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MINUTES 
MANUFACTURED HOUSING CONSENSUS COMMITTEE (MHCC) 

REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING 
April 2, 2019 

Teleconference 

Call to Order 
The Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee (MHCC) Regulatory Enforcement Subcommittee meeting was 

held via teleconference on Tuesday, April 2, 2019 at 1:00 p.m. (EDT). Chairman, Michael Moglia, called the 

meeting to order at 1:05 p.m. Kevin Kauffman, Administering Organization (AO) Home Innovation Research Labs, 

called the roll and announced that a quorum was present. Teresa Payne, Acting Administrator of the Office of 

Manufactured Housing Programs and Designated Federal Official (DFO), welcomed the subcommittee members 

and the public to the teleconference. DFO Payne introduced the HUD staff present at the meeting. Guests were 

asked to introduce themselves. See APPENDIX A for a list of meeting attendees. 

Approval of the Minutes 
 

Motion to approve the minutes of the November 28, 2016 MHCC Regulatory Subcommittee meeting. 

  Maker: Alan Spencer Second: Jim Husom 

The motion carried. 

The AO reminded the subcommittee about the task that they were assigned by the MHCC. At the September 

2018 MHCC meeting, the Committee made the following motion: “Regulatory Enforcement Subcommittee to 

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

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

action.”  

Representatives from HUD’s Office of Policy Development and Research (PD&R) were available to answer 

questions and provide context to their report on Comparable Cost Figures Similar to EERE-2009-BT-BC-0021 

[NODA Packages – Draft Result July 2018]. See APPENDIX B. Calvin Johnson from PD&R noted that PD&R were 

given only five weeks to complete this report. Due to limited time for the review, PD&R did not have time to 

develop its own data and PD&R also did not have access to DOE’s data. The PD&R report evaluated DOE’s cost 

data and methodology. The PD&R report reached the following conclusions – “PD&R does not object to the 

methodologies and assumptions used within DOE’s LLC (life-cycle cost) and annualized spreadsheets. In 

conclusion, PD&R concurs with the methodology and resulting cost figures.” 

After PD&R’s question and answer section, the subcommittee moved to answer the list of questions/issues from 

DOE’s Notice of Data Availability (NODA). The issues/questions have been abridged for these minutes but 

APPENDIX C (Notice of Data Availability (NODA) on Energy Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing) 

has the unabridged and original version of the issues/questions. The issues/questions have been italicized and 

bolded and the subcommittee’s answers are in red. Any relevant and accompanying discussion for each of these 

issues/questions is in plain text.  
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List of Issues / Question from Notice of Data Availability (NODA) on Energy 
Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing – 
 

June 2016 Proposal’s Assumptions 

1. What analytical aspects related to DOE’s June 2016 proposal – aside from those specifically noted later in 

this document (NODA) – should DOE consider re-examining as part of its ongoing consideration of a final 

rule for manufactured housing? (Within this context, this request also encompasses whether DOE’s 

analysis sufficiently addresses the cost-effectiveness of standards based on the current IECC code when 

considering the code’s impact on both the purchase price of manufactured housing and on total life-cycle 

construction and operating costs. Why should DOE reconsider these aspects and what specific changes, if 

any, should DOE make to them? As part of this request, DOE is interested in any specific supplemental 

supporting data regarding any changes that commenters may suggest.) [Refer to 83 FR 38075 – Issue 1] 

• Windows and Insulation would be a larger cost increase than predicted. R values/U values 

requirements in the table deviate (are lesser) than the requirements in the 2018 IECC table R402.1.2  

• The lower cost packages would require manufacturers to carry/provide multiple different options 

for each window. Manufacturers are more likely to only stock the windows meeting the most 

stringent requirements, which simplifies the inventory for the manufacturer.  

Mark Weiss shared an insight regarding the work performed by DOE’s working group. Mr. Weiss expressed, 

that the working group data is invalid, because there was no transparency in the process of that work group. 

In the working group process, there is absolutely no consideration to regulatory enforcement cost. Smaller 

manufactures believe that the cost increase would be just over $6,000 which is vastly different than the 

$2,000 predicted by working group. The Obama era social cost of carbon construct has been revoked and it 

was included in the working groups calculations, this should by itself invalidate the cost benefit analysis that 

came along with the proposed rule.   

Stacey Epperson, who was on the DOE working group as well, stated that the process was data-driven, 

thoughtful, and the group made sure to balance cost, efficiency, and total cost of operations. 

2. a. DOE seeks comment regarding the CFPB’s findings (CFPB Report on “Manufactured-Housing Consumer 

Finance in the United States”). Are these findings reasonably accurate or are there other factors that DOE 

should consider when determining the economic impact of energy conservation standards on the ability of 

purchasers to buy manufactured homes? Assuming that these findings are reasonably accurate, what role, 

if any, should they play in shaping the standards that DOE ultimately adopts for manufactured housing 

and why? If the CFPB’s findings are not accurate, what specific shortcomings do they have and what 

assumptions/changes should DOE apply when determining the stringency and types of standards the 

agency should establish for manufactured housing? [Refer to 83 FR 38076 – Issue 2a] 

 

b. DOE’s own data from its Residential Energy Consumption Survey of 2015 suggests that manufactured 

housing households pay about 60% more for their energy per square foot than the entire housing stock. Is 

this estimate accurate—and if so, why? What specific factors contribute to this condition? If this estimate 

is not accurate, why—what specific factors are being overlooked in the survey that contribute to this 

inaccuracy? [Refer to 83 FR 38076 – Issue 2b] 
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• This report is from 2015 perhaps the installation/construction techniques have improved since then, 

which could lead to some inaccuracies.  

o Air sealing 

o Duct leaking/sealing 

• Reliance on square footage for primary basis of comparison for energy usage is not a proper metric. 

The energy usage cost for the dwelling may be more per sq. ft than a traditional site-built home, but 

the total energy usage cost of the dwelling is generally less, which is important for the value 

proposition for manufactured homes.  

 

The subcommittee discussed the CFPB findings that were considered in determining the economic impact of 

energy conservation standards on the ability of purchasers to buy manufactured homes. Devin Leary-

Hanebrink, MHI, noted that manufactured housing represents 15 – 20% of the housing in some states and 

affordability is the primary driver for manufactured housing. The CFBP report is silent on the tax implication 

on purchasing housing and reports incorrectly on the financial decisions available to the end user. The 

subcommittee also discussed the validity of using square footage as a basic of comparison for energy usage.  

Ownership-Related Costs 

3. Manufactured housing owners tend to be lower-income than other homeowners,10 and are also likely to 

finance their manufactured housing purchase using high-rate chattel loans. As a result, the Department is 

particularly interested in comments and data regarding the affordability of manufactured housing and 

how the options outlined in this NODA would affect upfront manufactured housing affordability. DOE also 

seeks comment on whether and how the different approaches outlined in this NODA would differently 

affect the affordability of manufactured homes. [Refer to 83 FR 38076 – Issue 3] 

DOE seeks public input on each of the following items: 

• Affordability is a combination of upfront cost, which may price out some consumers at time of 

purchase, and operating costs, which will affect all manufactured housing owners over a longer 

time horizon. The Department seeks comments that provide information on how to weigh these 

components in defining ‘‘affordability,’’ with particular focus on affordability for low-income 

consumers. 

• Upfront cost should be considered slightly more important when defining affordability. (60% 

upfront cost, 40% operating cost) End result of keeping initial cost to consumers low.  

• While the cost of site-built home efficiency upgrades may be recouped when an owner sells the 

home, the same may not be true of manufactured homes because (1) manufactured housing 

owners have relatively short tenancies and (2) the resale market for manufactured housing is 

highly constrained, such that the original owner will likely not recoup upfront efficiency 

investments if the payback period exceeds tenancy. DOE seeks additional information from 

commenters on the manufactured housing resale market that would inform the Department’s 

consideration of what a reasonable payback period would be. If available, the Department also 

seeks information on the distribution of manufactured housing tenancy rates. 

• Reasonable payback period should be no longer than 7-10 years 
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• The Department is also interested in comments that inform whether special consideration should 

be given to affordability, particularly given that low-income and older consumers are 

disproportionately represented among manufactured housing owners. 

• Affordability should remain a major consideration for manufactured housing  

• The Department seeks data and information regarding basing standards on the most recent 

version of the IECC, in particular, whether standards based on the most recent version of the IECC 

would not be cost effective or that standards more stringent than the most recent version of the 

IECC would be cost effective, in either case based on the impact of the adoption of the IECC 

standards on the purchase price of manufactured housing and on total lifecycle construction and 

operating costs. 

• A jump from the current standards to the most recent version of the IECC is a monumental 

leap. IECC does not necessarily take affordability into account when revising/updating 

construction codes. Affordability is statutory requirement to any home constructed under 

the MHSSC. 

4. DOE is aware that efficiency standards for manufactured housing may affect consumers in different 

regions differently and seeks information on (1) the disparate regional effects of a standard, and (2) 

whether these effects are mitigated by use of tiered standards or a tiered labeling program. [Refer to 83 

FR 38077 – Issue 4] 

The subcommittee members didn’t have any comments for DOE on this question.  

5. DOE seeks to better understand the market for manufactured homes. Available sources provide 

information regarding the average or median manufactured housing purchase price 15 or the proportion 

of manufactured housing owners who borrowed different amounts to finance their manufactured housing 

purchase, but do not directly show the distribution of manufactured housing prices across the market and 

the percentage of consumers who purchase at each price category. DOE is interested in such information, 

particularly to the extent that such information could inform the consideration of threshold standards. 

[Refer to 83 FR 38077 – Issue 5] 

The subcommittee members didn’t have any comments for DOE on this question. 

Prescriptive and Performance-Based Standards 

6. DOE is interested in feedback regarding whether any aspects of its 2016 proposal need further 

consideration and if so, why. For comments pointing to weaknesses or strengths with respect to DOE’s 

proposal, the agency seeks any supporting data in addition to that which DOE has already made public as 

part of the manufactured housing standards rulemaking docket. [Refer to 83 FR 38077 – Issue 6] 

• Forcing a prescriptive standard on a performance-based code is potentially not achievable. This will 

affect the overall affordability of the home.  

Alternative Approaches 

7. DOE seeks comment on whether it should consider and implement a cost-based tier structure with respect 

to regulating the energy efficiency of manufactured housing. DOE notes that a tiered approach could 

better address some of the concerns that may exist with respect to the first-time costs that purchasers 



4/2/2019 MHCC Regulatory Subcommittee Minutes  Page 5 

may encounter with more efficient—but more expensive—manufactured homes. If so, why—and if not, 

why not? [Refer to 83 FR 38078 – Issue 7] 

• Having a tiered option in place in addition to the current base MHCSS standard, which would 

provide consumers potential upgrades or options could help address the combination of energy 

efficiency and affordability.  

Based on the discussion, tier approach was encouraging as it helps to balance affordability and energy 

efficiency. DOE gives option and empower consumer to go above the MHCSS standard. 

8. Consumers may fail to optimize the efficiency of their homes due to a lack of available information on the 

benefits of energy savings. The Department is seeking comments on the benefit of providing consumers 

with such information, which preserves consumer choice, and the best way to provide consumers with 

information that they can easily understand and put to use. [Refer to 83 FR 38078 – Issue 8] 

• What information is available to consumers when they make manufactured housing purchasing 

decisions, and what additional information would be useful? Further, how can the Department 

add value in the provision and display of information? 

• Information regarding benefits of energy savings should be provided by the home 

manufacturer, which would be forwarded to each retailer who presents it to the consumer 

prior to purchase.  

Alan Spencer noted that the best information would be provided at the retail level. The information 

would come from the manufacturer, to the retailer and then to the consumer. 

• DOE seeks comments regarding whether access to information is a barrier to manufactured 

housing consumers, and if so, what is the magnitude of this barrier (i.e. to what extent does the 

lack of information prevent consumers from purchasing efficient homes)? 

• Information regarding benefits of energy savings should be provided by the home 

manufacturer which would be forwarded to each retailer who presents it to the consumer 

prior to purchase.  

9. DOE is also considering a number of approaches that would increase consumer access to information and 

increase the efficiency of manufactured homes. [Refer to 83 FR 38078 – Issue 9] 

• In weighing these approaches, the Department seeks comment on the advantages and 

disadvantages of using a tiered approach for efficiency standards versus using a single national 

standard that would apply to all manufactured homes within a single climate zone. DOE also seeks 

information regarding what a labeling framework would need to consider if a tiered approach 

were used and what the costs of such an approach would likely be. The Department further seeks 

comment on the advantages and disadvantages of using a tiered approach to labeling 

requirements versus a single national labeling standard for manufactured homes. 

• A “one size fits all” approach for all homes could be cost prohibitive. Homes in mild climates 

do not need to meet the same specifications as homes in harsh climates. On the other hand, 

a tiered approach with too many tiers could also be cost prohibitive, this would also 
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complicate transportation aspect of manufactured homes. Use of the current three MHCSS 

climate zones would be beneficial. (request input from full MHCC) 

• Within the tiered options discussed above, the Department seeks public input on what the 

appropriate criteria are to use for establishing thresholds (e.g., price, cost, region, etc.) and how 

best to define these criteria (e.g., manufacturer added cost, retail price, etc.). DOE also seeks 

public input on other factors that it should consider when establishing tiered standards. 

• (request input from full MHCC) 

10. Is new information available on the relationship between tightening the home envelope and indoor air 

quality? If so, what is the nature of that information, why should DOE consider it, and how should the 

agency integrate it into its analyses? [Refer to 83 FR 38079 – Issue 10] 

The subcommittee members didn’t have any comments for DOE on this question. 

11. DOE is particularly interested in baseline measures of air flow in recently-built manufactured housing 

against which to measure any potential reductions in air changes per hour (‘‘ACH’’). DOE also seeks 

information related to what the appropriate ACH threshold is for maintaining adequate indoor air quality. 

[Refer to 83 FR 38079 – Issue 11] 

The subcommittee members didn’t have any comments for DOE on this question. 

12. What potential health and safety costs of incremental reductions in ACH and/or indoor air quality should 

the Department consider when evaluating this approach and why? What steps should DOE consider taking 

to reduce these costs while preserving indoor air quality for manufactured home residents and what 

disadvantages, if any, are there to each of these specific steps? [Refer to 83 FR 38079 – Issue 12] 

The subcommittee members didn’t have any comments for DOE on this question. 

13. Regarding the overall structure of DOE’s approach to its proposed climate zones, should these zones be 

reconsidered—and if so, why? Should DOE use HUD’s existing climate zones? If DOE were to develop its 

own climate zones, what factors should it consider in doing so? What factors would support the continued 

use of the proposed climate zones and how do those factors weigh against using HUD’s existing climate 

zones or in favor of adjusting them further? [Refer to 83 FR 38079 – Issue 13] 

• Use of the current three MHCSS climate zones would be beneficial. Implementation of new energy 

standard will be implemented more efficiently due to familiarity to current standard.  

Compliance Lead-Times 

14. Should DOE continue to apply a one-year lead-time to the energy conservation standards for 

manufactured housing? Does the approach—i.e. single uniform national standard versus a multi-tiered 

national standard—impact the amount of lead-time manufacturers would require to meet the applicable 

standards? If so, why—and if not, why not? If DOE were to adopt an approach that presented different 

compliance options in the form of cost-based tiers, would manufacturers require more, less, or the same 

amount of lead-time as the agency’s proposal (i.e. one year)? Why or why not? [Refer to 83 FR 38079 – 

Issue 14] 
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• Once the new standard(s) are adopted into the MHCSS and regulations, the manufacturers should 

have at least 18 months to comply.  

15. With respect to the manufactured housing standards that DOE promulgates, DOE seeks comment on what 

enforcement mechanism would be the most appropriate to apply and why. In considering enforcement 

mechanisms, DOE is interested in information concerning the burden and cost impacts for suggested 

approach(es), as well as the compliance lead-time needed by the industry. Further, DOE seeks information 

as to whether enforcement cost of any suggested approach may extend beyond the manufacturing 

industry to the sales and distribution channels that interface with prospective purchasers. [Refer to 83 FR 

38079 – Issue 15] 

• Naturally HUD should be the enforcement entity, however they will require additional positions and 

fiscal provisions to enforce the new standard.  Enforcement of these new standards should fall 

under HUD’s manufactured housing program (HUD, the third parties, SAAs etc.) and should be 

consistent with the cost benefit requirements of the Manufactured Housing Act. DOE should not be 

included in the implementation or enforcement of these new standards.  

DFO Payne thanked the subcommittee members and the subcommittee chair – Michael Moglia – for a 

productive meeting. The MHCC Regulatory Enforcement Subcommittee adjourned at 4:00 p.m. (EDT).  
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APPENDIX A: 

Subcommittee Attendees 

April 2, 2019 

 Regulatory Enforcement 

 3282, 3285, 3286, 3288 
 Name Attendance 

Users 

Stacey Epperson Y 

Loretta Dibble N 

Catherine Yielding Y 

Dave Anderson Y 

Producers 

Alan Spencer Y 

Sean Oglesby N 

Michael Wade Y 

Cameron Tomasbi Y 

General Interest / 
Public Official 

James Husom Y 

Michael Moglia Y 

David Tompos N 

Mitchel Baker Y 

 

HUD Staff 

Teresa Payne, DFO 

Demetress Stringfield 

Tommy Daison 

Dennaire Anderson 

Leo Houtt 

Patricia McDuffie 

Glorianna Peng 

Alan Field 

Mike Blanford 

Mike Hollar 

Calvin Johnson 

Barton Shapiro 

Keith Becker 

Jason McJury 

Barry Ahuruonye 

Angelo Wallace 

Dorian Hawkins 

Other Participants 

Mark Weiss, Manufactured Housing Association for Regulatory Reform (MHARR) 

Devin Leary-Hanebrink, Manufactured Housing Institute (MHI) 

Kara Beigay, Manufactured Housing Institute (MHI) 

Robert Parks, MHCC member  

Robert Garcia, MHCC member 

Bob Gorleski, PFS Corporation 

Tommy Colley, MHCC Chair 

 

AO Staff,  

Home Innovation Research Labs 

Kevin Kauffman 

Nay Shah 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
* L L * WASHINGTON, D.C 20410-6000
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October 26, 2018

MEMORANDUM FOR: Teresa B. Payne, Acting Administrator, IIABC

THROUGH: Todd t”RIrdson General Deputy Assistant Secretary, R

FROM: Calv%ohnson, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Research,
Evahf’ation and M9nitoring, RR

Adam-1ihler, Acting Director, Affordable Housing Research and
Technology Division, RRT

SUBJECT: Evaluation of Cost Figures Found in Department of Energy’s
NODA Packages-Draft Results July 2018

This memorandum (memo) is in response to a request from HUD’s Manufactured
Housing Consensus Committee (MHCC) for the Office of Policy Development and Research
(PD&R) to evaluate cost figures from the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Notice of Data
Availability (NODA)’; it describes PD&R’s review of the applicable data and supporting
documentation, and specifically, does not object to DOE’s cost figures.

This memo is organized as follows:

Section I provides context relating to MHCC’s request for PD&R support in reviewing
the cost figures described within DOE’s NODA. Section II provides a historical perspective of
HUD and DOE’s roles in regulating energy conservation in manufactured housing. Section lIT
describes PD&R’s process of reviewing relevant data and contacting individuals knowledgeable
of the subject matter. Section IV describes PD&R’s response to MHCC’s request for support in
reviewing DOE’ s cost figures.

MHCC Request for PD&R Support

On September 11, 2018, MHCC met in Washington, D.C. to review DOE’s Energy
Conservation Program: Energy Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing, Notice of
Data Availability Request for Information. As a result of their review and deliberation, MHCC
made the following request to PD&R:

Federal Register. ‘Energy Conservation Program: Energy Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing; Notice of data
availability; request for information’, 3 Aug. 201$. hitns://www.reeulations.gov/documeot?D=EERE-2009-BT-RC-002 1-0203



MHCC requests HUD ‘s PD&R to submit a document to the MHCC which includes
comparable cost figures similar to EERE-2009-BT-BC-002] [NODA Packages-Draft
Restttts July 2018] (Appendix A) by November 14, 2018.

II. Regulating Energy Conservation in Manufactured Housing

Section 413 of the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA)2 requires DOE
to establish regulation standards for energy conservation in manufactured housing. This
authority specified that the established standards must be based on the most recent version of the
International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) (including supplements), except in cases in
which the IECC is found to not be cost-effective, or a more stringent standard would be more
cost-effective. Based on the impact of the IECC on the purchase price of manufactured housing
and on total life-cycle construction and operating costs.3

Prior to Section 413 of EISA, HUD regulated energy conservation for manufactured
housing under 24 CFR 3280, Subpart F — Thermal Protection.4 This authority was established
under the Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standards (MHCSS), which mandates
federal standards for the design, construction, and installation of all manufactured (HUD-code)
homes.

III. Reviewing Relevant Data and Contacting Individuals Knowledgeable of Manufactured
Hoct sing

In response to MHCC’s request, PD&R staff conducted a review of relevant documents
and background materials ftom the Energy Conservation Standards for Manufactured Housing
public comment webpage5 and contacted multiple individuals with expertise in manufactured
housing related-energy matters.

The information collected in Appendix A was assembled by DOE with the assistance of
members of the Appliance Standards and Rulemaking Federal Advisory Committee (ASRAC)
Manufactured Housing Working Group (Working Group), which was formed to provide DOE
with advice and recommendations related to the development of the Energy Conservation
Standards for Manufactured Housing.

In July 2014, the Working Group was established and comprised of 22 stakeholders from
the manufactured housing industry, which included one member from ASRAC and one DOE
representative (see Appendix B). The Working Group convened six times between August and
October 2014 to negotiate and successfully reach consensus on proposed federal standards for
energy conservation in manufactured housing. For the purposes of these meetings, DOE defined
consensus as at least a two-thirds “supermajority” in favor of a recommendation.

2 U.S. Government Publishing Oflice, ‘Public Law 110-140: Energy Independent and Security Act of 2007 (121 Stat. 492; Date:
12/19/07),’ https://www.po.oo’/fcIsys/nk&PLAW- II Opubl I 40/pdf/PLAW- II Opubl I 40.pdI.

U.S. Department of Energy, ‘Energy Efflciency Standards for Manufactured Housing,’ https://www.cnergyeodcs. am/energy
cIticie1cu-%andards—rnanutIctttredlousi in.

U.S. Government Publishing Oflice. ‘24 CFR 3280— Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standards, Subpart F —

Thermal Protection,’ hfl://ww.epo.aov/tdsys’pkCFR-20l 0-titIe24-vol5/pdf/CFR-20 I 0-title24-voI5-part328D-suhparrF.pdf.
U.S. Regulations, ‘Energy Efficiency Standards for Manufactured Housing,’ httns://www.reuIations.gpv/doekci?t)EERE

2f)0)-l3T-RC-f)O2 I.



The elements of the energy conservation measures and cost data were developed with
input from the Working Group. Specifically, the cost data were derived from a survey of 20
manufactured housing producers, ranging in size and location. Although the cost data was
collected in 2014, DOE’s analysis included multiplicative factors that accounted for inflation.

IV. Review of DOE Cost Figures

As stated, the basis for DOE’s cost figures was a survey of producers. PD&R staff was
not able to recreate the survey conducted by the Working Group given the short timeframe
provided by MHCC. In order to conduct an independent survey, PD&R must abide by the
requirements of the Office of Management and Budget’s (0MB) Paperwork Reduction Act
(PRA), which requires multiple public notices and has a review period that lasts approximately
six to nine months. However, PD&R believes that it is unlikely that the findings of an
independent survey would differ significantly from the cost data collected by the Working
Group. PD&R notes that the cost packages assume national average sales tax and property tax
rates; however, changing these values to more localized parameters would minimally affect the
analysis. Consequently, PD&R does not object to the cost figures provided by DOE.

Although the request from MHCC was to analyze the cost figures used by DOE, PD&R
has also reviewed the savings associated with the analysis associated with energy efficiency
packages. DOE used a life-cycle cost (LLC) analysis6 to determine the cost effectiveness of the
requirements in the proposed rule and compared the results to the existing federal requirements
(baseline) for manufactured homes found within MHCSS. DOE’s effort consisted of annualizing
the costs, including the added financing costs of the energy efficiency packages, and averaging
the savings based on the prevalence of different forms of heating within regions. The analysis
telies on assumptions about the inflation rate of commodities, interest rates on various types of
loans, and the shares of home purchasers who finance their housing with either chattel or real
estate loans, or cash.

Broadly speaking, PD&R does not object to the methodologies and assumptions used
within DOE’s LLC and annualized spreadsheets. However, PD&R notes two areas where DOE
has used a static assumption in place where more dynamic approaches would add value. For
one, the energy use predicted by each improvement package is fixed and does not appear to vary
in response to the improvements themselves. Further review of the relevant behavioral literature
and modeling process used to produce the energy consumption rates would be necessary to
validate this assumption. Additionally, the regional shares of various heating types are fixed.
Given that the analysis suggests that homeowners with certain forms of heating will save more
money as a result of the efficiency packages, it is worth investigating whether the share of
owners with each source would change over time in response to the rule.

In conclusion, PD&R concurs with the methodology and resulting cost figures. PD&R
remains willing to assist HUD’s Manufacture Housing Program as DOE continues its rulemaking
process.

U.S. Department of Energy. ‘Manu_HousingNODA_LCc_20 8_07_27.xlsm.’ https://www.regulations.gov/docket?D=EERE
2009-ET-BC-002 I



Appendix A — Manufactured Housing NODA Packages — Draft Results July 2018
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Appendix B - ASRAC Manufactured Housing Working Group Membership

Working Group
Member Company

Joseph Hagerman Department of Energy
John Caskey ASRAC, National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Keith Dennis National Rural Electrical Cooperative Association
Ishbel Dickens National Manufactured Home Owners Association (NMHOA)
Scott Drake East Kentucky Power Cooperative
Stacey Epperson Next Step Network
Mark Ezzo Clayton Homes, Inc.
Richard Hanger Housing Technology and Standards
Bert Kessler Palm Harbor Homes, Inc.
Eric Lacey Responsible Energy Codes Alliance
Emanuel Levy Systems Building Research Alliance
Michael Lubliner Washington State University Extension Energy Program
Rob Luter Lippert Components, Inc.
Richard Potts Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development
Robin Roy Natural Resources Defense Council
Manuel Santana Cavco Industries
Peter Schneider Efficiency Vermont
Lois Starkey Manufactured Housing Institute
David Tompos NTA, Inc.
Lowell Ungar American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy
Michael Wade Cavalier Home Builders
Mark Weiss Manufactured Housing Association for Regulatory Reform
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