homes under 24 CFR
3280.

Technica Concerns

Some concerns arse because BU has revised the origial intent of the MHCC December 2003
draft standard or estblished new requirements for the initial placement of new manufactued
homes. These concern are listed in two separate categories entitled Critical and Important
Issues

1. Critical Issues

Mortred Pier Configurations (page 21528-21529; 3285.306(b)-(c))
These sections for pier confgurations over 36 inches in height requie a morted
assembly unless otherwse specifed in the manufactuer s instrctions. This is

completely opposite of what was submitted by the MHCC. The MHCC stted mort 
not required for double-stacked piers unless required by the manufactuer. This



requiement could cause unecessar morted piers if the manufactuer s manual is
silent on whether mort is requied, and then the model installation stadard would
require mort in all instaces. Ths same concern also applies to one caption in Figue B 
to g3285.306.

. In all likelihood, a pier greater than 80" in height wil require a morted assembly.
However, that is somethg that may not be in the manufactuer s instrctions since a

registered design professional (PE) can determine support system design. The last
sentence of this section should be deleted as it serves no usefu purose and the PE design
wil specif whether mort is required or not.

Placement of Footings in Freezing Clhnates (pages 21502, 21510 and 21512;
3285.312(c))
The MHCC draf model instllation stdard included insulated foundations as a method
to not have pier footigs extend to the frost line depth. Ths ca be found in the MHCC
draf model stdard at Section 6.3 .2.3. The basic intent was to include insulated
skigs as an inulated foundation system, thus the reason the MHCC draft included a
provision for cross-ventilation of the space under the home. In the proposed rule at
93285.312(c)(3), this sttement was deleted and replaced with any system must be
designed by a registered PE and conform to ASCE 32. Ths mandatory reference to
ASCE 32 may effectively elimate any tye of insulated skig system from being used
to permit pier footings to b above he frost lie.

)3y requirg Ii PE design (acceptable), and to make any system subject to ASCE 32
requirements (not acceptable), esse:Qtially elimates inulated skig materials from
ever being used. ASCE 32 is for foundation systems composed of a basement, a slab, or
a crawl space with a perimeter foundation wall. Insulated skigs, with tyica piers and
footigs, may not be applicable to ASCE 32. There is no problem with ASCE 32 being
used as an optional reference standard, but ff made it mandatory in all instaces, thus
requig a permanent-tye foundation for every home should you not want to go to frost
depth with pier footigs. We agree with MI' s interpretation of 3285 .312( c).

Also, if using 32g5.312(c)(2), for slab systems, ASCE 32 is also required for
conformance. ASCE 32 wil require vertical and horizontal inulation materials below
grade. The effect of the more stgent ASCE 32 requiement needs to be addressed.

Under 3285 .404, it is possible for ground anchors not to be insted below frost lie.
The model stadard permts footigs to be located above frost lie by 3285.312(c). One
can use a floatig slab or insulated foundation system and have footigs above frost line.
If the footings tht bear the vertical loads can be above frost line, why would the
anchoring system not be able to do the same? The longest ground anchor produced is 6
feet long, and in many areas of the countr, it may be next to impossible to instll then in
all soil classifcatons. There shoulq be a reference to 3285.312(c), in which the
approved alternate anchorig system may be included as par of a listed or labeled
foundation support system (floating slab Of inulated foundation).

Footnote 1 of 3285.310 Figue A requires al footings to extend below frost depth. Ths
is contradictory to 3285.312(c), where insulated foundation systems may permit
footings at grde in frost areas. The footnote should reference section 93285.312(c) for
footig depths. This same comment also applies to Figure B.



There have been tests/report performed on frostprotected foundations for BU Code
homes and skig materials. The report referenced at Enclosure I are attched to this
letter for deparenta review in determining whether it is necessar for all foundation
systems in freezing cliates to require conformance to ASCE 32.

Manufactued Home Foundations Desi for Seasonally Frozen Ground, Progressive
Engineerig, Incorporated (pEl), Goshen, IN, June 14, 1996.
2. OR MH: Manufactured Home Movement - Lancaster, OR. PEl, July 2000 - 2001.
3. OH MI: Manufactured Home Movement - Circlevile, OR. PEl, November 2000 
2001.
4. OR MH: Manufactured Home Movement - Circlevile, OR. PEl, September 2000 
2001.

As an alternative to makg ASCE 32 an optional reference stadard or revising
g3285.312(c) to the original MHCC language submitted on December 2003
grees with the MI' s followig performance-based language as a substitute Footigs

placed in freezing cliates must be designed and insted uSmg methods and practices
that :prevent the effects of frost heave in accordance with the manufactued home design
and the requirements of the Manufactud Home Constrction and Safety Stadards (par
3280)

Permanent Foundation Systems (21502 509 and 21511; 3285.314(a))
Section 3285.314 should stte what is being refeITed to under ths section. The described
text of the proposed rule seems to be more in line with 3285.314(b). The fittwo
sentences of this section are mainy commenta and provide no inormation on how or
what to use when designing permanent foundaton support systems for HO Code
homes. They should be deleted in their entiety. The fist is in confict with BU'
preemption for default states to not require more strgent requiements than that
contained in the model stdard. The model stdard should make no mention of
anyting concerng how mortgage lenders or others can establish fiancing eligibilty
requirements for permanent foundations. This is for the f11ancial institutions to decide
and ths stadard needs to sty focused on the Ml' s premise" to provide a model
installation standard. Financ g options for the model standard are outside 1;e scope of

. the Ml and should be deleted.

The original MHCC recommendation stted the obvious. "Design for permanent
foundations (such as basements, crawl spaces, or load-bearg perieter foundations) may be
permitted to be obtained from the home manufactuer, or designed by a registered professional
engineer or architebt, and constructed in accordance with local buildig code requiements . Ths
is the proper performance-based language for any section on permanent foundations.

Should the deparent stil not fialize the MHCC language, below is performance based
languge that can be used as an alternate

, "

The placement of a manufactued home on a
permanent foundation must be in accordance with the stte requirements, instled in
accordance with their listg by a nationally recognized testing agency based on
nationally recogned test protocol, or installation in accordance with the manufactuer
approved permanent foundation installation instrctions; and in all cases based on the
home s design and the load requiements of the Manufactued Home Constrction aid
Safety Standards (Par 3280) " This is performance-based language that the MHCC
developed at its May 25 , 2005 conference call. MI aggress with ths tye of
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Permanent foundation requiements would be specifc to the instlation site in question
see page 21509. With an approved state-based instalation program, the LAHJ 
requie the permanent foundation systems to meet local governg building codes. This
has been the case for years and there is no compelling reason to change. HU'
enforcement of an instalation program in default states should provide the same. The
MHCC draf provided the mechanism to cover ths topic. It stated when a permanent
foundation system is contemplated, the design would need to follow accepted engineerig
practice, be design by the manufactuer or professional engieer, and in conformance
with local governg building codes. This would seem appropriate to re-insert this
language in 3285 .314 to alleviate the concern.

It is not appropriate for the model (minimum) stdard to require that manufactuers
provide DAPIA-approved designs for permanent foundations, see page 21509. Ths
should be a:loption to the homeowner, if they so choose, but the manufactuer should
only need to provide the design when selected. MH has encouraged manufactuers to
provide permanent foundations desigs for homes and it is hoped that the model stadard
wil do the same. But to make it mandatory in every instance is overkill, especially when
a large majority ofHU Code homes will follow the conventional installation method of
piers with ground anchor assemblies. There are many smaller manufactured home
producers that do not have engieering st available to perform this tak. These
companies use outside engineerig consultats to provide their design packages. Ths
would be an added exta cost to these small producers for complying with a requirement
that their buyers may not even wish to consider.

Ground Anchoring Assembly Corrosion Protection Requirements Ipage 21512;
3285.402)
HU modied the MHCC draf standard with regard to galvanizg of ground anchors
anchor equipment and stabilizing plates. First of all, ths section requies ground anchors
to be zinc-coated in all instaces. This deviates from the HU Code in that it requires
anchoring equipment to have a resistace to weather deterioration at least equivalent
that provided by a coatig of zic on steel of not less than 0.30 ozifY. This would
preclude other forms of known corrosion protection from being used in lieu of galvaned
anchors. Stainless steel, epoxy coatings, and even mil galvanzing are acceptable
methods of corrosion protection in the site-building indust.

Secondly, the problem is that imported (foreign) anchors are less expensive than U.S.
made ground anchors with the same tye of zinc galvang. Has the economics of
requirg all zinc-coated anchors been identifed?

Thidl, not all ground anchor assemblies will require steel stbilzer plates, see
3285.402(b )(3)(ii). If a ground anchor assembly is tested to be listed or certed by the

curent MHCC SubcommtteelIstalation ground anchor test protocol under
consideration uses an ABS stabilzer plate and passes all failure criteria for a certin soil
classifcation, can that listed or certified anchor assembly be used under ths section?

All Hinged Roofs to be Applicable Ipage 21504 and 21512; 3285.801(1))
Higed roofs are not subject to AC letters or On-Site Completion when only in Wind
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Zone I, liited to a 7: 12 roof pitch and canot have any flue penetration above the hige.
The model stadard should be extended to cover any higed roof regardless of wid
zone, roof pitch or flue penetrtion. This is a normal constrction sequence that 
occurg more anc more ftequently for HO Code home installations.

The manufacturer can provide intallation instctions for hinged roofs that conform to
the HO Code. These instrctions would require DAPIA approval. Ths is no diferent
than providing insllation instrctions for marage line/crossover connections, alternate
ground anchor assembly spacing that meets/exceeds the model installation stdard, or
close-up detas for multi-section homes.

This option of placing hinged roofs under the model instaation stadad would sav
considerable money with regard to IPIA inspection under the on-site completion rule, and
considerable tie under the AC letter process. Ths is not a new form of HO Code
assembly and it has been performed for years. Time has shown that industr can trat
hinged roofs as installation set-up without deparental oversight.

On page 21504, ths same suggestion for the model stdard to cover all higed roof
applications is covered. A hinged roof should be treated as constction of the home
roof assembly and subject to the requirements of the HO Code. Once these hinged
roofs are placed, they would have to conform to the HO Code. This would be evident
for higed roofs in all Wind Zones, and not jus Wind Zone I as HO has specified in the
proposed rule AB long as a hinged roof, in any Wind Zone, under any cO:Qdition
complies with the HU Code afer instaation, it should not be subjeCt to either on site
completion or an AC letter. If the higed roof after installation fails to meet the 
Code, then AC letters should be requied.

Model Standar Should Include the Pocket Penetrometer Ipage 21508; 3285.202)
The varous methods to determe soil bearg capacity and classifcation have been
deleted in lieu of accepted engieerig practice. One such method, the pocket
penetrometer, is a common method to detetme soil-bearg capacity. It also is accepted
in many states thoughout the countr as an appropriate method. It seems reasonable to
permit the LAI to accept any method they feel is adequate. Therefore, it is suggested
that 93285.202(a)0) be modifed to permt the LAl to accept any method as follows:
Soil tests. Soil testr; that are in accordace with generally accepted engineerig practice;

a pocket penetrometer or other method acceptable to the LAI

Ground An hor Test Protocol Ipage 21503; 3285.402(c))

The MHCC SubcommtteelIstallation is presently developing a test protocol for ground
anchor assemblies. MH believes that this is the appropriate group to tae on the
development of test protocol. HO should wait until the MHCC has submitted their
version of a ground anchor assembly test protocol before any attempts to develop one
outside the MHCC or provide specifc requirements for testig in the model stdad.

Proprietary Foundation System Test Protocol Ipage 21501 and 21509)
The MHCC SubcommitteelIstallation is presently develop g a test protocol for ground
anchor assemblies. MH believes that ths is the appropriate group to tae on the
development of test protocol for proprieta foundation support systems. Until one can
be developed and approved by HO, iQdutr should contiue on its present trck of
having these systems approved by states with qualifing installation programs .or BU 
default states using the same criteria that are being used to approve these systems at



present. DAPIA approval would provide one method of approval since manufactuers
may wish to include some 

tye proprietar foundation system in their instlation
manuals.

:MCC has been tageted to develop a test protocol for proprieta foundation systems
once the ground anchor assembly test protocol has been completed. There have aJeady
been two known ptoposals submitted to the :MCC for the test criteria (Tiedown
Engineerig). It would be best to delay providing any specifc design considerations for
proprieta systems in the proposed rule at ths tie. The model stadard is the minum
acceptable requiements and the possible alternate foundation system requirement
inclusion goes beyond the MHCC "one method of installation" priciple.

Any proprieta system can be evaluated by t1e manufactuer. If they so choose, they
could elect to include any proprieta foundation system in the installation manual. If so
then DAPIA approval would be required. Ultiately, any alternate constction method
or design should be approved by the state in accord ce with local governing building
code or IID in default stes per the HO Code.

It would be up to each stte to determe the appropriate inspection level for proprieta
foundation syst ms. By the MB, a state only has to perform inspection but no
frequency is specifed. A stte could always requi every proprieta system to be
inspected, but it is there right to do it under the MH' s premise. In default states, if
HO requires 100 percent inpection of home instllations every proprietar system

would be inspected.

Complete Home Installation and Close-Up Assembly wage 21499 and 215001
:MCC encouraged the inclusion of Close-up activities in deve\oping its draft model
standard. The emphasis was to provide the instaler of the home with all the necessar
inormation they would need to complete the home. The deparent has dwelled on the
fact inspection of the close-up activities wil be required in all instaces. However that
is not necessarly the case, especially for states that have a self-certifed intallation
program. States enforcing their oWn installation program may not requie 100 percent
inspection f0rhome installations. They may only require 50 percent or below, which is
their right under the MH 9605( c)(3 )(C). The MH only states that inspection must be
perforDed for a qualifed stte inspection program but it is silent on the frequency of
inspections. In a default state that is administered by th deparent, 100 percent
inspections of close-up activities could be required depending on wh t frequency of
inspect,ion will be required in default states under the remaiing porton of tbe instalation
program.

How can the manufactuer be responsible for clos -up work when the person instaling
the home may not be under contract with or under the supervision of that paricular
manufactuer? Manufacturers can only control the clos ,;p activity when they use their
own set-up crews to instl homes (as some do). However, to make the manufactuer
responsible for every one of their home s instalations is not practical or possible without
an extaordinar expense to hie thd-par agencies to perform the inspections.

Close-up should be a par of the installation of the home and the responsibility of the
installer or in some cases the retailer. Thus, close-up becomes par of the instllation
process of home completion. In many instaces, the manufactuer has no control or



Qversiclt over the installer when contracted under the home s retaer- so the onus should
fall on who contracts with the instler to set the home.

Requirg close-up inspections would add cost to the inspection process because it is
doubtfl one inspection for the setting of the home, and additional inspection for close-
up, could be completed at the same tie. If some states have not had problems with
home close-ups, then why should the model stdard require it as a mium? This is to
be a minimum stadard for inling the home, not a maxum. States should be
eIlcouraged to inspect close-ups, but it should not be a condition of acceptace of a,y
ste instllation program. The MH does not specif the tye of inspection that must
be performed, only that in pection is provided. This could be the star of a laundr list of
inspections the deparents feels is necessar to properly instal the home. It should be
up to each individual state to determine what they deem necessar for proper installation
of the home.

A basic premise under the proposed rule is that manufactuers ' inllaton instctions
must meet or exceed the model stadard; The instructions canot tae the home out of
compliance with the HU Code and must provide adequate instrctions to properly
complete the home. However, the MH is intended to provide relief from the most
common complaints known to industr, improper set-up of the home. Ths is responsible
for a majority of complaints that retailers and manufacturers receive. Ths is what the
instaation program is al about, to ensure the adequate instllation of the home, or in
other words, to be absolutely sure the installer has instlled the home accordig to the
manufactuer s instalation instrctions-, or whatever requiements may apply. That is
why the onus of complying with the model stadard should fall onto the installer
shoulders. It is also why other pars of the installation progr are specifcally geared
towards improving the training and licensing/certfication of instllers

Implementation of Seismic Criteria (page 21500)
The model stadard should maintain the sttus quo with respect to any seismic safety
criteria. As stated in the proposed rue, some states already are implementing seismic
requirements for the installation of HO Code homes. And this is how it should be. If a
stte wants to provide for seismic design or constrction con erns specifc to the
foundation support system, then they should enact requirements though state legislation
when attempting to implement a state intalation progr. In ths maner, anstate
program would equal/exceed the HO model stdard with respect to foundation support
system design. The model stadad should be the minImum necessar requiements to
properly instal the home. Adding seismic criteria to the model stndard might confict
with what some states are presently mandatig that are workig sufciently. Since there
are no HO Code requirements for the home itself to consider seismic design, why
should the model stadard, as a baseline document, do otherwse?

2. Importnt Issues

Figurestrables for Marriage Line Pier Support (page 21510; 3285 310)
The easiest maner to provide for the appropriate location and spacing of piers
would be to reference the manufactuer s instlation manuaL However, HO has
mentioned several times about this tye of circular reference being outside of the model
stadad' s scope. Since each new home would have its own installation manual, these
tyes of requirements would be provided in every instce, but they are model-specifc.
In addition, state-based installaton standards may set their own requirements that may
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confict with the mium model standard. However HO will judge whether a sta-
based instlation stdard meets/exceeds the model stdard; and HO wil use the
model stadad in default states. In an event, some minimum guidance should be given
to installers and the existing figues represent the MHCC' s attempt to provide that
guidance.

ABS Stabilizer Plates (page 21512;3285.402(b)(3)(ii))
Not all ground anchor as!?emblies will requie steel stbilier plates. If a ground anchor 
tested and listed/certed by the CUITent ground anchor test protocol under consideration
uses an ABS stabilzer plate and passes all failure criteria for a certai soil classifcation
can that listed or certfied anchor assembly be used under this section?

Alternate Design Requirements (page 21501, 21509 and 21511- 21512)
The model stadard appears to include the necessa design assumptions used to develop
the tables and chars for piers, footigs and anchor spacing requirements, see page 21501,
Almost all design assumptions ar covered by existig footnotes to the tables and chars.

. It IfightbewortwhitHo eonsider snppoftmg a concept to iIclude a section within the
model stadard, where applicable, to list the design assumptions for such items as
footigs, piers and ground anchor spacing requiements. In this maner, the design
assumptions would not be overlooked.

It is not entireJ) clear that manufactuers, or any other registered PE, may perform
alternate designs as long as they meet or exceed the design assumptions provided in the
model standard. While HU states numerous ties throughout the proposed rule (pages
21509 and 21511 - 21512) that the intent is provided, it would be advantageous to
provide a secton in the model stdard under &3285.1 to specifcally permit alternate
materials and methods of constrction that are not covered in the model stadard to be
used as long as the intended option conforms to the minimum requirements (design
assumptions) included in the model standard, or even the HO Code, which may apply in
some instaces.

MHCC's draft model standard was not intended to prevent the inlation of aqy material
or to prohibit any design or method of constrction not specifically prescribed in a model
stadard, provided such alternative had been approved by either the LAH or 
contractor (in default states). If the alternate design satisfactorily meets or exceeds the
model stdard requirements, then why should it not be permitted as an approved
alternate method of constction to the one method prescribed in the model stdard for
anchorig against wind? Ths would assist manufactuers who may decide to include
other methods of home support and anchorage in their installation manuals.

No reas(m exist why manufactuers canot comply with the model stadard for their
installation manuals. The ultimate goal ofMHCC was to provide a document
manufctuers could use as the baselie for their manuas. They also would be permitted
to wsert special instrctons to accomplish alternate materials, components or assemblies
outside the model standard' mium requiremynts.

It wil be up to the DAPIA to approve that the manufactuers' intalation manual
meets/exceeds the model installation stdad by the MI g605(a). Whether a
manufactuer follows the model stadard format or their own format should not matter to
the deparent. The basic intent is to be sure the manufacturer s manual conforms at
least to the minimum installation requirements stpulated by the model stdard.
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ABS Footi Pad Approval (page 21510; 3285.312(a)(3))
ABS footing 'pads ar cUIently being approved and used. With quaifing state-based
programs, the state should determine the appropriate criteria for ABS pad pproval.wv assumes ABS pads are tested for compres ive strengt as a mium. Status quo
with how these materials ar presently being approved for use in home instaation should
be maintained until an actual nationally recognizd material/testing stadard isdeveloped. 
Flood Hazrd, Requirements (page 21520; 3285.101(d)(1))
The two methods indicated in 93285. 101(d)(1) for flood hazd requirements should not
be inclusive. In most instaces, LAI will have the fial word aId should be able to
eliminate unnecessar flood hazrd criteria that may not be required for other tyes of
residential housing. Also, the option should exist for the LAI to enforce what they feel
is necessar. It is their right if the $te haS self-certed its program tbough HU. Ths
section basically should provide two options for flood hazrd criteria: 1 ) per the LA; 
2) per theNFIP regu:lations. The maner presently written makes both inclusive no 
matter what the circumstace.

Model-Specifc Home Plans (page 21508; 3285.2 and 21511; 3285.403)
There is no need to require model-specifc plan criteria for the model standard, see page
21508. Ifthere are specialized criteria for a certin model home, then the manufactuer
can provide that inormation in the installation manual that acc9mpanies each new home.
The model standard .provides one method to install the home, whether it is
footings/foundation support systems, ground anchor spacings, or utility
crossovers/connections. Since the model stdad is considered the mium
requirements; any specialized model home will contain the accompanying
plans/specifications to complete the home instllation. Thus, the DAPIA will already
determe that the specialized manufac41rer s manual has met or exceeded the model
standad. Subpar G contains the mium criteria necessa to complete the home.

This proposed rule would require manufactuers to provide an installation manual for all
homes, as the proposed rule applies to the intial installation of the new home, see page
21511. The manufactuer may have instaation criteria listed in the manual for the
specifc model home. Therefore, the best alternative might be to permit the mating line
ancb,orage/connection to be determined by the manufacturer s intallation manual. The
manufacturer s manual will need DAPIA approval to ensure that it meets/exceeds to
federAl model stadad. Checks.ad balces.a present for ma line anchorae
mechansms. The federal model stadard is to be a "mium" stadard and some
reliance on manufactuers ' proprieta designs in their installation manuals is necessary.
The model stadard should not attempt to provide instalation requirements for every
conceivable multi-sect oIi home available for purchase.

Minor Tears in Bottom Board +vaterials (page 21501 and 21523; 3285.204(c)(3))
It is tre that excessive tears or voids can create additional moistue release into the space
between the home s floor system and finished ground surace. The best avenue for the
model stadard would be to stte that all tears and voids should be repaired. This
existig text is left open to differing inteIpretations no matter who is overseeing the
installation program (H or SM). What would be considered a mior tear (2", 6" or
12") considerig the overall area of the vapor retader underneath the home? How can



ths tye of regulation be consistently enforced by states with their own installation
program -or varous HU contrctors that enforce programs in default staes? Ths is
probably one instace where a prescriptive reqilement would be necesSar, but the best
alternative is to require all voids and tears to be repaired.

Site Preparation (page 21506; 3285.2) 
There is no reasOn to requie a professional engieer or architect be consulted for site
prepartion if the manufactuer s manual does not cover it. Every manual contains some
inoImation with regard to site preparation. If by chance a manual does not, then LAH
can be looked to for any confoImmg requiements. This could be an added cost burden
to individual homeowners or communty owners. Instal ers already must determe soil
bearg capacity and classifcation that relates to selectiug the appropriate footigs, pier
confguations and ground anchor spacing. 

. .

Manufacturers Installation Manual Standard Format Ipage 21501)
It wil be up to the DAPIA to approve that the manufacturers ' installation manual meets
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or exceeds the model.istaation stdard by MH 9605(a). Whether a manufacturer
foIIows the model standad fOImat or their own fOImat should not matter to the
departent. The basic intent is to be sure the manufactuer s manual conforms at least to
the miimum instaIIation requirements stipulated by the model stadard.

Manufactured Home Piers (page 21509; 3285.303)
The proposed rule already specifes that manufactued home piers, other than concrete
masonr uits or steel jack stands, be listed and labeled for the required vertical loads and
appropriate lateral loads. This appears to be a perfoImance-based requirement. There
does not seem to be any reason to begin a laundry list of the design conditions. 
should maintain status quo llt11 some nationally recognized materiaI/testing protocol can
be developed.

'J,

Shim Use for Home Leveling Purposes (page 21509 and 21528; 3285.304(c))
Items (1) though (3) are supposed to be independent of each other. The MHCC draft
standard included " afer each item so that they are optional requirements when it
come to u ing shims to fiII gaps while levelig the home. The maner presented states
that "any combination applies , but without the " " between each item, it appears to
make them alI mandatory in every instance. One interpretation would be that if you use
item (2), item (3) is also necessar since item (2) ends with "and" makg both inclusive.

Steel Reinforcement for Footings (page 21502; 3285.312(b)(1)(ii))
There is no need to provide steel reinforcement specifcations for cast-in-place f 9tings inthe model stadard. This will be determed by either the manufacture or registered PE
f9r the intended application. The model standard is a minimum standard to instaII 
Code homes. If anyting, LAHJs wil require reinorced footigs based on local
requirements ifnecessar. If the manufactuer desires to provide alternate footings
designs, this would be the appropriate time to analyze whether reinorced footings are
necessar for a specialized foundation support system for specifc pier loads.

Site Preparation - Organic Material Removal (page 21508; 3285.201)
It may not be necessar to remove 6 inches of soil for placement of footings on
undistrbed soil. MHCC' s draft stadard left ths open to determe the extent of ground
clearance for proper foundation support system set-up. Also, it is possible
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manufacturers ' manuals, or a state instalation progr, may require removal of a
miimum thckness of soil for proper footig placement. Ths could present conficts if
the manual or stte stndard specify a thckness of organic materil that does not meet or
exceed the model standad. This issue is better left to LA to decide.

Drainage of Water Runoff !page 2150:U

The model stadard requies any water ruoff from gutters and downspouts to be diverted
from the howe, HO Code or the model installation stada does not specifcally
require gutters or downspouts for installation on every HO Code home. If the
producer/retailer does provide gutters and downspouts as an additional featue for the
home, then the installer must ensure that adequate drainge is provided at the site.

Moisture Build-:Up Laundry List Ipage 21521; 3285.203(a))
There is exta verbiage in this section that is not necessariy due to moiste build up
under the home. These are the "dampness in the home, buckling of wals or floors and
problems with the operation of doors and windows . Even though this is origial MHCC
hugoage is it necessar to provide a laundry list of what might occur without proper
drainage? These are sometimes caused by other means such as moistue inltration
thougb the home s envelope, by improper settg of the home, or inadequately prepared
piers/footig. These examples have nothing to with drainage under the home. It is best
to adhere to what is usually evident rather than providmg a descriptive laundr list.

Home Construction Items Ipage 21504)
MHCC did not address some of the items mentioned in the proposed rule (frame bonding,
panel boxes and feeder requirements). These should be considered part of the HO Code
that would need plant inspection or listing/abelig to ensure compliance. Since some of
these items might be home model specifc and it is best to leave these issues up to
manufacturers to determine how best to provide proper design, constrction and
installation requirements. Sotne 'Of these issues are not a "one size fits all" tye of

: condition. The "mium" model standard Canot be expected to cover every
conceivable condition.

Bay Window Inclusion (page 21512)
The deparent has deleted the MHCC draft requirements for bay window instalation
unp.er the model stadard. Under 93285.801(f), the manufactuer would need to furnsh
installation instrctions for the llged roof so that the instaler would know the necessar
elements of field instllation. Bay wiIdows are in the same vein as they could fall under
a "ship-loose" item. As long as the home is designed properly for the product
attchment, the manufactuer provides DAPIA-approved installation instrctions, and the
installer can follow those instrctions, bay windows should be overed under the model
stadard.

Criteria Considered Necessary for the Model1nstallation Stadard

The model installation standard includes some criteria that are necessar for proper application
and enforcement of the standard once fmalied rulemakig. The four issues highghted below
may not have been discussed by the MHCC when it developed its draf model stadard for
HO' s consideration. By the deparent suggestig their inclusion, the proposed rule would
identif some importt installation and enforcement criteria for providing the "minum
requirements for 1) manufacturers ' installation manuals; and , 2) state-based installation stndards.



1. Applicabilty (page 21505 and 21518; 3285.1(a))
The proposed rule is applicable only to the initial instalation of the new home. States
could enact the model instllation stdad to apply to seconda moves if so desired. At
present, the model stadard covers only new instalations and states are left open to
detere what requirements are necessar for secondar moves. These requirements
could take the form of enactment of criteria found in existing state installation stadards
or enactment of new installation standards though state law.

2. Approval of Manuals and State Standards (page 21506 and 21518; 3285.1(a)(I) and
3285.
HO identifies that all manufactuers ' instllation instrctions will need to meet or
exceed the model installation standard. DAPIAs wil be responsible for determg
whether a manufactuer s manual fulfls ths requirement. When it comes to existig
state-based installation stadards, HO will determe whether the stte requirements
meet or exceed the model installation stadad though state self-certifcation.

3. Installation Conforms to Data Plate Ipage 21520; 3285.102)
Ths wil codif a regUlation that spells out that one canot instll any manufactured
home in a higher wind zone, snow load or thermal zone than the home s original design
for its intial instllation. MI receives this question on occasion for used home sales.
New 3285. 102 can provide HU gUidance on futue industr inquires of this natue.

4. Alterations Ipage 21500, 21506 and 21507; 3285.
Alterations appear to relate to additions to the home after saM that may affect the
compliance of the home with the HO Code. Ths could be interpreted to cover such
additions as awnings, carports, or attched garages. By the model stadard stating that
alterations canot impar any load to the home unless the alteration is designed to do so
makes most of these tyes of alterations independent of the home itself or self
supportg. Ths would not permt a retailer to provide an attched carort or screened
room/porch without consultig the manufacturer. Due to the Fall 2004 hurcane season
in Florida, this would seem appropriate. This would curil the practice ofa retailer or
community owner frm attchig these add-on strctues to the home without the
manufactuer s knowledge and require an actual designed anchorage mechanism.

Conclusion

WV agees HU should beapp1ad for publihing the proposed rue for development of the
model manufactued home intallation stadard.

Executive Director



11333 CR 2 . P.O. BOX 639 . MIDDLEBURY, INDIANA 46540
PHONE: 574-825-9999 . FAX, 574-825-2275 . WWW.FOURSEASON5HOUSING.COM

June 24, 2005

Regulations Division
Office of General Counsel
Room 10276
Departent of Housing and Urban Development
451 Seventh Street, S.
Washington, D,C. 20410-0500

Re: Docket No. FR-4928-
HU-2005-0006
RI 2502-A125
Model Manufactued Home Installation Standards

Dear Sir or Madam:

I fully support the comments made by both the Manufactued Housing Institute and the
Manufactured Housing Association for Regulatory Reform.

Four Seasons would like to emphasize the following points:

1. Four Seasons feels strongly that there should be a distinction between the lines of
responsibility for home constrction versus installation.

2. Four Seasons believes that the Model Installation Standards must be preemptive
in default states. Four Seasons opposes any approach to the Model Installation
Standards that would allow either "default" states or localities in default states to
establish or maintain installation standards in excess of the Model Installation
Standards.

3. ' Four Seasons believes that the Model Installation Standards must be under the
continuing jurisdiction of the Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee.

Four Seasons is a small manufactured and modular housing producer employing 224
people in Middlebur, Indiana. Four Seasons ships homes to 25 states. Than you for
your interest in the industry s comments.

Sincerely,

. c

" ," . .. ,.": ' : ' ' "

Austin Baidas
ChiefE:xecutive Officer and President

, ,", ' ;:.

Cc: Chrs Stinebert, Manufactued Housing Institute
Danny Ghorban Manufactured Housing Association for Regulatory Reform '
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June 24, 2005

Regulations Division
Offce of General Counsel

Room 10276
Department of Housing and Urban Development
451 Seventh Street SW
Washington, D.C. 20410-0500

RE: 24 CFR Part 3280 and 3285

(Docket No. FR-4928- 01; HUD-2005-0006)

General Counsel:

Kansas Manufactured Housing Association (KMHA) is a statewide trade association
representing all facets of the Manufactured Housing Industry (i.e. manufacturers
retailers, community owners/operators, finance and insurance companies, service and
supplier companies and transporters. The association would like to comment on HUD
Proposed Rule'hlakihgof :Mode!' la' rfufBctured Home Installation Standards 70 FR 21497
::' 21517) Apdl "Z6t2005;

;,:

;:J ,:;bc: :i,"; 'i;L:' :r;:;;F' (i';
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Page' 2l4 9',;:KMHA feels that the model installation standard should not be codified
Under 24 CFR 3285;: This" col.ld' 'erltaiftnafthe ManufaCtured Housing' Consensus
Committee (MHCC) wil riot have' accessto any proposed change by HUD in the future.
HUD has to only provide MHCC review period for construction and standards. In the
definition for manufactured home, HUD has embraced the fact that Part 3285 is for
installation standards and Part 3280 is construction and safety standards.

It is noted that the dispute resolution regulation will be coming as a component to
providing greater protection to HUD Code residents. However, HUD states that future
rulemaking on the dispute resolution program will include manufacturers, retailers
installers AND consumers. The- Act, in section 623(b )(12) speCifically states that only
the manufacturer, retailer and installer are part of the dispute resolution process.

Page 21500 - It appears that HUD intends to permit a state or municipalities to
establish more stringent requirements for the installation of HUD Code homes, as long

they meet/exceed the model standard: Any default state should be preempted from
establishirigmor€ stringeht reqUlremeritS' bller and above vJncit the model ihstallation
sfandard providesF 1

'. 

, n" ::jt
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'Page 2iSOl' ':With regards to vapor retarder , any ground moisture issue should be
addressed'at'thl:fpoinfbftfje m'anutaCtiTrEL"
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The model standard appears to include the necessary design assumptions used to
, develop the tables and chart for piers, footings and anchor spacing requirements.
Almost all design assumptions are covered by footnotes to the tables and chart. It
might be better to consider supporting a concept to include a section within the model
standard, where applicable, to list the design assumptions for such items as footings
piers and ground anchor spacing requirements.

It is not clear that manufacturers or any other registered PE, may perform alternate
designs as long as they follow the design assumptions provided in the model standard.
It would be beneficial to provide a section in the model standard to specifically permit
alternate materials and methods of construction hat are not covered in the model
standard to be used as long as the intended option conforms to the minimum
requirements included in the, model standard. This would assist manufacturers who may

decide to include other methods of home support and anchorage in their installation
manuals.

Page 21502 - The MHCC draft model installation standard included insulated
foundations as a method to not have pier footings extend to the frost line depth. This
can be found in the draft model standard at Section 6.3. 3. The basic intent was to

include insulated skirting as an insulated foundation system , thus the reason the MHCC

draft included a provision for cross-ventilation of the space under the home. In HUD'

proposed rule, they took this statement out and left us with any system designed by a

registered PE and conforming to ASCE 32. This mandatory reference to ASCE 32

effectively eliminates any type of insulated skirting system being used to permit pier
footings to be above the frost line.

By requiring a PE design and to make any system subject to ASCE 32 requirements

essentially eliminates insulated skirting materials from ever being used. ASCE 32 is for

foundations systems composed of a basement, a slab, or a crawl space with a perimeter

foundation wall. Insulated skirting, with typical piers and footings, may not be

applicable to ASCE 32. There is no problem with ASCE 32 being used as an optional

reference standard , but HUD made it mandatory in all instances, thus requiring a
permanent type foundation for every home should you not want to go to frost depth
with pier footings.

To the best of our knowledge there is no documented evidence that frost heave damage
has ever occurred to a HUD Code hom in Kansas. With that understanding, KMHA

would suggest that for soils that are not frost-susceptible or where there is a history of
adequate soil support for the home without deleterious frost heaving effects, the

footings should not be required to go below the frost line.

Page 21503 - The MHCC Subcommittee on Installation is presently developing a test

protocol for ground anchor assemblies. KMHA believes that this is the appropriate group

to take on the development of test protocol. HUD should wait until the MHCC has

submitted their version of a ground anchor assembly test protocol before any attempts

to develop one outside the MHCC or provide specific requirements for testing in the
model standard.
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Page 21506 .. There is no reason to require a professional engineer or architect to be
consulted for site preparation if the manufacturer s manual does not cover it. Every

manual that has been reviewed by our national association Manufactured Housing
Institute (MHI) always contains some information with regard to site preparation. If by

chance a manual does not, then the LAHJ can be looked to for any conforming
requirements. This adds to the cost burden of the individual homeowner or community
owners. . Installers already must determine soil bearing capacity and classification that
relates to selecting the appropriate footings, pier configurations and ground anchorspacing. 
Page 21508 - The various methods to determine soil bearing capacity and
classification have been deleted in lieu of accepted engineering practice. One such
method, the pocket penetrometer, is a common method to determine soil-bearing

capacity. It also is accepted in many states throughout the country as an appropriate
method. It seems reasonable to permit the LAHJ to accept any method they feel 
adequate. Therefore, it is suggested that 3285.202(a)(2) be modified to permit the
LAHJ to accept any method in their state that has a conforming installation program
enacted through state law as follows: Soi/ records. Soil records on file with the
applicable LAHJ or methods acceptable to the applicable LAHJ ; or

Regarding soil removal , KMHA believes any minimum would be arbitrary and not

practical. Simply state it must be undisturbed soil for at-grade-footings.

Page 21509 - Permanent foundation requirements would be specific to the installation
site in question. With an approved state-based installation program , the LAHJ will

require the permanent foundation systems to meet the local governing building codes.
This has been the case for years and there is no compellng reason to change the
current path. HUD's enforcement of an installation program in default states should
provide the same. The MHCC draft provided the mechanism to cover this topic. 
stated that when a permanent foundation system is contemplated, the design would
need to follow accepted engineering practice, be design by the manufacturer or
professional engineer, and in conformance with local governing building codes. This

would seem appropriate to re-insert this language in 3285.314 to alleviate the concern.

Page 21510 - 3285.312(b): The MHCC draft model installation standard included

. insulated foundations as a method to not have pier footings extend to the frost line

depth. This can be found in the draft model standard. The basic intent was to include
insulated skirtings as an insulated foundation system , as a result one of the reasbns the
MHCC draft included a provision for cross-ventilation of the space under the home. 
the proposed rule, this statement is deleted and inserted "any system designed by a
registered PE and conforming to ASCE 32". This mandatory reference to ASCE 32

effectively eliminates any type of insulated skirting system being used to permit pier
footings to be above the frost line.

To the best of our knowledge there is no documented evidence that frost heave damage
has ever occurred to a HUD Code home in Kansas. With that understanding, KMHA

would suggest that for soils that are not frost-susceptible or where there is a history of



adequate soil support for the home without deleterious frost heaving effects, the
footings should not be required to go below the frost line.

Page 21511 and 21512: Regarding galvanization of anchors and stabilizer plates, the
strapping is galvanized. The ground anchors and stabilizer plates are not for those
areas that are not considered costal regions. It is not necessary for non-costal regions
to have the elevated requirement as the costal regions to only increase the cost burden
to the homebuyer.

3285.404: It is possible for ground anchors not to be installed below frost line. The
model standard permits footings to be located above frost line by 3285.312(c). One can
use a floating slab or insulated foundation system and have footings above frost line. 
the footings, which bear all vertical loads, can be above frost line, then why would the

. anchoring system not be able to do the same? The longest ground anchor produced is
6 feet long, and in many areas of the country it may be next to impossible to install then
in all soil classifications. There should be a reference to 3285.312(c) in which the
approved alternate anchoring system may be included as part of a listed or labeled
foundations support system.

Page 21523 - With regards to vapor retarder, any ground moisture issue should be
addressed at the point of the manufacture.

Page 21528 - This section for pier configurations between 36" - 80" requires a mortared
assembly unless otherwise specified in the manufacturer s instructions. This is the
opposite of what was submitted by the MHCC. The MHCC stated that mortar is not
required for double-stacked piers unless required by the manufacturer. This could
conceivably cause unnecessary mortared piers if the manufacturer s manual is silent on
whether mortar is required and then the model standards would require mortar in all
instances.

Page 21531 - Footnote 1 requires all footings to extend below frost depth. This is
contradictory to 3285.312(c), where insulated foundations systems may permit footings
at grade in frost areas. The footnote should reference section 3285.312(c) for footing
depths. This applies to Figures B.

Page 21536 - The MHCC draft model installation standard included insulated
foundations as a method to not have pier footings extend to the frost line depth. The
basic intent was to include insulated skirtings as an insulated foundation system
therefore one of the reasons the MHCC draft included a provision for cross-ventilation of
the space under the home.

There have been tests performed on insulated skirting materials, suggesting a certain R-
value material can or cannot keep the ground beneath the home above freezing
temperatures. These tests measured the temperature in the space between the home
and the ground for an entire winter. The test homes were located in Ohio. The three
test home sites all showed that insulated skirtings can keep the ground under the home
above freezing.
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Page 21539 - This section again requires zinc coated ground anchors, KMHA feels this
should be for coastal regions only.

Page 21543 - This sectiQn requires stabilizer plates to be zinc coated, KMHA feels this
should be for the coastal regions only.

Page 21546 - This section talks about A-coil units (A) A-coil air conditioning units must
be compatible and listed for use with the furnace in the home. It is unclear where they
are listed. Different manufacturers product are compatible with other manufacturers
product.

In closing, while the manufactured housing industry in Kansas understands the
importance of proper installation of our homes to ensure ultimate performance and
continued homeowner satisfaction, we feel it is equally import for the standards to be
reasonable and relevant. Our comments suggest minor changes to the model
installation standard that we feel will achieve that goal. It is our hope that the staff at
HUD wil take into consideration both the cost and the benefit of the suggested changes
when evaluating our comments. We feel our approach to the model installation
standard is reasonable and appropriate. The changes will stil provide the home with
adequate support, without unnecessary cost that ultimately drives up the cost of the
home. In Kansas, manufactured housing is still the main provider of affordable housing
and we look forward to providing Kansas with quality, affordable housing.

Ma ha Neu Smith
Ex cutive Director
Kansas Manufactured Housing Association

cc: Task Force on Installa.tion
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June 27, 2005

Reguations Division
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Washington, D. 20410-0500

c:..
::17c:o
C: J:

CJz
CJMC)":

?"p.

rr2;
.C:r:,

To Whom It May Concern:

Re: Docket No. FR-4928 -
RI 2502-A125
Model Manufactued Home Installation Standards

As a member of the Manufactured Home Consensus Committee (MHCC) and the Installation Sub-
COlmnittee, I am very familiar and have been involved with the development ofthe proposed rule
3285 , Model Manufactued Home Installation Standards. I submit the following comments in
regard to the referenced docket.

3285.2 Manufacturer installation instructions.
Revise the last sentence to read: Installers must follow the DAPIA-approved manufactuer
installation instructions for the aspects not covered by these Model Installation Standards. I
believe adding the "not" clarifies instances when the manufacturer s installation should be used.

Tables 

, & 

3285. 303 and Figure to 3285. 312
Simplify these tables by keeping the "Load" colum and deleting all the references to the 16" x
16" concrete footing layouts. Also delete figure C to 3285.312. This would allow utilization of
loads to select the appropriate footings per note 1 (3285.312) and would eliminate the
inconsistencies with the tables.

Listed below are additional concerns with the existing format.
a) Footing configurations 1 through 6 are designed using 8 x 16 piers only. Ths does
not consider 16 x 16 piers which do not require 8" thick footings. Ths is overly
conservative, not cost effective and should not be used as a minimum standard.
b) Footing layouts are not consis ent with Table 3285.3l2(d). I strongly believe this
simplification would help in trainig installers and would inake this manual more effective.

1101 Eisenhower Drive Nort. P.O. Box 35 . Goshen, IN 46527-0035 . (574) 533-0431 . Fax (574) 533-0438
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Re: Docket No. FR-4928-
May 12, 2005
Page 2

Figure A to 3285. 306 Typical Footing and Pier Installation, Single Concrete Block.
Revise 2" x 8" x 16" steel or hardwood caps. . ... to 

2" x 8" x 16" hardwood caps

.... 

. Add thick steel cap... It is not practical to use 2" x 8" x16" steel caps.

3285.309 Elevated homes.

Since the tie downs and piers are designed up to 67" high, delete the "one-four of the area of a
home" requirement and specify: when a home is installed more that 67 inches above the top of
the ........

Figure A (page 21531) and Figure B (page 21532)

Delete footnote 1. This is not consistent with the provisions allowed under 3285.312 (c).

Table (page 21544) and Table (page 21545). 
a) Footnote #10 on both above referenced tables

, delete and home manufacturer
instructions The installation of ground anchors must be per their instrction not the
home manufacturer s instructions.
b) Delete footnote # 12. This footnote would create an unsafe tie-down condition due to
design variables. All spacings are designed for anchors rated at 3150 lb. Reduced spacing

would require new tables. Also footnote #12 is not consistent with footnote #13.

3285. 505 Crawlspace ventilation.
Revise (d) - eliminate the word "metal" This wil allow other materials designed for ventilation
openings to be used and would not limit innovation.

Figure A to 3285. 702 (page 21551).
Show rings flush to the outside flange of the light as required.

Figure A to 3285. 801 (page 21553).
Revise footnote ( e) to allow installers or homeowners to provide the mate-line gasket in addition
to the home manufactuer.

3285. 801 (page 21554).
Section (f Hinged roofs and eaves is implying new rues and requirements curently not in 3280.
Ths section should be modified by deleting 3285. 801 (O (1) & (2) It should be noted that
curently the majority of 7/12 higed roofs do not require inspection. However, this paragraph
implies that these roofs may be subject to the "A/C" process. Similar confsion may apply 
hinged roofs in Wind Zone 2 and 3. This is a new requirement and should be addressed in 3280
standards not as par of 3285.



Re: Docket No. FR-4928-
May 12, 2005
Page 3

Figure to 3285. 803 (page 21553)
Delete "One full-sized panel no less than 16in. nor larger than 32 in. Ths tye of installation
is not unform and may be obsolete.

3285. 804 (page 21556)
Revision to note (b). Any splits or tears must be reseal

d in accordance with the manufacturer
installation instructions. The. requiement as noted is not clear and would cause confusion.

In conclusion, the proposed manual is a good step toward proper installation; however, the noted
modifications would improve this manual substantially. I believe simplification of Tables 1 , and
3 3285 (see page 1) are essential. . I urge HUD to simplify the tables by deleting the confguations
in Table1 , 2 and 3 of3285;303.

Than you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

LIBERTY HOMES , INe.

,--

Nader Tomasbi, P.
Vice President of Product Development
& Engineering Services



RIVERSIDE SENIORS COMMUNITY
8421 GRASSTON COURT
GRASSTON, MN. 55030

NANCY H. BRADY
, 320-396-2205

, RE: Docket No. FR-4929-POOI
BUD 2005-A125
RIN 2502-A125
Model Manufactured Home
Installation Standard
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June 25 , 2005

To whom it may concern:

I am a land lease community owner. I am writing on behalf of my company
and t1)epeopJe lea ing IXyJand., This community wasestablished' in1the::mid

ventie 'soine:o.f the grig nalpeople leasingtheJand are:Stilllivfng'oll
sites withinJ ~o.nlIp.uJ.itY? Jt is a; smallcomml1nity; with20' sitesT' It is
located in the ' country with the leasing rates at less than $200 per month.
Many ofJhe:, peopl ywgin:thi$: eommunityare on fix;ediI1€omes. 

' , .. /' '

I am concerned that some ,of the proposed rutet;hanges, wil make
unnecessar finimcial burdens on my business and other small businesses
like mine and ultimately on the consumer in terms of increased leasing rates.

Ma.TlUfactured housing is stil an area that allows affordable home owner
ship for many who would not be able to afford a home. For some of these
folks even renting is .out ofthequestionwithouLsoIIepublic assistance.

Allowing:texibility iI) ' som of the proposedTule changes would increase the
quality in manufactured home ownership and yet not increase the cost to the
point"Yher prp ibit J9rthe consumer and smalLbusiiIe'ss 'owner.
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This indh try p.asm perts in the manufactures of the:,homes:'and, !'
professiqrials who settho$e ,homes up. Who better than these expepM:' to 

, detenpinethe bestway to install manufactured homes. IristQ theitbenefit!
thatthe homes are properlyinstalled. 

" ,



This country has many different climates , a prescriptive way is not always
the best or most cost effective for every region. It is important there be
flexibility in the rules to ensure the best type of set up is used for the specific
pars of the country. 

I have read the comment letter to you from the Minnesota Manufactured
Housing Association. I am in complete agreement with their comments.
I am urging you to consider and use their suggestions and make those
changes in the proposed rule. 

Respectfull y,

ti/ 

Nancy H. Brady
Owner-Riverside Seniors Community
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Draft
June 21 , 2005

RE: Docket No. FR-4928-
HUD-2005-0006
RI 2502- .1125
Model Manufactred Home
Installation Stadard
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Regulations Division

Oflce of General Counsel

Room 10276
Deparent of Housing r"nd Cro.n Development
451 Seventh Street, SW
Washington, DC 20410
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To '\\1hom It May Concern:

I am writing on behalf of the 400 members of the l\,filUlesota Manufactured Housing
Association (MMHA) to offer comments on the Deparent ' s ProposedRulerel ted to
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home' iridtisfj. The AssodiiiiJh';vorks to pronlote q1Jaiity housmgthat is' af()rtiitbl
encourages a le 'elplayingfield iil the pubJi2 poliq; arena and educates its mefub
new home buildin technologies and best industry practces. It spollsors se aJs and
workshops sists nienibers with local zoning aid building code concerns; provides 
updates on 5iate ard fe~eral:1aw thanges;riew regulations d offerscoritirui ' e(iucation
opportunitieSi:or licensed iesidentia uilding conira:cors and real esta.te brokers. Over
200 000 Mhlne$otan s reside , in a. manufactured home, 
Briefly, today ' s ma.1Ufattlired. homes are the nation 's lea.ding provider of non-subsidized
atordabli= housing and account for nearly 15 percent of all new single-family hO!hes sold
in Minne ota\The industry in Minnesota employs 3 000 workers at 1 500 mostly small
businesses" atld has , an economic impact of approximately $500 million on the state
economy- Well' over eightjitive percent of the !learly 2000 new manufacture omes sold
in the ,state. last year 'wete :iIixed to realpropeliy, and fmancedwith confo1"mgmortgages.
F or those home buyers unable to aford their O\Vlllot, t.'1e remaining 20 percent Of the new
manufacin;' omes were placed in a land leas manufactured home comm?1Jij::' " 

' , : -

Manufactured homes arem:eeting an important need for afordable' hous1ng not&nly ir
Muuiesota;htit also throughoutthenation' a. result, more andmore,peopleaib'!.'
rgco iZirg ' the "'advaiitages l6da:/:siliiufactDred;honies ' llav€ib'offer:, ,ManufactUred'
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111 erse,1Y:ed
, P tlt , .m !flictured" h(:)lsing epresellts the difference between joining

the' ratks , 'b:se ria.iZini5 :the Amer: lli dn::am bfhornel?wn rship and rentaining 
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perpetual renters. It was most encouraging when the Congress broadened the language in
tnf: l\ rfjmt l\.tt1rf:cl HClllsinE TmI1HiVl":nlf'nt. Ar:t. nf?,OOO to itlr:illr1f: in t.h Pl1rpO;; " p1l11.11

focus on retaining the affordabibty of manufactured homes

, "

(1) to protect the quality. . .
and affordability of manufactured homes; (2) to facilitate the availability or afordable
manufactured homes and to increase homeowners hip for all Americans; , . . (4) to
encourage innovative and cost-effective constmction techniques fOt" manufactured homes
. . and (8) to ensure that the public interest in, and need for, af01'dable manufactured
housing is duly considered in al determinations relating to the Federal stadards and their
enforcement. "

One of the critical elements that set the Manufactured Home Construction and Safety
Standards a par fwm other recognized residential building codes is its being a
perfonnance based" code, allowing factory-builders to tae advantAge of new

constrction technologies and design inovations in a timely manner to more cost
efficiently meet the required outcomes of the code. In this regard, the MMHA has several
concerns with the Proposed Rule.

On page 21529 and 21530 for figures A'" and " Boo of3285.306; the figures indicate that a
inch thick steel or hardwood cap may be used, It is not clear to the MMHA where an

installer would obtain a 2-inch steel cap? The wording should indicate a 2- inch thick
hardwood or 1(1 inch steel cap may be used,

On page 21536 , under proposed rule change 3285. 312 (c) (3), the suggested wording,
with acceptable engineering practice ft ASCE/SEI 32-0 1. " The way the section is

cUITently drafed it would require all engineered designs to follow the ASCE standard and
does not allow for other types of designs and foundation systems. Making this change
would be consistent with all other aspects of the manufactred home insofar as allowing
for a penonnance-based standard for the installation of the home.

On pages 21528-21529; 3285.306(b)-(c) l\,forta.red Pier Configurations; these sections for
pier configurations oyer 36 inches in height require a mortared assembly unless othenvise
specified in the manufacturer s instructions. This is completely opposite of what was
submittd by the MHCC. TIle MHCC stated that mortar is not required for double-stacked
t)iers unless required by the manufacturer . This requirement could conceivably cause
unnecessar mortared piers if the manufacturer s manual is silent on whether mort 
required, and then the model installation stadard \'Iiould require mort in all insances,
111is same concem also applies to one caption in Figure B to 93285.306. In all lieliood, a
pier greater than 80" In height 'NiB require a mortared assembly. However, that is 
something that may not be in the manufacturer's instructions since a registered design
professional (PE) can determine support system design. The last sentence of this section
should be deleted as it serves no useful purpose and the PE design will specify whether
mortar is required or not.

On pages 21502 , 21510 and 21512; 328S.3l2(c) Placement of Footings in Freezing
Climates; The MHCC draf model installation standard included insulated foundations as a
method to not have pier footings ex1:end to t.J.e frost line depth. Tr'is ClUl be found in the
MHCC draf model standa.rd at Section 6.3. 3. The basic intent was to include insulated
skirting as an insulated foundation system, thus the reason the MHCC draf included a
provision for cross-ventilation of the :.pace under the home. In the proposed rule at

3285.312(c)(3), ths statement was deleted and replaced with any system must be
designed by a. registered PE and conform to ASCE 32. This mandatory reference to ASCE
32 may etIectively eliminate any type of insulated skirtg system from being used 
permit pier footings to be above the frost line.
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By requiring a PE design (acceptable), and to make any system subject to ASCE 32
equirements (net acceptable), essentially eliminates insulated skiring materials from ever

being used. ASCE 32 is for foundation systems composed of a basement, a slab , or a crawl
space with a perimeter foundation wall. Insulated skiring, with typical piers and footings
may not be applicable t.o ASCE32. There is no problem , 'ith ASCE 32 being used as an
optional reference stcmdard, Also , if using 3285. 312(c)(2), for slab systems , ASCE 32 is
also required for conformance. ASCE 32 'will reqmre vertical and horizonta insulation
materials below gmde. There is no rational reason, however, to prohibit the manufacturer
development of such designs and instructions in preference to regi.c;ered engineers. who
may be less familiar with the home than is the manufacturer. The reasoning applies to
similar provisions regarding basement sets and permanent foundations. \Ve believe that
ths section should be modifed to state: "

.. ...

must be designed by the manufactuer or by a
registered professional engineer... u" As an alternative to makng the AS CE 32 an optional
reference standard or revising 328S , 312(c) to the original MHCC 1iL+Jguage submitted on
December 2003 . the MMHA would support the following perfonnance-based languge as
a substitute, "Footings or founda.tiQn svstems placed in freezing climates must be desie:ed
and installed using methods and practices that prevent the effects offrost heave in
accordance with the manufactured home design and the reQuirements of the Manufactured
Home Constrction and Safety Standads (Par 3280)

Under 93285.404, it is possible for ground anchors not to be instaled below frost line. The
model standard pennits footings to be located above frost line by 3285.312(c). One can
use a floating slab or ini3ulated founda.tion system a.nd have footings above frost line. If the
footings which bear the vel1icalloa.ds ClUl be above fro$t line. then "vhy would the
anchoring system 110t be able to do the same? TIle longest ground anchor produced is 6
feet long. and in many areas of the country, it may be neA'i to impossible to instal them in
all soil classifications. There should be It reference to 3285.312(c), in which the approved
altemate anchoring system may be included as par of a listed or labeled foundation
support system (foating slab or insulated foundation). Footnote 1 of 3285.31 0 Figure A
requires an footings to extend below frost depth. This is contradictory to 328S.312(c),
V;'here insulated foundation s:Y3tems may permit footings at grade in frost areas. The
footnote should reference sectlOn S3285.312(c) f01- footing dep1hs. This same comment
also applies to Figure E. Section 3285.314 should state wha.t is being referred to under ths
section. 'D1e described text of the proposed mle seems to be more in line with
93285.314(b). The fit-st t\VO sentences of this section are mainly cOmtentar and provide
no inorma.tion on how Of what to use when designjng pennanent foundation support
systems for HUD Code homes. TIley should be deleted in their entirety. The first is in 
conflict with HUD' s preemption for default states to not require more stringent
requirements than that contaied in the model stadard, The model standard should make
no mention of iLO)ything conceming how mortgage lenders or others can establish financing
eligibility requirements for permanent foundations. This is for the fmancial institutions to
decide and this standr.rd needs to stay foeue.ed on the MHIA' s premise , to provide a model
installation standard, Fincucing options forme model standard are outside the scope of the
MHIA and should be deleted.

The orjgina.l MHCC recommendation stated the obvious. " Designs for pennanent
foundations (such as basements, crawl spaces , or load-bearing perimeter foundations) may
be permitted to be obtained from the home manufacturer, or designed by a registered
professlOnal engineer or architect, and const.--cted in accorda.11ce with local building code
eqUlfements . 111is is the pl-0per pelfonuance-based language for any section on

permanent foundations,

Permanent foundation requirements \:voldd be specific to the installa.tion site in question,
see page 21509, With an approved state-ba.sed installa.tion progra.11l, the LAHJ will require
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the per:manent foundatlC'tl sYS'Lems to meet the local governing building codes. This has
been t.he case for years and there is no compelling reason to change the cun-ent path.
HUD' s enfOl-cement of an installmion prognun in default stat.cs should provide the same.
The MHCC draf provided the mechanism to cover this topic. It stated that when
peml '1ent foundation system is comemplated , the design would need to follow accepted
engineering practice, be designed by the manufacturer or professional engineer, and in 
confonnance with local goveming building codes. This would seem appropriate to re-
insert this language in 93285. 314 to alleviate the concern.

With i'v1innescta baying a significilt depth to its frost line , by not allowing for engineered
designs will have tl1e consequence of adding tllOusands of dollars in costs to the purchase
price of homes sited in manufactured home land-kase commtmities. The digging required
for the instalation of below frost footings or a frest-free foundation meetig the ASCEISEI
32-01 standard will require the homeowner to also pay for the costs of relocatig any
underground infrastrcture such as gas lines , water and sewer lines , or electical service
whenever a home 5 frost-free foundation system intersects the infrastrcture. drafed
the Proposed Rule would result in a substawil economic burden to the 1,200 Minesota
businesse:5 licensed as ma.Ufactj,l1-ed heme packs. The a.dditional cost to a homebuyer for
frost-free foundation system built to the AS CE/SEI 32-01 standlU-d for a 1 500 squae foot
mlUufactred home in Minesota \\'ould be at lea.t $3 000 for a below-frost pier system
and at least $6 000 for a concrete floatig slab. There would also be the additional costs
resulting from either the reJoca.tion ot: or damage and disnJption to , the underground utiity
infrastrctre such as water and sewer Jines , electric ?UppJy lines, cable and telephone
lines. Many of Minnesota s 1 200 land- lease communities were built in the 1950' s and
1960' s \vhen no documentation or schematics of the infrastrcture was required.
Approximately 50,000 land-1e1:se ma.nufactured home sites fall under the compliance of
tht: Proposed Rule, . dditiona.l1y, \lmnesota Statute 327. 20 subd. I(3) establishes
minimum set-back requirements fOf each manufactured home and enables municipalities to
impose thei1: own more stringent requirements as a condition of approving the
development, thus manufactured home llUd-leftse communities do not have any flexibility

, m being able to shift a home even a few inches on a lot to avoid the intersection of the
frost-free foundation system with the existing infrasi11cture,

111e introduction of frost-.free foundation systems to ma.nutactured home communities will
requile state mandated lelise agn:ements to be modif1ed to reflect who the responsible pary
will be if a home 5 concrete slab needs to be remond for emergency repais or
maintenance work to the park' s infrastructure beneath the home. Since many of the State
land lease communities 'were developed pre- 1980, tllere are not individual shut-off valves
for each home site so that whenever a t1EW frost-free foundation system is instaled , the
ent:i-e property will be WitllOut water/sewer service during the work done at one home site.
Most of 1innesota s 1,200 manufactured home communities are smaJl businesses
stmggling to keep their vaca.ncies low; they wi!.likely iUend their existing lease
agreements and application criteria to only allow pre-owned mlUufactured homes tl1at do
not haye to comply '.Hth the nt-w Proposed Standard for presct-iptive frost-free foundations.
.4,1' unintended consequence of the Proposed Standard as drafed would be to reduce the
already shott supply of home sites for prospective buyers of new manufactured homes.

On page 21512; 3285.402; HUD modified the MHCC draf stadard with regard 
gaJva.+Jizing of ground anchors , anchor equipment and stabilizing plates. This section
requires ground anchors to be zinc-coated in all instances. This deviates from tl1e HUD
Code :i1 that it requires IUlchoring equipment to have a resistance to weather deterioration
at least etJuivalent to that provided by a coating ofz1nc on steel of not less than 0.30 oz/ft
This \-vouJd pt-ec1ude otller forms of known corrosion protection from being used in lieu of
galyanized anchors Stainless steel, epoxy coatL+Jgs, and even mill galvanizing are
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acceptable methods of corrosion protection in the site-building industry. Secondly, the
problem is that imported (fore1gn) allChors are less expensive tlJafi USA-made ground
anchors ..vith the StUDe type Qfztnc galnmlzi.llg. \Ye ask the question of BUD if the
economics of requiring all zinc-coated anchors has been i.dentified? MMBA member
product suppliers state that adoption would require ground anchors to be more expensive
than their foreign counter pars. Finally, not all ground anchor assemblies will require steel
stabilizer plates , see S3285.402(b)(3)(ii). If a. ground anchor assembly is tested to be listed
or certed by the cun'eut MBCC Subcommittee/Istallation ground anchor test protocol
under consideration uses an ABS stabilizer plate and passes all failure criteria for a certai
soil classification, can that listed or certified anchor a.ssembly be used under this section?

On page 2147 under propo::ed section 3285, 505 (d); it indicates that ventilation openings
in the crawlspace lUust be covered with perforated metal coverings. This appears to limit
material that is used for ventilation opening coverings and not allow other suita.ble material
available in the marketplace such as vinyl or plastic covering. We suggest the draf
language be chmLged: perorated me coverings resistant to decav.

, Regarding the codifcation of the proposed instalation stdard under 24 CFR3280; 1he
MMHA strongly believes tha1111e proposed federal model installation stdard should not
be codifed under 24 CFR 328S-'but instead should become subpar of24 CFR 3280. By
codifying the installation standard under Par 3285 , the MHCC will not be privy and
involved (l20-day conunelli period prior to publication) ""i111 any proposed change by
HUD in the future, The MBCC is the entity Congress specifically assigned to develop the
installation stadal-d Mod MHI is certain that Congress fully intended for the MHCC to be
dit-ectly involved in its continued maintenance and updating. A5 currently proposed, BUD
has to only provide the MBCC review period for constrction and safety stadards. In the
definition tor manufactured home (page 21520), BUD has embraced the fact that Par 3285
is for instalation standards and Par 3280 is construction and safety stadards. The
construction/assembly of1lle home a.nd installation of the home go hand-in-hand. There
should be no distinction it: the federa.l re,gulations a.t 24 CFR 3280. This is similar to other
private sector building codes where t.':e code contains the design and constrction
requirements for the residential home in addition to tI..tlY installation criteria that must be
follo\ved to complete the home. TIlere should be no differentiation in the federal
!1mlufactured housing program between construction/assembly and instalation. BUD will
provide oversight for both components , so two separate documents (regulations) are not
necessary for constmction and installation.

, On page 21508; 3285.202; the model installation sta.:dard should include the pocket
penetrometer. TIH Yal' ious methods to determine soil bearing capacity and classifcation
have been deleted in lieu of accepted engineering practice. One such method, the pocket
penetrometer, is a common method to determine soil-bearng capacity. It also is accepied
in many states thoughout the country as lI appropriate method. It seems reasonable to
permit the LAHJ to a.ccept any method they feel is adequate. TIlerefore , it is suggested that

3285.202(a.)(1) be modified top permit the LABJ to accept any method as follows: Soil
tests, Soil tests that al-e in accordance with generally accepted engineering practice;!!
pocket penetrometer or other method accePtable to the LABJ; or

On page 21506; 3285.2; Site Preparation; there is no reason to require a professional
engitleer or aJ.chitect to be consulted for site preparation if the manufacturer s manual does
not cover 1t. Every manual that has been reviewed by the industr s national association
and the MMHA always contains some information with regard to s1te preparation. It is also
covered in Minnesota s Chapter 1350 1anufactured Home Installation Rules, Ifby chance
a manual does not, then the LAB! can be looked to for any conforming requirements. This
'""auld be al1 added cos1 burden to individual homeovmers or mal1Ufactured home
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r"-Re: Docket No. FR-4928 01; HU-2005-0006
RJ Number 2502-A125 
Model Manufactured Home Installation Standard

I have been in the Manufactured Housing Industry for the past 3 years and hope
to remain for some years to come. I am a licensed Minnesota Dealer, Manufactured
Home Installer and Residential Building Contractor.

- HUwas. required by statue to establish Model Manufactured HomeJrstall tion
Standards through the -National Manufactured H.ousing Construction nd Safety

Standards Act' of 197 - We. all' acknowledge that proper installatiQn of the prqduct, the
home, is a :very important par of the industry. The State of Minnesota has.implemented
its own installation program and we have worked with it successfully for a number of
years. We have been able to work with the State and LAHJ on our set lip issues, while
still complying with the manufacturer s installation manuals.

I will now address a couple issues from the April 26th Federal Register which are
of critical concern. Number-1 - Placement in Freezing Climates - page 215103285-312.

Here in Minnesota we have been instaling homes in Manufactured Housing
Communities using above frost line set up techrques in compliance with the State and

also with the manufacturer s for at least 35 years. This has been accomplished by
worJcng with the - manufacter s installation manual.

BU is now imposing an Installation Standard that would require that a home
placed in one of those Manufactured Home Communities now be placed on a footing
below the frost line of at least 42 inches or on a monolithic slab or insulated foundation
above the frost line provided they are, designed by a professional engineer or architect and
conform to the nationally recognzed consensus standard, SEll ASGE 32-01 and -
acceptable engineering praotice. If this can be accomplished, and I don t believe it can,
this stil adds $5 000.00 to $7 000. 00 and possibly more in some cases to the set up costs.
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My question is WH?? Why should a consumer be forced to add $5 000. 00 to
000. 00 for this type of footing if he does not want to? Tearg up an existing pad in

an existing park to comply with a BU Model Standard that is not in existence currently?
The language of the Act as set forth in 3285. 1 of the proposed rule, the Model Installation
Standard, is to establish Minimum levels of protection to residents of Manufactued
Homes. Furtermore BU was instructed by the Act to "facilitate the availability of
affordable manufactued homes and to increase home ownership for all Americans.
How can we increase the availability if we have added thousands of dollars as a now
forced cost as opposed to an option for the consumer to pick his choice and cost when
buying? Any consumer desiring to place a manufactured home in an existing
manufactured community would now be forced to comply with this Standard. BU was
to adopt a Minimum Standard, not a Maxmum Standard.

This now leads to the Regulatory Flexibility Act. Supposedly HO has
conducted a material and labor cost analysis for this rule. I do not see how adding
thousands of dollars to the in 'park set up, as we will be required to do in Minnesota apd
other freezing climate states, has been taken into consideration when BU arives at
$133.00 to $151.00 cost increase. On page 21517 of the Federal Register

, "

The
Secretar, in accordance with the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 US. C. 605(bJ, has
reviewed and approved this proposed rule and in so doing certifes that the rule would not
have a signicant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities." I question
if the Secretar in the Certification has taken into consideration the consumer or the
individual park owner that is now faced with this increase. I am sure these "entities" feel
this wil be a Significant Impact on all existing Manufactured Home Communities and all
consumers desiring to place a home in those communities that should be a significant
number.

Page 21500 you also state

, "

Seismic safety has not been addressed in this
proposed rule primarily because seismic safety is not a required consideration in the
constructon of manufactured homes under the preemptive Manufactured Home
Construction and Safety Standards p4 CFR par 3280). Why shouldn t the freezing
climate be addressed the same way? The state would stil have authority to implement
and enforce, plus the manufacturer and its DAIPA would be able to authorize their
required set up instructions in the respective installation manual.

There are a number of issues to address if BU is to include frost line footings in
the proposed rule:

1) Ifin an existing manufactured home community, who is responsible for
installng the frost depth footings, who is responsible for removal of the
footings when the home is moved?

2) Who is to bear the cost: the consumer, the park owner or the retailer as the
manufacturers certainly wil not. 
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3) Realize that these footings will be home specific as the placement offootings
will depend on the individual home 'and or manufacturer and can not be used
on the next home to be placed on the site as the size of the home may be
different let alone the location of doors, windows and archways as these will
be required to have frost footings also or have the monolithic slab designed
for them.

4) This will eliminate a consumer being able to place a home in a park with the
possibility of moving it, without incurring the added ITost line cost of
thousands of dollars, TWICE.

5) FEMA would also not be able to use the manufactured home in freezing
climates without incurring the same additional cost for a short tert
emergency housing need.

It is not appropriate for the Model tMimum) Standard to require frost line
footings or a monolithic slab; this should be an option to the homeowner, to' have a
foundation of choice. To make it mandatory is overkill and also unaffordable.

In summary: F or the Manufacturers - Each Manufactuer s DAI A must
approve their installation manual so that it meets or exceeds the Model Minimum
installation requirements. Therefore if a manufacturer desires to have their homes placed
in an existing manufactured home community, with out frost footings or a monolithic
slab, they must have DPPIA approval and instructions as to how in their installation
manual to be in compliance.

F or the State--- This Model Standard proposed rule is one par of a comprehensive
installation program that each State could use as a basis to develop its own installation
program

Than&;ce
Denns Kieffer, President
Homes of Harmony Inc
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Room 10276
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To. WhOnfItMayCbncern:

" . . ,. : : ''' .-.: : ';' : ; . . ' , :';:-,;,::

We. are:a' cbmpany rncffhas'beeri' Tnthe' fiianufadured: housingbiJsiness for the last ,
yeafs; :hav bee(nri 'ih6stilll fatets ofbLisiness' from 'sales;' installation' iri::
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com m' :riities and' private? pr?pert property 'development; . com m unity 'bwr1ershi p

construCtion and teaF e$tate. ' "

, ' . " .. - . '. "

I am writing on behalf of the 400 members of the Minnesota Manufactured Housing
Association (MMHA) to offer comments on the Department's Proposed Rule related to
Model Manufactured Home Installation Standards.

The MMHA was formed in 1951 and represents nearly 400 businesses, including
manufactured 'home builders, installers model home sales centers, land lease
communities, banks, lenders, and mortgage companies, developers, and suppliers to
the manufactured home industry. The Association works to promote quality housing
that is affordable, encourages a .level playing field in the public policy arena and
educates its, meri ers - on new home building technologies and best industry pr c;tices.
It sp6nsors sentinarsand:workshops,- assists members with local zoning and building
code' cohcetns;pro\iides updates on state iJndfederallawthariges, new: regulations
ahd:offers €dntihuln ed'l:cati6n- oPPoiiun'ies ' for litensed resldential bUilding:; ,

; :

contractors and real estate brokers. Over 200 000 Minnesotan s reside in a

manlifacturedhori'e:" .: ,

, - . "' . - .

P.O, Box 600 Wyoming;:JN 55092

800-341- 6211 Office 651-462-4101 Fax 651-462-2945

ww; woodlundhomes.com



Briefly, today s manufactured homes are the nation s leading provider of non-subsidized
affordable housing and account for nearly 15 percent of all new single-family homes
sold in Minnesota. The industry in Minnesota employs- 3 000 workers at 1 500 mostly
small businesses, and has an economic impact of approximately $500 million on the
state s economy. Well over eighty-five percent of the nearly 2000 new manufactured
homes sold in the state last year were affxed to real propert and financed with
conforming mortgages.

For those homebuyers unable to afford their own lot, the remaining 20 percent of the
new manufactured homes were placed in a land lease manufactured home community.

Manufactured homes are meeting an important need for affordable housing not only in
Minnesota , but also throughout the nation. As a result, more and more people are
recognizing the advantages today s manufactured homes have to offer. Manufactured
homes are often times the lowest rung on the homeownership ladder as a viable option
for workforce housing. For thousands of Minnesotans; particularly lower- income people
and underserVed populations, manufactured housing represents the difference between
joining the ranks of those realizing the American dream of homeownership and
remaining perpetual renters. It was most encouraging when the Congress broadened
the language in the Manufactured Housing Improvement Act of 2000 to include in the
Purposes" part a focus on retaining the affordability of manufactured homes

, "

(1) to
protect the quality. . . and affordability of manufactured homes; (2) to facilitate the
availability of affordable manufactured homes and to increase homeownership for all
Americans; . . . (4) to encourage innovative and cost-effective construction techniques
for manufactured homes; . . . and (8) to ensure that the public interest in , and need.
for, affordable manufactured housing is duly considered in all determinations relating to
the Federal standards and their enforcement."

One of the critical elements that set the Manufactured Home Construction and Safety
Standards a part from other recognized residential building codes is its being a
performance based" code, allowing factory-builders to take advantage of new

construction technologies and design innovations in a timely manner to more cost
effciently meet the required outcomes of the code. In this regard , the MMHA has
several concerns with the Proposed Rule.

On page 21529 and 21530 for figures "A" and "B" of 3285.306; the figures indicate that
a 2-inch thick steel or hardwood cap may be used. It is not clear to the MMHA where an
installer would obtain a 2- inch steel cap? The wording should indicate a 2-inch thick
hardwood or V2 inch steel cap may be used.

On page 21536, under proposed rule change 3285.312 (c) (3), the suggested wording,
with acceptable engineering practice aR ASCEjSEI 32-01." The way the section is

currently drafted it would require all engineered designs to follow the ASCE standard
and does not allow for other types of designs and foundation systems. Making this
change would be consistent with all other aspects of the manufactured home insofar as
allowing for a performance-based standard for the installation of the home.



On pages 21528-21529; 3285.306(b)-(c) Mortared Pier Configurations; these sections
for pier configurations over 36 inches in height require a mortared assembly unless
otherwise specified in the manufacturer s instructions. This is completely opposite of
what was submitted by the MHCC. The MHCC stated that mortar is not required for
double-stacked piers unless required by the manufacturer. This requirement could

conceivably cause unnecessary mortared piers if the manufacturer s manual is silent on
whether mortar is required , and then the model installation standard would require
mortar in all instances. 
This same concern also applies to one caption in Figure B to 93285.306. In all

likelihood , a pier greater than 80/1 in height will require a mortared assembly.
However, that is something that may not be in the manufacturer s instructions since a

registered design professional (PE) can determine support system design.
The last sentence of this section should be deleted as it serves no useful purpose and
the PE design will specify whether mortar is required or not.

On pages 21502, 21510 and 21512; 3285.312(c) Placement of Footings in Freezing
Climates; The MHCC draft model installation standard included insulated foundations as
a method to not have pier footings extend to the frost line depth. This can be found in
the MHCC draft model standard at Section 6. 3. The basic intent was to include
insulated skirting as an insulated foundation system , thus the reason the MHCC draft
included a provision for cross-ventilation of the space under the home. In the proposed
rule at 93285.312(c) (3), this statement was deleted and replaced with any system
must be designed by a registered PE and conform to ASCE 32. This mandatory
reference to ASCE 32 may effectively eliminate any type of insulated skirting system
from being used to permit pier footings to be above the frost line.

By requiring a PE design (acceptable), and to make any system subject to ASCE 32

requirements (not acceptable), essentially eliminates insulated skirting materials from
ever being used. ASCE 32 is for foundation systems composed of a basement, a slab
or a crawl space with a perimeter foundation wall. Insulated skirting, with typical piers
and footings, may not be applicable to ASCE 32. There is no problem with ASCE 32

being used as an optional reference standard. Also, if using 93285.312(c) (2), for slab
systems, ASCE 32 is also required for conformance. ASCE 32 will require vertical and
horizontal insulation materials below grade. There is no rational reason , however, to
prohibit the manufacturer s development of such designs and instructions in preference
to registered engineers who may be less familar with the home than is the
manufacturer. The reasoning applies to similar provisions regarding -basement sets and
permanent foundations. We believe that this section should be modified to state:

.....

must be designed by the manufacturer or by a registered professional engineer.....
As an alternative to making the ASCE 32 an optional reference standard or revising

93285.312(c) to the original MHCC language submitted on December 2003 , the MMHA

would support the following performance-based language as a substitute

, "

Footings or
foundation systems placed in freezing climates must be designed and installed usinq
methods and practices that prevent the effects of frost heave in accordance with the
manufactured home desiqn and the requirements of the Manufactured Home
Construction and Safety Standards (part 3280)



Under g3285.404, it is possible for ground anchors not to be installed below frost line.

The model standard permits footings to be located above frost line by g3285.312(c).

One can use a floating slab or insulated foundation system and have footings above
frost line. If the footings which bear the vertical loads can be above frost line, then

why would the anchoring system not be able to do the same? The longest ground
anchor produced is 6 feet long, and in many areas of the country, it may be next to
impossible to install them in all soil classifications.
There should be a reference to 93285.312(c), 

in which the approved alternate

anchoring system may be included as part of a listed or labeled foundation support

system (floating slab or insulated foundation). Footnote 1 of 3285.310 Figure A requires

all footings to extend below frost depth.
This is contradictory to g3285.312(c), where insulated foundation systems may permit
footings at grade in frost areas. The footnote should reference section g3285. 312(c)

for footing depths. This same comment also applies to Figure B. 

Section 3285.314 should state what is being referred to under this section. The

described text of the proposed rule seems to be more in line with g3285.314(b). The
first two sentences of this section are mainly commentary and provide no information

on how or what to use when designing permanent foundation support systems for HUD

Code homes. They should be deleted in their entirety. The first is in conflct with

HUD' s preemption for default states to not require more stringent requirements than
that contained in the model standard. The model standard should make no mention of

anything concerning how mortgage lenders or others can establish financing eligibility

requirements for permanent foundations. This is for the financial institutions to decide

and this standard needs to stay focused on the MHIA's premise, to provide a model

installation standard. Financing options for the model standard are outside the scope of

the MHIA and should be deleted. 

The original MHCC recommendation stated the obvious. "Designs for permanent

foundations (such as basements, crawl spaces , or load-bearing perimeter foundations)

may be permitted to be obtained from the home manufacturer, or designed by a
registered professional engineer or architect, and constructed in accordance with local

building code requirements . This is the proper performance-based language for any

section on permanent foundations.

Permanent foundation requirements would be specific to the installation site in
question , see page 21509. With an approved state-based installation program , the

LAHJ will require the permanent foundation systems to meet the local governing

building codes. This has been the case for years and there is no compelling reason to

change the current path. HUD's enforcement of an installation program in default
states should provide the same. The MHCC draft provided the mechanism to cover this
topic. It stated that yvhen a permanent foundation system is contemplated , the design

would need to follow accepted engineering practice, be designed by the manufacturer

or professional engineer, and in conformance with local governing building codes. This

would seem appropriate to re- insert this language in g3285.314 to alleviate the

concern .



With Minnesota having a significant depth to its frost line, by not allowing for
engineered designs will have the consequence of adding thousands of dollars in costs to
the purchase price of homes sited in manufactured home land- lease communities.

The digging required for the installation of below frost footings or a frost-free
foundation meeting the ASCE/SEI 32-01 standard wil require the homeowner to also
pay for the costs of relocating any underground infrastructure such as gas lines, water

and sewer lines , or electrical service whenever a home s frost-free foundation system
intersects the infrastructure. As drafted , the Proposed Rule would result in a substantial
economic burden to the 1 200 Minnesota businesses licensed as manufactured home
parks.

The additional cost toa homebuyer for frost-free foundation system built to the
ASCE/SEI 32-01 standard for a 1 500 square foot manufactured home in Minnesota
would be at least $3 000 for a below-frost pier system and at least $6 000 for a
concrete floating slab. There would also be the additional costs resulting from either the
relocation of, or damage and disruption to, the underground utility infrastructure such
as water and sewer lines, electric supply lines, cable and telephone lines.
Many of Minnesota s 1 200 land- lease communities were built in the 1950' s and 1960'
when no documentation or schematics of the infrastructure was required.
Approximately 50 060 land- lease manufactured home sites fall under the compliance of
the Proposed Rule. Additionally, Minnesota Statute 327. 20 subd. 1 (3) establishes
minimum set-back requirements for each manufactured home and enables
municipalities to impose their own more stringent requirements as a condition of
approving the development, thus manufactured home land-lease communities do not
have any flexibility in being able to shift a home even a few inches on a lot to, avoid the

intersection of the frost-free foundation system with the existing infrastructure.

The introduction of frost-free foundation systems to manufactured home communities
will require state mandated lease agreements to be modified to reflect who the
responsible part will be if a home s concrete slab needs to be removed for emergency
repairs or maintenance work to the park's infrastructure beneath the home. Since 'many
of the State s land lease communities were developed pre-1980, there are not individual

shut-off valves for each home site so that whenever a new frost-free foundation system
is installed , the entire propert will be without water/sewer service during the work
done at one home site. Most of Minnesota s 1 200 manufactured home communities are
small businesses, struggling to keep their vacancies low; they will likely amend their
existing lease agreements and application criteria to only allow pre-owned
manufactured homes that do not have to comply with the new Proposed Standard for
prescriptive frost-free foundations. An unintended consequence of the Proposed
Standard as drafted would be to reduce the already short supply of home sites for
prospective buyers of new manufactured homes.

On page 21512; 3285.402; HUD modified the MHCC draft standard with regard to
galvanizing of ground anchors, anchor equipment and stabilizing plates. This section



requires ground anchors to be zinc-coated in all instances. This deviates from the HUD

Code in that it requires anchoring equipment to have a resistance to weather
deterioration at least equivalent to that provided by a coating of zinc on steel of not less

than 0.30 oz/ft . This would preclude other forms of known corrosion protection from
being used in lieu of galvanized anchors. Stainless steel , epoxy coatings, and even mill
galvanizing are acceptable methods of corrosion protection in the site-building industry.
Secondly, the problem is that imported (foreign) anchors are less expensive than USA-

made ground anchors with the same type of zinc galvanizing. We ask the question of
HUD if the economics of requiring all zinc-coated anchors has been identified? MMHA

member product suppliers state that adoption would require ground anchors to be more
expensive than their foreign counter parts. Finally, not all ground anchor assemblies will
require steel stabilizer plates, see 93285.402(b)(3)(ii).

If a ground anchor assembly is tested to be listed or certified by the current MHCC

Subcommittee/Installation ground anchor test protocol under consideration uses an
ASS stabilizer plate and passes all failure criteria for a certain soil classification , can
that listed or certified anchor assembly be used under this section? 

On page 2147 under proposed section 3285.505 (d); it indicates that ventilation
openings in the craWlspace must be covered with perforated metal coverings. This
appears to limit material that is used for ventilation opening coverings and not allow
other suitable material available in the marketplace such as vinyl or plastic covering. We
suggest the draft language be changed: perorated me coverings resistant to decay

Regarding the codification of the proposed installation standard under 24 CFR 3280; the
MMHA strongly believes that the proposed federal model installation standard should
not be codified under 24 CFR 3285, but instead should become subpart of 24 CFR 3280.
By codifying the installation standard underPart 3285, the MHCC will not be privy and
involved (120-day comment period prior to publication) with any proposed change by
HUD in the future. The MHCC is the entity Congress specifically assigned to develop
the installation standard and MHI is certain that Congress fully intended for the MHCC

to be directly involved in its continued maintenance and updating. As currently
proposed , HUD has to only provide the MHCC review period for construction and safety
standards. In the definition for manufactured home (page 21520), HUD has embraced
the fact that Part 3285 is .for installation standards and P(3rt 3280 is construction and
safetY standards. The construction/assembly of the home and installation of the home
go hand-in-hand. There should be no distinction in the federal regulations at 24CFR
3280. This is similar to other private sector building codes where the code contains the
design and construction requirements for the residential home in addition to any
installation criteria that must be followed to complete the home. There should be no
differentiation in the federal manufactured housing program between
construction/assembly and installation. HUD will provide oversight for both
components, so two separate documents (regulations) are not necessary for
construction and installation.

On page 21508; 3285. 202; the model installation standard should include the pocket
penetrometer. The various methods to determine soil bearing capacity and classification



have been deleted in lieu of accepted engineering practice. One such method , the
pocket penetrometer, is a common method to determine soil-bearing capacity. It also
is accepted in many states throughout the country as an appropriate method. It seems
reasonable to permit the LAHJ to accept any method they feel is adequate.

Therefore, it is suggested that 93285.202(a)(1) be modified to permit the LAHJ to

accept any method as follows: Soil tests. Soil tests that are in accordance with
generally accepted engineering practice; a pocket penetrometer or other method
acceptable to the LAHJ ; or

On page 21506; 3285. 2; Site Preparation; there is no reason to require a professional
engineer or architect to be consulted for site preparation if the manufacturer s manual
does not cover it. Every manual that has been reviewed by the industry s national
association and the MMHA always contarns some information with regard to site
preparation. It is also covered in Minnesota s Chapter 1350 Manufactured Home
Installation Rules. If by chance a manual does not, then the LAHJ can be looked to for
any conforming requirements. This would be an added cost burden to individual
homeowners or manufactured home ommunity owners. Installers already must
determine soil bearing capacity and classification that relates to selecting the
appropriate footings, pier configurations and ground anchor spacing.

On page 21505 and 21518; 3285. 1(a); Applicabilty-The proposed rule is applicable only
to the initial installation of the new home. States could enact the model installation
standard to apply to secondary moves if so desired. At present, the model standard
covers only new installations and stat s are left open to determine what requirements
are necessary for secondary moves. These requirements could take the form of
enactment of criteria found in existing state installation standards, enactment of new
installation standards through state law or compliance with local requirements. The
MMHA believes this is important and that it should be retained in the Final Rule.

On page 21504 and 21512; 3285.801(f); All Hinged Roofs to be Applicable Hinged roofs
are not subject toAC letters or On-Site Completion when only in Wind Zone I , limited to
a 7:12 roof pitch and cannot have any flue penetration above the hinge. The model
standard should be extended to cover any hinged roof regardless of wind zone, roof
pitch or flue penetration. This is a normal construction sequence that is occurring more
and more frequently for HUD Code home installations. The manufacturer can provide
installation instructions for hinged roofs that conform to the HUD Code. These
instructions would require DAPIA approval. This is no different than providing
installation instructions for marriage line/crossover connections, alternate ground
anchor assembly spacing that meets/exceeds the model installation standard , or close-
up details for multi-section homes. 
The option of placing hinged roofs under the model installation standard would save
considerable money with regard to IPIA inspection under the on-site completion rule
and considerable time under the AC letter process. This is not a new form of HUD Code
assembly and it has been performed for years. Time has shown that industry can treat
hinged roofs as installation set-up without departmental oversight.



On page 21504, this same suggestion for the model standard to cover all hinged roof
applications is covered. A hinged roof should be treated as construction of the home
roof assembly and subject to the requirements of the HUD Code. Once these hinged
roofs are placed , they would have to conform to theHUD Code.
This would be evident for hinged roofs in all Wind Zones, and not just Wind Zone I as
HUD has specified in the proposed rule. As long as a hinged roof, in any Wind Zone
under any condition complies with the HUD Code after installation , it should not be
subject to either on-site completion or an AC letter. If the hinged roof after installation
fails to meet the HUD Code, then AC letters should be required.

On page 21499 and 21500; Complete Home Installation and Close-Up Assembly.
The MHCC encouraged the inclusion of close-up activities in developing its draft model
standard. The main emphasis was to provide the installer of the home with all the
necessary information they would need to complete the home.
We understand that HUD has labored on the fact that inspection of the close-
activities will be required in all instances. However, that is not necessarily the case
especially for states like Minnesota that have a self-certified installation program. In
states enforcing their own installation program , they may not require 100 percent
inspection forhome installations. They may only require 50 percent or below, which is
their right under the MHIA 9605(c)(3)(C). The MHIA only states that inspection must
be performed for a qualified state inspection program but it is silent on the frequency of
inspections. In a default state that is administered by the department, 100 percent
inspections of close-up activities could be required depending on what frequency of
inspection will be required in default states under the remaining portion of the
installation program.

How can the manufacturer be responsible for close-up work when the person installing
the home may not be under contract with or under the supervision of that particular
manufacturer? Manufacturers can only control the close-up activity when they use their
own set-up crews to install homes (as some do). However, to make the manufacturer
responsible for every one of their home s installations is not practical or possible without
an extraordinary expense to hire third-part agencies to perform the inspections.

Close-up should be a part of the installation of the home and the responsibilty of the
installer or in some cases the retailer. Thus, close-up becomes part of the installation
process of home completion. In many instances, the manufacturer has no control or
oversight over the installer when contracted under the home s retailer, so the onus
should fall on who contracts with the installer to set the home.

Requiring close-up inspections would add cost to the overall inspection process because
it is doubtful that one inspection for the setting of the home, and additional inspection
for close-up, could be completed at the same time. If Minnesota has not had problems
with home close-ups, then why should the model standard require it as a minimum?
This is to be a minimum standard for installing the home, not a maximum. The MHIA

does not specify the type of inspection that must be performed , only that inspection is
provided. This could be the start of a laundry ,list of inspections the Department feels is



necessary to properly install the home. It should be up to each individual state to
determine what they deem necessary for proper installation of the home.

A basic premise under the Proposed Rule is that manufacturers ' installation instructions
must meet/exceed the model standard. The instructions cannot take the home out of
compliance with the HUDCode and must provide adequate instructions to properly
complete the home. However, the MHIA is intended to provide relief from the most
common complaints known to industry, improper set-up of the home. This 
responsible for a majority of complaints that retailers and manufacturers receive. It is
why other parts of the installation program are specifically geared towards improving
the training and licensing/certification of installers, see MHIAg605(c)(3)(B).

The MMHA believes that a workable model installation standard can serve the industry
well by bringing more uniformity to installation standards in like climates and provide a
higher-level of consumer satisfaction. It is important the Final Rule be balanced to
reflect the continuity of performance based standards from the construction of the
home tothe installation standards of the home, thus encouraging innovations and
marketplace cost savings in meeting the required outcomes of the model installation
standard. Thank you.

Sincerely,

1/4
David J. Lindberg
President
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Office of General Counsel
Room 10276
Deparment of Housing and Urban Development
451 Seventh Street, SW
Washington, DC 20410

. . , .-. . . ' . . 

RE: J)ocketNo. FR-4928- 0.1

HUD:-2q05::00p6,
Rl 2502-;\l25

Model Mapufactured Home
Ins al1ation Standard

To Whom It May Concern:

Th King of th Road"

HOMES, INC.
s. NO. 71 - P.O. BOX 229

SEBEKA MN 5677

218-837-5177 800-879-2284 FAX 218-837-5353

" , 

, . I .

:I-",-e"' ..or; g
::-f CJc'O

::"'

VJO

(: -

, a
q J(

0:,

. . . : .. . ; " :! " ; .

As a member of the Minnesota Manufactured Housing Association (MMHA) and
President of Anderson Homes, Inc. I am writing to voice my concern on the
Deparment' s Proposed Rule related to Model Manufactured Home InstallationStandards. 
The first issue of concern I would like to address is Placement of Footings in Freezing
Climates. The proposed rule on page 215l 0 3285.312 is requiring that a home placed in
a Manufactued Home Communty be placed on a footing below the frost line of at least
42 inches or on a monolithic slab or insulated foundation above the frost line provided
they are designed by a professional engineer or architect and conform to the nationally
reGpgJ;ized consensus standard, SEIIASCE 32-01 and acceptable engineering practice.

t allowing for engineered designs will ha e the consequence of adding thousands of
dollars in costs to the purchase price of homes placed in manufactured home
communities , not to mention the additional costs resulting from either the relocation of

damage and disruption to

, ,

the underground utilIty infrastructue such as water and
sewer-lines , electric suppiy lines , cable and telephone lines,

, "
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BUD was instructed by the Act to "facilitate the availability of affordable manufactured
homes and to increase horne ownership for all Americans, How can we possibly be
racilitating the availability or manufactured homes by forcing onto the cons.umer an
additional cost of thousands or dollars?

The second issue of concern I would like to address is on pages 21528-21529;
3285.306(b)-(c) Mortared Pier Confgurations. These sections for pier configuations
over 36 inches in height require a mortared assembly uness otherwise specified in the
manuracturer s instructions. This is completely opposite of what was submitted by the
MHCC. The MHCC stated that mortar is not required for dOuble-stacked piers unless
Tequired by the manufacturer. This requirement could conceivably cause unnecessary
mortared piers if the manufactuer s manual is silent on whether mortar is required, and
then the model installation standard would require mortar in all instances.

The thrd issue I would Eke to address is that on page 21508; 3285,202; the model
installation stadard does not include the pocket penetrometer. This method is a common
method to determine soil-bearing capacity. It is accepted in many states thoughout the
country as and appropriate method and it seems reasonable to permit the LAHJ to accept
any method they feel is adequate.

The last issue I would like to address is that or site preparation. The HUD draft requires
a professional engineer or architect to be consulted ror site preparation if the
manufacturer s manual does not cover it. I feel this is not necessary because every
manual that has been reviewed by the industry s national association and the MMHA
always contais some information with regard to site preparation, It is also covered in
Minnesota s Chapter 1350 Manufactured Home Installation Rules. Ifby chance a
manual does not, then the LABJ can be looked to for any conrorming requirements, This
would be an added cost burden to individual homeowners. Installers already must
determine soil bearing capacity and classification that relates to selecting the appropriate
footings , pier confgurations and ground anchor spacing.

I believe that the above issues can be modified to provide a higher-level of consumer
satisfaction. It is important that they be modified to encourage innovations and
marketplace cost savings in meeting the required outcomes of the model installation
standard.

Mike Anderson
President
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To Whom It May Concern:

As a member ofthe Minnesota Manufactued Housing Association (MMHA) and owner'
of Twin Haven Estate, Inc. a manufactued housing community, I am writing to voice my
concern ,on the Deparment's Proposed Rule related to Model Manufactued Home
Installation Standards.

The first issue of :conceff I would like to address is Placement :cf Footings in Freezing
Climates. The proposed rule on page 2151 0 3285 .312 is requiring that a home placed in
a Manufactured Home Community be placed on a footing below the frost line of at least
42 inches or on a monolithic slab or insulated foundation above the frost line provided
they are designed by a professional engineer or architect and conform to the nationally
recognzed consensus standard, SEI/ASCE 32-01 and acceptable engineering practice.
Not allowing for engineered designs will have the consequence of adding thousands of
dollars in costs to the purchase price of homes placed in manufactured home
communties , not to mention the additional costs resulting from either the relocation of,
or damage and disruption to , the underground utility, infrastructue such as water and
sewer lines , electric supply lines, cable and telephone lines.

HUD was instructed by the Act to "facilitate the availability of affordable manufactured
homes and to increase home ownership for all Americans;" How can we possibly be

,r-
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facilitating the availability of manufactured homes by forcing onto the consumer an
additional cost of thousands of dollars?

The second issue of concern I would like to address is on pages 21528-21529;
3285.306(b)-(c) Mortared Pier Confgurations. These sections for pier configurations
over 36 inches in height require a mortared assembly unless otherwise specified in the
manufacturer s instructions, This is completely opposite of what was submitted by the
MHCC. The MHCC stated that mortar is not required for double-stacked piers uness
required' by the manufactuer. This requirement could conceivably cause unnecessary
mortared piers if the manufactuer s manual is silent on whether mortar is required, and
then the model installation standard would require mortar in all instances.

; \

The third issue I would like to address is that on page 21508; 3285.202; the model
installation standard does not include the pocket penetrometer. This method is a common
method to detennine soil-bearng capacity. It is accepted in many states thoughout the
countr as and appropriate method and it seems reasonable to permit the LAH:J to accept
any method they feel is adequate.

The last issue I would like to address is that of site ,preparation. The HUD draft requires
a professional engineer or architect to be consulted for site preparation if the
manufacturer s manual does not cover it. I feel this is not necessary because every
manual that has been reviewed by the industry s national association and the MMHA
always contains some infonnation with regard to site preparation, It is also covered in
Minnesota s Chapter 1350 Manufactued Home Installation Rules. Ifby chance a
manual does not, then the LAHJ can be looked to for any confonning requirements. This
would be an added cost burden to individual homeowners. Installers already must
determine soil bearing capacity and classification that relates to selecting the appropriate
footings , pier confgurations and ground anchor spacing,

I believe that the above issues can be modified to provide a higher-level of consumer
satisfaction. It is important that they be modified to encourage innovations and
marketplace cost savings in meeting the required outcomes of the model installation
standard.

Sincerely, 

Mark Anderson



ad ff ufa" m:.,
O. Box 229

Sebeka MN 56477

June21 2005

'13
Regulations Division
Office of General Counsel
Room 10276
Deparment of Housing and UrbaiT Development
451 Seventh Street, SW
Washington, DC 20410

RE: Docket No. PR-4928-
HUD-2005-0006
Rl 2502-A125
Model Manufactued Home
Installation Standard

To whom It May Concern:

:r'"c:'"
DC=;:f'
C:O

r-e:

;:P1

-C'
tt,

As a member of the Minnesota Manufactured Housing Association (MMHA) and owner
of Twin Haven Estate, Inc. a manufactured housing community, I am writing to voice my
concern on the Deparment' s Proposed Rule related to Model Manufactued Home
Installation Standards.

The first issue of concern I would like to address is Placement ofPootings in Freezing
Climates. The proposed rule on page 21510 3285.312 is requiring that a home placed in
a Manufactued Home C01J'1urity be placed on . a footing below the frost line of at least
42 inches or on a monolithic slab or insulated foundation above the frost line provided
they are designed by a professi(;mal engineer or architect and conform to the nationally
recognized consensus standard, SEI/ASCE 32-01 and acceptable engineering practice.
Not allowing for engineered designs will have the consequence of adding thousands of 
dollars in costs to the purchase price of homes placed in ;manufactued home
communties , not to mention the additional costs resulting from either the relocation of
or damage and disruption to , the underground utility infrastructUre such as water and
sewer lines , electric supply lines , cable and telephone lines.

BUD was instructed by the Act to "facilitate the availability of affordable manufactued
homes and to increase home ownership for all Americans." How can we possibly be
facilitating the availability of manufactued homes by forcing onto the consumer an
additional cost of thousands of dollars?



The second issue of concern I would like to address is on pages 21528-21529;
3285 ; 306(b )-( c ) Mortared Pier Confgurations. These sections for pier configurations
over 36 inches in height require a mortared assembly uness otherwise specified in the
manufacturer s instructions. This is completely opposite of what was submitted by the
MHCC. The MHCC stated that mortar is not required for double-stacked piers unless
required by the manufactuer. This requirement could conceivably cause unecessary
mortared piers if the manufactuer s manual is silent on whether mortar is required, and
then the model installation standard would require mortar in all instances.

The thid issue I would like to address is that on page 21508; 3285.202; the model
installation standard does not include the pocket penetrometer. This method is a common
method to determine soil-bearing capacity. It is accepted in many states thoughout the
country as and appropriate method and it seems reasonable to permit the LAHJ to accept
any method they feel is adequate.

The last-issue 1 would like to address is that of site preparation. The HUD draft requires
a professional engineer or architect to be consulted for site preparation if the
manufacturer s manual does not cover it. I feel this is not necessary because every
manual that has been reviewed by the industry s national association and the MMHA
always contains some information with regard to site preparation. It is also covered in
Minnesota s Chapterl350 Manufactured Home Installation Rules. Ifby chance a
manual does not, then the LAHJ car be looked to for any conforming requirements. This
would be an added cost burden to individual homeowners. Installers already must
determine soil bearing capacity and classification that relates to selecting the appropriate
footings , pier configurations and ground anchor spacing.

I believe that the above issues can be modified to provide a higher-level of consumer
satisfaction. It is important that they be modified to encourage innovations and
marketplace cost savings in meeting the required outcomes of the model installation
standard.

Sincerely,

Mark Anderson
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June 23, 2005 Regulations Division Office of General
Counsel Department of Housing and Urban
Development 451 Seventh Street, S.W. Room 10276
Washington , DC 20410-0500 Re: Docket No: FR-
4928- 01 Dear Sir or Madam: Ori behalf-of the
manufactured housing industry in Pennsylvania the
Pennsylvania Manufactured Housing Association
(PMHA) would like to present you with our comments
and concerns regarding the proposed rule of the
Manufactured Home Installation Standards. We
represent over 650 members involved in all segments
of the industry. Our concerns are as follows: ? The

. proposed regulations suggest codifying the modelComment . installation standard under a separate regulation 24
CFR 3285. We have concern with this in that we feel it
is not within the legal limits of the Act. Also, installation
is part of construction , and assembly of the home?
construction and assembly is addressed under 24 CFR
3280 therefore the installation regulations should come
under that as well. By separating it from the rest of the,
program will remove installation issues from the
oversight duties of the MHCC which again was not
intended by the Act. ? Preemption is jeopardized in the
proposed regulations by allowing default states or its
municipalities to establish more stringent requirements
for home installations. States have had five years to
develop a program to meet the mandates of MHIA of
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2000. It is our position , by not doing so they have
given up their right to establish or implement its own
installation program. Speaking from Regulations
Division Offce of General Counsel Department of
Housing and Urban Development June 23, 2005 Page
2 experience this wil give local government bodies the
green light to establish more creative ways to zone out
manufactured housing by implementing costly and
prohibitive methods to install manufactured homes.
They do it today and will continue if they are allowed. ?
We were surprised to find that the mo
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The proposed regulations suggest codifyng the model installation standard under
a separate regulation 24 CFR 3285. We have concern with ths in that we feel it is
not withi the legal limits of the Act. Also , installation is par of constrction and
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experience this wil give local governent bodies the green light to establish more
creative ways to zone out manufactued housing by implementing costly and
prohibitive methods to install manufactued homes. They do it today and will
continue if they are allowed.

We were surrised to find that the model standard failed to identify or define
manufactued home installers. From experience the installation of a home is
rarely installed by one individual. The process - from arval to site to tung the
key over to the first purchaser - is performed by many individuals. Therefore
identifying one responsible person and namg them installer is most difficult.
Without assignng specific responsibilities it wil be most diffcult to help
consumers resolve problems.

The proposed model installation standards allow outside sources to greatly impact
the installation of the home by instrcting the installer to seek the services of
professional engineers or registered architects. Our concern is that this wil once
again decay preemption and greatly increase costs to the bottom line of the home.
The model language needs to preserve the validity of the manufactuers design
and make sure that all changes at the site are consistent with the intent of the
design. In doing so preemption is preserved and costs are maintaied.

The proposed installation standards are comprised solely of prescriptive 

requirements, while the Manufactued Home Constrction and Safety Standards
are performance-based. Theperfonnance natue of our code is the hear of the
program! It allows our manufactuers though inovation to be flexible with their
designs and implement new technologies quicker, which in tu guarantees the
affordability of the homes. To take a performance-based home design and a
prescriptive installation method ties the hands for inovation and drives up the
cost of the installation. Afer review in our state the cost is going to be several
thousands of dollars more per home, while at the same time not guaranteeing the
consumer a better home.

By requirg prescriptive requirements there are many areas of the model
installation standard that would confict with the constrction and safety
standards. Many of these issues are already addressed in the Manufactued Home
Construction and Safety Standards and should remai there - once again
supporting our position to not place the installation standards in a stand alone
regulation.
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Site Preparation - by requirng prescribed methods to test the soil- which only a
soil engineer can do - you are driving up the cost since many local authorities do

, not have established soil bearngs. We suggest allowing the use of established
model codes such as the 2003 International Residential Code which establishes a
minum bearng of 1500 psf. The default approach is also recognzed and
encouraged by the Pennsylvana Housing Research Center (PHRC), Techncal
Brief (TB0201) Site Design Considerations for Manufactured Housing.

Foundations - requirng foundations systems that are not pier and footing tye to
be designed by an engineer once again increases costs to the consumer.
Approximately one half of all manufactured homes sited in Pennsylvana are
placed on full perimeter masonr foundations. The proposed regulations do not
address such a method and if used instructs the "installer" to seek professional
engieering to design the foundation. Ths additional cost will be passed on to the
consumer. A typical home today is a 12' 14' wide with 4" eaves , the methods
described in the model installation standards represent a minium, based on a 16-
wide with 12" eaves - doing ths is overbuilding which results in increased coststo the consumer. 
Frost Protection - methods outlined in the proposed installation standard is
prescriptive and once again drives up costs. The standard should state "protected
from frost" leaving the method of doing so up to the manufactuer or acceptable
practices of that state. Outling prescriptive methods does not allow for new
technologies and other methods such as floating slab systems. Studies have been
done in several states - including Pennsylvana (PHRC TB 0101 - Soil Freeze
Depth Guide for Manufactured Housing In P A) - that show frost penetration
under a skied home diminishes signficantly when compared to a home not
skirted.

Ground Anchor Strapping - the proposed standard provides for zinc coating
and only permts the use of straps while 3280 permits equivalent performance for
both corrosion resistance and holding power.

Piers - Concrete Blocks - the standard is proposing to require frame and comer
piers constructed to 36" to 80" high to be mortared. Under DAPIA approved
methods and other model building codes he industry has been successfully
interlockig the block for piers of those heights. Mandating the mortarng of the
piers wil once again add unecessary costs to the installation of the home.
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In conclusion, we respectively ask that the proposed Manufactued Home Installation
Standards not be advanced in their curent form and changes be made consistent with the
purose of the Manufactured Housing Constrction and Safety Standards Act. As we

" have stated several times the proposed installation standards wil negatively impact the
affordability of manufactured homes due to excessive and outdated installation methods
outlined in the model installations standards.

We appreciate the opportty to comment on the proposed rule. The industr has
advanced over the years due to the protections and affordability the HUD-code program
provides to the consumer. To erode either one wil greatly impact the industr.

Cc: PMHA Board

, '
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RE: Docket No. FR-4928-
HUD-2005-0006
RIN 2502-A125
Model Manufactured Home
Installation Standard

Regulations Divisicm ,
Offce of General Counsel

Room 10276
Department of Housing and Urban Development
451 Seventh Street, SW
Washington , DC 20410

. 1:

,10. VV,8QIT:It MCly;Cqn ern;' !" ,

' . ' ' ,... " . !(. ... ' ;:. . :- :. ::; : ''' :' ..';; :;. ; ,:; ~~~

7()./\(;c: "\

. :.

;,t,:

- '

i 'em: ,i:rJ9,Wner Qf :arholl;er: manufadured' lldUSihgUtoiTWfluhity, (17S tesJ
:M.jpn app,Usjn ;Minnesota1pnd: haVe:,gtear-:a:nErSe' ribus :'eoncet'r(r16( bhlyfofrbyL

:. ,-

:GOr;rnuoJt;f$'J:f)fl!astr!1cture , but ' lsb:;for.- ,the" tG-nsl;i mehbuyrnfj"'a' 'new YTa~HlJfa ~'t~ hbme
r yqur ,new: proposed' , installationstandaras:

; '

iMy: tOmirLinitY' wa' !fbujl. id' 197q'
Und ryoLJ.r,new standard ,a new home beihg placed' into our tommliriity wdlJrd' ave'
be in talled on , a -tooting, below-the frost' line of at' least 42 inches or on a m6nolithic 
slCl,b. '(qur :insula edJoundationabove the frost:line makesno Sense as insulated' 
kirting appears to :r:ot meet the guideline.

- ' : .. ,

C : '

. . ' . " ' . - 

There are' yef-aLproq'ems concerning your excessive regulations. First, slabs or piers
wouldaqd I believe $3000 to $5,000 to the cost of placing the home in a community to
acustom rthatquitefranklycannot afford to pay for it, arid a bank that will not
finance it. Slabs and piers are not cheap. Who ever said the cost of revisions would be

0-$150 in your organization is, putting it mildly, out of touch with reality. It will be
sever ! thousand's of., dollars. -- It could be seVeral thousand more to moveinfra,sfructure
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Manufacturers installation instructions would be different for placement.of the piers. It



is totally unworkable. You are relegating us to become a second class community as we
will not be able to allow new homes into our community under your proposed
guidelines.

In addition, we were not the original owners of the community and in many instances
we have no schematics and no idea where the water lines, sewer lines, electric etc. are
situated under many of the homes in our community. To dig frost footing, that could
interrupt our utilties is impossible and unworkable. There is no way we can move a
straight line sewer system if a frost footing had to be placed where the line is to
conform to a manufacturer s set up instructions. We cannot put jogs in horizontal sewerpipes or they wil clog up. 
There are not individual shutoffs for water in our community either. We would have to
shut down the water supply for the entire community every time we had to move a
water service because of a pier placement. How on god's green earth are we supposed
to do that. Legally who wil own these footings or this slab? Once it is affxed to the
land is it our responsibility and maintenance? Do the Tenants own it? Are we mandated
to HAVE to provide these for our tenants? How do we make the homeowner remove
them when they leave? Thousands of dollars of security deposit he cannot afford? Each
home placement would be different if it were a single or double width home. Every time
a home W:j moved from a lot the piers or slabwould have to be torn out to
accommodate a new home with new piers or slabs put in for thousands more in
unneeded cost. How are we supposed to put below frost piers or slabs in the middle of
winter if a home needs to come into the community during the winter or are we not
allowed to do business in the winter?

We have been placing both single and double section mobile homes on above ground
concrete block piers in accordance with the Minnesota Building Code regulations and we
or our tenants have never had a major problem or major failure of a system since 
have owned this community for over thirt years. Your insistence on adding this
additional burden for the consumer and community owner is not warranted or well
thought out. No matter how well intentioned it may be. I hope you will consider
modifying your mandate for existing communities and change it to a suggestion for the
best possible placement and not a mandated regulation. Many older communities just
cannot comply and stay in business. Unless of course your intention IS to put us small
owner s out of business. I can see a footing or slab on a private lot where
infrastructure can be accommodated to fi the home that will go on the home site; This
home will never be moved again in all likelihood. This is not so in our lease communities
and where existing infrastructure is not cost effective to change every time a home
changes on that individual lot.

k xou for our consi

t'n.
ssefin

Owner
Village Green North
Manufactured Housing Community
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I am the managing parner of River bend Mobile Home Park located in Otsego
Minesota. The Park opened for business in 1972 ana contain 199 residential lots.
I have some concerns regarding this new proposal.

The maufactued homes have always been set above the frost lie according to the
requirements of the State of Minesota and in compliance with the manufacturers
manuals. In over 30 years, we have never had any problems with frost.

1 believe thatthe proposed Model Minimum Standard by HU is not necessary and
would have a significant impact on the future of my community. Dueto the age ofthe
Park, the older homes are being replaced with new homes frequently and this trend
should continue.

Most of the consumers have chosen manufactued housing as a mean to obtain
homeownershi at a lower cost. Most of our consumers would not be able to bear the
$ 5 000 to $ 7 000 for a footing or monolithic slab, therefore, reducing our consumer

base and increasing our.vacancies.

As a communty owner, the expense offootings or slabs would be outrageous. Not only
would I incur the expense at the time of set up but then again when a home is removed
since the footmg or slab would be designed for each home individually.

I strongly oppose the proposed BU Model Minimum Standard. Please consider "the
what and who" thi proposed BU Model Minimum Standard would benefit.

John Darkenwald

vetbend CeL LLLP 
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, J, " Yompr9posed Federal Model Installation Standard is crucial to the futue of the
manufactued housing industr. 

The ing-odllC9"91l of frost free foundation system to manufactued home
communties wil be a burden on the communties and the home owners. This rule
changed wil make these homes less affordable. This change is contrar to manufactued
housing act of 2000 to facilitate the availability of affordable manufactured homes and to
increase home ownership for all Americans. Your proposal rule change wil not allow
factory/builders to take advantage of new constrction technologies and design
inpyations, a timely maner to more cost effectively meet the required outcomes of
the' code,

:, " , , , , . '

' Manufactued homes are meeting an important need of affordable housing. Your
pr()posed change wil destoy ths industr and affect the lives of millons of Americans
ipthe future.,

lY' 

President,
Woodland Communty
Forest Lake, MN
Suny Acres Communty
Bursville, MN
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Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr.
GOVERNOR
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Michael S. Steele
LT. GOVERNOR

Victor L. Hoskins
SECR ETARY

Maryland Department of Housing
and Community Development

June 27 , 2005

o Shawn S. Karimian
:: DEPU.ISECRETARYc(= g:; f7 c. ::
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U1 Office of General Counsel

Room 10276
Deparent of Housing and Urban Development
451 , Seventh Street, SW
Washigton D.C. 20410-0500

Re: Model Manufactued Home Installation Standards; Proposed Rule-Comments

Dear Sir/Madam:

In reference to the proposed rule 24 CFR Pars 3280 and 3285 Model Manufactued
Home Installation Standards (MIS), followig are our comments (in bold and italics) in
addition to those submitted in our letter dated June 23 2005.

(1) General:

(a) The material in the proposed rule is complex and excessive to review and comment
within the time frame.

(b) There is no,mention in the rules concerning enforcement or penalties associated
with non-compliance.

(c) For a State to decide on what program to implement, a State program, or HUD
program, how much will HUD charge for installation approval and inspection? How
can a State decide which is best for the consumer? How timely wil HUD inspection
be? 

(2) Page 21499 second colum

Reference is made to an upcoming separate rulemaking by HUD dealing with
establishment of an installation program and associated inspections. How can one
comment on the proposed rule in question without seeing these other regulations that
are forthcoming?

MARYLAND CODES ADMINISTRATION

Division of Credit Assurance

100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

PHONE 410-514-7220

TOll FREE 1-800-756-0119

FAX 410-987-8902

Tl/RELAY 711 or 1-800-735-2258

WEB www,mdhousing,org
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(3) Page 21500 first colum

It is noted again that States choosing to operate a program will be addressed ina
subsequent proposed rulemaking. This complicates things and makes it much more
difcult for a State to comment on these proposed rules. The rules assoCiated with their
implementation by a State are not available.

(4) Page 21500 first colum

It is stated that HUD wil regulate and enforce installations. Will this action be such
that States with programs may discontinue their programs to save funding and in sodoing leave enforcement up to HUD? 

(5) Page 21500 third column

Seismic loads are considered for site-built and modular homes and manufactured
housing;installations should be no diferent, especially when they can be elevated feet
or higher above grade. Are the MHIS design loads diferent from or comparable to the
IRC design loads? The MHIS cover site evaluation of soil. Why not just have State
and local agencies cover this issue and use the IRC as the referenced backup instead 
writing duplicative and possibly conflicting criteria in the MHIS?

(6) Page 21501 third colum

Reference is made to a test protocol for support capabilty of certain foundation
systems and then notes one does not exist and asks for suggestions on what it should
contain. HUD should include the criteria on alternative foundation designs that can
be evaluated on the basis of some existing standard or recognized protocol.

(7) Page 21502 third colum

It is mentioned that designs may also be subject to local code requirements. As the
rule reads, States can secure acceptance for their rules as meeting or exceeding the
MHIS (although it should be explained how that will be administered or processed?) so
it would seem that in a State one would end up following either the State provisions 
the HUD administered MHIS. This seems confusing.

(8) Page 21503 thid colum

These are the items clearly under the scope of State and local code. It would seent that
HUD would be preempting such authority by State and local government to addresssuch items. 
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(9) Page 21505 second colum

It is mentioned that under authority that certain aspects of home installation are best
retained for the LAHJ. This rule finds very few aspects that are not part of the MHIS
and would remain with the LAHJ.

(10) Page 21505 thid colum

It is noted that joining of sections has not been fully enforced by State or local
agencies. In HUD' s view, is this a State or local responsibilty? Ifnot, then the
wording appears to cast inappropriate light on the States and locals for something for
which they may not be responsible. 

(11) Page 21507, thid colum

It seemsiroliic that HUD is proposing rules for home installation that could preempt
State or local rules but at the same time has no permit authority.

(12) Page 21514 , second colum

It is noted that fuel oil supply tanks and systems installed at the site are not within the
scope of HUD 's authority. What makes fuel oil different from propane, site installed
air conditioning systems, etc.

(13) Page 21516, fist colum

Certainly the collection of installation instructions will have practical utility, but
HUD' s estimate of level of effort to collect and assess tke information is likely low.
HUD also asks if the proposed rule imposes a mandate on State or local government.
The proposed rule does not address the regulations establishing an installation
program so it is really impossible to determine if this rule, as part of a larger program
imposes any mandates on State or local government.

(14) Page 21516 , second colum

It is stated that the rule does not impose substantial direct compliance costs on State
and local government. Without the proposed rule covering the installation program, it
is difcult to see how such a statement can be made in establishing a MHIS that States
must meet or exceed. It will impose an additional burden on States by having to do
comparative studies of their rules and the MHIS and then engage in communication
and deliberation with HUD on the acceptability. This is not something the States have
to do now; and as such, having to deal with this issue is an additional burden that will
take time and resources.
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(15) Page 21517, fist colum

As the MHIS criteria are tied directly to these regulations, it is impossible to provide
complete and meaningful comment on the MHIS rule without being able to
concurrently review and comment on the other regulations.

(16) Section 3285.

Without knowing if a State program that exists now is acceptable or not, how can a
State know if it is an "applicable State" and in that context develop meaningful
comment on the proposed rule?

(17) Section 3285.1 (a) (1)

.;,"

According to this section, States that choose to do their own program must implement
standards that meet or exceed the MHIS. This appears to be preemptive in nature
when previously in the proposed rule notice HUD wrote it was not preempting States
and not imposing additional burdens on the States.

(18) Section 3285. 1 (b)

For instance, the only thing a locality might impose on homes is conservative
provisions in flood hazard areas. As proposed, the MHIS would apply but then that
local regulation with respect to flooding would preempt the MHIS related to flooding.
Is that correct?

(19) Section 3285. 1 (c)

This section refers to States with approved installation programs. How are they
approved, on what basis, what is the process, how is approval maintained over time as
the State programs evolve on a diferent schedule than the MHIS rule, etc.

(20) Section 3285.

What is reasonable? This is a subjective term and should be deleted or specifcally
defined. The definition of LAHJ should be revised to read 

.. 

that has requirements
that must....

(21) Section 3285.201

This section uses the term "foundation " but that term is not defined. What is the
definition of a foundation?
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(22) Section 3285.203 (a)

This section should be revised to delete all text after "under the home

(23) Section 3285.204 (c) (1)

This ,section should be revised and should also require the overlapping be sealed with
adhesives such as in section R406.3.2 of the IRe.

(24) Section 3285.314 (a)-

This section essentially states that the State and local government authority to impose
requiremi!nts for homes on permanent foundations is retained as long as those
requirements protect the residents in a way that equals or exceeds the MHIS. A review
of3285.I(d) indicates that the requirements of part 3285 do not apply to homes
installed on site built permanent foundations. Who determines if the State and local
requirements for homes on permanent foundations meet or exceed the MHIS? What is
the basis of the comparison?

(25) Section 3285.314 (b)

Ifunder 3285.314 (a) the installation is to provide equal protection to that provided by
the MHIS then it would seem that a requireme11t for the engineer to address only
anchorage and foundation support. If so, it would not likely meet or exceed the
protection provided by the MHIS. 

(26) Section 3285.315 (a)

If the intent is to cover home installations via stabilizing devices as defined in the rule
then the rule needs to be clear that the snow loading issue applies to those installations
that are not on permanent site built foundations.

(27) Section 3285.401 (a)

This section refers to leveling. It is noted that the issue of "leveling" does not appear to
be covered in the rule. The rule should define "leveling" and provide criteria for
leveling a home. Without the criteria, the issue of leveling will be subjective and not
capable of being uniformly enforced. The rule also requires connection to a
permanent foundation, a term not defined and as previously noted ,not within the scope
of the rule.
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(28) Section 3285.402

This section does not appear to address the capacity of ground anchors in wet or
saturated soil. In areas subject to increased moisture and storms, it is very likely that a
signifcant wind event wil occur when the soil is saturated or when there is a flooding
condition around the home. 

(29) Section 3285.405

This section refers to installations of homes in certain wind zones. Are those wind
zones readily comparable to the wind loading provided inState and local codes? How
will a comparison of the MHIS and State and local codes be performed with respect to
this issue?' In Maryland, the wind load criteria in coastal areas need to be revised in
accordance with ASCE-

(30) Section 3285.406

Scour associated with flooding may affect the forces on the support system and
anchors. Flooding, as previously noted, may also change the capacity of the soil and
the ability of anchors to resist forces from wind.

(31) Section 3285.503

This section provides that comfort cooling systems that are not provided and installed
by the home manufacturer must be installed per the appliance manufacturer
installation instructions which may not provide directions for duct connection, support
or sealing. This may conflict with other standards and model codes in that provide
additional criteria for safety, accessibility for service and performance. It sends a
message that the permitting and inspection of such installations.is ' not necessary.

(32) Section 3285.503 (a) (1) (i) (A)

The rule refers to sizing of systems "closely " to the heat gain and then refers to
calculation of the sensible heat gain, but not latent heat gain.

(33) Section 3285.503 (1) (iii)

This section applies to installation of " coils in an existing furnace. Simply stating
that the coil must be compatible and listed for use with the furnace and to follow the
air conditioner installation instructions may not be enough to ensure safety and
performance. What about the furnace manufacturers instructions, warranties, etc. ? As
previously noted, if occurring in a State that has been deemed by HUD to provide
equivalent or better protection, then this issue should be dealt with pursuant to a local
or State code.
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(34) Section 3285.503 (2)

This section provides criteria for heat pumps. No sizing? No provisions when installed
in conjunction with an existing fumace? No reference to the installation' instrul;tions.
As noted above for air conditioning equipment, the rule should refer to the minimum
standards that would apply to such equipment.

(35) Section 3285.503 (b)

This section applies to fireplace and wood stove chimney andair inlet "add-ons
What about the installation of the wood stove or fireplace itself Can that be an add-
on and should the installation not also be covered as discussed above for cooling
equipment add-ons?

(36) Section 3285.504 (a)

How is a skirting material determined to be weather resistant? To ensure intended
performance, uniformity and repeatability, some standard should be referenced by
which a skirting material can be deemed to be weather resistant.

(37) Section 3285.601

This section refers to field assembly of certain systems. Does HUD intend to refer to
manufacturer supplied and shipped loose duct systems? Does HUD recommend the
rule be so modifed? As presently written, any loose duct is covered by the rule.

(38) Section 3285.606 (a)

This section refers to duct sealants. It should be noted that there are now UL
standards 181 A and 181 B to cover duct sealing systems and that what is proposed in
the rule could not be considered contemporary guidance with respect to duct sealing.

(39) Section 3285.606 (d)

How are site manufactured metal ducts addressed?
3285. 801 (b) refers to sealants. The words "where appropriate" are subjective and
unenforceable and should be deleted.
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(40) Section 3285.801 (d)

What is an "exterior sealant" and what standards would be used to label such sealant?

(41) Section 3285.901 (a)

This section indicates that the planning and permitting processes and utility
connections are outside of HUD 'sauthority. In the rules, HUD does provide standards
for some of these items (e.g. utility connections, conformity assessment issues relevant
tf) permitting and approval, etc.

(42) Section 3285.905 (d)

Note that,again the rules refer to the LAHJ.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call us.

Sincerely, 

UfVcJ K.
James C. Hanna
Director, Maryland Codes Administration
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:J (tTo Whom It May Concern:

We have many serious concerns with the proposed HU Model Manufactred Home
Installation Standard and believe it will be a deterrent to our industry, adding unneeded
additional costs to our product and hurting our home buyers, 

973 NE 4th Street

Grand Rapids, MN 55744
218-326-6098 offce

218-326-5996 fa

mirealty mchsi.com

My family has owned manufactured housing land lease communities and has been an
active member of the (M) MN Manufactured Housing Association for over 30
years. Our Minnesota Association is strong representing over 400 businesses including
manufactured home builders, installers, home sales centers, land lease communities
bans, lenders, developers and suppliers to the manufacted home industry. The
Association works hard to promote quality housing that is affordable and available to all
Minnesotans. Their mission is to educate our members about our product, state and
federal law changes, building code concerns and offers continuing education for BC ,
contractors and RE brokers/agents.

As we know, manufactued homes are the nation s leading provider of non-subsidized
affordable work force housing. More people are choosing the manufactured housing
advantages and sharing in the " American Dream of Homeownership" , We applaud
Congress for understanding the need to protect affordable housing for Americans
encourage cost effective constction technques and ensure that the public interest in and
need for affordable housing is duly considered in all determinations relating to the
Federal standards and their enforcement.



Weare proud to have over 200 000 Miesota residents living in manufactued housing.
In Minnesota, 15 % of all new single family homes sold were manufactured housing.
The industry employs over 2 000 workers with an economic impact of approx $500
million on the states economy. About 80% of the 2000 new manufactued homes sold in
MN last year were afxed to real propert and financed with conformng mortgages. The
remaining 20 % of the new manufactured homes were placed in land-lease communities,

But in reading your Proposed Manufactued Housing Instalation Standard, one would
think that you have forgotten about our home buyer and their need for afordable
housing. These are the concerns we see with this proposed installation standard:

1. Frost Free Foundations:
Home Manufacturers aleady have installation stadards based upon their home design
and requirements of the Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standards (par
3280). Permanent foundation requiements should be specific to the installation site
using approved state based installation program which confers with local governng
building codes. "When a permanent foundation system is contemplated the design would
need to follow accepted engineering practice be designed by the manufacturer or
professional engineer and in conformance with local governg building codes." There 
no compelling reason to change our current instllation path.

We should not be creating a strngent mimum rule which forces permanent foundations
in either voncrete piers below frost line or engieered concrete floating slabs in land-lease
communities in MN. Piers or 5' ground anchors are often unable to be installed due to
soil, rock and underground utilities of water, gas and electric. Anchoring being so 
expensive due to zinc coating requirements, which is even a more stgent requiement
than site built anchorig. Floating slabs are expensive for the home owner, often runng

000- 500 for a 1500 square foot manufactured home in addition to installation set-
up costs. This would be a burden to more than 1 200 MN land lease communities and
affecting over 50 000 home sites in our state. This would 3lso requie legal wordings in
our lease agreements to be modified to determe who is the responsible pary for the
permanent concrete slab structre which is constructed on leased land upon utility failure
and/or move out of the home.

The requirement of slabs or piers forces land-lease communities to be unable to conduct
business during the winter months, We would have to "shut down" and notallow any
new homes to come into the community. This is not a business IDendly requirement.

2. Site Preparation
It would be an added cost burden to our home buyers to have the requirement of

professional engineering or architect servces for site preparation if the manufactrer
manual does not cover ths topic. This site preparation is also covered in MN Chapter
1350 Manufactured Home Installation Rules. Installers already must determine soil
bearing capacity and classification that relates to selecting the appropriate footig, pier
configurations and ground anchorig spacing.



3, Applicability
The proposed rule should be determined only for NEW HOMES. We do not want MN
State Building Codes to jump in and say, "This applies to reinstallations on every home
throughout our state." It would be unreasonable to force a homeowner of a $5 000 home
to place a $5 000 slab down to reinstall his home. This would devalue the home product
cause abandonment, undesirability of our product and be an undue hardship for our
manufactured home owners.

We certainly believe there is a desire to formulate a workable Model Manufactured
Home InstaJIation Standard that can serve our industry in Minnesota and other "like-
climate" areas. We understand this could brig more unormty to installation standards
and a higher level of consumer satisfaction but, we must make sure that the FINAL
RULE reflects the manufacturer s constrction and installation standards for the home
design and our homeowner s wishes. We need to contiue to encoure home cost,
savings, affordability, maintain home value and not enforce uneeded costs on our home
buyer. Let' s continue to be the offer the American Dream... affordable housing!

Sincerely,

Michelle Rossi
Mike Ives Realty
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June 24 , 2005 Regulations Division Office of General
Counsel Room 10276 Department of Housing and
Urban Development 451 7th Street , S.W. Washington

C. 20410-0500 RE: Montana comments on the
Model Manufactured Home Installation Standards
Docket No. RF-4928- , HUD 2005-2006 RIN
2502- 125 , Dear Office of General Counsel: This
letter is submitted on behalf of the Montana
Manufactured Housing and RV Association
(MMH&RV). Our association is a statewide trade
association that represents the manufactured housing
and RV industries in Montana. Presently Montana is
considered a ?default state? without a statewide
installation and/or licensing law on the books. As a

t. result we understandHUD will come into our state toommen . develop and impose a program using the Model
Installation Standard. Included in this letter are several
comments we would like to submit regarding the draft
installation standards model. * The model installation
standards rules must be the only federal installation
standards recognized by HUD. Currently, HUD?s FHA
Title 11 program references the Permanent Installation
Guide for Manufactured Housing. We recommend that
any references 'by HUD in any housing program use
only the Model Installation Standard adopted under
3285 or its state equivalent and we do not support
language in the draft model that would allow localities
in default states to adopt their own installation
standards. Specifically we recommend that Section
3284(a)(2) be modified to state: In states that do not
choose to operate their own installation program for

http:// docket.epa.gov / edkfed/ dolED KStaffItemDetail View?ohiectT n=OQ0007 iJdROR7 hOOQ n nnnc:
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manufactured homes , these Model Installation
Standards serve as the preemptive standards for
manufactured home installations. Additionally, Section
3285(c) (2) should be revised to state: ?In states
without an approved installation program , the
Secretary will implement and enforce these Model
Installation Standards as preemptive standards? - 1- *
Frost Protection language in the draft
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law on the books. As a result we understand HUD wil come into our state to develop and impose a
program using the Model Installation Standard. Included in this letter are several comments we
would like. to submit regarding the draft installatiQn Standards' model;.

' . ' .

The mode1 installation standards ru1es must be the on1y fedenil installation standards recognized bv
HUD . Currently, HUD' s FHA Title II program references the Permanent Installation Guide for
Manufactured Housing. We. commend that ariyi'efererices by: HUD. inany housitl'gprogram use only
the Model Installation Standard adopted under 3285 or its state equivalent and we do not support
language in the draft model that would allow ,localities in default states to adopt their own installation
standards. .

,. " ' ,. "' . :. . , . . . . , ' , : .' . : : .. ' , "
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Frost Protection language in the draft rules is very limiting and inconsistent with good installation
practices used in northern states like Montana. Our members report very good long term experience

with concrete runners under a properly skirted home. A study by Progressive Engineering performed in

Wisconsin illustrated that frost penetration under a skirted home diminished significantly from the raw
ground surrounding the home thus mitigating the need to dig piers or other supports down to the depth
shown on frost line maps. MM&RV requests that the federal installation rules provide maximum
flexibility in allowing frost protection methods shown to provide equivalent protection of below the
frost line piers.

The Model Installation Standard need not and shou1d not be codified separately from the other

Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standards to maintain our preemptive status.
Installation standards are synonymous with construction and safety standards. The installation
standards should become a part of 3280.

Modify Section 3285. l(a) (3): to state Approved manufacturer s installation instructions that

meet approved state installation standards where appropriate , or these standards must be followed

for manufactured home installation.

Modify Section 3285.202(a) to state

; "

Soil tests , including but not limited to the use of a

penetrometer, that are in accordance with generally accepted engineering practice" or after soil

tests: delete rest of sentence and insert MHCC recommendation "a pocket penetrometer or method

acceptable to the Secretary shall be pennitted to be used." We are concerned with language in the

draft rules that requires professional engineers or architects to do much as the proposed installation
standards. Clearly this would drives up the cost of the installation significantly.

* Montana opposes mandating the use of a vapor retarder. Provided a site is prepared properly to

prevent water from flowing under the home there would not be a moisture issue. As a result a vapor

retarder can cause more har than good.

Modify 3285.402(b) (2) requiring that homes located in Wind Zone 2 and 3 have "longitudinal

ground anchors installed on the ends of the.. . transportable sections. It stipulates that

, "

A registered

professional engineer or registered architect must design alternative longitudinal anchoring methods
in accordance with acceptable engineering practice." This suggestion is too rcstrictive and should

be modified to pennit other bracing systems unless there is data indicating they are insufficient.

Modify 3285.603(e) and 3285.604(d) regarding utility hook-ups. These draft rules do not take

into account regional differences in installation procedures. Montana is similar to other states in

that the utilities are usually not available when the home is installed. The present draft rules makes
the installer a general contractor with responsibility that may conflct with state electric , plumbing,

and gas laws. A change in the rules hou1d be made to recognize state approved procedures for

testing the systems , ie. gas , water, electrical , drainage as pennissib1e. An installer should not be
held responsible unless the installer was qualified to connect a particular system under applicable
state law. Ultimately, the manufacturer has to be responsible for any defects introduced in the
manufacturing process and the retailer needs to inspect the home after all utilities are connected.
The retailer should verify that utilities were connected under approved state procedures.

- 2 -



In conclusion , the Montana association thanks you for the opportunity to provide these comments
on the draft installation standards rules. We ask that you consider the recommendations made by
us and other industry experts. Our mutual goal must be to keep the manufactured industry an
affordable and fairly regulated housing option for consumers across Montana and the United States.

Sincerely, 

Executive Director

MMH&RV

- 3-
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My business Fortney Homes , Inc. was founded in
1947. For 58 years we have been sellng and installng
manufactrued homes. We have never had a dialof with
a manufacturer about how they build the homes or
how difficult it is to install the houses. Most
manufactured home plants have no one on site who
have experoence in the installation of the homes.
Training and support doesn t exist. The manufactures
most important goal is to get houses out the factory
door and get paid infull by their retailers. The whole
installation story has been misrepresented arid in
some cases flat out lies by the manufacturer. I have
said for years at MHI meetings that we the industry
could solve the service installation problem ourselves.

Comment : If the manufacturers would properly screen , train and
support their installers most of the problem would be
corrected. I have just called two manufacturers and

. asked them for help in building the foundation system
for one of their homes. I could only get generic forms
nothing specific to the houses I was asking about. If
the manufacturers are permited by HUD to distance
themselves from the installation of the homes they
design and but the installation responsibilty on some
installer with a lunch box and a pick-up truck is a joke.
m No consumer in the U.S. wil be bettrer off. The
manufacturer who builds the house must be held
responsible for the installation and service of that
how e. They built it they must stand behind it totally. If
they have retailers that install houses differently than
directed STOP SELLING THEM HOUSES.
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Manufactures should inspect houses in the field when
they are doing normal service work. If something has
been done wrong askE!d the retailer to correct the
problem. If not done the manufacturer should fix the
problem themselves. If this happened house would be
built better and the installation done in the field woulq
be made easier. manufactuers have the deep pockets
and they should not be left oft the hook.
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June 24, 2005

Regulations Division
Offce of General Counsel

Room 10276
Deparment of Housing and Urban Development
451 Seventh Street SW
Washington, D.C. 20410-0500

RE: Docket No. FR-4928- 01; HU-2005-2006
RI Number 2502-AI25
Model Manufactured Home Instalation Standards

Introduction
The Florida Manufactured Housing Association, now in its 54th year of incorporation, represents
just over 1 000 member fIrms involved in the manufactued housing industry in the State of
Florida. This membership includes home manufacturers, retaiers, manufactured home
community owners , developers , installers , service and supply fIrms, and those providing
insurance and fmancial services.

General Comments
FMA worked very closely with the Florida Bureau of Mobile Horne and RV Construction, at
the Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles, (Florida s State Admiistrative Agency)
to develop our statewide installation standard and the requirement for installer education
bonding, and licensing, all of which took effect in 1999 and are often cited as the most strigent.
and effective in the country. Florida, therefore , is a "non-default" state. However, based on our
proactive experience working with state offcials to develop Florida s current installation
program we do have some concerns with the proposed rule. Our concerns are as follows:
(1) Whether the Manufactured Housing Consensus Commttee (MHCC) is being removed from

further input and oversight of the federal mode1 installation standard. This would appear to
be what wil happen if the proposed standard is codifed at 24 CFR 3285 rather than 24 CFR
3280. Congress specifically gave the MHCC the assignment of developing the standard
(which it clearly has done) and surely must have expected that the MHCC would be involved
with its adoption and the ongoing maintenance and modernization over the years. In this
regard FM also believes that there is no need to differentiate in the overal federal
program between construction/assembly/safety matters and instalation. They complement
one another and in order to ensure a tre comprehensive approach to the construction and
installation of manufactured homes, both must continue to have the oversight by the MHCC
an obvious goal of Congress in passing the Manufactured Housing Improvement Act of 2000
(MA).

(2) The impact of BU enforcement in non-default states such as Florida. The goal in Florida by
not only the industry, but also the Florida DHSMV , always has been one statewide standard
on all aspects of manufactured home construction and installation to avoid the hodge-podge
of requirements by local jurisdictions that posed such enormous problems for manufacturers

- 1 -
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(3) retaiers, installers , and community developers prior to implementation of the national standards in 1976. 
Under the MlA, states have had five years to put into place their own installation program
through state legislation. It was presumed by those drafing the Act that states failing to do so
would give up this right, become a default state and would need to be governed by a national
model standad adopted by HU. However, it now appears that HU intends to allow states
and local jurisdictions to establish even more strigent installation requirements than the
model standard, so long as they meet or exceed that national standard.

FM strenuously objects to such a possibility, and would expect that HU' s installation
standard for default states should be preemptive in the same way that design, construction
and safety standards for these homes are under 24 CFR 3280. Neither state nor local
jurisdictions should be allowed to "pick and choose" installation requirements and
restrictions in ways that would ultimately impact negatively on both the sellng price and
siting options for manufactured homes. Our longstanding experience instinctively tells us that
given an opportunity, local governents wil gladly impose their own installation
requirements in a manner to dramatically increase costs as a back-door method to "zone-out"our homes. 

(4) Mortarg of Piers - The sections requiring pier configurations exceeding 36 inches in height
to be mortared unless otherwise specified in the manufacturer s specification differ from
what was proposed by the MHCC. The MHCC stated that mortar should not be required for
double-stacked piers unless required by the manufacturer. FM suggests.that the model
standard as now drafted could be interpreted to require unnecessary mortarng of all
configurations of stacked blocks.

(5) Footer P1acement in Freezing Climates - Frost heave is not an issue in Florida. However
FMA is concerned that our cold weather neighbors to the north are being negatively
impacted by the deletion from the proposed standard of certain proposals by the MHCC in
regards to insulated foundations and skirting. There is the possibilty, it appears, that 
may be making it a requirement that a home have a slab or other type of unnecessarily
expensive foundation (rather than cement block piers and a crawlspace) if the owner and/or
installer does not want to go to frost depth with pier footings.
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The FMHA thans HU and the MHCC for their hard work in putting forth such a
comprehensive proposal for development of the national model manufactured home installation
standard. We hope that the extensive public comments that wil liely come from all across the
country wil be helpful to the Deparment in putting the rule into final form.

Sincerely yours

Nelson Steiner, President
Florida Manufactured Home Association
2958 Wellington Circle, North, Suite 100
Tallahassee, FL 32309
(850) 907-9111; Fax: (850) 907-9119
email: info(?fmha.org
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The proposed rules could feature with more prominence and precision the process for evaluating
whether a state manufactured home installation code

, "

equals or exceeds the protectlon provided by
these Model Installation Standards " as provided in proposed Section 3285.314 (Permaent

Foundations). There are often interpretive differences among architects, attorneys . engineers

regulators imd others over whether a standard or referenced code is better, equivalent, higher, lower

or preemptive. A more detailed explanation ofHUD' s review process by which installation code
diferences can be accommodated and resolved would further the interest of assuring optimal
instalation methodology for all manufactured homes. This is especially relevant in view of
continuing technical innovation in the industry and variations in site geological conditions unique 
diverse regions throughout . the nation. Accordingly, clarfying the "opt..out" review process

referenced in proposed Section 3285. 1 (Admiistration) could make these standards more digestible

. and workable for al code authorities, the industry and consumers.



EDOCKET - Document Detail: HU-2005-0006-0022 Page 1 of 1

Partner Agencies Dockets
Contact Us

HUD Home

:; 

Partner Aaencies Dockets :; Document Detail: HUD-.2005-0006-0022

Document Detail: HUD-2005-0006-0022
About EDOCKET Submit Comments Quick Search Advanced Search User Agreement Help

Document Detail: HUD-2005-0006-0022
enc Docket Number:

enc Document Number:

Document ID: HUD-2005-0006-0022
Docket ID: HUD-2005-0006 

T"tl . Comment submitted by Jim Ranfone , American Gas
. Association (AGA)

Descri tion:
: Public Comment

Phase : Proposed Rule
Com Grou /Association Name: American Gas Association (AGA)

Author Date (mm/dd/yyy): 06-24-2005
Effective Date:

. This Section refers to a Section 3280.705 that doesn
ommen. 

appear 0 e In e proposa .
e Count: 0

Media : ELECTRONIC FILE
Restricted Viewin

For more detailed information select alink below

Related Documents Contacts Identifiers All

There were no Related Documents Found for this Document

The documents provided by EPA are Adobe Acrobat PDF (Portable Document
Format) Files. They can be viewed , and printed , with the use of an Adobe
Acrobat Reader. The Adobe Acrobat's Reader is available , free, for Unix

Macintosh , IBM DOS, and IBM Windows operating systems. Downloadthe latest version of
Adobe Acrobat Reader from Adobe s Web site. Adobe also offers accessibili tools to enable the
conversion of PDF to html. 

Version 1.

EPA Home APHIS Home HUD Home DHS Home

Last updated on Tuesday, August 10 , 2094
U RL: http://docket.epa.gov/edkfed/do/EDKStaffltemDetailView

httD:/ / docket.eDa. Q'OV /edkfedJ dolED K StaffT tern Det::; lV; ew ?nh;f'rt T rI= ()Q()()()7 rlLI~()~7 LI() 7 n f'()()t;



EDOCKET - Document Detail: Hu-2005-0006-0015 Page 1 of 2

Partner Agencies Dockets
Contact Us

HUD Home

:; 

Partner Aaencies Dockets :; Document Detail: HUD-2005-0006-0015

Document Detail: HUD-2005-0006-0015
About EDOCKET Submit Comments Quick Search Advanced Search User Agreement Help

Document Detail: HUD-2005-0006-0015

enc Docket Number:
enc Document Number:

Document ID: HUD-20Q5-0006-0015
Docket ID: HUD-2005-0006

Title : Comment submitted by American Gas Association
Descri tion: 

: Public Comment
Phase : Proposed Rule

Com /Grou /Association Name: American Gas Association
Author Date (mm/dd/yyyy): 06-23-2005

Effective Date:
Section 3285.503 (pages 21545 and 46) has a section
called "Optional Appliances . Under that section , part
C" is titled "Appliance Venting . This section requires

all heat producing appliances to be exhausted to the
outside. This provision is confu ing since it would
require all heat producing appliances "exhausted"-
the outside. A literal interpretation of that provision
could apply to any heat producing appliance such as a
cooking range. If the intent of his provision is to require

Comment: exhusting of clothes dryers to the outside , it should
state that. As proposed the provision is confusing
since vented gas appliances are required to be vented
to the outside , not exhausted. Domestic cooking
ranges are not required to be exhausted in the current
HUD MHSS and there is no reason to require it in this
standard. Finally, this entire provision appears to be
out of place in the section that it is located. It appears
to be a subpart of Section (3) Evaporative coolers
which does not seem appropriate.

e Count: 0

Media : ELECTRONIC FILE
Restricted Viewin

.-.-- .-. - -- --.- -..

For more detailed information select a link below

Related Documents 'Contacts Identifiers All

There were no Related Documents Found for this Document

The documents provided by EPA are Adobe Acrobat PDF (Portable Document

httn:/! doc ket . en:: p-ov / p.clkfp.iI/ ilnlP.n K. ffT tp'rn npt,,; 1 Vi pm?"h;""t T ,'- ()O()()(Y7 ,'A Q n Q ?+ 1- '2 '71'7 

".., 

n(\ 1:



EDOCKET - Document Detail: HU-2005-0006-0021 Page 1 of 2

Partner Agencies Dockets
Contact Us

HUD Home

:. 

Partner Aaencies Dockets :. Document Detail: HUD-2005-0006-0021

Document Detail: HUD-2005-0006-0021
About EDOCKET Submit Comments Quick Search Advanced Search User Agreement Help

Document Detail: HUD-2005-0006-0021

enc Docket Number:
enc Document Number:

Document ID: HUD-2005-0006-0021
Docket ID: HUD-2005-0006

Title : Comment submitted by K. Kammerer
Descri tion:

: Public Comment
Phase : Proposed Rule

Com /Grou / Association Name:
Author Date (mm/dd/yyyy): 06-24-2005

Effective Date:
I do not believe the requirement to require a
professional.engineer if the manufacture manual does
not address site preperation is in the best intrest of the
Manfactured Housing Industry. Building Officials have
been determining if the soils are adequate for

Comment: residential construction for years and I see no reason
to single out Manufactured Homes. The use of pocket
penetrometers isa useful! tool and should not be
eliminated. I use one on every new construction site
for footings and found it too be a very helpful tool in
determining soil bearing capacity

e Count: 0
Media : ELECTRONIC FILE

Restricted Viewin

For more detailed information select a link below

Related Documents Contacts Identifiers All

There were no Related Documents Found for this Document

The documents provided by EPA are Adobe Acrobat PDF (Portable Document
Format) Files. They can be viewed , and printed, with the use of an Adobe
Acrobat Reader. The Adobe Acrobat's Reader is available, free , for Unix

Macintosh , IBM DOS, and IBM Windows operating systems. Download the latest version of
Adobe Acrobat Reader from Adobe s Web site. Adobe also offers accessibilit tools to enable the
conversion of PDF to html.

Version 1.1

http://docket.epa. 'iOV / edlced/ dolED KS tafff tern Det::ilVi ew?nni f"r.t T n=()Q()()()7 rlLI~()Q7'Jh': h '71' I') flfI"



EDOCKET - Document Detail: HU-2005-0006-0020 Page 1 of 2

Partner Agencies Dockets
Contact Us

HUD Home

;: 

Partner Aaencies Dockets ;, Document Detail: HUD-2005-0006-0020

Document Detail: HUD-2005-0006-0020
About EDOCKET Submit Comments Quick Search Advanced Search User Agreement Help

Document Detail: HUD-2005-0006-0020

enc Docket Number:
enc Document Number: 

Document ID: HUD-2005-0006-0020
Docket ID: HUD-2005-0006

Comment submitted by Curtis L. Mciver, State Building

T"tl . Code Administrator, SAA Administrator, State Buidling
. Code Administrative Office (SBCAO), Virginia
Department of Housing and Community Development

Descri tion:
: Public Comment Attachment

Phase : Proposed Rule
State Buidling Code Administrative Office (SBCAO),

Com /Grou /Association Name: Virginia Department of Housing and Community
Development 

Author Date (mm/dd/yyyy): 06-22-2005
Effective Date:

Comment:
e Count: 4

Media : ELECTRONIC FILE
Restricted Viewin

For more detailed information select a link below

Related Documents Contacts Identifiers All

Related Documents

Related Document
Title Reason

Comment submitted by Curtis L. Mciver, State Building Code
HUD-2005-0006-0019 Administrator, SAA Administrator, State Buidling Code

Administrative Office (SBCAO), Virginia Department of
Housing and Community Development

Preceding

- ,- .. -. .-.-- - -. - "- 

The documents provided by EPA are Adobe Acrobat PDF (Portable Document
Format) Files. They can be viewed , and printed , with the use of an Adobe
Acrobat Reader. The Adobe Acrobat's Reader is available , free, for Unix

Macintosh, IBM DOS , and IBM Windows operating systems. Download the latest version of

httD:/ / docket.eDa. Q:ov / edkfedl dolED K St ffTt m Df't::l1Vl f'VJ ?nni prt T rI-()OOOfY7 ,'A Q(\ Q7'"" Q 0 7/'7/'H\,.r:



June 22, 2005

Regulations Division
Offce of General Counsel

Room 10276
Deparment of Housing and Urban Development
451 Seventh Street, SW
Washigton, DC 20410-0500

Docket Number FR-4928-
HUD-2005-0006
RI 2502-A125
Model Manufactured Home Installation Standards

Subject:

Dear Sir or Madam:

The Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development, State Building Code
Admiistrative Offce (SBCAO), is submitting comments in response to the proposed
Model Installation Standards (Standards) published in the Federal Register, Volume 70
Number 79 on Tuesday, April 26 , 2005. The SBCAO is a fully approved State
Admiistrative Agency (SAA) in the HU manufactured housing program.

The' Commonwealth of Virginia has regulated the installation of manufactured homes
though the Virginia Uniform Statewide Building Code (USBe) since the mid 1970' s. .
The USBC is a mandatory code enforced without amendments by all local governents
in Virginia. The USBC requires that al manufactured homes, both new and used, must
be installed according to the manufacturer s instructions. If the manufacturer
instrctions are not available, or specific site conditions are such that the manufacturer
instructions cannot be followed, the USBC allows the use of the ANSI A225. 1 Standard

. or engineered installation designs specific to the home and location to be used. The local
inspectors generally check the footigs , piers and anchoring systems of the homes along
with utility connections made during the set up of the homes. They also check for proper
design 10adslzones and fastenig of the sections of multi-section homes after set up. The
SAA generally handles complaints regarding close up work after completion of the home
on site , sometimes with the assistance of local inspectors.



As a second general comment, the SBCAO strongly supports the Model Installation
Standard remaining as a stand-alone document or standard as CFR 3285. This offce
opposes the efforts of some individuals or groups to have the Model Installation Standard
included as part of the Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standards (CFR
3280). The MHA of 2000 clearly stated that the manufacturers or states could have
more strngent standards than HU' s Model Installation Standard, meaning that theHU
Model Installation Standards are not preemptive standards. Therefore, such non- 
preemptive standards should not be included or merged with the preemptive standards in
CFR 3280. The Model Installation Standard must remain as a stand-alone document that
may be amended by any manufacturer for its use or amended and adopted by any state, or
local government in the absence of a state program, for the state or local governent'sinstallation program. 
The following comments are referenced to the specific section of the proposed standard
and may also address questions asked by HU in the summary of the standards:

In section 3285.4 ASHR is the American Society of Heating Refrigerating
(not Refrigeration) and Ai Conditioning Engineers.
In section 3285. , Deftnitions , the defmition of crossovers should be amended to
include heating and cooling ducting, not just heat ducting.
In section 3285.306(a)the horiontal offset from top to bottom is limited to one-
half inch on piers less than 36 inches in height. No limit is stated in 3285.306(b)
for piers over 36 inches in height. The Standards should address offsets in piers
over 36 inches in height as well and should address the maximum tilt of piers
from vertical for piers of any height.
Figure A to 3285. 306 shows 2" x 8" x 16" steel or hardwood caps. The steel
caps should probably be one-half inch thick, not two inches thick.
In section 3285. 306(b) and in Figure B to 3285.306 the Standards state

, "

Mortar
is required unless specified otherwise." This would indicate that dr stacked
block piers would no longer be accepted unless the manufacturer allowed them in
its installation instructions. To do so , it appears that the manufacturer would be
required by 3285. 1(a)(3) to prove that the dry stacked block piers would provide
protection that equals or exceeds the protection provided by the Model Standards.
Would this section also mean that the manufacturer would have to verify the
equivalency of dry stacked block piers with surface bonding?
In section 3285.312(b)(1) the word must should be deleted from the ftrst line so
that it reads

, "

Footings are permitted...." In the same section, the word and
between item number (i) and item number (ii) should be changed to or. The
section allows concrete footings to be either precast or poured-in-p1ace, not both.
Section 3285.314 addresses "permanent foundations." There is no deftnition of
permanent foundation in the Standards. Without such a definition, how does. one
determne whether the proposed foundation is a permanent foundation or not and
whether such proposed permnent foundation is adequate? Retailers and state and
local code offcials have encountered problems for years in determning what was
or was not a permnent foundation. HU' s "Permanent Foundation Guideline



that was developed outside of the Manufactured Housing Division has added to
this problem. Now that HU is proposing Model Installation Standards , the
Standards should include a clear defmition of what constitutes a permanent
foundation and the requirements for such a foundation that can serve as the model
for states, manufacturers, local governments and financial institutions.
In section 3285.402(b)(3)(ii) the word be should be inserted on line 5 of the
section to read"

... .

plates must be zinc-:coated.. ..
Section 3285.404 requires that ground anchor augers be installed below the frost
line in frost-susceptible soil locations. Some auger manufacturers indicate the
auger must not be used below the water table. If the water table in the area is
above the frost depth, how wil the installer address the frost depth requirement
and the water table issue?
Section 3285.406 should be reworded to read

, "

In flood hazard areas , the piers
anchoring, and support systems must be capable of resisting 

all combined loads
associated with design flood and wind events." This is paricularly important in
geographic areas susceptible to hurrcanes where the homes wil be subjected to
high winds and saturated soil simultaneously. The scouring effects of both wind
and water forces also needs to be addressed, in particular for the anchoring and
support system components.
Section 3285.503(a) should also include a reference to the LAHJ and local or state
code requirements. The appliance manufacturer s instructions may not address all
requirements that would be included in local or state codes enforced by the LAHJ.
Section 3285.503(a)(1)(i) states that site-installed air conditioning equipment
must be "sized to closely match the home s heat gain.... " What does closely
match mean? Does the equipment have to be the next largest size unit over the
home s calculated heat gain? Can you install a unit ofless size than the home
calculated heat gain because that unit is more closely matched to the calculated
heat gain that the next largest unit that is over the calculated heat gain?
Section 3285.505(d) states that ventilation openings must be covered with "
perforated metal covering." What about the use of perforated vinyl skirting for
vents or screen used over vent openings? This provision needs to be amended to
include other acceptable materials.
Section 3285.603 refers to "normal occupancy" in two places. Exactly what is
normal occupancy" and what would constitute "abnormal occupancy" when thesection would not apply? 

Section 3285. 802(c) states

, "

Gaps between the structural elements ... along the
mate-line of multi-section homes must not exceed 1 inches and must be
shimmed with dimensional lumber." Does this mean that any gap between the
sections must be shimmed, no matter how small, and that no gap whether it's
shimed or not could exceed 1 inches? Or, does this section mean that only
gaps exceeding 1 V2 inches have to be shimmed? This section needs to be clear.
The Figure to 3285. 803 (on page 21555 of the Federal Register) states

, "

One
full-sized panel no less than 16 inches nor larger than 32 inches" over the center
of a double section home. If typical panel are 48 inches in width, how do you
have a "full size" panel over 16" but less than 32" in width?



The figure on page 21556 of the Federal Register is not titled, other than "Center
of double-section home " nor does it refer to a section of the Model Installation
Standards. The figure is placed after the Figure to 3285. 803 , which addresses
interior close up work. The figure on page 21556 appears to address exterior
close up work and should be titled and moved to the figures to 3285.801. The
figure on page 21556 should probably become Figure B to 3285.801 and the
current Figure B be re-designated as Figure C. Also, the bottom of the figure
shows a section of panel as "Field applied Plant applied. " The words Plant
applied should e deleted since the section of the panel that covers the center of
the double-section home is probably field applied, not plant applied. Under few if
any circumstances would the panel be both field applied and plant applied as
shown on the current figure.
Section 3285,901(c) states that the manufacturer s installation instructions must
strongly recommend the following cautions to . installers...." without listing any

further inormation in section 3285.901. If the reference to the "following
cautions" means the recommendations found or listed in Subpart J, the statement
should be moved to paragraph (a) of 3285.901 and be re-worded to refer to all of
the cautions contained in Subpart J. There are cautions or recommendations in
paragraphs (a) and (b) that are as important as the remaining sections of Subpar J.

The Model Installation Standards do not define or include provisions for the installer of
the manufactured home. Hopefully, this omission wil be addressed in the Manufactured
Home Installation Program yet to be published or to be published "shortly" by HUD. If
not, the Standards may need to be re-visited to include more requirements for installers.

Staff in the Virginia State Building Code Administrative Offce , as the SAA in Virginia
would ask consideration of the corrections and recommendations contained in this
response to the Federal Register publication. We believe these comments , if considered
wil result in an improved Model Installation Standard. 

Sincerely,

Curtis L. Me! ver
State Building Code Admiistrator
SAA Administrator
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Reguations Division
Office of General Counsel
Room 10276
Deparent of Housing and Urban Development
451 Seventh Street, SW
Washington, DC 20410-0500

June 24, 2005

Via
Electronic
Submittal

Re: Docket No. FR-4928- 01; HU-2005-0006
RI Number 2502-AI25 
Model Manufactued Home Installation Standards

Dear Madam or Sir:

Palm Harbor Homes , Inc. (Plf), respectflly submits the following comments to the proposed rulemaking
notice as referenced above and published in the Federal Register of April 26 , 2005 (70 FR 21497-21559).
Comments pertaing to some of the questions HOD asked in the preamble of the Federal Register Notice are
in Part A of this document. Specific comments to the actual proposed installation stadards are in Par B of
this document, an-anged in a table with page number references of the Federal Register document and section
references of the proposed standard.

Part A (Comments to the questions posed by HO in the preamble):

1. Should the proposed Installation Standards be codifed as a new part 
of title 24 CFR, or be a subpart

of the existing Construction and Safety Standards (24 CFRpart 3280)?
Discussion: HOD' s main concern about including the In tallation Standards as a subpar of 24 CFR
part 3280, appears to be "preemption . However, the specific requirements of the proposed installation
standards of what a State has to comply with in order to "operate" an installation program, acceptable
to HOD, already "preempt" the State from not complying with the miimum standards, whether
codified as a new par of title 24 CFR, or a subpar of the existing par 3280. Furer, the manufactuer
is required by pars 3280 and 3282 , to provide at least one method of detaied installation instrctions
includig foundation, anchorig and multi-section interior and exterior close up. In fact, the

. ' ' ,. '-. ; ," .' ':: :: '
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Comments to Model Installation Standards , continued:

installation stadards as proposed make reference to the manufacturer s installation intrctions, innumerous sections , for items not specifically covered in the instalation instrctions.
Recommendation: Tbis manufactuer stronI!lv suggests the proposed installation standards become a
subpar of the ' existing constrction and safety standards. However, a clear distinction between
responsibilities for monitorig and consumer complaints related to installation must be addressed in
both the upcoming proposed Installation program rule and dispute resolution regulation, as they relate
to constrction and assembly (manufactuer) and on-site installation (retailer/intaller). 

2. ' Default States: Discussion: On page 21500, HUD describes the differences between a State that does
operate an installation program that qualifies under the proposed standards, and a State that does not
have a qualfying program. It appears that HUD suggests that in either case the State may establish
more strgent requirements, so long as those requirements provide protection that equals or exceeds
those provided by the Model Installation Stadards.
It appears ITom that statement that a State can simply choose not to paricipate in the program, then
come back and implement requirements of their own. Since HU will reguate and enforce installation
in default States based on the proposed stadards , how will HU handle any confcts between the two
standards?
Recommendation: Any State that is considered a " default State , ca.n not establish their own
installation standards, as that would confct with HU' s responsibility for regulating and enforcing
the proposed installation stadards in a default State.

3. Seismic Safety: Should the Model Installation Standards attempt to set forth minimum installation
requirements or pre-installation considerations to address seismic safety? If so, how should HUD
establish seismic zones? Discussion: Seismic design criteria are presently not part of the construction

. standards. Considering that some States have multiple seismic zones (tyically based on latestresidential buildig codes), for HU to establish and maintain seismic zones, is not necessar.
Curently, where seismic designs are required, the LAHJ wil detennne requirements. 
Recommendation: HU should not include any seismic requirements in the Model Installation
Stadards. When required, designs are handled by either, the retailer, installer, owner or manufactuer
in accordance with the requirements of the local building authority. This is workig now and need notbe covered in the installation standards. 

4. Vapor retarder requirements: should limitations be placed on the number and size of voids and tears?
Discussion: As the name imlies, the intent of the vapor "retarder" is to retad or slow-down the
migration of water vapor ITom areas of high concentration 

(pressure) to areas of low concentration.
The vapor pressure difference wil cause water vapor to enter the low pressure area wherever there is a
breach in the continuity of the retader membrane. This includes any overlapping joints, unless they
are sealed airight. In essence, the unsealed joints represent a long tear. Common accepted practice is
to install the vapor retarder after the home is placed on its piers. This results 

tyically in at least thee
sections of sheeting being installed, one each outside the main I-beams, and one between the I-beams.
On a 66ft section the two joints would represent 132 LF of tears. The obvious breach at the seams
even with additional tears and voids , is less of a problem than requiring vented crawl spaces in thehot/umd climates of the south, which cbntinuously replenishes moistue laden air in the crawl space.
Recommendation: The wording should remain as is and allow "minor" voids and tears. Based on the
discussion, it is virally impossible to provide -100% coverage anyway. The fmal determation of
what is excessive must therefore be left to the inspector and/or processed though the dispute
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Comments to Model Installation Standards, continued:

resolution program, in extreme cases. Furer, it is recommended to clarfy that in ard region, onlywhere the LAI does not require vapor retarders for other tyes of residential constrction, theretarder may be omitted. 

5. Subpart Foundations HUD Questions: Discussion: Footer design and pier spacing is a fuctionof floor width, dead loads and live loads. Whle the live loads are of a prescriptive natue, the deadloads wil and can var for many reasons. Exterior wall dead loads, for instace are effected by wallfiamg size (2x4 v. 2x6), spacing (16" v. 24"), height (84", 90" 96" 108"), exterior wall coverig(vinyl lap, vinyl lap over sheathg, wood siding, cement siding) and interior wall coverigs (5/16 
Y2" gysum), or any combination thereof. Roof and floor loads are simlarly conditioned by widths
member size and spacing, etc. The foot notes as they 

exist are too detailed and diffcult to establishequivalency. 
Recommendation: Rather than listing dead loads for individual components in both pounds per square
foot (pst) and pounds per lineal foot (pIt), it is highly 

recommended to replace Note in Table 1 3285.303 with the following: "Table based on TBD plf combined dead loads of chassis, floor walland roof assembly and 300 lb. Pier dead load"
Note in table 2 should read as follows:' Tablebased on combined dead load of roof and e terior wall assemblies of TBD plf and combined

floor assembly dead and live load of TBD plf (including chassis dead load), and 300 lb. Pier
dead load.
For anchor spacing tables for wind zone 2 and 3 see comment in Part B. page 7 of 11, item # 18.

Part B: (Detailed analysis of the proposed standards with comments by page and section number).

Item # Page # Section/Title/Paragraph Comment
21518 3285.2 Last sentence of this paragraph should read:

Installers must follow the DAPIA-approved
manufactuer s installation instrctions for
those aspects NOT covered by these Model
Installation Standards.

21520 3285.202(a) A pocket penetrometer has been accepted as
an altemate method to determine soil
pressures for years and should be included as
(3)

21523 3285.204(a) Vapor pressure differences exist anytime
anywhere there is conditioned interior space.
The requirement for a ground vapor retarder
should apply in all regions.

3285.204(c)(2) Stre "where footings are permitted at
grade. " and move it to the beginnng of the
sentence. It reads better and immediately sets
the condition.

3285 .303( d) (1 ) Stre "poured". It suggests that footers for
pier loads need to be poured.

Palm Harbor Homes, Inc. 6/24/2005
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Comments to Model Installation Standards, continued:

Item # Pa e# SectionlTitle/Para a h Comment
21528 3285 .306(b) Mortar should NOT be required for piers

greater than 36" or less than 80" . This is
NOT what the MHCC submitted. The
reference to mortar required should be the
same as in 306 (a)(5). References in Figue
B should be ad'usted accordin 1 .

21529 3285.306(c) The last sentence referencing mortr
requirement, should be strcken as the PE or
Architect will specify requirements in his/her
desi

21533 3285.311 (a) , This section is too generic. It should list
more specific conditions. Exterior doors, not
exceeding 36" (nominal) in width, should
actually be excluded, as other side wall
openigs less than 48" do not need support
either. A wood stove and or prefab fIreplace
unless surounded by heavy masonr
enclosures, certainly should be covered
under the 40 PSF design floorload.
To be consistent, remove note 4 in Figures A
and B.

In fi e B , Note 5 wil chan e to Note 4.
21534 3285.312 Stre the word "must"
21535 3285.312 (b )(3) ABS footig pad allowance of use should

include (add to end of existing paragraph): "
and certied for the soil classifcation for
which they are installed.
Unless specifically tested for sandy soils for
instance, ABS or any other plastic tye
footin ads have a tendenc to deflect.

21536 3285.312(c )(3) When foundation and enclosure are
insulated, it is not necessar, nor desired, to
vent the crawl space. Why go though the
trouble of insulating, and then cut holes
though the insulation that allow outdoor air
to enter the crawl space.

21538 3285.312 (e) Editorial: heading in last column for 16x16
ier should read: "Unreinforced cast- lace
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Comments to Model Installation Standards , continued:

Item # Page # Section/Title/Para.2aph Comment
3285.312 (e) Maximum footing capacity of 10 800 shown

in column 2 for 4000 LB soil and 20x20
footer should have footnote 4

21539 3285.401(c) Curent wording seems to suggest that a
home MUST be installed to the design loads
even if it is installed in an area with lesser
design loads. Suggest changing wording to
the following:
(c) All anchoring and foundation systems 

must be capable of meeting the loads
required by part 3280, Subpart D of the
FMHCSS, for the area in which the home
is located. The home s design must be
based on the loads shown on the data
plate, or hh!her.

21539 3285.402 (a) Change "Ground anchor" to " Ground
anchor assembly as all portions of the
anchor, anchor head, bolts and nuts
stabilizer plates , etc. must be protected from
corrOSIOn.

21543 3285.402(b )(3)(ii) Delete reference to zinc coating for stabilizer
plate as it is now covered in 402(a), where it
should be.
Editorial: installation is in accordance with
manufacturers

'" 

installation instrctions.
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, Comments to Model Installation Standards, continued:

Item # Pa e#
21544

Palm Harbor Homes , Inc.

Section/Title/Para a h
Table 1

6/24/2005

Comment
If anchor test protocol as curently being
developed by the MHCC Installation
Subcommittee wil include a 30 degree min
angle for testing anchors in the diagonal
direction, the colum for 82.5 in I-Beam
spacing and 18 ft wide sections (204 to
216in) should show "N/A", as well as "N/A"
replacing the 25" max height in the first
column. 
Discussions with other manufactuers
indicated that 18 wide floor designs usually
only work over 99.5" I-beams.
18ft wide unts represent the only situation
where the 30 degree min angle from
horizontal can not be maintained at 25" .or
less height. Rather than unecessarily
limiting anchor performance, we should
require min height for 18ft sections to be
33in or higher. 

To fuher clarify the requirements of this
table, I suggest addin

: '

Note13: Minimum diagonal strap angle
from horizontal is 30 degrees.

Comment to Note 12 of Table 1:
Minimum spacing is NOT a requirement in
the curent anchor test protocol being
developed by the MHCC Installation
subcommittee. Suggest adding the following
to the end of note 12: " or the distance of
the anchor shaft len th.
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Comments to Model Installation Standards , continued:

Item # Page # Section/Title/Paragraph Comment
21544 & Tables 2 and 3 Designs require a vertical tie be installed at

and 3285.403 each diagonal tie location. It is really the
manufactuer that determines diagonal tie
spacing, based on varous connections
between chassis, floors and sidewalls. Few
if any manufactuers do not utilize a sidewall
strap or bracket, factory intalled. Hence, as
required by 3285.403 , the installer is
required to connect a diagonal tie tQ each
factory installed vertcal tie.
For those considerations, Tables 2 and 3
are meaningless and only add to confusion
and unnecessary interpretations and
should be deleted.
However, in case the Deparment decides
otherwise, similar notations as proposed for
Table 1 regarding 18ft wide units should be
made to tables 2 and 3.

21545 3285.405 Editorial: 2 sentence, change manufactue
to manufacturer

3285.502 Insert" provided by the home
manufacturer or, " after " designs" and
before "prepared by a ...
Expanding rooms when factory supplied and
its installation, must be covered in the
manufactuer s installation instrctions. The
paragraph as wrtten suggests only a local PE
or Architect can design the installation.

3285. 503(a) Editorial: .. .installed a((cording to the
appliance manufacturer installation
instrctions.
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Comments to Model Installation Standards, continued:

Item # Page # Section/TitlelParagraph Comment
21546 3285.503(b )(i) Editorial: for puroses of consistency,

change (B) to (b )(i).
Also, I thin it is importt to note that the
duct capacity is not to be confused with the
borne s total heat gain, especially given the
fact that the capacity displayed is based on

3 static pressure when today s equipment
cfm delivery is based on 0. 1 static supply
duct pressure. This should also be addressed
in the respective section of the Standads in
3280.

21547 3285.505 (d) Replace "metal covering" at end of sentence
with "suitable coverig . Covering could
consist of fiberglass screening, plastic, or
other suitable material.

3285.603( d)(3) Editorial: replace the term "heating cable
with the more common term of "Heat- 

Tape
21548 3285.604(d) Last sentence should read: "Testing must be

consistent with Chapter 3280.612 of the
FMHCSS. '

21548 3285.605 (b)(1) Last sentence should read: The crossover
must be designed in accordance with
chapter 3280.705 of the FMHCSS.

21549 3285.606 (a) Mastic approved to UL 181 should be used
in all cases to seal the connection for air
leakage. Mastic cannot be used as the only
means of connection. Tapes, regardless
whether approved or not, should not be
allowed, except to aid in the installation of
the ductwork for temporary securement.

3285.606(e) Insert after "abbve the ground" : at
maximum 4ft-Oin on center (unless
otherwise noted), ....
Insert after next to last sentence: "When
straps are used to support flexible duct off
ground, they must be at least Yz wider
than the metal spiral spacing of the duct
installed such that it cannot not slip
between any two spirals.
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Comments to Model Installation Standards; continued:

Item # Page # Section/Title/Paragraph Comment
Figues A & B to 3285.606 Comment: Duct block support should be as

narrow as possible to keep compression of
insulation to a minimum. The figue suggests
that a 16" CMU is acceptable.

Also suggest adding a Note: 2. Crossover
duct must be listed for exterior use.

21552 702 (c) and (d) Why are the instrctions for the exterior light
so much more detailed than the ceiling fan?
Wire connection for instance can be more
difficult for a fanlight combination than a
simple exterior light.

3285.702 (e)(l) Delete this paragraph in its entirety. Change
(e )(2) to (e )(1) and change to read as
follows:
702(e)(1) After completion of all site

connections of cross-overs, exterior lights
ceilng fans, etc., each manufactured home
must be subjected to the following tests
consistent with chapter 3280.810 of the
FMHCSS:

There stil needs to be some clarification as
to who is "ultimately" responsible for
testing. Smoke alars , for instance, cannot
be effectively tested until home is connected
to electricity, usually sometime later after the
initial ,installation to its foundation.

21552 3285. 801(a) Change reference to 3280.305 and 307 to
read: ...consistent with chapters 3280.305
and 3280.307 of the FMHCSS"

21553 Figue A to 3285. 801 Detail needs to be less specific. For instance

, ,

many manufactuers use windows/qoors with
integral lap receivers.
Also, recommend the following changes to
the notes:
Note 1; change "Double section" to Multi
section.
Note 2; curent wording suggests doors and

windows are to be covered with plastic
sheeting.
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Comments to Model Installation Standards , continued:

Item # Page # SectioniTitle/Paragraph Comment
3285. 801(d) Add to end of sentence: "Sealant, when used

on shingles, must be approved for that use.
3285. 801 (e) Change to read as follows: "The home

manufactuer must provide materials and
designs for mate-line gaskets Qr other
methods , designed to resist the entr of air
water water-va

...... 

Example: while covering the mate line joint
with a "House-wrap" like 'plastic material
would certainy resist the entrance of wat
in its liquid form, by definition, the house
wrap does not prevent water vapor
migration.

21554 3285.803 (c) Curent wording too prescriptive. Suggest
cbanging 1 sentence to read: " Unless
otherwise specified by the home
manufacturer all shipped loose interior
wall paneling, necessary for the ioinig....

Figure to 3285. 803 Not sure of the intent of restrcting the panel 

width to no less than 16 or no larger than
32in. Exterior end wall framing certainy
could be 24" O.c. which would require a
48in wide panel. Also, sometimes a 3-5in
wide strp is used to c1ose up between
openings, rather than across openings. The
same comment applies to both interior and
exterior panel applications.
Furer, both figures sh uld reference "mate
lines of Multi section homes , rather than
center of double section homes

21557 3285. 903(c )(1) As a result of recent tornado and hurcane
activities , many manufactuers have realized
the importance of proper connections of site-
installed strctues to their homes and offer
designs that incorporate the additional roof
and wind loads imposed by those site-
additions. Suggest revising this section to
read as follows: Unless approved by the
home manufacturers installation
instructions all buildings, strctues

,.. ...
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Comments to Model Installation Standards , continued:

Item # Pa e# SectioniTitle/Para a h
3285.905(c)

Comment
CUIent wording too restrctive. Installer may
opt to "hard-pipe" connection without the
use of ane1astomeric cou lin device.

I appreciate the opportty for commenting on this very important proposal. I also appreCiate the
opportity to se:ve on the MHCC installation subcommittee.

Should you need additional inormation or clarfication on any of the issues discussed above, do nothesitate to contact me. 

' ,,. ;:, ;',

rel

.', ' , "' .. ;""

'i'

,:,, ". " . , ' ' ' ;. . ., ', ... " .. ' ' ' ;).,. '

Berl . Kessler
Vice President - Engineerig
Palm,Harbor Homes, Inc.
Corporate
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MHCCCOMMENTS

1. GENERAL COMMENT: The Installation Standards should be considered as
, manufactured home constrction and safety standards and be included as a subpar of 24
CPR 3280, Manufactured Housing Construction and Safety Standards. The Installation
Standards should not be a separate par - (i.e. 3285) and should not be considered
separate from the manufactured housing construction and safety standards as contaied in
the proposed rule..

REASON ' The Manufactured Housing Improvement Act of 2000 (MHA 2000) defies
the federal manufactured home construction and safety standard as "a reasonable
standard for the construction, design and performance of a manufactured home which
meets the needs of the public for quality, durability, and safety.

The proposed installation standards definitely affects the manufactured home
constrction performance in meeting the consuinersneed for safe, quality housing and for
home installation on its foundation. A standard that is separate and distinct from Par
3280,cou1d definitely cause safety problems for the home owner.

Additionally, all other housing construction codes include foundations as part of the
construction standards for the home. Manufactured housing should treat installg the
home on its foundation the same and have the installation standards be considered par of
the manufactured home constrction and safety standards.

By having the installation standards considered as a continuation of the manufactured
home construction and safety standard would eliminate a number of problems that are
currently in the proposed rules. Major problems with the proposed rules that would be
alleviated include the following:

First and foremost, federal preemption of installation standards would apply in default
states and the manufacturer s instructions that comply with these installation standards
would be the typical way a home would be installed. ,

The proposed rule considers installation standards separate and distinct from the
Manufactured Housing Construction and Safety Standards-24 CPR Part 3280 and
consequently preemption would not apply . The proposed rule as presented would not
mandate compliance with Part 3280 and consequently, pre-emption would not apply.

The unitended consequence of this would permt individual jurisdictions in default
states to impose additional regulations , over and above those specified in these federal
installation standards. This can easily result in multiple levels of quality, design features
and safety being provided in multiple jurisdictions (town, city, county) in a default state.

LocaJ jurisdictions could use their regulations to discrimnate against Manufactured
Housing by imposing standards that could not be met.

MHCC COMMNTS 3285
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Further, it would then be incumbent on HO to determne how to monitor-these
individual levels of performance. Realistically, human resource limitations and financial
resource limitations imposed on HO simply would not allow these multiple levels of
performance to be adequately scrutinized and enforced by the HU Program Staff.

Second, by having installation standards considered as a continuation of the
manufactured home constrction and safety standads , the full enforcement and
admiistrative authority under the MHIA of200Q that is contained throughout the MHA
of 2000 would apply to installation standards.

And Thid, the MHA of 2000 requires the manufacturer in Section 605 (a) to provide
design and instructions for installng the manufactued home that have been approved 
a design approval agency that has determned the manufacturer s design and instrctions
provide equal or greater protection than the protections provided under the installation
standards. Preemption would then alow the manufacturers installation instruc;tions to be
titi1ized and not subject to rejection by local jurisdictions as suggested in the proposed
rule.

* * * * * * ** * * * ** * * * * * * * * ** * * * * ** * * **** * * *** * ** * * * * * * ** * * * **** * * * * *** * * *

2. P. 21499 SUMARY - PART 3285 MODEL MANUFACTURED
HOME INSTALLATION STANDARDS SUBPART B - PRE-
INSTALLATION CONSIDERATIONS (thid column) The Deparment has
posed a question in this section concerning "close up" as follows: Since close-up
consists of the work and activities for completing the assembly of the home, is it
consistent with the rest of the Act to consider such work as construction and therefore the
responsibility of the manufacturer? Or is it too dificult for manufacturers to control and
monitor the close-up done by installe-:sso that it would be more appropriate to classif
close-up as part of installation Wil consumers be adequately protected if close-up is
classified as part of installation?

COMMENTS : The concept of "close-up" for multi-wide manufactured homes needs to
be considered as a part of the installation standards as a subpar under the construction
standards covering, the process of installing the home on its foundation, rather than the
portion of the construction standards that cover production and assembly of the home in
the factory. A clear delineation needs to be maintained between the manufacturig
process and the installation process covering work activities facilitating the placement of
the home for use and occupancy by the consumer. It is unreasonable to expect and/or

, hold the manufacturer totally responsible for the close-up work that wil be performed by
another entity that is not under the control of or have a contractual relationship with the
manufacturer. The exception would be for those circumstances where the manufacturer
authories or licenses an agent to serve in that role on behalf of the manufacturer to
complete work that normally would have been done in the factory except for the real
possibility of transportation damage to the home when it travels to the building lot., In
other cases , it does not seem practicable to hold the manufacturer responsible - either in a

MHCC COMMNTS 3285
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control or monitoring role for what happens during the installation of the home unless a
formal arangement has been made to do so. The installer should cary the burden to 
held accountable for the work the installer performs thus it is appropriate for the
installation standards to address the close-up issues. 

The MHCC is reiterating its position that such an installation rule stil needs to hi;; a
subpar of 24 CPR 3280 , but that the close-up responsibilities must remain with the
installer.

* ** * ** ** * * * * ** * ** *** * * ** * ** * * * * ****** ** ** * * * ** * ** * ** * * ** ** * * ** * ** * * **

3. P. 21518 Subpart A General. 3285.1 Administration. The MHCC
recommends that .the following concepts be added back into the proposed rule as follow:

The manufacturer s installation instructions shall apply under any of the
following conditions where they do not take the home out of compliance with the
federal Manufactured Housing Construction and Safety Standards:
(1) To items not covered by this standard;
(2) Where the manufacturer s approved installation instrctions provide a specific
method of performig a specific operation or assembly;
(3) Where the manufacturers approved installation instructions exceed this
standard. "

REASON: This concept is embedded in Section 605(a) of the MHA of 2000 that states
in part: A manufacturer shall provide with each manufactured home, design and
instructions for the installation of the manufactured home that have been approved by a
design approval primary inspection agency...a design approval agency may not give
such approva? unless a design and instructions provides equal or greater protection than
the protection provided under such model standards. " As currently proposed by the
Deparment, it would appear that an installer could have their hands tied if any of the
three conditions noted above are present and that local jurisdictions could reject the
manufacturer s design and installation instructions in the default states and substitute
their own requirements.

The 'draft installation standard submitted to the Department on 18 December 2003
contaied such 'scoping language. (See MHCC Draft Standard at , Scope) The
MHCC wanted to address issues such as home specific or installation specific procedures
or circumstances that would necessitate some level of over-ride or exception to the model
installation standards. Such deparures from the proposed standard could only be applied
if one or more of the limited conditions were present.

While the proposed installation standard is very comprehensive it is also performance
based and the manufacturer needs to have the flexibility to cover field installation
circumstances that were not contemplated by the standard or may require specific designs
and instructions providing the same or greater level of performance as that contemplated

MHCC COMMNTS 3285
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in the installation standards. As required by the law , a DAPIA approved set of design
and installation instructions must stil be filed and made available. Without the above
language , the installer could potentially just follow the criteria of the installation
standards (the minimum) even if the manufacturer had specified a different method. That
is not the intent of the MHCC nor does the MHCC believe it was the intent of the law to
provide an avenue that can lead to a conflct with approved methods of installation.
Likewise, if the manufacturer has a proprietary method for completing the on site
installation, the language of the installation standard may preclude that approach from
being used as well.

* * ** * ** * * * * * ** *** * * * ** * * * * * ** * *** ** ** * ** * ** * *** * * * * *** * * * * * ** *****

21523
, P. 21523
P. 21529
P. 21533
P. 21536

21536
21538

P. 21539 '
P. 21540

21543

3285.301 (d) (2).
3285.30l( d)(2)
3285.306 (c)
3285.310 (c)
3285.312(c)(1)
3285.312(c)(2)
3285.314 nU
3285.40l(b)
3285.402(b )(2)
3285.402(c)

In all of the noted Sections revise the language to read: "

... 

Must be prepared by the
manufacturer or by a register professional engineer or a registered architect in accordance
with the manufacture s home design and the Manufactured Home Construction and
Safety Standards (3280)

REASON: As proposed by the deparment

, "

acceptable engineering practice" can be
broadly interpreted. This mighfrange from techniques that are appropriate for site built
homes , modular homes or even small footprit commercial buildings. It is the view of
the MHCC that design intended for the proper installation of a manufactured home
should be based on specific , manufactured home, criteria and the manufacturer s designfor that home. 
As proposed, the language suggested by the Department has 4 problems: '

A. First , the statement seems to require manufacturer s staf to be registered PE' s or

architects for all aspects of the design;

MHCC COMMNTS 3285
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B. Unless the PE or Architect is familiar with the design and construction of
manufactured homes they may apply "acceptable engineering criteria for site built
residential construction" to manufactured homes;

. ,

C. Registered in what state? State of manufacture or installation?; and

D. Requiring PE' s or architects to do as much as the proposed installation standards
seems to require for every installation rather than having the manufacturer 'provide
this information drves up the cost of the installation signicantly with no obvious
benefit. '

* ** * * * * ** *** * **** ** ** ** * * * * * * ** ** *** * **** ** * * * *** *** * * * ** ** **** * * * ***

5. P. 21536 3285.312 (c) (1) Revise the section to use simlar language as used
for flood such as: Footings placed infreezing climates must be designed and installed
using methods and practices that prevent the effects offrost heaves in accordance with
the manufactured home design and the requirements of the Manufactured Home
Construction and Safety Standards (3280).
REASON: Footings placed in freezing climates must be designed and installed using
methods and practices that prevent the effects of frost heaves in accordance with the
manufactured home design and the requirements of the Manufactured Home Construction
and Safety Standards (3280). 

The proposed language in this comment provides a better description of the intended
performance level of the paricular feature and is in keeping with other Construction and
Safety Standards that are performance based. In this case, the overall performance
objective is to integrate a design that wil not result in a frost heave. A frost heave is the
mostly likely condition that would cause damage. The MHCC approach for this
particular design element is consistent with HU' s proposed language with respect to
flood hazards (See Proposed Section 3285. 101 (d)). The MHCC recommends a simlar
approach for all related. environmental design loads that the Department decides to
include in th Installation standards such as seismic, flood, frost and wind.

* * ** * * *:1 ** ** * 

** ** * * * * * * * ** *** * * * * ** * ******** * * * * * ** * ** **** ** *** ** ***

6. P. 21538. 3285.314(a). Delete (a) in its entirety and replace with: 'The
placement of a manufactured home on a permanent foundation must be in accordance
with the state requirements and installed in accordance with their listing by a national
recognized testing agency based on a nationally recognied testing protocol or
installation in accordance with the manufacturer s approved permanent foundation
installation instructions and in all cases based on the home s design and the load
requirements of the Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standards (3280).

REASON: ' The changes recommended in thisSection wil help to insure that the default
states set a criterion for all jurisdictions in that state that wil establish minimum
performance levels for permanent foundation systems. As noted in an earlier comment
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allowing all manner of locally controlled and regulated permanent foundation systems
wil lead to myriad options. A state specified regulation wil preclude such potential
Issues.

In addition, the changes also offer precise guidance to both the manufacturer and the
installer. A permanent foundation must ,be evaluated by a nationally recognized testing
laboratory or that has been specifically designed, engineered and approved by the
manufacturer. Further, the language imposes a condition that wil be specific to the
actuai home design and that relates to the design load requirements of the MHCSS.

The proposed language in these comments would delete the language in the proposed
rule concernng what lenders mayor may not accept. What lenders do is really up to the
lenders and should not be a par of the Installatiori Standards being adopted by the
Deparment as required by the MHA of 2000.

* * * * * * * * ** ** * *** * * * ** * * * * *** * ** * * * ** *** **** * * * * ** ** * * ** * * *** * * * * *** ** **
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These comments (and those attached) only address
issues that relate to permanent foundations. Please
consider that the existing US model codes have well
established standards for ?conventional construction?
foundations that are consistent nationwide while
successfully addressing all of the various soil types
frost depths , wind and seismic zones. I see no reason
why the HUD proposed standards could not do the
same type of thing for manufactured homes , while
keeping permanent foundations economical. The
Achilles heel of manufactured housing is financing,
and this weakness is primarily due to inconsistent
standards for permanent foundations , thereby lowering
lenders? confidence. Of course uniform standards for

. permanent foundations can always . be overridden by aComment.
licensed professional , according to current practice
allowing those homes to be set as that professional
sees fit. Asking another private engineer to always
reinvent the wheel for each home installation , and
show specific compliance with generalized federal
standards , is taking a big step backwards in efficiency
and use of technology, while putting an additional
unnecessary expense onto the homebuyer. It also wil
produce inconsistent results that will tend to create
unnecessarily expensive foundations. Please keep in
mind that these comments are coming from such a
consulting engineer, and I have seen many examples
of what designs are produced when the designers
have no incentive to save money other than on liability
insurance. Consistent federal design parameters that
include graphical design information from
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manufacturers can provide safe consistent results.
Even if conservative values are utilized , this will save
consumers money on permanent foundations and
home loans, allow increased entry to first-time home
buyers, and increase the use of HUD-Code homes for
cost-efficient housing.
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Comments and Questions Submitted by Michael Butler, Civil Engineer, MH Consultant
Representing Fast Track Foundation Systems, A Manufacturer of Permanent Foundations

on the

Model Manufactured Home Installations; Proposed Rule 24 CFR Pars 3280 and 3285

Federal Register Vol. 70 , No. 79 April 26, 2005
Docket No. FR-4928- Ol; HU-2005-0006

General Response (specific comments follow):

These comments only address issues that relate to permanent foundations. It is not clear to me
what effect this legislation wil have on homes installed in the various building jurisdictions that have
adopted one of the model building codes for manufactured home foundation construction. Also it is not
clear which HO proposed installation standards do and do not apply to permanent foundations. It could
easily be the case that some building offcials and lenders wil misinterpret aspects of this standad or
apply portions of it where not intended - that would not be new behavior. It seems to me that a clearer
distinction needs to be made between the requirements for permnent foundations and those for all other
manufactured home installations.

Please consider that the existing US model codes have well established standards for

. "

conventional construction" foundations that are consistent nationwide while successfully addressing all
of the various soil types, frost depths, wind and seismic zones. I see no reason why theHU proposed
standards could not do the same thig for manufactured homes, while keeping permanent foundations
economical. The Achiles heel of manufactured housing is fmancing, and this weakness is primarily due
to inconsistent standards for permanent foundations , thereby lowering lenders ' confidence. Of-course
uniform standards for permanent foundations can always be overridden by a licensed professional
allowing those homes to be set as that professional sees fit.

Following is an outline of permanent foundation issues that need to be addressed. More detailed
comments that refer to the specific proposed code reference follow this outlne.

A. Some Dilemms with HU Proposed Rules
1. Confcts with FH and FEMA-85, etc(not addressed here)

a. Inspection -Jurisdictions that have good public inspections don t need a private inspection
2. Vapor Barers - The high prevalence of non-compliance is a detriment; Just follow the existing Model
, Codes' practice 

3. Frost Depth - Proper shallow-interior-footing designs must be allowed, or the costs are just too high
and unnecessar

Potential Misinterpretations of HU Proposed Rules
1. Furher, clearer distinctions are required between permnent and non-permanent foundations

a. Many misunderstandings occur, causing problems such as:
i. Building Officials often cannot resolve apparent conflcts (or wil not allow interpretation)
ii. Increasing insistence upon comprehensive, complete .graphical informtion
iii. Lenders sometimes mistakenly require parallel (or conflcting) standards redundantly

b. Non-permanent standards that do not apply need to be distinctly clarified as such
i. Site Prep - "high spot" vs. "conventional construction" building site and footing excavatic.)Ds
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ii. Not applicable to conventional foundation footings with waterproof perimeters
iii. Clarify No Need For: Tiedowns, Redundant Interior and Perimeter Bracing Systems, etc

c. Clary conflcts between setup manuals and specific permanent foundation designs:
i. Discrepancy in Allowable Pier Height (A very common problem with buildig offcials)
ii. Perimeter Support (Often redundant support is mistakenly insisted upon) 
iii. Resolve redundancies and clarify permanent vs. non-permanent foundation instructions

C. Refinements / Additions Recommended
1. Site Prep, Footing Excavation, Drainage, Vapor Barer per Existing Model Codes
2. Low-set standards are necessar to avoid problems, such as water (CA has standards for wet sites)
3. Better compatibility between manufacturer s instrctions and permanent foundations
4. Consistent nationally-compatible permanent-foundation standards wil help the industr

An Outline of Arguments for Consistent National Standards on Permanent Foundations:

D. Consistent standards for permanent foundations wil increase the use ofMHs, bv:
1. Improving the low public confidence in :Ms

a. Recent survey confirming consumer dissatisfaction shows that improvement is needed
b. Afer decades of MH marketing, there stil is an image problem that includes foundations

2. Avoiding lender/underwrter problems such as:
a. Mortgage Underwriter RevisionsrTerminations (due to inconsistent standards for foundations)
b. High Default Rates (Homeowners cannot ref1nance or sell)
c. Too-High Down Payment Requirements

i. Losing starer-home markets and speculative developers
d. Lender over-caution increases loan cost

3. Improving Consumer Appeal
a. Contemporary housing developments require low-sets, and so appropriate permanent
perimeters
b. "Permnence" prpvides better image and respect for the MH industr overall
c. mcreased consumer confidence creates more product !;emand

4. Higher foundation standards do not add cost
a. Money is saved on loan costs - Risk to lenders is reduced
b. Equity and borrowing power are increased - Higher L TV with lower rates saves cost
c. Higher Resale Value, Less Actual Depreciation 
d. Fewer Waranty Problems - Warranty contracts wil cost less
e. Inconsistent standards do not allow HU-Code homes to realize their full costlenefit potential

E. Increased industr cooperation wil save on permnent foundation cost
1. Better-coordinating (graphically coordinating) setup manuals with permanent foundations wil:

a. Better satisfy building officials, expediting the permitting process
b. Avoid expensive, slow

, "

clumsy , project-specific consultants (such as yours truly)
c. More accurate and explicit foundation information saves labor costs on installations
d. Providing more consistent foundation design quality wil lower warranty and loan costs

2. Nationally consistent standards wil allow interchangeable engineering design that saves cost

Comment 1: Footings Section 3285.312 (p. 21510 , column 3; and p. 21533 , column 3):

Permanent foundation footings should be placed onto soil suitable for permanent support.
Perimeter footings should be prepared according to existing model codes. Interior footings should be
onto either in footing excavations specific to them or onto the surface of the crawl-space that has been
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scraped/excavated clear of all organc materials down to suitable soil (or onto fill that has been prepared
according to ASTM A-1557). Settlement and releveling of homes should not be an ongoing issue. Any
type of interior supports and pads that are deemed appropriate by the manufacturer should also be
acceptable for use on interior supports of permanent foundations, where any material longevity issues
are satisfied. This type of a provision wil save about $1000 per home (California prices) over
excavating interior footings and castig in-situ concrete pads.

If it is determed that interior footings at crawl-space finished grade, or at least at a reduced
depth, are appropriate in frost climates on perimeter-insulated foundation designs, then this 
determnation should extend to permanent foundations. Placing all interior footings at frost depth below
the crawl-space grade is tenibly expensive and unnecessary. This type of a provision could save
thousands of dollars per home affected.

Comment 2: Drainage Par 3285-Summary; Subpart C-Site Preparation (p.21500 , column 3); and
3285.203 , Drainage (p. 21521 , column 1):

Providing positive surface-water drainage away from the home is essential to a proper
installation. What is not clear in the Model Installation Standards is the issue of backfillng against a
permanent foundation wall, which necessarily makes the crawl space grade lower than the backfilled
exterior. The condition of having a permanent perimeter foundation should create an exemption from the
requirement that the home be set over a high point that drains in all directions at the rate of at least 112"

per foot, but this is not clear in the Standards.

Most contemporary housing developments require that manufactured homes be set low ("pit
set") for reasons of aesthetics, accessibility, or resale value. Indeed the practice of setting manufactured
homes low is essential, if they are even to be utilized at all in a great variety of necessary housing
projects, including affordable HU projects requirng accessibility. Yet from the draft Model
Installation Standards it is not clear that this practice is going to be acceptable where petmanent
perimeter foundations are utilized. Even where jurisdictions use model codes (that allow low sets), this
apparent contradiction wil likely cause problems. These types permtting of problems occur now.

In dry locations with good drainage , there is no special concern about having an excavated crawl
space, provided the perimeter has a deeper-excavated cast-in-place concrete footing, a waterproof
foundation wall, and the surface grades slope away at least per model code requirements (which are half
that of the proposed Model Installation Standards; %" per foot over ' 5' minimum compared. with W' per
foot over 10' minimum). Of course having water in the crawl space is a real concern for wetter sites or
those that have poor drainage. Where low sets must be made for these types of conditions, it is essential
that the crawl space excavation be made to drain all points to a sump having a permanently-installed
pump that of course discharges to the exterior, and perhaps additional ventilation should be required. If
the water table is higher than the proposed crawl-space excavation, then there isno acceptable way to set
a home low. 

Of course for ail low sets the foundation perimeter must seal off any source of water from the
outside. The foundation walls must be waterproof. Penetrations such as those from utility lines and their
trenches must be sealed, and the foundation must seal off at the bottom with concrete cast against native
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earth, just as is the case for model code construction. If these practices are not followed there wil be
problems with.water entering the crawl-space after a signifcant rainfall.

Comment 3: Vapor Barriers Par 3285-Summary; Subpar C-Site Preparation (p.21500, column 3);
and 3285.204 Ground Moisture Control (p. 21523 column 1):

Vapor bariers on grade are presently suffering a strong backlash among home installers.
They are reported to create mold underneath and add to soil instability due to their effect of somewhat
saturating soils. There is no reason why the Model Installation Standards cannot adopt the same standard
that is presently in the model building codes, paricularly given that manufactured homes aleady have a
vapor barier installed under the floor framig, and model code constructed homes are not built with
such a barer. The typical model code standard is that the crawl-space ventilation be at 1/150th of the
footprint area, or if a vapor barier is at grade, then this ventilation can be reduced to 10% of that
required without the barier iri place.

Vapor bariers came into use with the advent of products such as siding products that were
sensitive to moisture. These siding products are all off the market now, because they continued to have
problems even with homes having a vapor barier. The home manufacturers often (usually?) stil require
a vapor barer at grade , ostensibly to help reduce potential liability from mold claims. However
installers seem to be increasingly omitting the barer because ofthe problems they see it causing; This
dissociation cannot be good for the industry.

Increasingly people (installers , developers) are preferring to simply provide generous ventilation
(at least per model codes) rather than deal with the negatives of vapor bariers at grade. It is important to
note that this design is far less prone to mold problems at wet sites than is the common slab-on-grade
design of typical tract-home construction. Typical slab-on-grade foundations are very prone to mold
problems at wet sites, and I think that BU-Code homes need. to be seen as a solution to that issue.

For perimeter-insulated designs in frost areas, of course the ventilatiQn needs to be
minimized/controlled and the vapor barier at grade is essential.

Comment 4: Foundation Plans Part 3285-Summary; Subpar D-Foundations (p.21501 , column 1); and
3285.3 Subpar D-Foundations (p. 21523 , column 1):

The simplest solution to issues of various pier size/spacings with regard to varous home setup
instructions and soil conditions is to follow the methods of existing model building codes for
conventional construction" provisions. Specifically, select an allowable bearing value for soilthat is

safe for the vast majority of building sites, be it 1000 of 1500 psf (these values could always be
overrdden by a licensed professional). This is assuming that these are permanent footings are on
excavations per conventional model code construction, or onto an excavated crawl-space of a proper soil
bearing surface. This soil bearing value is then utilized for creation of the manufacturers ' setup manuals
to address this maximum soil loading for supports (as they already do now for a varety of soil vahIes),
as well as comply with all other aspects of the proposed standards. Thus a home installed according to a
necessarily complying setup manual wil then comply with the proposed Model Installation Standards, at
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least as far as support locations and pad sizes. A model prescriptive standard for supports should only
apply for those cases where a manufactUrer s setup manual is somehow unavailable, such as perhaps for
the relocation of a home. However it is always preferable that the manufacturer provides that
information in all cases, as they know the specifcs of each home construction and requirements of
support. Of course a mechanism should to be in place so that if stronger soils can be proven, or if snow
loads exceed prescriptive parameters, then allowable loadings and pad sizes could be adjusted by a
licensed professional accordingly.

In the worst case , perimeter support of manufactured homes could always default to the existing
model code "conventional construction" miimum staridard of a continuous footing 12" wide by 12"
deep for one-story, and 15" wide and 18" deep for two story, as manufactured home perimeters always
have an equal or lower perieter loading than does "conventional construction . Lenders and mortgage
underwriters generally want to see "conventional" (permanent perimeter) foundations, and so wil be
comfortable with this design. There is no reason why the combination of the manufacturer s setup

- manual and a properly attached perimeter foundation cannot create the best, most effcient, and most
appropriate permnent foundation for a manufactured home, while complying with all aspects of the
Model Installation Standards. -

However there is a reason why current setup manuals do not comply with both MHCSS and the
Model Installation Standards, even though many of them are essentially doing that now with regard to
these support issues. This reason is the height of the home setup. The setup manuals are made with the
assumption that the home wil be anchored with tiedowns, not with a f undation. Accordingly the
manuals typically dictate that a pier cannot be over 3' tall (due to typical tiedown geometry
reql,irements), whereas an engineered or conventional foundation can safely support that home at twice
that height. Thus the setup manuals should acknowledge that a home can be set higher, if the lateral
suppprt system is designed for that. This contradiction of allowable heights should not cause problems
but it frequently does. So for a case ofraising a home for flood mitigation or higher piers because of a
sloping site, building offcials wil sometimes not permit an engineered permanent foundation at that
height, because the setup manual dictates a lower maximum pier height. 

What Building Officials increasingly insist upon (at least in California) is a graphical foundation
plan, as opposed to a table of support sizes and spacings as is typically in a setup manual, because they
do not want their staff to be responsible for any potential misinterpretations of such tables. These
offcials refuse to accept the typical setup tables anymore, and reject permit applications for homes set
on private property unless a legitimate foundation plan, drawn to scale, is submitted. This is a real
permitting hurdle that the industry needs to address. Always putting this burden back onto a private
C0l1sultant wil produce inconsistent and potentially very expensive results. This would be a setback for
both consumer confidence in manufactured housing and in the cost effciency of the permanent
foundations.

As the manufacturer is the only one that knows the specific support requirements for a paricular
home , especially for the mariage line, the manufacturer should then provide at least such a foundation
plan, based upon the safe allowable soil loadings determned by BU, alost just as they do now withthe pier tables in setup manuals. 
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Private licensed professionals should then design lateral support and anchoring requirements due
to wind, seismic , and even flood forces , just as state approvals for foundations are done now. Perieter
support could either be the minimum required per the manufacturer, with a continuous perimeter
foundation as a standard default. The only way to get effcient and consistent installation compliance
with both the Model Installation Standards and the manufacturer s support requirements, is to require
manufacturers to t*e responsibility for the vertical support of their own designs (that they have
engineered already anyway), and provide foundation plans with all pier locations and minimum pad
sizes specified and drawn to scale, in a graphical format serviceable for both the permit process and the
foundation layout at the jobsite. Why not? The homes are all computer-drawn anyway. It is a simple
extension to create a scaled foundation drawing from geometrical/structural data aleady created in
electronic format for each home manufactured. Safe default soil loadings would always be used, unless
overrdden by a local professional (as is the standard practice now). These foundation plans would save
cost on both the permtting process and the foundation layout and constrction.

Asking another private engineer to entirely reinvent the wheel for each home installation, and
show specific compliance with generalized federal standards, is takig a big step backwards in
effciency and use of technology, while putting an additional unnecessary expense onto the homebuyer.
It also wil produce inconsistent results that wil tend to create unnecessarily expensive foundations.
Please keep in mind that these comments are coming from such a consulting engineer, and I have seen
many examples of what designs are produced when the designers have no incentive to save money other
than on liability insurance. Consistent federal design parameters that include graphical design
information from manufacturers can provide safe consistent results. Even if conservative values are
utilized, this wil save consumers money on permanent foundations and home loans, while increasing
the use of the cost-effcient housing that HU-Code homes provide.
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Public Comment
Phase: Proposed Rule

Com /Grou /Association Name: Minute Man Anchors , Inc.
Author Date (mm/dd/yyyy): 05-05-2005

Effective Date:

I am attaching a letter sent to Mark Nunn
Manufactured Housing Institute , on May 5, 2005. The

Comment: contents of the letter expressed our concerns with the
proposed standards. We are submitting these
concerns for your review. Yours , Jim Wilson
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May 5 , 2005

Dear Mark

As we discussed during our phone conversation on May 5 2005 , we have several
concerns with the HU proposed installation standards. We would appreciate your
review and response to 'our concerns.

Our fIrst COncern centers on the definitions and subsequent use of the words "Labeled"
Listed or Certified"

Under Section 3285.5 the "Labeled" definition states that "a label, symbol or other
jdentifying mark of a naticmally recognized testing laboratory, inspection agency or other
organization concerned with product evaluation that IJintains periodic inspection of
production of labeled equipment or materials, and by whose labeling is indicated
compliance with nationally recognized standards or tests to determne suitable usage in a
specified manner . Subsequent usage of the definition as exhibited in 3285.303.
3285.308 would lead one to believe that to have a manufactured pier meet the standard
would require contracting, on an ongoing basis with an agency, such as RACO , to
maintain product approval. Your interpretation of this was that the pier would meet the
HU standard as long as the pier had been tested by a nationally recognized thid pary
testing agency and was labeled with the appropriate load bearing and safety factor
informtion. Please review and let me know your assessment. (Note: ' Section 3285. 303.
says that manufactured piers must be listed or labeled while Section 3285.385 says that
manufactured piers must be listed and labeled.

The defmition of "Listed or Certifed" in section 3285.5 is very simlar to the defmition
of "Labeled" except that it requires that an approved product be on a published list. Once
again our concern is that it would also require the contracting of an agency, such as
RAADCO, on a continuing basis to maintain product approval status rather than using a
nationally recogned thid party testing agency for a onetime approval. (Note: Section
3285.402a states that ground anchors must be listed but also recogTes the one time
approval process). As we discussed you were under the impression that the listing
referred to product identification, such as our head marking which curently shows



manufacturer, type of anchor and soil classification that the anchor can be used in. Agai
please review and let us know.

Our final concern is over the zinc coating of anchors and stabilizers. We feel that it would
be appropriate to use the zinc coating in Zone 3 (coastal areas) but allow the use of an
alternative coating in all other areas.

Should you have any questions or require more detail on the above topics please feel free
to contact me at 800-438-7277. My e-mail addressisjwilson(gminutemanproducts.com.

Sincerely,

Jim Wilson
Plant Manager
Minute Man Anchors, Inc.

cc: Abbie Moreno
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Public Comment
Phase : Proposed Rule

Com /Grou /Association Name: South Dakota Manufactured Housing Association
Author Date (mm/dd/yyyy): 06-27-2005

Effective Date:
We are in agreement with MHl's letter in reference to
docket number FR-4928- 01 HUD 2005-0006. The
one concern we have is ther requirement of piers or
frost-free foundations in a rental community. We
understand in talking with finance companies that they
will not provide financing for these which will then the
cost the homeowner. We fail to understand the need

t for 
such a requirement when most of the soil and theommen: site areas are designed 

to support the home without
below frost-sets. The state of South Dakota has
already established installation standards for setting
home in rental communities that require the home be
installed in accordance to manufacturer
specifications. The net result will be unnecessary
additional expense and create a large barrier to the
niche of affordable housing.
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Public Comment
Phase : Proposed Rule

Com /Grou l Association Name: Wyoming Housing AI liance
Author Date (mm/dd/yyyy): 06-27-2005 

Effective Date: 
We are opposed to the proposed rules for a number of

Comment: reasons. I've attached a detailed list of our concerns.
Thank you.
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The Wyomig Housing Alliance , representing the manufactured housing industry in
Wyomig, Board of Directors met on June 21 st and unanimously endorsed the following

comments regarding the proposed rules for Manufactured Housing Installation Model
Standards. 
We believe that there are two extremely important issues that relate to political
aspects of the proposed rule. These are critical issues affecting: 1) the MHCC
reviewing/updating of the model installation standard; and, 2) the enforcement of
the standard in default states (preemptive nature).

. The model installation standard should not be codified under new federal regulation
24 CFR 3285 and be inserted as a subpart of24 CFR 3280.
21499/1/2
21499/ 1 / 4
21517 / 3/ Part 3285

. The model standard should be preemptive in default states and not permt the default
state, or its municipalities, to establish more stringent requirements for home installation.
21500 / 1 / 3
21518/2/3285.1(c)(2)

Other issues of concern are the following:

Pier configurations over 36" in height should not require mortared assemblies unless
manufacturer s manual specifies otherwise.
21528/3/3285.306(b)
21529/2/3285.306(c)

. Placement of footings in freezing climates (below frost line) with exceptions for
floating slabs and insulated foundation systems designed per ASCE 32 needs revision to
more realistic performance-based language.
21502 / 2 / 4 
21506/ 2/ 6
21506/ 3/8
21510/3/5
21512/ 2 / 2
21531 / - /3285.310 Figure A
21536/1/3285.312(c)
21545 / 1 / 3285.404

. Permt states or local governents to impose requirements for homes on permanent
foundations in accordance with local governing codes as long as the design exceeds the
model standard, and not limit mortgage lenders to establish fmancing eligibility
requirements or underwriting standards that provide greater protection than the model
standard (completely opposite to the MHCC draft standard performance-based language
for permanent foundation design by manufacturers or PEs).
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21502 / 3 / 2
21509 /1 / 4
21509 / 1 / 5
21511 / 1 / 4
21538/ 1/3285.314(a)
. All anchoring equipment (ground anchors, straps, stabilizer plates, etc.) should not be
required to be zinc-coated (0.3 ozlftz per square foot area) and be permtted to use
equivalent corrosion protection as stipulated in HUD Code section 3280.306(g).
21512/1/1 - anchors
21512/1/ 4 - stabilzer plates
21539/2/ 3285.402(a)(1) - anchors
21539/3/ 3285.402(a)(2) - anchor straps
21543/ 2/3285.402(b)(3)(ii) - stabilier plates

. All hinged roofs (regardless of wind zone location, roof pitch and heating vent/roof
penetrations) shouldbe applicable under the model installation standard. 
21504 / 3 / 2
21512/ 3 / 5
21554 / 1 / 3285.801(f)

. The pocket penetrometer should be included as an acceptable method to determe soil
bearing capacity.
21508 / 3/1

. The model standard should not include requirements for a nationally recognized ground
anchor assembly test protocol (the MHCC Subcommitteellnstallation is presently
developing such a test protocol for HU' s consideration).21501 / 3 / 2 
21503 /1/1

. HU should not provide a nationally recognized test protocol to list/certify proprietar
foundation support systeI,ll , and permit the MHCC to develop such a test protocol.21509 / 2/ 3 
. Complete home installation, including close-up assembly, should be the responsibility
of the retailer/installer and not the manufactured home producer.
21499/2/3
21499 / 3/ 2

21499/3/3
21500/1/4

. Maintain status quo with regard to the model standard implementing any seismic
criteria for home installation as this is better left to individual states,to determe.
21500 / 2 / 5
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. The MHCC-developed figures and tables for mating line pier supports should be
retained for minimum guidance to the installer (manufacturer s manuals by DAPIA
approval and state-based installation standards by HU approval wil equal or exceed, so
not necessary to supply specific figures in model standard for mating line piers).
21510/2/6

. Model standard should permt the use of ABS stabilizer plates that have been listed or
certified by a national recognized testing protocol.
21512!-1 / 4
21543/2/3285.4029b)(3)(ii)

. The current methodes) for ABS footing pad approval should maintain status quo (a
specific standard for acceptance should not be included in the model standard as none
exists).
21510/3/4

. The model standard is not entirely clear that manufacturers , or other PEs, may perform
alternate designs for materials, components or assemblies, as long as they follow the
basic design assumptions provided by the model standard.
21501 / 2 / 2
21501 / 3 / 6
21506 / 2 / 5
21509 / 2/ 2
21511 / 3 / 5
21512 / 1 / 3

. Flood hazard requirements for home installations should be in accordance with either
the local authority having jurisdiction or the National Flood Insurance Program (the
model standard makes both all inclusive no matter what the circumstance).
21520/1/3285.101(d)(1)

. There is no need to require model-specific home plan criteria, such as appropriate utility
connections or mating line anchorage requirements, for every conceivable single
multi-section home available (must be some reliance on the manufacturer s installation
manual for model-specific home designs as the model standard is the miimum necessaryrequirements). 
21058/ 1/3
21511 / 3 / 2

. Elimiate some of the "laundry list" items that might possibly lead to moisture build-up
underneath the home as some items could be due to other factors not necessarily related
to improper drainage of the home site.
21521 /2/ 3285.203(a) 



. Model standard should not specify that "minor tears" in the bottom board should be
repaired as this is left to open interpretation (it is best to require any tear in the bottom
board to be repaied).

21501 / 1 / 2
21523/1/3285.204(c)(3)

. Steel reinforcement specifcations for cast-in-place concrete footings are not necessary
for the model standard (these are specified by the manufacturer and would exceed the
minimum standard requirements).
21502 /2/ 4

. There is no reason for the model standard requiring a professional engineer or architect
to be consulted for site preparation if the manufacturer s manual does not cover this
reinstallation consideration (could substantially raise the cost of site preparation for the
retaier/installer).
21506 / 2/ 2

. The model standard should not require any installation to remove a minimum 6" of
ground surface to place footings on undisturbed soil.
21508 / 2 / 6

. Installer must provide adequate drainage of water runoff from gutters and/or
downspouts (if installed on the home) at the installation site.
21501/1 / 2 '

. The manufacturer does not necessarily have to revise its installation manual to be
consistent with the model standard format (as long as DAPIA approves that the manual
equal or exceeds the model standard, the format should not matter).
21501/2/25

. The proposed rule already specifies that manufactured home piers , other than concrete
block or steel jack stand , be listed and labeled for the intended use (no reason to provide,
a laundry list of requirements to meet).
21509/3/1

. The three options for using shims to fill gaps while leveling the home should be
optional requirements (curently appears to be all inclusive without an " " after each
option).
21509 / 3 / 6
21528/2/3285.304(c)

. HU should include the MHCC recommendation for providing bay window
installations under the model installation standard (simlar to the model standard covering
all types of higed roofs).
21512 / 3 / 5



. Home construction items such as frame bonding, panel boxes and feeder requirements
are par of the HU Code requirements and should be omitted from the model
installation standard (these items could be model specific and it is not possible to have a
minimum standard that covers every conceivable condition).
21504 /2/ 6 
Respectfully submitted

Laurie Urbigkit
Executive Director

, Wyoming Housing Alliance
O. Box 1493

Riverton WY 82501
(307) 857-6001

cc:WyHA BoardofDirectors
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June 27 , 2005

Regulations Division
Office of General Counsel
Room 10276
Department of Housing and Urban Development
451 Seventh Street, SW 
Washington , DC 20410-0500

Re: Docket No. FR-4928- 01; HUD-2005-0006
RIN Number 2502-A125
Model Manufactured Home Installation Standards

Clayton Homes respectfully submits comments in response to the notice of proposed
rulemaking, as provided in the Federal Register of April 26 , 2005 , (70 FR 21497-
21559). . 

Clayton Homes and its subsidiaries make up a vertically integrated manufactured
housing company with 32 manufacturing plants , 390 company-owned stores , more than
1,400 independent retailers , 83 manufactured housing communities and subdivisions
and financial services operations that provide mortgage services for more than 400 000
customers and insurance protection for 135, 000 familes.

Model Manufactured Home Installation Standard 24 CFR 3285

We believe that the federal model installation standard should not be codified under 24
CFR 3285 , but instead should become subpart of 24 CFR 3280. By codifying the
installation standard under Part 3285 , the MHCC will riot be privy and involved (120-day
comment period prior to publication) with any proposed change by HUD in the future.
The MHCC is the entity Congress specifically assigned to develop the installation'
standard, Accordingly, Congress fully intended for the MHCC to be directly involved in
its continued maintenance and updating. As currently proposed , HUD has to only
provide the MHCC review period for construction and safety standards. In the definition
for manufactured home (page 21520), HUD has embraced the fact that Part 3285 is for
installation standards and Part 3280 is construction and safety standards.

Construction/assembly of the home and installation of the home go hand-in-hand. There
should be no distinction in the federal regulations at 24 CFR 3280. This is similar to
other private sector building codes where the code contains the design and construction
requirements for the residential home in addition to any installation criteria that must be
followed to complete the home. There should be no differentiation in the federal
manufactured housing program between construction/assembly and installation. HUD
will provide oversight for both components , so two separate documents (regulations) are
not necessary for construction and installation.
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Under' the current 24 CFR 3282. , the Alternate Construction (AC) process , as an
extension of installation atthe site , is used to ascertain that home installation conforms
to local governing building code practices if the home , when completed , does not
conform to the HUD Code. With respect to the model installation standard , this same
process occurs with the only difference being that the home wil conform to the HUD
Code and its companion model installation standard once installed at the installation site.
It seems ilogical to have the federal mandate for homes not complying with the HUD
Code to meet federal enforcement criteria and have homes that comply with the federal

, installation program outside of the either the current construction (Part 3280) or
enforcement regulations (Part 3282).

HUD Enforcement in Default States

On page 21500 , the proposed rule describes , for the first time , what a default state wil
be under the installation program. Under the MHIA 9623(c)(11), states have as-year
window of opportunity to develop and implement their own state installation program
through state legislature. If a state determines that they neither have the manpower or
the money to sustain a complete state installation program , then the state can cede its
authority over to HUD , thus becoming a "default state." Essentially, a state has given up
its right to establish and implement its own installation program.

HUD intends to permit a state or municipalities to establish more stringent requirements
for the installation of HUD Code homes , as long as they meet/exceed the model
standard. Any default state should be preempted from establishing more stringent
requirements over and above what the model installation standard provides. States had
a 5-year period beginning December 28 , 2000 to enact an installation program that
includes an installation standard. HUD would now permit any state or municipality to
disregard the MHIA's provisions , waitand implement whatever they desire after the 5-
year period ends , and circumvent the MHIA's requirements.

This essentially would permit "local jurisdictions" to enforce more stringent requirements
for home installation over and above what HUD would enforce as the minimum
requirements for default states. This could possibly be a way for local jurisdictions to
zone out" HUD Code homes in certain areas under their realm if they make installation
requirements unreasonable for the community owner or individual tenant/homeowner to
bear the initial cost. HUD's default state installation standard should be preemptive
similar to its status on design and construction of homes under 24 CFR 3280.

Technical Concerns

There are several technical concerns that we bring forward for comment.

Mortared Pier Configurations (page 21528-21529; 3285.306(b)-(c))
These sections for pier configurations over 36 inches in height require a mortared
assembly unless otherwise specified in the manufacturer s instructions. This is
completely opposite of what was submitted by the MHCC. The MHCC stated
that mortar is not required for double-stacked piers unless required bv the
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man ufacturer. This requirement could conceivably cause unnecessary mortared
piers if the manufacturer s manual is silent on whether mortar is required , and
then the model installation standard would require mortar in all instances. This
same concern also applies to one caption in Figure B to 93285.306.

In all likelihood , a pier greater than 80 in height wil requir a mortared
assembly. However, that is something that may not be in the manufacturer
instructions since a registered design professional (PE) can determine support'
system design. The last sentence of this section should be deleted as it serves
no useful purpose and the PE design wil specify whether mortar is required or

Placement of Footings in Freezing Climates (pages 21502 21510 and
21512; 3285.312(c))
The MHCC draft model installation standard included insulated foundations as a
method to enable pier footing installations above frost line depth. This can be
found in the ryHCC draft model standard at Section 6. 3. The basic intent was
to include insulated skirting as an insulated foundation system , thus the reason
the MHCC draft included a provision for cross-ventilation of the space under the
home. In the proposed rule at 93285.312(c)(3), this statement was deleted and
replaced with any system must be designed by a registered PE and conform to
ASCE 32. This mandatory reference to ASCE 32 may effectively eliminate any
type of insulated skirting system from being used to permit pier footings to be
above the frost line.

By requiring a PE design (acceptable), and to make any system subject to ASCE
32 requirements (not acceptable), essentially eliminates insulated skirting
materials from ever being used. ASCE 32 is for foundation systems composed
of a basement, a slab , or a crawl space with a perimeter foundation wall.
Insulated skirtings , with typical piers and footings , may not be applicable to
ASCE 32. There is no problem with ASCE 32 being used as an optional
reference standard , but HUD made it mandatory in all instances , thus requiring a
permanent-type foundation for every home where pier footings or slabs are
installed above frost depth.

Footnote 1 of 3285.310 Figure A requires all footings to extend below frost depth.
This is contradictory to 93285.312 (c), where insulated foundation systems may
permit footings at grade in frost areas. The footnote should reference section
93285.312(c) for footing depths. This same comment also applies to Figure B.

There have been tests/reports performed on frost protected foundations for HUD
Code homes and skirting materials. The reports referenced below have been
supplied to the departmenttrom MHI , and should be reviewed in determining
whether it is necessary for all foundation systems in freezing climates to require
conformance to ASCE 32. 
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Manufactured Home Foundations Desiqn for Seasonallv Frozen Ground
Progressive Engineering, Incorporated (PEl), Goshen , IN , June 14 , 1996.
2. OH MHA: Manufactured Home Movement - Lancaster. OH PEl , July 2000 -
2001.
3. OH MHA: Manufactured Home Movement - Circleville. OH , PEl , November
2000 - 2001.

4. OH MHA: Manufactured Home Movement - Circleville. OH , PEl , September
2000 - 2001.

As an alternative to making ASCE 32 an optional reference standard or revising
93285.312(c) to the original MHCC language submitted on December 2003 , we
agree with the following MHI suggested performance-based language asa
substitute Footinqs placed in freezinq climates must be desiqned and installed
usinq methods and practices that prevent the effects of frost heave in
accordance with the manufactured home desiqn and the requirements of the
Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standards (Part 3280):

Permanent Foundation Systems (21502, 21509 and 21511; 3285.314(a))
Section 3285.314 should state what is being referred to under this section. The
described text of the proposed rule seems to be more in line with 93285.314(b).
The first two sentences of this section are mainly commentary and provide no
information on how or what to use when designing permanent foundation support .
systems for HUD Code homes. They should be deleted in their entirety. The
first is in conflict with HUD's preemption for default states to not require more
stringent requirements than that contained in the model standard. The model
standard should make no mention of anything concerning how mortgage lenders
or others can establish financing eligibiliy requirements for permanent 
foundations. This is for the financial institutions to decide and this standard
needs to stay focused on the MHIA's premise , to provide a model installation
standard. Financing options for the model standard are outside the scope of the
MHIA and should be deleted.

The original MHCC recommendation stated the obvious. "Designs for permanent
foundations (such as basements , crawl spaces , or load-bearing perimeter
foundations) may be permitted to be obtained from the home manufacturer, or
designed by a registered professional engineer or architect , and constructed
in accordance with local building code requirements." This is the proper

' '

performance-based language for any section on permanentfoundations.

Should the department stil not finalize the MHCC language , below is
performance-based language that can be used as an alternate The placement
of a manufactured home on a permanent foundation must be in accordance with
state requirements, installed in accordance with their listinq bv a nationallv
recoQnized testinq aQencv based on nationallv recoQnized test protocol. or
installation in accordance with the manufacturer s approyed permanent
foundation installation instructions: and in all cases based on the home s desiqn
and the load requirements of the Manufactured Home Construction and Safety
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Standards (Part 3280) " This is performance-based language that the MHCC
developed at its May 25 , 2005 conference call. We agree with this type of
performance language if the original MHCC language submitted in December
2003 is not appropriate for federal regulations. 

Permanent foundation requirements would be specific to the installationsite in
' question , see page 21509. With an approved state-based installation program
the LAHJ will require the permanent foundation systems to meet the local
governing building codes. This has been the case for years and there is no
compellng reason to change the current path. HUD's enforcement of an 
installation program in default states should provide the same. The MHCC draft
provided the mechanism to cover this topic. It stated that when a permanent
foundation system is contemplated , the design would need to follow accepted
engineering practice , be designed by the manufacturer or professional engineer
and in conformance with local governing building codes. It is appropriate to re-
insert this language in 93285.314 to alleviate the concern. 

All Hinged Roofs to be Applicable (page 21504 and 21512; 3285.801 (f))
Hinged roofs are not subject to AC letters or On-Bite Completion when only in
Wind Zone " limited to a 7:12 roof pitch , and do not have any flue penetration
above the hinge. The model standard should be extended to cover any hinged
roof regardless of wind zone , roof pitch or flue penetration. This is a normal
construction sequence that is occurring more and more frequently for HUD Code
home installations.

The manufacturer can provide instailation instructions for hinged roofs that
conform to the HUD Code. These instructions would require DAPIA approval.
This is no different than providing installation instructions for marriage
line/crossover connections , alternate ground anchor assembly spacing that
meets/exceeds the model installation standard , or close-up details for multi-
section homes.

This option of placing hinged roofs under the model installation standard would
save considerable money with regarc:j to IPIA inspection under the on-site
completion rule , and considerable time under the AC letter process. This is not a
new form of HUD Code assembly and it has been performed for years. Time has
shown that industry can treat hinged roofs as installation set-up without
departmental oversight. 
On page 21504 , this same suggestion for the model standard to cover all hinged
roof applications is covered. A hinged roof should be treated as construction of
the home s roof assembly and subject to the requirements of the HUD Code.
Once these hinged roofs are placed , they would have to conform to the HUD
Code. This would be evident for hinged roofs in all Wind Zones , and not just
Wind Zone I as HUD has specified in the proposed rule. As long as a hinged
roof , ih any Wind Zone , under any condition complies with the HUD Code after
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installation , it should not be subject to either on-site completion or an AC letter. If
the hinged roof after installation fails to meet the HUD Code , then AC letters
should be required.

. '

Model Standard Should Include the Pocket Penetrometer (page 21508;
3285.202) 
The various methods to determine soil bearing capacity and classification 'have
been deleted in lieu of accepted engineering practice. One such method , the
pocket penetrometer, is a common method to determine soil bearing capacity. It
also is accepted in many states throughout the country as an appropriate
method. It seems reasonable to permit the LAHJ to accept any method they feel
is adequate. Therefore , it is suggested that S3285 202(a)(1) be" modified to'
permit the LAHJ to accept any method as follows: Soil tests. Soil tests that are
in accordance with generally accepted engineering practice; a pocket
penetrometer or other method acceptable to the LAHJ ; or.

Shim Use for Home Leveling Purposes (page 21509 and 21528; 3285.304(c))
Items (1) through (3) are supposed to be independent of each other. The
standard should include " " after each item for clarification when it comes to
using shims to fil gaps while leveling the home. The manner presented states
that "any combination applies " but without the "or" between each item , it appears
to make them all mandatory in every instance. One interpretation would be that if
you use item (2), item (3) is also necessary since item (2) ends with "and" making
both inclusive.

We would like to express our appreciation to the department for publishing the proposed
rule for development of the model manufactured home installation standard.

If there any questions concerning the above comments , I would be happy to address
them with the department staff.

Sincerely,

Mark Ezzo , P.
CMH Manufacturing, Inc.
Vice President - Engineering

Cc: Mark Nunn , MHI
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As a retailer/installer, I am very concerned that this proposed installation standard
places a disproportionate responsibility on installation. It is very important that
construction/manufacturing activities not be distanced from the installation process.
Manufacturers have substantial control over design and construction, as well as who isretailing (hence installng) their homes. 

Since the manufacturers design and construct the house, who better to direct the
on-site completion of it, including designig suitable foundations? Please remember that
this is supposed to be an affordable sector of residential constrction. Making the
installer" and others (engineers & architects unrelated to the designluild process)

responsible for fmal completion is counterproductive.
Most projects have more than one player in the install process (i.e. site

preparation, erecting foundations , installation of house upon it, mechanicals, etc.). Many
times there is no clear-cut single "installer . Manufacturers I?ust be included in the final
project.

If the standard is adopted as proposed, our fIrm wil definitely be forced to move
, away from HU code housing. The responsibility/liability does not correlate withthe

rewards.
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HUD and MHCC are to be commended for their efforts
to develop an installation standard. I think it is a good
start , but the proposal should include a few more
provisions related to flood , wind and seismic hazard
resistance. I have some specific comments (attached),

, which are submitted from me as an individual , not as a
representative of an organization. The comments are
based in large part on my working on NFPA 225
installation standard committees (Administration
Structural , Correlating) for the past few years. Finally, I

Comment: would like to state that while the proposed rule is a
good start, it is a work in progress , and I do not think
HUD should allow the rule to preempt state and local
governments that wish to adopt installation standards
that exceed the minimum requirements in 3285.
Installation standards, unlike standards related to the
home construction, do not need to be entirely uniform
across all states and jurisdictions. Site conditions Vary
widely, and state and local governments should be
able to develop installation standards that reflect those
variable conditions. Thank you. Chris Jones , P.
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C)7-

Federal Register 3280 and 3285 Model Manufactured Hom Installation Standards -
Comments on proposed rule.

Comments on questions asked in preamble:
21509

It is not practical to anticipate every possible setup that may be utilized on site and
therefore I do not feel that the manufactures should be required to provide basement set
or permanent foundation set insttuctions in addition to tie down sets., However, each
home should have at least one viable setup instructions provided and approved by the
DAPIA. When a plant offers a true basement design with an openig for stais at least
one basement installation design should be provided.

It would be advisable for the Model Installation Standards to provide for the uniform
testing of alternative type foundation and anchorage systems.

, The standard should add that steel caps shall be protected from corrosion by a minimum
of 10 mil of exterior use paiL 
Recommend adopting the language from the 1997 SBC appendix H ' 'Testing anchors " as

a recognized test protocol. This code references that test shall be conducted in
accordance with ASTM A 370. Soil classifications shall be determned in accordance
with ASTM D 2487.

21522: Recommend modifying the minimum ground slope to 6" in first 10' to be
consistent with the IRC and allow variances within the longer length of 10'

21528:
3285.304(b) (2): This cap wordingis not consistent with that of which is called out in the
figures. As worded now this section would require a 4" thick steel cap, which should be
rew rd to state "or Jj thick steel"
3285.304(c)(1): Minimum shi size should be revised to 8"x16" which is the size of the

. block. It does not appear that a 4x6" shim would provide adequate bearing strength. 

3285.306(b) What is a comer pier and why should it always be constructed out of double
blocks? The last sentence should be revised to state that "Mortar is NOT required for
concrete block piers unless otherwise specified in the manufactlier installation
instructions. "

21524 & 21537: Recommend removing footing configuration layout designs of stacked
footers. Stacked footers layouts should be considered an alternate setup and be design
by other PE as such. Adding these layouts to the Model Installation Standards would
complicate the standard and may result in poor founda ion performances. Typically
constrction is performed using 2' x2' pre-cast concrete pads.



9:;

21529 Figure A: Remove steel from 2"x8"x16" and add line W'x8"x16" steel to pier cap
specifications, Add 90% compaction to "controlled fill in footer note to be consistent
with proposed text.

21530 Figure B to 3285.306: Revise 80" max pier height to 67" max. tie down chars
provided in this standard are limited to 67" and therefore pier designs higher then 67"
would require independent engineering designs. Add steel pier cap per item above to be
consistent with figure A. Recommend adding note to figure that footer must extend
below frost lie or meet .312. 
3285.309: Revise "top of the footing" to read "top of grade . Footer maybe several feet
below grade due to frost line and thus measuring location should be grade rather then
footer.

21531 Figure A to 3285.310 & 21532 Figure B: Note 3 states that Single stack concrete
block piers must not exceed 10,000 lbs. This appears to greatly exceed the capacity of a
single dry stack block which would have a capacity of approximately 5725#. I think the.
standard should specify the maximum capacity of dry stack blocks for both single and
double configuration based on the capacity of standard strctural CMU' s of .
approximately 5725# and 11,450# respectively.

21533 section 3285.311(a) & Figure A on page 21534: Remove wood stoves from the
list of items which require additional support blocking. Wood stoves have not been used
in manufactured homes for many years. Revise footnote 4 to figure A by replacing
atrium doors with sliding glass doors to maintain consistency with text on .311(a).

21540: The word "Alternative" should be removed from the last sentence. This Standard
does not provide designs for longitudinal anchors and therefore these anchors must be
designed by others. 
21543: Note 2: "Diagonal ties must be attached to the top flange of the chassis beam 

prevent rotation of the beam" should be removed. There are other ways to prevent
rotation of the I beam including cross member placement. This sentence would make the
far beam method impractical since the strap would interfere with bottom board , duct
work, plumbing and other in floor equipment. The sentence should be reword to state:
When strap is attached to bottom of I beam, the I beam must be design to prevent

rotation

21544 Table 2 footnote 12. Recommend removal of the fist sentence of this note which
does not prQvide additional useful design guide. information.

21544 Table 2 add to foot notes: Maximum force into vertical tiedown based on table is
1640lbs. This is the maximum tension in the vertical strap as a result of the tie down
cales. in the table. This note is important to properly size sidewall strap attachment
components and brackets, many of which may be installed on-site as approved by theStates. 



21547: 3285.505 (d) remove "metal" from covering requirement. This language would
not allow alternate materials which may perform equal or better then metal.

215543285.801(f) This section is implying new rules and requirements currently not in
3280. The on-site work required in wind zone 2 & 3 , as well as that required for roof
slopes greater than 7/12 is similar to that required in wind zone 1. This section should be
deleted from this standard.

3285. 803(c): This section should be revised or deleted. PV A adhesives should not be
required for on-site fastening shipped loose panels. Standard drywall fastening does not
require adhesive and thus there is no reason for this excessive prescriptive requirement.
When the home has been design utilizing a structural adhesive for wall panels the
requirement should be specified in the installation instructions of the particular home
manufacturer. Remove figures to 3285.803.

Respectfully,

John Weldy, P.
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide comment on the proposed standard. We feel proper
installation is critical to the successful performance of manufactured homes particularly
when exposed to natural hazards.

FEMA acknowledges and appreciates RUD' s recognition and incorporation offlood-resistant
provisions and flood hazard areas in the Model Installation Standards.

COMMENT #1
For installations in flood hazard areas , the National Flood Insurance Program s performance
expectation; which is reflected in all local floodplain management regulations/ordinances , is that
manufactured homes wil be installed on foundations that are "designed and adequately anchored
to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement of the structure resulting from hydrodynamic
and hydrostatic loads, including the effects of buoyancy. COMMENT: this language should
be captured in Subpar D Foundation (3285.302) rather than in 3285. 101(d). Whle 93285. 101
requires the installer to determe if flood hazards affect the site, it is more appropriate that more
explicit design considerations be articulated in the section on foundations. This is paricularly
important in order to recognize those states and communities that, in recognition of the
vulnerability of manufactured home installations to flood damage, adopt regulations that exceed
the minimum NFP requirements.

COMMENT #2
The proposed Model Installation Standard applies only to installation of new manufactured
homes. COMMENT: In order to provide equivalent protection to consumers , it would seem
reasonable to require installers to comply with this standard when relocating a home that was
installed under the standard. 

COMMENT #3
It is important that the Model Installation Standard recogne that adequate installations include
siting, supporting, stabilizing and anchoring" and that there are site-specific conditions that the

installer must identify prior to installation in order to install manufactured homes properly,
notably whether a site is subject to mapped flood hazards. The proposed standad makes

. valuable progress towards this objective. COMMENT: Although this "responsibility is charged
to installers " it is recommended that manufacturers be required either (a) to clearly include
flood-resistant considerations in their foundation specifications (and state the conditions under
which the specifications are applicable in terms of specifc ranges of velocities , depths, and wave
action); or (b) clearly state that their foundation specifications do not address flood loads ,and
shall not be used in flood hazard areas.

COMMENT #4
In several places the Model Installation Standard recognies that States and local jurisdictions
may have more strigent installation standards. However, Subpar B refers only the LAHJ and
to NFP' s regulations. In order to paricipate in the NFP, Local floodplain management
regulations/ordiances must meet the miimum requirements of the NF and be approved by
the NFP. COMMENT: Because of local conditions and past flood damage experience , many
states and localities have adopted floodplain management requirements that are more stringent
than the NFP' s minimum requirements. Installers should be aware that the more
restrctive/stringent standards shall govern. This can best be accomplished by modifying the text
in 93285. 101(d) as follows:

FEMA on HUD Model Installation Standards (6-27-2005)



93285. 101 (d) General elevation and foundation requirements. 
(1) Method and

practices. Manufactured homes located wholly or partly within special flood hazard
areas must be installed using methods and practices that minimize flood damaged during
the base flood including elevation of the lowest floor with respect to the design flood
elevation and stabilitv of the foundation for anticipated conditions and loads
accordance with the LAH, 44 CPR 60.3(a) through (e), as applicable, and other
provisions of 44 CPR referenced by those paragraphs.

COMMENT #5
Ht invited comments concerning "whether manufacturer installation instructions should
provide that when general site conditions are not covered by the installation instructions, a
professional engineer or registered architect must be consulted. COMMENT: Yes , because
flood loads vary significantly as a function of depth, velocity, rate of rise, wave impacts, and
debris impacts, it is important that foundations either be pre-designed for a specific range of
flood loads or be designed for site specific conditions.

COMMENT #6
HO asked whether there is a need to reference other standards for recreational vehicles and
recreational park traiers. COMMENT: The installation standard is silent on recreational
vehicles and park traiers , except in the definition of "manufactured home." It would be
appropriate for the standard to apply when such units are placed on a site for more than 180 days
unless the State or LAHJ has a more restrctive time period or other definition.

COMMENT #7
HO asked whether manufacturers who design homes to be installed on perimeter or permanent
foundations should be required to provide DAPIA-approved installation instructions. The Model
Installation Standards 93285.314 currently specify that permanent foundations , if not available
from the manufacturer or covered by the local building code, shall be designed. COMMENT:
Instructions for permanent installation should be clearly state that compliance is required with
the building codes and standards adopted by the applicable State orLAHJ, otherwise , the
permanent foundation designs and installation instructions should be DAPIA-approved.

COMMENT #8
HO specifically invited comment on the "established requirements for the design of pier and
footing foundations as well as alternative, perimeter, and permanent foundation designs and
proprietary-type foundation systems. COMMENT: The design requirements for piers and
footing foundations should address minimum elevation of the lowest floor and site-specific flood
loads. HO should more clearly state that when used in flood hazard areas , additional
consideration must be given to assure that flood loads are included in pier and footing
foundations and other foundation types , including proprietary-type systems , and that the lowest
floor of homes shall be elevated as required by the State or LAHl

COMMENT #9
HU invites comments on manufactured piers and whether the Model Installation Standards
should include other design characteristics or standards. COMMENT: The term "manufactured
pier" is not defined in the standards. Instalation instructions prepared by manufacturers
(whether the home manufacturer or the pier manufacturer) should clearly identify limitations if

FEMA on HUD Model Installation Standards (6-27-2005)
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manufactured piers are used in flood hazard areas where they wil be subject to flood loads due
to depths, velocities , rates of rise, and wave and debris impacts.

COMMENT #10
The term "base flood elevation" is defined and used in 93285. 101. The term "design flood
elevation" is used in 93285.906 but is not defied. COMMENT: The NFP and State and local
regulations/ordinance use "base flood elevation" most commonly, however, ASCE 7, ASCE 24
the I-Codes, NFA 225 , NFA 501 , and NFA 5000 use the term "design flood elevation." In
most communities, the two are equivalent; some states and communities adopt a regulatory flood
elevation that may be higher than that identified by FEMA maps. It is recommended that the
Model Installation Standard define and use "design flood elevation" rather than base flood, as
follows:

Design flood elevation. The elevation of the Design Flood, including wave height.
relative to the datum specified on the LAH' s flood hazard map.

COMMENT #11
The term "lowest floor" is defined to be consistent with the NF, however it is used only in

3285.503(d) related to optional appliances which calls for appliances installed on the home site
to be "anchored and elevated to or above the same elevation as the lowest elevation of the lowest
floor of the home. COMMENT: It is important that the Model Installation Standard clearly
incorporate the concept that manufactured homes in flood hazard areas must be elevated such at
the lowest floor is at or above the design flood elevation (refer to Comment #4).

COMMENT #12
93285.312 requires footings to be placed on undisturbed soil or fill compacted to 90% of
maximum relative density. Fill is often used as a method to elevate sites so that the lowest floors
of manufactured homes are elevated to or above the design flood elevation. COMMENT:
While compaction of fill used to elevate a manufactured home site is an important consideration
there are other considerations that are important so that flood conditions do not adversely affect
the fill. In paricular, it is recommended that fill be sloped and vegetatively protected to
minimie erosion which may undermine the home. This can be accomplished by adding to
93285. 101 as follows (and renumbering):

93285, 101(d) (2) Installation on fill. Fil placed in flood hazard areas in order to elevate
manufactured home sites shall be placed, compacted. and sloped to minimize shifting,
slumping and erosion during the rise and fall of floodwater.

COMMENT #13
The Model Installation Standard addresses optional skirting in 93285.504 and 93285.505
addresses crawlspace ventilation when a perimeter enclosure is installed. COMMENT: The
NF requirements incll!ded in local floodplain management ordinances/regulations specify that
enclosed areas under elevated MF must have flood openigs that allow for the automatic entry
and exit of floodwaters. However, FEMA advises that such openings need not be required in
non-structural vinyl or alumium skiring, Enclosures of other materials should have flood
openings that meet specific requirements related to location and size. 

FEMA on HUD Model Installation Standards (6-27-2005)
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Page/Section Issue Comment

The Summary asks Yes, the Model Installation Stdndards should
Should the Model address seismic safety. Many homes have

p. 21500 Installation Standards been damaged, not by the seismic forces

Summary of 
attempt to set forth acting on the home itself, but by support and

Subpart B minimum installation anchorage systems that could not withstand
requirements or pre- the seismic- induced motions and could not
installation considerations prevent the home from falling off the
to address seismic safety? supports. One way to address this issue is to
If so, how should HUD refer LAHJs and installers of homes in
establish seismic zones seismically active areas to NFPA 225, which
and what minimum incorporates seismic-resistant stabilzing

requirements would be device designs.
included in the Model
Installation Standards?"

The Summar states The As used in par 3285 , this approach ensures
Model Installation that the design and construction of the home
Standards would and the foundation and anchorage, are tied to

p. 21500,
incorporate by reference the lowest common denomiator, and that
the design zone maps neither takes advantage of advances in hazard

Summary of 3285. 102) provided in the identification and design.
Subpart B

MHCSS (24 CFRpart The design and construction of the foundation
3280) to ensure that the and anchoring systems addressed in par 3285
design and construction of should be compatible with the design and
the home s foundation and construction of the home , but should not be
anchorage is compatible restricted or limted by the outdated and
with the design and obsolete design zone maps contained in part
construction of the 3280. Every other national design standard
manufactured home. and code for residential constrction

including NFPA 225 andNFPA 501
reference recent editions of ASCE- for
design loads. The Model Installation
Standards must also do this to achieve
equivalent protection to manufactured homes
and manufactured home residents.

FEMA on HUD Model Installation Standards (6-27-2005)



Page/Section Issue Comment

The Summary states, The Limiting the design of the foundation to the
Model Installation loads the home was designed for (as indicated

p. 21501 Standards would require by the data plate) is inadequate.

Summary of foundations for Manufactured homes are not designed for

Subpar D manufactured home flood loads, but foundation and anchorage
installations to be based systems in flood hazard areas must be.
on site conditions, home Manufactured homes are not (presently)
design features, and the designed for seismic forces but foundation
loads the home was and anchorage systems in areas subject to
designed to withstand as seismic loads must be. This statement (or
evidenced on the home similar statements) is made throughout the
data plate 

(* 

3285.301). Summary and should be revised. The Model
Installation Standards themselves should not
restrict foundation and anchorage design to
those loads considered in manufactured home
design.

The Summary states Support and anchorage must be designed for
When a home s design loads not used (presently) for design of the

p. 21501 configuration difers from home , specifically, flood and seismic loads.

Summary of 
the design limitations Failure to do so wil result in supports and

Subpar D noted in table footnotes anchorages that wil fail unnecessary, and in
manufacturers or design easily preventable damage to homes.
professionals must use the

design loads for which the
home was constructed
(based on the MHCSS) to
design adequate support
and anchorage.

The Summary asks Yes, the Model Installation Standards should
p. 21502 Should the Model incorporate national consensus standards

Summary of Iristallation Standards whenever possible. This wil ensure
Subpar D incorporate nationally consistency and equivalency with foundation

recognized consensus requirements of other model residential codes
standards such as the affording manufactured home residents
American Concrete equivalent treatment and protection.
Institute code 530, for
masonry structures and
specifications 

FEMA on HUD Model I nstali ation Standards (6-27-2005)
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Page/Section Issue Comment

The Summary states Yes , when manufacturer installation
HUD invites comment instructions do not address specific site

p. 21506 concerning whether conditions and hazards , the foundations and

Summary of manufacturer installation anchorage should be designed by a

Changes to MHCC instructions should professional engineer or registered architect.

Proposed provide that when general

Standards site conditions are not

Technical covered by the installation

Consistency instructions, a
professional engineer or
registered architect must
be consulted.

The Summary sates Y es piers and other support or anchorage
HUD specifically invites devices should be specified, designed and

comment on the Model constructed to resist weathering, corrosion
Installation Standards and deterioration over a period of many years
established for with minimal maintenance and upkeep on the

p. 21509; manufactured piers. par of the owner. This is especially important
Summary of Should the Model in coastal areas where salt spray corrosion is

Changes to MHCC Installation Standards present, and in flood hazard areas where the
Proposed include other design supports and anchorage are subject to

Standards Flood characteristics or inundation.
Hazard Areas standards for ASTM standards for wood, masonry, concrete

manufactured piers such and metal should be referenced.
as protection from the

FEMA Technical Bulletins 2-93 (Flood-elements, material
Resistant Materials) and 8-96 (Corrosionspecifications, a testing Protection for Metal Connectors in Coastal

protocol, or listing and Areas) may be useful here. They are available
labeling requirements?

at: http://www .fema.gov /fialtechbul. shtmHUD is not aware of a
nationally recognized An ICC protocol for testing the flood

testing protocol or listing resistance of materials and components is

requirements to which available at: http://www.icc-

manufactured piers are es.org/CriterialotocoVindex.shtml

currently tested or listed.

FEMA on HUD Model Installation Standards (6-27-2005)
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Page/Section Issue Comment

The Summary states, Permnent foundations should be designed
HUD specifically invites and constructed according to the latest model

comment on permanent building codes adopted for use at a given

21511 foundation requirements. jurisdiction or in a given state.
The MHCC proposal A registered design professional should beSummary of indicated that permanent retained to design permanent foundations inChanges to MHCC
foundations are to be flood hazard areas, seismic hazard areas andProposed designed by a registered. high wind areas.Standards professional. However, the

Permanent Model Installation
Foundations Standards do not outline

specific requirements or
attempt to define a
permanent foundation.

Should the section be
expanded to include a
definition and expanded
requirements for

permanent foundations? If

, what specifics should
be considered and
included in the Model
Installation Standards?"

p. 21517, 9 Anchoring system means a The definition should include forces on the
3280.302 , and p. combination of anchoring foundation and anchorage systems, which
21519 , 93285. equipment and anchor may actually control the design in some

Definitions assemblies that wil, when instances (e. , flood). Recommended change:
properly designed and

Anchoring system means a combination of
installed, resist the uplift anchoring equipment and anchor assemblies
overturng, and lateral that wil, when properly designed and
forces on the installed, resist the uplift, overturnng, and
manufactured home. lateral forces on the manufactured home and

on the home su orts and foundation.

FEMA on HUD Model Installation Standards (6-27-2005)
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Detailed seismic-resistant Add a new 9 3285. 102 and renumber existing
p, 21520, 9

installation provisions 3285. 102 as 9 3285. 103.
3285. 102 contained in NFP A 225

should be deemed
3285.102. Installation of manufacturedacceptable, and should be

homes in seismic hazard areas
referenced for use by

The seismic-resistant installation rovisionsinstallers, designers and
LAHJ s , if they so choose, contained in NFPA 225 shall be deemed to

with and not conflict with the other
uirements of the Model Installation

Standards.

3285. 103 Design zone maps. (no
changes to . 103)

pp. 21543 to The anchorage design Add a new footnote to the end of each Table:
21545 , Tables 1- tables in 9 3285.401 are The maximum hei hts and stra acin

to 9 3285.401 intended for use under a specified in the table assume no flood or
limited set of seismic loads actin on the foundation or
circumstances and a home. These tables shall not be used in flood
narow range of loads. No hazard areas or seismic hazard areas. In these
flood or seismic loads areas the foundation and the anchora
acting on the foundations design shall be specified by a registered
or homes are included in

ineer or rofessional architect.
the designs.

Seismic Criteria

In its present form, Par 3285 contains no criteria to protect homes from earthquakes. This
omission makes the standard incomplete. Seismic criteria are already present in other
national consensus standards that govern the construction of homes. These include:

The International Building Code (IBe)
The International Residential Code

o NF A 5000 Building Constrction and Safety Code. And
o NF A 225 Model Manufactured Home Installation Standard also developed by the

National Fire Protection Agency

Seismic phenomenon and the effects on buildings are well known and seismic risks have
been mapped for the entire country. Earhquakes do not discrimnate between buildings and
the uniqueness of Manufacture Housing does not make them inherently resistant to seismic
events. The proposed regulations wil require the local authorities to determne seismic
criteria, At best, this wi1lead to inconsistencies in installations. At worst, it wi1lead to
homes not being adequately protected.

FEMA on HUD Model Installation Standards (6-27-2005)
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Manufactured home installation systems , on the contrary, appear particularly vulnerable to
earhquake damage, as documented by the State of California Department of Housing and
Community Development (The Effectiveness of Manufactured Home Systems During
Earthquakes April 1992), in post-earhquake reconnaissance reports prepared the
Earhquake Engineering Research Institute 

(EERI), and as discussed in Multi-Hazard
Foundation and Installation Guidancefor Manufactured Homes in Special flood Hazard
Areas (FEMA 85). Paricularly vulnerable are installation systems using piers not designed
for seismic resistance and without positive attachment to the foundation and home chassis,
Manufactured homes fall off of this type of support at very moderate, ground shaking levels.
This vulnerable type of installation is currently permitted for new homes in the Proposed
Rule s prescriptive provisions. Also of concern is reliance on wind ground anchors in areas
susceptible to soil liquefaction in seismic events. This seismic vulnerability wil not be
identified and mitigated in the Proposed Rule. The lack of seismic resistant provisions in the
Proposed Rule wil result in significantly less protection than is provided for other tyes of
residential' constrction, and is techncally inadequate in areas of high seismic hazard.

After the Earhquake Hazard Reductions Act of 1977 , Congress authoried and funded the
National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHR) to develop seismic safety
provisions suitable for use throughout the United States and promote the adoption of
developed provisions in standards and model codes. The lack of seismic provisions in the
HU Proposed Rule is contrar to national policy and 28 years of NEHR development of
seismic provisions and support of provisions inclusion in standards and building codes
including NF A 50, NF A 5000, International Building Code and International Residential
Code. It is unacceptable to have a lower l vel Of hazard resistance for manufactured housing
relative to site- built housing and other common building types. The owners of
Manufactured Homes deserve the same level of protection already offered to owners of other
styles of homes.

To address this, we suggest that the approach used in NFP A 225 be used in Part 3285. 
NF A 225 , seismic criteria is required for homes placed on sites in Seismic Design
Categories (SDCs) Do, D , D and E. Homes placed on sites in SDC A, Band C (which
includes approximately half of the United States) require no additional seismic detailing.
Like the proposed installation standard NF A includes proscriptive designs for seismic
resistance and allows engineered designs or equivalent systems. The proscriptive designs
develop had the added benefit of providing HU required wind protection without having to
install ground anchors or other stabilizing devices.

Engineered Designs

The HO standard requires engineered designs for all sites where the manufacturer
instructions or the prescriptive designs included in the standard can not be used. However
the performance criteria for the designs are not specified. This wil allow design
professional to develop foundations that meet the standard but may be inadequate to resist
all natural hazards at the site.

To address this , we suggest that al engineered foundation be designed per ASCE 7 Loads for
Buildings and Other Structures. ASCE 7 is a state-of-the-ar consensus standard which is
used by NFPA 5000, the IBC, the IRC and the Florida Building Code,

FEMA on HUD Model Installation Standards (6-27-2005)
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PGA
National . PFWPANEGAS AsscClatlor 1150 17th St NW, Suite 310

Wa8bington, DC 20036
Tel: 202.466.1200
Fax: 202.466.7205

1 une 27 , 2005

Regulations Division
Office of General Counsel,
Room 10276
Deparnt of Housing and Urban Development
451 Seventh Stret 

Washington, D.C. 20410-0500

Re: Department of Housine.and Utbatt Devel~pmen!: Dock t No. FBA228
(ProDosed Rule - Model Manufactured Home ,nstaUation Standahls)

The purpose of this letter is to sub:tt COlIunents of the National Propane Gas Association
(NPGA) in response to the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
Proposed Rule published April 26 , 2005.

AI a matter of background, NPGA is the national trade association of the propane
industr with a membership of about 3 800 companies, including 39 affiliated state and
regional associations representing members in al 50 states. Although the single largest
group of NPGA members is retail marketers of propane gas, the membership also
includes propane producers, tranporters and wholesalers. Propane gas is uscd m a
variery of applications including residential installations, and marc specifcally, it is lIsed
as a fuel gas fQ ' space heating and water heating in manufactured homes. Based on this
application, NPGA submits the following comments.

The proposed rule would establish new Model Installation Standards for the instalation
of new manufactu(ed homes by codifying a new part 3285 of title 24 to the Code of
Federal Regulations. .

HUD has chosen not to include the insta.llation standards as part of the Construction and
Safety Standards (24 CFR Part 3280) to avoid confusion between parties whose
responsibilties are construction versus instalation. In addition, RUD clearly states that
the requiremems of installation should be consistent with th requirements of Par 3280.
Consequently, NPGA' s comments seek to clarify areas of interest to our members within
the proposal tlt con met with existing requiretnents contained in Pm-t 3280.

6.!1? ' 011L1?86L 1916 8NIsnOH' w-anH 9c:01 S00c/ LG/ 
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Docket No. FR-4928-
June 27, 2005
Page 2

Proposed Section 3285.503 (Pptip1131 Auuliances)

Paraglaph (c) of this section adch.ess Appli,mce Venting. Subparagraph (1) should be
revised as follows in order to be consistent with the wording contained in Par
3280.707(b):

Heat producing appliances. except ranges and ovens. must exhaust to the exterior of
the home.

ProDo d Section 3285.605 (Fuel SUDDtv Systems)

Paragraph (a) of this section addresses Proper Supply PreS5ure. The fJrst sente'nce of this
paragraph should be revised as fonows in order to be consistent with the requirments
specified in Par 3280.705(a):

The gas piping system in the home is designed for a pressure that is at least 1 
inches of water colu11n... and not more than 14 inches of water column...

NPGA appreciates your consider tion of our comments. Please feel fre to contact us 

YOll have any questions.

Sincerely,

tJ 

" ,

Cr;L
Michael A Caldarera
Director, Regulatory and Technical Serices

j70 6617 . 011617866 1916 8N I snOH . w-anH 9c:01 S00c/ L.c/ 60



EDOCKET - Document Detail: HU-2005-0006-0030 Page lof2

Partner Agencies Dockets
Con1ac1 Us

HUD Home

:; 

Partner Agencies Docke1s :; Document Detail: HUD-2005-0006 0030

Document Detail: HUD-2005-0006-0030
About EDOCKET Submit Comments Quick Search Advanced Search User Agreement Help

Document Detail: HUD-2005-0006-0030
enc Docket Number:

enc Document Number:

Document ID: HUD-2005-0006-0030
Docket ID: HUD-2005-0006

Comment submitted by Richard M. Reinhard , P.
Title : Manager of Manufactured Housing Operations, PFS

Corporation

D " . r . Please see the attached document for the remainderescri Ion. of this comment,

: Public Comment
Phase : Proposed Rule

Com Grou /Association Name: PFS Corporation
Author Date (mm/dd/yyyy): 06-27-2005

Effective Date:

Comment:
e Count: 9

Media : ELECTRONIC FILE
Restricted Viewin

I. .

/00

~~~~ ~~~

For more detailed information select a link below

Related Documents Contacts Identifiers All

There were no Related Documents Found for this Document

The documents provided by EPA are Adobe Acrobat PDF (Portable Document
Format) Files. They can be viewed, and printed , with the use of an Adobe
Acrobat Reader. The Adobe Acrobat's Reader is available , free , for Unix

Macintosh , IBM DOS, and IBM Windows operating systems. Download the latest version of
Adobe Acrobat Reader from Adobe s Web site. Adobe also offers accessibilt tools to enable the
conversion of PDF to html.

Version 1,

EPA Home APHIS Home HUD Home DHS Home

Last updated on Tuesday, August 10 , 2004
U RL: http://docket.epa.gov/edkfed/do/EDKStaffltemDe1ailView

http:// docket.epa. gov / edkedl dolED KStaffItemDetail View ?obi ectId=090007 d48087 a530 7/7/200.,



EDOCKET - Document Detail: HU-2005-0006-0030

/00

http:// docket.epa.gov / edkfed/ dolED KStaffIemDetail View ?obi ectId=090007 d48087 a530

Page 2 of 2

7/7/200"



6AJ

PFS Corporation Assurance you can build on
An Employee-Ollned Company

Quality Control Dept.
2402 Daniels Street
Madison, WI 53718

Phone: 608.221.3361
Fax: 608,221. 0180

Website
W', pfscorporation.com

James A. Rothman , PE
Executive Vice President

Senior Vice President, QC
jrothman(gpfscorporation,com

Headquarters
Madison, WI

, 608.221,3361

RegionalOHices

Northeast
Bloomsburg, PA

570. 784,8396

South Centrl

Dallas, 1)
214,221.5585

Western
Los Angeles. CA
310,559,7287

Midwest
Madison. WI
608.221,3361

Southeast
Raleigh, NC
919.845,8450

Sales Ofce
Mentone . AL
256,634.4071

.. .

Accredited by rie National
Voluntary iJboratory
Accreditation Program
for the specific scope of
accreditation under
iJb Code 100421.(

June 27 , 2005

Regulations Division
Offce of General Counsel

Room 10276
Deparment of Housing and Urban Development
451 Seventh Street, SW
Washington, DC 20410-0500

Re: Docket No. FR-4928- 01; HUD-2005-0006
RI Number 2502-AI25
Model Manufactured Home Installation Standards

Introduction

PFS Corporation respectfuly submits the following comments in response to the proposed
rulemakig noticed in the Federal Register of April 26 , 2005 , (70 FR 21497 - 21559).

PFS is a third-part agency that has provided both IPIA and DAPIA services to the
manufactued housing industr since the beginng of the HU manufactured housing program
and provided inspection services even prior to that.

General Comments

The Manufactued Housing Consensus Commttee (MHCC) provided the deparent with 
draft model installation standard In December, 2003. The MHCC was directed by the
Manufactued Housing Improvement Act of 2000 (MHIA, section 605(b)(1)J to perform ths
activity as par of the deparent' s development of a comprehensive installation program for
the entire countr.

Under the MHI, there are three basic components for the comprehensive installation program.
These are: 1) development of a model installation stadard (MID, sections 605(a) and
605(c)(3)(A)); 2) traing and licensing/certfication of manufactured home installers (M,
Section 605(c)(3)(B)J; and 3) inspections of the installation of manufactued homes (MH
section 605(c)(3)(C)). The last two aspects of the comprehensive installation program are
subject to different rulemaking and no fuher comments wil be provided.

Thoughout its development of the draft model installation standard, the MHCC used the
MH' s thee elemental principles to serve as the foundation for its draft document. These are
that the model installation standard would: 1) serve as the model installation standard that a
state-based installation standard must meet or exceed; 2) serve as the model installation
standard hata manufactuer s installation instrctions must meet or exceed; and 3) serve as the
instalation standards for installing homes in states where HU is responsible for operating a
comprehensive installation program because the state has elected not to do so.



/' 

Docket No. FR-4928- Ol; HOO-2005-0006
June 27 , 2005
Page 20f 9

Upon reviewing HOO' s proposed rule , published on April 26th, two highly contentious and extremely
importnt issues, outside of any techncal concerns , became readily apparent. These issues are in direct
opposition to the industr' s established position taken durig the development of the draft model
installation standard document for HOO consideration. These two issues are:

1. The consideration of how the installation program will be codified and updated in the future, and:
2. How HUD wil enforce the HOD model installation standard in default states.

ModelManufactured Home Installation Standard 24 CFR 3285

PFS fmds it troubling that the federal model installation standard should be codified under 24 CFR 3285
instead of becoming a subpart of24 CFR 3280. By codifying the installation standard under Par 3285
HUD has circumvented the infuence and oversite of the MHCC for matters involving installation. The
MHCC was specifically assigned by Congress to develop the installation standad and PFS is certin that
Congress fuly intended for the MHCC to be directly involved in its continued maintenance and updating.
As currently proposed, HOD has effectively removed the MHCC from the continued review and update
process. In the definition for manufactued home (page 21520 of the Federal Register), HUD has
embraced the fact that Part 3285 is for installation standards and Par 3280 is constrction and safety
stadards.

Constrction/assembly (jfthe home and installation of the home go hand-in-hand. There should be no
distinction in the federal regulations at 24 CFR 3280. This is similar to other private sector building
codes where the code contains the design and constrction requirements for the residential home in
addition to any intallation criteria that must be followed to complete the home. There should be no
distinction in the federal manufactured housing program between constrction/assembly and installation.
HU wil provide oversight for both components, so two separate regulations are not necessar for
constrction and installation. The only way such an arrangement could be considered feasible is if 
in writing acknowledges the MHCC as having simlar jursdiction and oversite of 3285 as it has for 3280
and 3282.

It is PFS' experience and the experience of all ofPFS' clients that the vast majority of consumer
complaints , when the "root cause" is established, come as a result of improper set-up and instalation
procedures and not from the highly-regulated manufactug process. In providing the consumer with
safe, affordable, comfortable and durable housing, the "weak lin" since the inception of the 
program has always been in the actions of the unegulated dealer and his equally unegulated set-up
crews. Now, after almost 30 years , that weak link is being recognized, strengtened and regulated.

Under the curent 24 CFR 3282. , the Alternate Constrction (Ae) process , as an extension of
installation at the site, is used to ascertain that home installation confonns to local governg building
code practices if the home, when completed, does not confonn to the HU Code. With respect to the
model installation stadard, this same process occurs with the only difference being that the home will
have to confonn to the HO Code and its companon installation standard once installed at the
installation site. It seems ilogical to have a federal mandate for the MHCC to oversee the in-plant
constrction of a home, but not have the same mandate, organization and procedures to oversee the on-
site installation of that home...... the acknowledged "weak link.
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HUD Enforcement in Default States

On page 21500, the proposed rule describes what a default state wil be under the installation program.
Under the MH 623(c)(11), states have a 5-year window of opportty to develop and implement their
own state installation program though their state legislatue. If a state detennes that they neither have
the manpower nor the money to sustain a complete state installation program, then the state can cede its
authority over to HOD, thus becoming a "default state . Essentially, a state has given up its right to
establish and implement its own installation program. 

Under this condition, HU intends to permit those states or muncipalities to establish more stringent
requirements for the installation ofHU Code homes. Once again, this seems ilogical and/or backwards.
PFS believes that a default state should be preempted from establishing more strigent requirements over
and above what the model installation standard provides. States had a 5-year period beginnng December

, 2000 to enact an installation program that includes an installation stadard. As it presently stads
HOD would reward any state or muncipality that has demonstrated that it does not have the tie , money,
interest or political wil to pass an installation program by simply allowing them to disregard the MH'
provisions, wait (do nothing) and then implement whatever they desire after the 5-year period ends, thus
completely circumventing the :MIA' s requirements.

Furermore, this essentially would permt "local jurisdictions" to establish more strngent requirements
for home installations over and above what HOD would enforce as the miimum requirements for a
default state. This could possibly be a way for local jurisdictions to "zone out" HUD Code homes in
certin areas under their realm if they make installation requirements uneasonable for the community
owner or individual tenant/omeowner to bear the intial cost. HU' s default state installation stadard
should be preemptive, simlar to its status on design and construction of homes under 24 CFR 3280.

Technical Concerns

There are some techncal concerns that PFS would like to comment on as well. Some concerns arse
because HU has revised or ignored the original MHCC December 2003 draft standard. These concerns
are listed in two separate categories entitled Critical and Important Issues

In addition, HU has raised a number of questions relating to the model standard' s content and the extent
of its enforcement measures. Page number(s) wil be referenced thoughout along with actual section
references where PFS' s comments apply. 

Critical Issues

Mortared Pier Configurations (page 21528-21529; 3285.306(b)-(c))
These sections for pier configurations over 36 inches in height require a mortared assembly
uness otherwise specified in the manufactuer s instructions. PFS believes this is opposite 

what was submitted and intended by the MHCC. The :MCC stated that mortar is not required
for double-stacked piers unless required bv the manufacturer. This requirement could
conceivably cause unnecessary mortared piers if the manufactuer s manual is silent on whether
mortar is required, and then the model installation standard would require mortar in all instances.
This same concern also applies to one caption in FigueB to 93285.306.
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In all likelihood, a conventional block pier greater than 80" in height wil require a morted
assembly. However, that is something that may not be in the manufactuer s instrctions since a

registered design prof ssional (PE) can determne support system design. The last sentence of
this section should be deleted as it serves no useful purose and the PE design wil specify
whether mortar is required or not. 

Also, in the same area, the wording in 3285.304(b)(1 th 4) on "Caps" seems not to match
Figures "A" or " . Figue "A" calls for a 2" thck piece of steel which is way excessive whereby
a 2" (nominal) piece of wood would not be. Also, the small detail shown in Figure "B" seems to
contradict the wording in 3285.304(b)(4). If the last course of blocks finishes with the joint
between the adjacent blocks parallel to the I-beam, the split caps wil want to go the opposite
direction, and the plates w/shim, opposite that.

Placement of Footings in Freezing Climates (pages 21502 , 21510 and 21512; 3285.312(c))
When older homes are to be replaced in existing parks with newer, safer, more modem homes
the prevailing footing/foundation design becomes a serious consideration. For this reason, the
MHCC draft model installation standard included insulated foundations as a method to not have
to completely re-do the existing foundation system to extend pier footings to the frost line depth.
This can be found in the MHCC draft model standard at Section 6.3. 3. The basic intent was to
include insulated skirtngs as an insulated foundation system, thus the reason the MHCC draft
included a provision for cross-ventilation of the space under the home. In the proposed rule at

328 .312(c)(3), this statement was deleted and replaced with any system must be designed by a
registered PE and conform to ASCE 32. It would appear that this mandatory reference to ASCE
32 may effectively eliminate any tye of insulated skirting system from being used to permt pier
footings to be above the frost line. Without a viable option to provide an insulated foundation
system under replacement homes in existing parks, many consumers, who would benefit from
living in newer homes, could, be denied that benefit. 

Requirng a PE to design an insulated foundation system is a good idea, but to make that system
subject to ASCE 32 requirements, essentially elinates insulated skiing designs from ever
being used. ASCE 32 is for foundation systems composed of a basement , a slab, Or a crawl space
with a perimeter foundation walL Insulated skiings, with typical piers and footings , may not be
applicable to ASCE 32. There is no problem with ASCE 32 being used as an optional reference
standard, but HO made it mandatory in all instances, thus requirig a permanent-tye

. foundation for every home should you not want to go to frost depth with pier footings.

Also , if using 3285.312(c)(2), for slab systems, ASCE 32 is also required for conformance.
ASCE 32 wil require vertical and horizontal insulation materials below grade. Many PFS clients
do insulate floating slab systems in freezing climates but the affect of the more strgent ASCE
32 requirement needs to be addressed.

Under 3285.404, it is possible for ground anchors not to be installed below frost line. The
model standard permits footings to be located above frost line by 3285.312(c). One can use a
floating slab or inulated foundation system and have footings above frost line. If the footings
which bear the vertical loads can be above frost line, then why would the anchoring system not be
able to do the same? The longest ground anchor produced is 6 feet long, and in many areas of the
country, it may be next to impossible to install then in all soil classifications. There should be a
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reference to 93285.312(c), in which the approved alternate anchoring system may be included as
part of a listed or labeled foundation support system (floating slab or insulated foundation).

Footnote 1 of3285.310 Figure A requires all footings to extend below frost depth. This is
contradictory to 93285.3l2( c), where insulated foundation systems may pennt footings at grade
in frost areas. The footnote should reference section 93285.312(c) for footing depths. This same
comment also applies to Figure B. 

There have been tests/reports performed on frost protected foundations for HU Code homes and
skiing materials. Several of these reports are referenced below for HU' s review in
determing whether it is necessar for all foundation systems in freezing climates to require
conformance to ASCE 32.

1. Manufactued Home Foundations Design for Seasonally Frozen Ground Progressive
Engineering, Incorporated (PEl), Goshen, IN, June 14, 1996.

2. OH MH: Manufactued Home Movement - Lancaster, , PEl, July 2000 - 2001.
3. OH MH: Manufactued Home Movement - Circlevile, OH PEl, November 2000 - 2001.
4. OH MH: Manufactued Home Movement - Circleville, OH PEl, September 2000 - 2001.

As an alternative to makig ASCE 32 an optional reference standard or revising 93285.312(c) to
the original MHCC language submitted on December 2003, PFS would offer the following
performance-based language as a substitute

, "

Footings placed in freezing climates must be
designed and installed using methods and practices that prevent the effects of frost heave in
accordance with the manufactued home design and the requirements of the Manufactured Home
Constrction and Safety Standards (Part 3280)

Permanent Foundation Systems (21502 21509 and 21511; 3285.314(a)J
Section 3285.314 should state what is being referred to under this section. The described text 
the proposed rule seems to be more in line with 93285.3l4(b). The first two sentences ofthis
section are mainy commentary and provide no information on how or what to use when
designig permanent foundation support systems for HUD Code homes. They should be deleted
in their entirety. The first is in conflict with HUD' s preemption for default states to not reqvire
more strngent requirements than that contained in the model standard. The model standard
should make no mention of anything concernng how mortgage lenders or others can establish
financing eligibility requirements for permanent foundations. This is for the fmancial institutions
to decide and ths standard needs to stay focused on the MH' s premise, to provide a model
installation standard. Financing options for the model standard are outside the scope of the
MH and should be deleted.

The original MHCC recommendation stated the obvious. "Designs for permanent foundations
(such as basements, crawl spaces, or load-bearing perimeter foundations) may be penntted to be
obtained from the home manufactuer, or designed by a registered professional engineer or
architect, and constrcted in accordance with local building code requirements . This is the

proper performance-based language Jor any section on permanent foundations.
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Should the departent stil not finalize the MHCC language , below is performance-based
language that can be used as an alternate

, "

The placement of a manufactued home on a
permanent foundation must be in accordance with the state requirements, installed in accordance
with their listing by a nationallv recognzed testing agencv based on nationally recognzed test
protocol. or installation in accordance with the manufacturer s atmroved permanent foundation
installation instructions; and in all cases based on the home s design and the load requirements of
the Manufactued Home Constrction and Safety Standards (Part 3280) " This is the

performance-based language that the MHCC developed at its May 25 , 2005 conference call. PFS
agrees with this type of performance language if the original MHCC language submitted in
December 2003 is not appropriate for federal regulations.

Permanent foundation requiements would be specific to the installation site in question, (see
page 21509). With an approved state-based intallation program, the LAHJ wil require the
permanent foundation systems to meet the local governng building codes. This has been the case
for years and there is no compellng reason to change the current path. HUD' s enforcement of an
installation program in default states should provide the same. The MHCC draft provided the
mechanism to cover this topic. It stated that when a permanent foundation system is
contemplated, the design would need to follow accepted engineerig practice, be design by the
manufacturer or professional engineer, and in conformance with local governing building codes.
This would seem appropriate to re-insert this language in 3285.314 to alleviate the concern.

It is not appropriate for the model (minium) standard to require that manufacturers provide
DAPIA-approved designs for permanent foundations, see page 21509. This should be an option
to homeowner , if they so choose, but the manufactuer should only need to provide the design
when selected. PFS clients can provide permanent foundations designs for homes and it is hoped
that the model standard wil do the same, but to make it mandatory in every instance is not
necessar, especially when a large majority ofHUD-Code homes wil follow the conventional
installation method of piers with ground anchor assemblies. A few PFS clients do not have
engineering staff available to perform this task. Those companes use outside engineerig
consultats to provide their design packages. This would be an added extra cost to these
producers for complying with a requirement that their buyers may not even wish to consider.

Ground Anchoring Assembly Corrosion Protection Requirements (page 21512; 3285.402)
HU modified the MHCC draft standard with regard to galvanizing of ground anchors , anchor
equipment and stabilzing plates. This section requires ground anchors to be zinc-coated in all
instances. This deviates from the HO Code (3280.306(g)) in that it requires anchoring
equipment to have a resistace to weather deterioration at least equivalent to that provided by a
coating of zinc on steel of not less than 0.30 oz/fe. This would preclude other forms of known
corrosion protection from being used in lieu of galvanized' anchors. Staiess steel, epoxy
coatings, and even mill galvanzing are acceptable methods of corrosion protection in the site-
building industry.

Also , not all ground anchor assemblies wil require steel stabilizer plates
, see 3285.402(b )(3)(ii).

If a ground anchor assembly is tested to be listed or certified by the current MHCC
Subcommttee/Installation Ground Anchor Test Protocol currently under consideration uses an
ABS stabilzer plate and passes all failure criteria for a certin soil classification, that design
should be able to be listed as a certified anchor assembly under this section.
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Blocking Configuration Concerns (page 21528; 3285.304 & Figs. A & B, page 21529)
PFS believes that subparagraph (b )(2) on caps should not allow "dimensioned lumber" to be used
without specifying it be either hardwood or at the least Southern Pine. Figures A & B say
hardwood" for the cap. Also in Figue A, a 2" x 8" x 16" steel plate is shown, but surely that is

not what is meant. In (c)(2), reference should be made that the shims should be drven from
opposite directions. (pFS has seen two shims (ie a "pair ) used one on top of the other in the saie
direction)

PFS Response to Questions

Seismic Zone Considerations (page 21500)

If seismic zones are to be considered in the futue as a manufactured home design parameter, it is
best that they be fIrst introduced into 3280 and then mentioned in set-up manuals.

Vapor barrier tears (page 21501)
A limit should be places on ground vapor barrer tears and it should be none! 6 mil poly is very
tough and can be placed without tearig it. It is too hard to quantify "excessive" or "rnnoL

Clarity of Tables & Charts (page 21501)
The tables & chars are clear enough, but editorially they need to be repaired. In several instances
small segments of paragraphs are isolated from the main body and can be very easily missed. PFS
clients already have very comprehensive installation manuals, which contain at least as much data
as the proposed installation standards. . 

. ..

some even go beyond the proposal.

Minimum Footing Specs (page 21502)
Footing design, including the amount and size of steel reinforcement should be left up to the
design engineer. In some areas prescriptive minmums would go beyond locally accepted
practices, model standards such as ACI or AlSC should be referenced.

Hinged Roof Considerations (page 21504)
Hinged roofs have been installed for years by many manufactuers and there has never been a
clear distinction between when an AC Letter is required and when it is not with regard to roof
pitch. On-site flue installations are understood, but the roof pitch distinctions and/or lack thereofis inconsistent and/or simply left un-explained. 
The option of placing hinged roofs under the model installation standard would save considerable
money with regard to IPIA inspection under the on-site completion rule, and considerable time
under the AC letter process.

A hinged roof should be treated as constrction of the home s roof assembly and subject to the
requirements of the HUD Code. Once these hinged roofs are placed, they would have to COnfOlTI
to the HO Code. This would be evident for hinged roofs in all Wind Zones , and not just Wind
Zone I as HUD has specifIed in the proposed rule. As long as a hinged roof, in any Wind Zone
under any condition complies with the HO Code after installation, it should not be subject to
either on-site completion or an AC letter. If the hinged roof after installation fails to meet the
HO Code, then AC letters should be required.
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Accessory Building or Structure (page 21507)

The on-site constrction of such accessory buildings in many locations throughout the countr is
the rue rather than the exception and to ignore this fact seems shortsighted. PFS believes that at
the least, acknowledgement of their probably existence and a statement as to LABJ is adviseable.

Model Specifc Installations Plans (page 21508)
This should be left up to the manufactuer. Some wil want to provide model-specific dwgs.
especially tin the ,case of basement foundations or for "odd-ball" shapes, but most may not need
extensive drawings for a routine set.

Soil Removal (page 21508)
Yes, it would seem like a good practice, alth(mgh to specify a mimum depth might be either too
little or excessive. . 

. ..

just say remove topsoil.

Model Standard Should Include the Pocket Penetrometer (page 21508; 3285.202)
The varous methods to determine soil bearng capacity and classification have been
deleted in lieu of accepted engineering practice. One such method, the pocket penetrometer, is a
common method to determine soil bearg capacity. It also is accepted in many states throughout
the countr as an appropriate method. It seems reasonable to permt the LABJ to accept any
method they feel is adequate. Therefore, it is suggested that 3285.202(a)(l) be modified to

permit the LABJ to accept any method as follows: Soil tests. Soil tests that are in accordance
with generally accepted engineering practice; a,pocket penetrometer or other method acceptable
to the LABJ;

Perimeter or Permanent Foundation Instructions (page 21509)
Manufacturers who design homes to be placed on these types of foundations should be required
to provide DAPIA-approved drawings accordingly.

Proprietary Foundation System Testing (page 21509)
The MHCC should be allowed to develop a testing protocol which can be used to test proprietar
systems but it should be separate from the Installation Standard. Once a product is tested to the
approved protocol, it should be submitted to the states for approval for use within that state.

Manufactured piers (page 21509)
PFS believes that manufactued piers are designed to withstand certain loads and as long as the
home manufacturer provides the loading at each intended pier location, if a proposed
manufactured pier meets or exceeds that load, it should be acceptable to use.

Minimum Clearance under Homes (page 21510) ,
A minimum clearance under a home is required to install and inpect utilty connections , bottom
board repairs , etc. PFS believes that all of the area underneath a home should be accessible for
that, and even if there are no utility connections in an area, bottom board repairs may stil need to
be made on-site.

Substantiation for Different Block Heights (page 21510)
PFS believes that there is plenty of precedent for single-stacked blocks up to 36" in height. Once
you go above that, double stackig is required up to 80". Other combinations of pier heights due
to an uneven or sloping site should be calculated which will probably involve stabilization
devices or designs and possibly some mortared piers as well. 
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ABS Footing Pad Approval (page 21510; 3285.312(a)(3)) 
ABS footing pads are cun-ently being approved and used. With qualifying state-based programs
the state should detenmne the appropriate criteria for ABS pad approval. Status quo with how
these materials are presently being approved for use in home installation should be maintained
until an actual nationally recognized material/testig standard is developed.

Permanent Foundations (page 21511)
See comments above. A permanent foundation under a HU-Code home should be subject to the
same requirements as any modular, panelized or stick-built home under any LAHJ.

Conclusion

PFS feels that the "weak lin" in deliverig a durable, affordable and trouble-free home to the consumer
has been for many years the installation of the home on the site. Countless "Field Investigations" for both
PFS clients and non-clients alike bear this out. Manufacturers have been subject to heavy scrutiny and
sureilance for years while the field operations by dealers and set crews have gone largely unchecked.
An Installation Standard to alleviate this problem is badly needed and this should go a long way toward
improving the situation. Let us hope that each of the states wil set up and take par in the intallation
program so that consumers in their state will benefit from more regulated and professional set-up and
installation procedures.

Sincerely,

'J 1J'Z
Richard M. Reinhard, P.
Manager of Manufactued
Housing Operations
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Subject: Proposed HUD Model Home Installation Standards
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Mr. Matchneer

Please find our response to your request for comments concerning the proposed HUD Model Home Installation
Standards. We will have a hard copy sent to you as well.

Thanks for this opportunity. We look forward to further discussion.

Berl

Berl D. Jones, Jr.

Chief, IA Program Management Section
202-646-3943
940.323.2842 (E-fax)
202-646-3978 (fax)
Ths communication, along with any attachments, may contain confdential and/or sensitive attorney client privileged, attorney work product and/or S, Government
information, and is not for release, review, retrsmission, dissemination or use by anyone other than the intended recipient. Pleae consult the Offce of the Generdl
Counsel before disclosing any inOimation contained herein. If you have received th in eITor, please reply immediately to the sender and delete tIris message, Thanyou, 
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WiliamW. Matchneer il
Administrator
Office of Manufactured Housing Programs
Room 9164
Deparment of Housing and Urban Development
451 Seventh Street (SW)
Washington , DC 20410

Hello Mr. Matchneer

I am writing to provide comments relating to the proposed rule on Model Manufactured
Home Installation Standards that your office recently published. We agree that standardization
of the installation of manufactured homes is something that is appropriate, and we applaud your
effort -in addressing this need. I would like to request consideration of including language for
addressing installations of manufactured homes for the purposes of implementation by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act, P,L. 93-288 , as amended, because of the potential impact it can have
on FEMA' s ability to provide temporary housing to eligible disaster victims.

Background

FEMA provides and coordinates disaster assistance to eligible victims of Presidentially-
declared emergencies and major disasters, FEMA is authorized to provide housing under "Direct
Assistance " which is the term we use to refer to the provision of readily-fabricated dwellings
such as travel trailers and/or manufactured homes. This assistance is considered temporary
housing and may be available to eligible victims for up to 18 months. In addition , some disaster
victims may purchase the manufactured homes to address their permanent housing needs.

Direct Assistance represents one of nation s most visible forms of disaster assistance,
When providing this assistance , FEMA is working under very tight deadlines to get displaced
people into housing. The implementation of Direct Assistance serves as the disaster victim s last
housing alternative because it is only offered when other forms of housing assistance are not
available to address the temporary housing needs,

Installations of manufactured homes represent one of the major challenges for providing
temporary housing in the most expeditiolls and effective manner. During catastrophic disasters
or large-scale incidents , challenges associated with providing safe, sanitary housing are
amplified. This became very evident during the past year when over 20 000 temporary housing

ww.fema.gov
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units (manufactured homes and travel trailers) were used as temporary housing for disaster
victims in Alabama , Florida, Kentucky, West Virginia, Ohio , California, and Indiana.

Potential Impact

During disasters FEMA is often required to provide and install temporary housing units
within seven to ten days after the sites are identified (including obtaining appropriate pennts).
Although the proposed rule addresses installations of new units , there is no consideration of
emergency or temporary installations under the Stafford Act. FEMA is concerned that the
following issues could delay our ability to accomplish installations in an emergency
environment:

Subpar A-General

a New Units Only, The proposed rule focuses on more pennanent and new unit
installations, Although FEMA does use new units at times , there are instances
when units refurbished by FEMA are used on multiple occasions. Guidance is
needed for installng new and used manufactured homes under emergency
conditions.

Inspections and State Installation Program. It is not clear how the inspections of
the installations and the certifications of the installers wil be handled, We 
recommend adding additional language to clarfy certifications and inspections
related to installations under emergency and disaster declarations,

Subpar C-Site Preparation.

a We recommend revising the rule to clarfy whether soil tests are needed under
emergency conditions, (See Subpar D-Foundations),

We recommend revising the rule to clarfy whether vapor retarders under
emergency or disaster declarations are needed due to the temporary nature of
FEMA installations under the Stafford Act. During disaster recovery activities
there may be shortages of supplies,

Subpar D-Foundations. We recommend adding language for to identify the standard soil
bearng capacity for installations of manufactured homes when supporting Presidentially
declared disasters,

Subpart J-Recommendations for Manufacturer Installation Instructions. Clarification is
needed regarding who wil certify the installers and the process for certification in
Stafford Act circumstances, There are usually major shortages of installation contractors,

a We recommend standardizing the certification process and including infonnation
for operating under the Stafford Act. This would also allow these workers to
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receive their State licenses under the emergency provisions established by the
State and HU,

Experienced contractors have a very difficult time responding to support FEMA'
housing missions, Many of the local or state contractors have previous jobs prior
to the incident and are not available to paricipate or support the mission, There is
not a standard temporary emergency certification process for emergency
temporary housing, and we recommend that one be established,

Standardizing or providing local authorities with general guidance or process for
emergency permtting under the Stafford Act. This becomes a major issue due to
the lack of standard emergency housing permts and procedures. Permtting
procedures vary among neighboring communities which leads to difficulty
associated with installations.

Conclusion

With the expansion of FEMA' s role to support all hazards , the use of manufactured
homes serves as a viable option to support the varous temporary housing operations. We are
requesting the inclusion of Stafford Act provisions in the final rule to establish standardized the
installations of manufactured homes under Presidentially declared disasters, The inclusion of the
Stafford Act provisions may also provide the States and/or municipalities adopting their own
standards with a uniformed process for installing manufactured homes units within disaster
situations. The absence of these provisions in the final rule potentially jeopardizes FEMA' 
ability.to efficiently provide temporary housing assistance to disaster victims in an expedited
manner,

FEMA must be prepared to expeditiously and effectively manage and support multiple
concurrent missions with various organizational and operational priorities. Thank you for your
assistance on this matter. If you have any questions about these comments , please contact either
Michael Hirsch , the Individual Assistance Branch Chief, at (202) 646-4099 or David Porter at
(202) 646-3883.

Sincerely,

Director, Recovery DIvision
Emergency Preparedness and Response


