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agreement.” The commission agreed with that objection and indicat-
ed it would move the objected to portion of the definition o this rule,
The language in question limited the duration of such payment agree-
ments to twelve (12) months unless the customer and utility agree to
a longer period.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will insert that time limitation at the end of section (2).

COMMENT #3: Public Counsel objects to the proposed elimination
of section (4), which authorizes the utility and its customer to enter
into an extension agreement when the customer claims an inability to
pay their bill on time,

RESPONSE: The amendment is not eliminating authority to enter
into an agreement to extend time to pay a utility bill. Rather, it is
eliminating the term “extension agreement” here, and in 4 CSR 240-
13.015, as an unnecessary duplication of a “payment agreement.”
The commission will not make the change proposed by Public
Counsel,

4 CSR 240-13.060 Seftlement Agreement and Payment
Agreement

{2) Every payment agreement resulting from the customer’s inability
to pay the outstanding bill in full shall provide that service will not
be discontinued if the customer pays the amount of the outstanding
bill specified in the agreement and agrees to pay a reasonable portion
of the remaining outstanding balance in installments until the bill is
paid. For purposes of determining reasonableness, the parties shall
consider the following: the size of the delinquent account, the cus-
tomer’s ability to pay, the customer’s payment history, the time that
the debt has been outstanding, the reasons why the debt has been out-
standing, and any other relevant factors relating to the customer’s ser-
vice. Such a payment agreement ghall not exceed twelve (12) months
duration, unless the customer and utility agree to a longer period.

Title —DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 13—Service and Billing Practices for Residential
Customers of Eleciric, Gas, Sewer, and Water Utilities

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tions 386.250(6) and 393.140(11), RSMo 2000, the commission
amends a rule as follows:

4 CSR 240-13.070 Commission Complaint Procedures
is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on September 3,
2013 (38 MoReg 1376-1377). No changes have been made in the
text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here. This pro-
posed amendment becomes effective thirty (30) days after publication
in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 7, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October (0, 2013, The commission
received timely written comments from Kansas City Power & Light
Company and KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company;
Laclede Gas Company, Ameren Missouri, and The Empire District
Electric Company (collectively the Missouri Utilities); the Office of
the Public Counsel; Jacqueline Hutchinson, Vice President of
Operations for People’s Community Action Corporation in St. Louis

Missouri; AARP, the Consumers Council of Missouri, and Legal
Services of Eastern Missouri, Inc, (collectively the AARP group);
Missouri-American Water Company; and the staff of the Missouri
Public Service Commission. In addition, the following people offered
comments at the hearing: Rick Zucker, representing Laclede Gas
Company and Missouri Gas Energy; Jim Fischer, representing
Kansas City Power & Light Company and KCP&L Greater Missouri
Operations Company; Allison Erickson on behalf of Kansas City
Power & Light Company and KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations
Company (KCP&IL. and GMQO); Russ Mitten, representing The
Empire District Electric Company; Sarah Giboney, representing
Ameren Missouri; Kathy Hart on behalf of Ameren Missouri; Tim
Luft, on behalf of Missouri-American Water Company;, Marc
Poston, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; John Coffiman,
representing AARP and Consumers Council of Missouri; Jacqueline
Hutchinson on behalf of Community Action Corporation in St. Louis
Missouri; Jackie Lingum, representing Legal Services of Eastern
Missouri, Inc.; Akayla Jones, representing the staff of the Missouri
Public Service Commission; and Gay Fred and Lisa Kremer on
behalf of the staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction with
eleven (11) other rules within Chapter 13. Not all persons offering
comments addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT: The commission's staff offered a written comment
indicating that it continues to support the amendment as proposed.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks staff for its comment.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

Division 240—Public Service Commission

Chapter 120—New Manufactured Homes

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 700.040.5, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a rule as fol-
lows:

4 CSR 240-120.065 is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on September 16,
2013 (38 MoReg 1480). Those sections with cbanges are reprinted
here. This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty (30) days
after publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October 25, 2013, The commission
received timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri
Public Service Commission. In addition, the following people offered
comments at the hearing: Tom Hager, Director of the Missouri
Mamufactured Housing Association; Darrell Myers, New Castle
Mobile Homes of Harrisonville, Missouri; and Natelie Dietrich,
Blake Eastwood, and Ronnie Mann on behalf of the staff of the
Missouri Public Service Commission.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction with
eight (8) other rules affecting manufactured housing. Not all persons
offering comments addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: Tom Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri
Manufacured Housing Association, indicated his organization sup-
ports the proposed amendments as published in the Missouri
Register. He indicated that the association has worked with the com-
mission's staff over the last four (4) years to craft these amendments.
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In particelar, the associstion appreciates the provision that will
reduce the amount of time for consumers to file a complaint from
five (5) years o one (1). However, Mr. Hapger was concerned abouwt
the changes to the proposed amendments that staff offered in its writ-
ten comments filed on October 16, He did not know that those
changes had been proposed until he arrived for the hearing. In par-
ticutar, Mr. Hager objected to staff’s proposal to change “may™ (o
“shail” in several penalty provisions so as to remove siaff's discre-
tion regarding the nposition of penalties apainst mobile home deal-
ers who fail 0 comply with certain provisions of the rule,
RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Hager for his general com-
ments and will address his concerns in its response to the specific
provisions 1o which he objects.

COMMENT #2: Darrell Myers, of New Castle Homes of
Harrisonville, Missouri, indicated his dissatisfaction with the pro-
posed amendments in particufar, and with government regulation by
this conmumission and by other povernmental agencies in general. Mr.
Myers explained that the manufactured housing sales industry is
going through very hard financial conditions at this time. Many deai-
ers have gone out of business and sales are down for those that con-
tinue to operate. M1, Myers belleves the commission and other reg-
ulatory bodies at the federal, state, asd local level should be looking
for ways to help the industry rather than add 1o the regulatory bur-
den.

Mr. Myers recognizes the need for regulation of the manufactured
housing industry, noting that there are some “bad guys” around.
However, he wants the commission {o ke action against the “bad
guys™ without imposing expensive regulatory burdens on the respons
sible dealers. In particular, he is concerned about the siaff proposal
to change "may” to “shall” o remove discretion about impesition of
a penalty against deslers who fail o turn in paperwork on time.

Mr. Myers objects that he has had no opportunicy to prepare a

response 1o the new changes proposed by staff in it October 16 com-
ment filing. He was unaware of those proposed charnges until he
arrived for the hearimg,
RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Myers for his general
comments. The commission is mindfil of the need to consider the
burden it is placing on those people and cownpanies it is regulating.
Certainly, the commission does not want 10 impose an undue burden
on anyone, However, as Mr. Myers ackoowledges, there are “bad
guys" in every line of business and the commission has an obligation
t establish repulations o rein in those bad guys. Unfortunatety,
even the "good guys” must then follow those regulations, In draft-
ing these regulations the commission has consulted with representa-
tives of the manufactured housing industry and it will continue to do
so in the fuure. Through continued cooperation, the commmission
will seek o wilor its regulations to be as effective as possible while
reducing the regulatory burden as much as possible. The comtission
will further address Mr. Myers’ concerns in its response to the spe-
¢ific provisions 1o which he obiects,

COMMENT #3: Darrcll Myers indicated that the commission’s rep-
resentation that e cost of these amendments © public and private
entities would not excesd five hundred doilars (3500) in the agpre-
gate was unrealistic.

RESPONSE: The commission continues to believe the public and
private cost of these amendments will not exceed five hupuired dol-
tars {3500} in the aggregate. Much of Mr. Myers' compliance cost
concerns were directed wward compliance with the rule as a whole,
not with just the more limited portions of the rule that are the sub-
ject of these amendments. Cerainly, the cost of complying with the
entire suite of existing regulations may exceed five hundred dollars
{35003, but that is not the question at hand, The most significant new
regulatory requirement resulting from these amendments is the
requiretnent that dealers submit a property locator report to the com-
ynission within forry-eight (48) hours after ghe home leaves the deal~
er’s property. The dealer will already be aware of the Information the

commission Is requiring to be included on the form and much of that
information must already be submitted 1o the Deparmment of
Transportation o obtain an oversize load permit. As a result, the only
added cost would be the time it takes to complete the one (1) page
form.

COMMENT #4: The commission’s staff offered a written comment
supgesting additional changes to the amendment as published in the
Missouri Register. Subsection (4)(A) of the amendment a5 published
aliows the director one (13 year to conduct an initial inspection of the
set-up of @ home. The amended rule would measure that one- (1-)
vear inspection period from the date the dealer reports the delivery
of the home 1o the consumer, or if not reported, from the date the
commission becomes aware of the delivery, Swaff proposes 10 sim-
plify the start of the one- {1~} year ingpection period to the date the
home is installed. Seaff believes ehis would provide a more definite
“trigper™ date for the inspection. The persons cominenting on behalf
of the manufactured housing industry did not respond to this addi-
tignal change proposed by staff,

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion is concerned that the representatives of the manufactured hous-
tng business and other interested persons did pot have a substantal
opportunity to respond o this proposed modification of the amend-
ment as published in the Missouri Register since staff did not pro-
pose it until it filed its written comrpents nine (9} days before the
hearing. However, the commission shares staff's concern that the
armendment as published would start the one- {1-) vear inspecdon
period from the inherently uncertain daie of when the dealer reports
the delivery of the home to the consumer or, even less certinly,
when the commission becomes aware of the delivery. Siaff’s revised
proposal to measure the imspection period from the date the home is
instatled will provide a more definite “migger” date and should ben-
efit both consumers and dealers. The commission will revise sub-
section (4}A) a3 proposed by swff.

COMMENT #5: New subsection (4)(C) requires the dealer to sub-
mit & property locator form to the commission indicating the desti-
nation of the home within forty-eight (483 hours of the date the home
leaves the dealer’s location, The subsection, as published in the
Missouri Register, suies that the property locator form will be pro-
vided by the commission. In its writien comments, the commission’s
staff attaches 2 drafl of the locator form dealers will be required 1o
iise.

Darrell Myers objected o the cost of completing this new paper-
work and complained that the form would require him to violate the
privacy of his customers by providing the customer's name and
address to the swae,

Swaff replied to Mr. Myers by explaining that prompt submission

of the property locator form it needed 1o allow iis inspectors 1o
schedule their inspections of the sctup of the bome. Swuff also
explains that any custower information submitted 10 the cornmission
must remrain confidential by Missourd scatute.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion believes the requirement to submit a property locator form
tmposed by the new subsection WHC) as published in the Missouri
Register is appropriate. The privacy of customer Information will be
tnaintained and the additional cost to dealers is reasonable in light of
the need w cfficiently schedule required inspections.

The revision proposed by staff in its October 16 comment that
would require dealers to use the locator form provided by the com-
mission is an improvement that will make the form more accessible
0 dealers and to the public. The commission will incorporate that
revision into the rule,

COMMENT #6: New subsection (4)(D) as published in the Missouri
Register indicates the commission may assess a fifty dollar (350) per
home inspection fee against dealers who fail to submit the property
locator form by the due date. In its conments filed on Qctober (4,
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staff proposes to change the “may” to “shall,” thereby removing the
commission’s discretion about whether to impose the fee.

Tom Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri Manufactured

Housing Association, and Darrell Myers both objected to the pro-
posal to remove the director’s discretion about imposing an inspec-
tion fee. Hager complains that this change was not discussed with the
association and that he was unaware of the proposed change until he
spoke with staff just before the hearing. Mr. Myers complains that
imposing a mandatory fee would unfairly penalize good dealers who
happen to occasionally miss a short deadline.
RESPONSE: New subsection (44D) as published in the Missouri
Register allows the commission to impose an additional inspection fee
as a reasonable means to ensure compliance with the requirement to
submit a property locator form in a timely manner. However, staff's
proposal to modify that subsection to remove the commission’s dis-
cretion regarding the assessment of that fee is not necessary. The com-
mission has the expertise to exercise its reasonable discretion in such
circumstances and there is no need to circumscribe that discretion.
Most importantly, since staff did not propose this significant change
until after the proposed amendment was published in the Missouri
Register, interested persons have not had a reasonable opportunity to
comment on that change. The commission will not change “may” to
“shall” in the subsection.

4 CSR 240-120.065 Manufactured Home Dealer Setup
Responsibilities

(4) The commission shall not so discipline the dealer’s registration
unless the director of the commission’s manufactured housing and
modular units program finds, incident to an inspection, setup defi-
ciencies and initiates action to discipline the registration within five
(5) years after the date of sale, subject to the following, effective the
first day of the month after the effective date of this amendment:

(A) The director will have a period of one (1) year from the date
the home is installed to conduct the initial inspection of the home
setup;

{C) Dealers shalt submit to the commission a property locator indi-
cating the destination of the home within forty-eight (48) hours of the
date the home leaves the dealer’s location or the manufacturer’s toca-
tion if the home is shipped directly to the consumer. For multi-sec-
tion homes the forty-eight (48) hours begins when the first section
leaves the dealer’s or manufacturer’s location. The dealer shall use
the property locator form provided by the commission;

Title &—~DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

Division 240-—Public Service Commission

Chapter 120—New Manufactured Homes

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 700.040.5, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a rule as fol-
lows:

4 CSR 240-120.085 Re-Inspection Fee is amended.

A potice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was pubtished in the Missouri Register on September 16,
2013 (38 MoReg 1481). No changes have been made in the text of
the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted bere. This proposed
amendment becomes effective thirty (30) days after publication in the
Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October 25, 2013. The commission

received timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri
Public Service Commission, In addition, the following people offered
comments at the bearing: Tom Hager, Director of the Missouri
Manufactured Housing Association; Darrell Myers, New Castle
Mobile Homes of Harrisonville, Missouri; and Natelle Dietrich,
Blake Eastwood, and Ronnie Mann on behalf of the staff of the
Missouri Public Service Commission.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction with
eight (8) other rules affecting manufactured housing. Not all persons
offering comments addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: Tom Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri
Manufactured Housing Association, indicated his organization sup-
ports the proposed amendments as published in the Missouri
Register. He indicated that the association has worked with the com-
mission’s staff over the last four (4) years to craft these amendments.
In particular, the association appreciates the provision that will
reduce the amount of time for consumers to file a complaint from five
(5) years to one (1). However, Mr. Hager was concerned about the
changes to the proposed amendments that staff offered in its written
comments filed on October 16. He did not know that those changes
had been proposed until he arrived for the hearing. In particular, Mr.
Hager objected to staff’s proposal to change “may™ to “shall” in sev-
eral penalty provisions so as to remove staff's discretion reparding
the imposition of penalties against mobile home dealers who fail to
comply with certain provisions of the rule.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Hager for his general com-
ments and will address his concerns in its response to the specific
pravisions to which he objects. Mr. Hager did not object to any spe-
cific provision of this rule so no further comment is necessary.

COMMENT #2: Darrell Myers, of New Castle Homes of
Harrisonville, Missouri, indicated his dissatisfaction with the pro-
posed amendments in particular, and with government regulation by
this commission and by other governmental agencies in general. Mr.
Myers explained that the manufactured housing sales industry is
going through very hard financial conditions at this time. Many deal-
ers have gone out of business and sales are down for those that con-
tinue to operate. Mr. Myers believes the commission and other reg-
ulatory bodies at the federal, state, and local level should be looking
for ways to help the industry rather than add to the regulatory bur-
den.

Mr. Myers recognizes the need for regulation of the manufactured
housing industry, noting that there are some “bad guys” around.
However, he wants the commission to take action against the “bad
guys™ without imposing expensive regulatory burdens on the respon-
sible dealers. In particular, he is concerned about the staff proposal
10 change “may” to “shall” to remove discretion about imposition of
a penalty against dealers who fail to tum in paperwork on time.

Mr. Myers objects that he has had no opportunity w0 prepare a

response to the new changes proposed by staff in its October 16 com-
ment filing. He was unaware of those proposed changes until he
arrived for the hearing.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Myers for his general
comments. The commission is mindful of the need to consider the
burden it is placing on those people and companies it is regulating.
Certainly, the commission does not want to impose an undue burden
on anyone. However, as Mr. Myers acknowledges, there are “bad
guys” in every line of business and the commission has an obligation
to establish regulations to rein in those bad guys. Unfortunately, even
the “good guys” must then follow those regulations. In drafting these
regulations the commission has consulted with representatives of the
manufactured housing industry and it wiil continue to do so in the
future, Through continued cooperation, the commission will seek to
tailor its regulations to be as effective as possible while reducing the
regulatory burden as much as possible. The commission will further
address Mr, Myers’ concerns in its response to the specific provi-
sions to which he objects. Mr. Myers did not object to any specific
provision of this rule so no further comment is necessary.
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COMMENT #3: Darrell Myers indicated that the representation that
the cost of these amendments to public and private entities would not
exceed $500 in the aggregate was unrealistic,

RESPONSE: The commission continues to believe the public and
private cost of these amendments will not exceed five hundred dol-
lars {$500) in the aggregate. Much of Mr. Myers® compliance cost
concerns were directexi toward compliance with the rule as a whole,
not with just the more limited portions of the rule that are the sub-
ject of these amendments. Certainly, the cost of complying with the
entire suite of existing regulations may exceed five hundred doliars
{%500), but that is not the question at hand. The most significant new
regulatory requirement resulting from these amendments is the
requirement that dealers submit a property locator report 1o the com-
mission within forty-eight {48) hours afigr the home leaves the deail-
er"s property. The dealer witl atready be aware of the information the
commission is requiring to be included on the form and much of that
information must already be submitted o the Depanment of
Transportation to obtaie an oversize load permit, As a result, the only
added cost would be the time if takes to complete the one (1) page
form.

COMMENT #4: The commission’s staff offered a written comment
supporting the mmendment as published in the Missour? Register.
RESPONSE: The comumission thanks staff for its comments,

Title 4--DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

Division 240—Public Service Commission

Chapter 120—New Manufaciured Homes

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 700.040,5, REMo 2000, the commission amends a rule as fol-
loreg:

4 CSR. 240-120.130 Monthly Reporz Reguirement for Registered
Manufactited Home Dealers is amexded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Mixsouri Register on September 186,
2013 (38 MoReg 1481-1482). No changes have been made in the
wxt of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here. Thiy
proposed amendment becomes effective thirty (303 days after publi-
cation in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS; The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission keld a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October 25, 2013, The commission
received timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri
Public Service Commission. In addition, the following people
offered comments at the hearing: Tom Hager, Director of the
Missouri Manufactured Housing Assoctation; Darrell Myers, New
Castle Mobile Homes of Harrisonville, Missouri; and Natelle
Diietrich, Bleke Eastwood, and Ronnie Mann on behalf of the suff of
the Missouri Public Service Commiission.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunciion
with eight () other rales affecting manufactured housing, Not all
persons offering comments addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: Tom Hager, speaking on bebalf of the Missouri
Manufactured Housing Association, indicated his organization sup-
ports the proposed amendments ss published in the Missourd
Register. He inddicated that the association has worked with the com-
mission’s staff over the last four (4) years to craft these amendments,
In particular, the association appreciates the provision thar will

reduce the amount of time for consumers to file a complaint from
five (5) vears to one (1), However, Mr. Hager was concerned about
the changes to the proposed amendoents that staff offered In its writ-
ten comments filed on October 16, He did not know that those
changes had been proposed until be arrived for the hearing. In par-
sicalar, Mr. Hager objected 1o staff's proposal to change “may” to
“shall” in several penalty provisions so as to remove saff’s discre-
tion regarding the imposition of penalties against mobile home deal-
ers who fail to comply with certain provigions of the rule.
RESPONSE: The comgmission thanks Mr, Hager for bis general com-
mexnts and will address his concerns in its response to the specific
provisions ®© which he objects.

COMMENT #2: Darrell Myers, of KNew Castle Homes of
Harrisonville, Missouri, indicated bis dissatisfaction with the pro-
posed amendments in particular, and with governmem regulaton by
this commission and by other governimental agencies in general, Mr.
Myers explained that the manpfactured housing sales industry is
going through very bard financial conditions at this time, Marny deal-
ers have pone out of business and sales are down for those that con-
timue o operate. Mr. Myers believes the commission and other reg-
ulatory hodies at the federal, smate, and local level should be looking
for ways o help the industry rather than add (0 the regulatory bur-
den.

Mr. Myers recognizes the need for regulation of the manufactured
housing industry, noting that there are some “bad guys™ around.
However, he wants the cormission to take action against the “bad
guys™ without inposing éxpensive regulatory burdens on the respon-
sible dealers. 1n particular, be i3 concerned about the staff proposal
1o change “may” to “shall” to remove discretion about itposition of
a penalty against dealers whe fzil to e in paperwork on time,

Mr. Myers objects that he has had ne oppornunity to prepare a

response to the new changes proposed by staff in itz October 16 com-
ment filing. He was uraware of those proposed changes umel he
artived for the hesring.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Myers for his general
comments. The commission is mindful of the need to congider the
burden it is placing on those people and companices it is regulating.
Certainly, the commission does not waat to impose an undue burden
on anyone. However, as Mr. Myers acknowledges, there are “bad
guys” in every line of basiness and the commission has art obligation
to establish regulations to rein in those bad guys. Unfortunassly,
even the “good guys” must then follow those regulations. In draft-
ing these regulations the commission has consulted with represenia-
tives of the manufactured bousing industry and it will continue 1o do
so in e fumre. Through contimied cooperation, the commission
will seek to wilor ifs regulations w be as effective as passibie while
reducing the regulatory burden a¢ mueb as possible, The commission
will further address Mr, Myers’ concerns in its response to the spe-
cific provisions wy which he objects,

COMMENT #3: Darrell Myers indicated that the representation that
the cost of these amendments 1o public and private entities would not
exceed five hundred dollars (3500) in the aggregate way unrealistic,

RESPONSE: The comnission continues to belicve the public and pri-
vate cost of these amendments will not exceed five hundredt dollars
(3$500) in the agpregate. Much of Mr. Myers’ compliance cost con-
cerns were direeted toward compliance with the rule as a whols, not
with just the more limited portions of the rule that are the subject of
these amendments. Certainly, the cost of complying with the entire
suite of existing regulations may exceed five hundred dollars ($500),
but hat is not the question at hand. The mog significant new reputa-
tory requirement resulting from these amendments is the requirement
that dealers submit a property locator report to the commission with-
in forry-eight (48} hours after the home lexves the dealer’s property,
The dealer will already be aware of the information the commission is
requiring o be included on the form and much of that information
must already be submined to the Department of Transportation to
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obtain an oversize load permit. As a result, the only added cost would
be the time it takes to complete the one (1) page form.

COMMENT #4: The proposed amendment to section (3) as pub-
lished in the Missouri Register indicates the director may assess a
fifty dollar ($50) per report inspection fee against dealers who fail to
submit a monthly sales report within sixty (60) days of the date such
report is due. In its comments filed on October 16, staff proposes to
change the “may” to “shall,” thereby removing the director’s discre-
tion about whether to impose the fee.

Tom Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri Manufactured

Housing Association, and Darrell Myers both objected to the pro-
posal o remove the director’s discretion about imposing an inspec-
tion fee. Hager complains that this change was not discussed with the
association and that he was unaware of the proposed change until he
spoke with staff just before the hearing, Mr. Myers complains that
imposing a mandatory fee would unfairly penalize good dealers who
happen to occasionally miss a deadline.
RESPONSE: The amendment to section (3) as published in the
Missouri Register altows the director to impose an additional inspec-
tion fee as a reasonable means to ensure compliance with the require-
ment to submit a monthly sales report in a timely manner. However,
staff’s proposal to modify that subsection to remove the director’s
discretion regarding the assessment of that fee is not necessary. The
director has the expertise t0 exercise reasonable discretion in such
circumstances and there is no need to circumscribe that discretion.
Most importantly, since staff did not propose this significant change
until after the proposed amendment was published in the Missouri
Register, interested persons have not had a reasonable opportumity (o
comment on that change. The commission will not change “may” to
“shall” in the section.

Title &—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 123—Modular Units

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 700,040.5, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a rule as fol-
lows:

4 CSR 240-123.065 is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on September 16,
2013 (38 MoReg 1482-1483). Those sections with changes are
reprinted here. This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty
(30) days after publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October 25, 2013, The commission
received timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri
Public Service Commission. In addition, the following people offered
comments at the hearing: Tom Hager, Director of the Missouri
Manufactured Housing Association; Darrell Myers, New Castle
Mobile Homes of Harrisonville, Missouri; and Natelle Dietrich,
Blake Eastwood, and Ronnie Mann on behalf of the staff of the
Missouri Public Service Commission.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction with
eight (8) other rules affecting manufactured housing. Not all persons
offering comments addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: Tom Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri
Manufactured Housing Association, indicated his orgamization sup-
ports the proposed amendments as published in the Missour

Register. He indicated that the association has worked with the com-
mission’s staff over the last four (4) years to craft these amendments.
In particular, the association appreciates the provision that will
reduce the amount of time for consumers to file a complaint from five
(5) years to one (1). However, Mr. Hager was concerned about the
changes to the proposed amendments that staff offered in its written
comments filed on October 16. He did not know that those changes
had been proposed until he arrived for the hearing. In particular, Mr,
Hager objected to staff’s proposal to change “may” to “shall” in sev-
eral penalty provisions so as to remove staff’s discretion regarding
the imposition of penalties against mobile home dealers who fail to
comply with certain provisions of the rule.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Hager for his general com-
ments and will address his concerns in its response to the specific
provisions to which he objects.

COMMENT #2: Darrell Myers, of New Castle Homes of
Harrisonville, Missouri, indicated his dissatisfaction with the pro-
posed amendments in particular, and with government regulation by
this commission and by other governmental agencies in general. Mr.
Myers explained that the manufactured housing sales industry is
going through very hard financial conditions at this time. Many deal-
ers have gone out of business and sales are down for those that con-
tinue to operate. Mr. Myers believes the commission and other reg-
ulatory bodies at the federal, state, and local level should be looking
for ways to help the industry rather than add to the regulatory bur-
den.

Mr. Myers recogmizes the need for regulation of the manufaciured
housing industry, noting that there are some “bad guys” around.
However, he wants the commission to take action against the “bad
guys” without imposing expensive regulatory burdens on the respon-
sible dealers. In particular, he is concerned about the staff proposal
to change “may” to “shall” to remove discretion about imposition of
a penalty against dealers who fail to wrn in paperwork on time.

Mr. Myers objects that he has had no opportunity to prepare a

response to the new changes proposed by staff in its October 16 com-
ment filing, He was unaware of those proposed changes until he
arrived for the hearing.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Myers for his general
comments. The commission is mindful of the need to consider the
burden it is placing on those people and companies it is regulating,
Certainly, the commission does not want to impose an undue burden
on anyone. However, as Mr. Myers acknowledges, there are “bad
guys” in every line of business and the commission has an obligation
to establish regulations (o rein in those bad guys. Unfortunately, even
the “good guys” must then follow those regulations. In drafting these
regulations the commission has consulied with representatives of the
manufactured housing industry and it will continue to do so in the
future. Through continued cooperation, the commission will seek to
tailor its regulations to be as effective as possible while reducing the
regulatory burden as much as possible. The commission will further
address Mr. Myers’ concerns in its response to the specific provi-
sions to which he objects.

COMMENT #3: Darrell Myers indicated that the representation that
the cost of these amendments to public and private entities would not
exceed five hundred dollars ($500) in the aggregate was unrealistic.

RESPONSE: The commission continues to believe the public and pri-
vate cost of these amendments will not exceed five hundred dollars
($500) in the aggregate. Much of Mr. Myers’ compliance cost con-
cerns were directed toward compliance with the rule as a whole, not
with just the more limited portions of the rule that are the subject of
these amendments. Certainly, the cost of complying with the entire
suite of existing regulations may exceed five hundred dollards ($500),
but that is not the question at hand. The most significant new regula-
tory Tequirement resulting from these amendments is the requirement
that dealers submit a property locator report to the commission with-
in forty-eight (48) hours after the home leaves the dealer’s property.
The dealer will already be aware of the information the commission
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is requiring to be included o the form and much of thar information
muist already be submitted o the Department of Transporttion to
abexin an oversize load permit. As 2 vesult, the only added cost would
be the time it takes to complete the one (1) page form.

COMMENT #4: The commission’s staff offered a writgien comment
suggesting additional changes 10 the amendment as published in the
Missouri Register. New sectton (5) of the amendment as published
allows the director one (1} year to conduct 1n injtial inspection of the
set-up of 2 home. The amended rule would measure that one- (1-)
year inspection period from the date the dealer reports the delivery
of the home to the consumer, or if not reported, from the date the
commission becomes aware of the delivery. Staff proposes o simpli-
fy the start of the one- (1-) year imspection period o the date the
home is installed. Staff believes this wauld provide a more definite
“trigger” date for the inspection. The persons commenting on behalf
of the manufactured housing industry did not respond to this addi-
tional change proposed by staff.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The cominis-
sion is concerned that the representatives of the manufactured hous-
ing business and other fnterested persons did not bave a substantial
opportunity to respond 1o this proposed modification of the amend-
ment 85 published in the Missouri Register since staff did not pro-
pose it until it filed its written comments nine (9) days before the
hearing. However, the commission shares staffs concem that the
amendment as published would start the one- {1-} year inspection
period from the inherently uncertain date of when the dealer reports
the delivery of the home o the consumer or, even less cerainly,
when the commission becomes aware of the delivery. Staff's revised
proposal 0 measire the inspection period from the date the home is
installed will provide a more definite “trigger™ date and should ben-
efit both conswmers and dealers, The commission will revise section

(5} as proposed by staff.

COMMENT #5: New subsection (5)(B) requires the dealer o sub-
mit & property locator form 10 the commission Indicating the desti-
nation of the home within forty-eight (48) hours of the date the home
teaves the dealer’s location. The subsection, as published in the
Misspuri Register, siates that the property focator form will be pro-
vided by the commission. In its written comments, the commission's
staff attaches a draft of the Jocator form the dealers will be required
10 use.

Darreil Myers objected to the cost of compileting this new paper-
work and complained that the form would require him to violate the
privacy of his customers by providing the customer’s name and
address to the state,

Saff replied o Mr, Myers by explaining that prompt submission

of the property locator form is needed 1o allow is inspectors to
schedule their inspections of the semup of the home. Su:aff also
explains that any customer information submined 10 the connission
must remain confidential by Missouri stamute.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE; The commis-
sion believes that the requirement to submit a property locator form
imposed by the new subsection {5XB)} as published in the Missouri
Register is appropriate. The privacy of customer information will be
mainined and the additional cost to dealers is reasonable in light of
the need o efficiently schedule required inspections.

The revision proposed by saff in its October 16 commern: that
would require dealers o use the locator form provided by the com-
mission is an improvement that will make the form more accessible
to dealers and to the public. The commission will incorporate that
revision into the rule.

COMMENT #6. New subsection (5YC}, as published in the Miscouri
Register, indicates the commission may agsess a fifty dollar ($50) per
home inspection fee against dealers who fail to submit the property
locator form by the due date. In its commemns filed on Ocober 16,
staff proposes to change the “ray™ 10 “shall,” therehy removing the
commission's discretion about whether to impose the fee,

Tom Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri Manufacaired

Housing Association, znd Derrell Myers both objected to the pro-
posal 1o remove the director’s discretion about imposiog an inspec-
tion fee. Hager complains that this change was not discussed with the
association and that ke was unaware of the proposed change until he
spoke with staff just before the hearing. Mr. Myers complains that
imposing a mandatory fee would unfairly penalize good dealers who
happen o occasionally miss a short deadline.
RESPONSE: New suhsectdon (5)(C). as published in the Missonr/
Register, allows the commission o impose an additional inspection
fee as ¢ reasonable means 1o ensure compliance with the requirement
to submit & property locator formt in a Umely manner. However,
staff's proposal to modify that subsection to remove the commis-
sion’s discretion regarding the assessment of that fee is not necessary,
The commission has the expertise o exercise its reasonable discre-
tion in such circumstances and there is no need to Circumseribe that
discretion. Most importantly, since staff did not propose this signif-
icant change untl after the proposed amendment was published in the
Missouri Register, intcrested persons have not bad a reasonable
oppottunity 0 comment on that change, The commission will not
change “may™ to “shall” in the subsection.

COMMENT #7: Darrell Myers expressed concern about section
(6], which will become section ¢7) pursuant to the proposed amend-
menit as published in the Missow? Register. The commission did not
propose any change to this section, apart from the renumbering. Mr.
Myers believes that subsection (6)([), which requires the dealer of a
madular Unit to notify a purchaser of either a sew or used unit if the
unit has incurred any damages, unnecessarily increases the dealer's
potential liabillty 1w dissatisfied purchasers.

RESPONSE: The commission apprecistes Mr. Myers” concern,
However, at this stage of the rulemaking process, the comunission
does not have an oppormity te properly consider the proposed
change, nor would any other interested person have an epportunity to
comment on such a change, The commission will not modify section
{6) in this rulemaking, aside from the proposed renumbering,
However, Mr. Myers is welcome to again bring his concern to the
commission’s attention in discussions leading to any funere rubemak-
ing proceeding.

4 CSR 240-123.065 Modular Unit Dealer/Seling Agent Setup
Responsibilities

€5} For dealers selling residential one {1} and two (2) family modu-
lar units built pursuant to the Internations! Residential Code (IRC) to
consumers: effective the first day of the month following the effec-
tive date of this amendment, the director will have 3 period of one
{1} year from the date the unit is isstatled 10 conduct the initial
inspection of the bome semp.

{B} Dealers shall subustit to the commission 4 property locator indi-
cating the destination of the residential modular unit{s) within forty-
eight (48) hours of the date the unit leaves the dealer’s location or the
manufacturer’s location if the unit is shipped direct w the consumer.
For multi-section residential modular units the forty-eight (48) hours
begins when the first section leaves the dealer’s or mamfacturer’s
location. The dealer shall use the property locator form provided by
the commission.

Title 4~DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240-—Public Service Commission
Chapter 123—Modular Units

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 706.040.5, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a rule as fol-
lows:
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4 CSR 240-123.0976 Monthly Report Reguirement for Registered
Modular Unit Dealers is amended.

A metice of proposed rulemaking contaiming the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on September 16,
2013 (38 MoReg 1483). No changes have been made in the text of
the proposed amendment, s it is not reprinted here.  This proposed
amendment becomes effective thirty (30} days after publication in the
Code of Stote Regulations.,

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
Cctober 16, 2013, and e commission keld a public hearing on the
proposed amendmemt on October 25, 2013, The commission
received tmely written comiments from the staff of the Missouri
Public Service Commission. In additen, the following peaple offered
comments at the hearing: Tom Hager, Director of the Missouri
Manufsctured Housing Associadon; Darrell Myers, New Castle
Mobile Homes of Harrisonville, Missouri; and Nawelle Dietrich,
Blake Eastwood, and Ronnic Mann on bebalf of the staff of the
Missouri Public Service Commission.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction with
eight (8) otker rules affecting manufactured housing., Not 4ll persons
offering comments addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: Tom Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri
Manufactured Housing Association, indicated his organization sup-
ponis the proposed amendments as published n the Missour
Register. He indicated that the association has worked with the com-
mission’s staff over the last four (4) years to craft these amendments.
In particular, the association appreciates the provision that will
reduce the amopnt of time for consumers to file a complaint from five
{5) years to ome (13, However, Mr. Hager was concerned about the
changes to the proposed amendments that staff offered in its written
comments fited on October 16. He did not know that those chaoges
had been proposed until he arrived for the hearing. In partdcular, Mr.
Hager objected to staff's proposal to change “may™ o “shall” in sev-
eral penalty provisions so as 0 remove staff™s discretion regandiog
the imposition of penalties against mobile home dealers who il 1o
comply with certain provisions of the rule,

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr, Hager for his general com-
ments and will address his concerns in lts response to the specific
provisions to which be objects.

COMMENT #2; Darrell Myers, of New Castde Homes of
Harrisonville, Missours, indicatad his dissatisfaction with the proposed
amemiments in particular, and with government regulaton by this
copemission and by other governmental agencies in general. Mr. Myers
explained that the manufactured housing sales mdustry s going
through very haed financial conditions as this time. Many dealers have
gone out of business and sales are down for those that continue ©
aperate. Mr. Myers betieves the commission and other tegulatory bod-
ies at the federa], state, and Jocal tevel shonld be looking for ways to
help the industry rather than add to the regulatory burden.

Mr. Myers recognizes the need for regulation of the manufactured
housing isdusiry, noting that there are some “bad guys™ arourd.
However, he wants the commission o take action against the “bud
guys” withouwt imposing expensive regulatory burdens on the respon-
sible dealers, Tn particular, he is concerned about the staff proposal
w change “may” © “shall” @ remove discretion about imposition of
4 penalty against dealers who fail to turn in paperwork on fume.

Mr. Myers objects that he has had no opportunity to prepare a
response £ the new changes proposed by staff in its October 16 com-
ment filing. He was unawsre of those proposed chunges until he
arrived for the hearing.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr, Myers for his general
comments.  The commission is mindfyl of the need to consider the
burden # is placing on those people and companies It is regulating.
Certainly, the commission does not wast (o impose an undue burden
on anyone. However, as Mr Myers acknowledges, there are “bad
uys™ in every line of business and the commission has an obligation

to establish regulations to rein in those bad guys. Unforwunately, even
the “good guys”™ must then follow those regulations, In drafting these
regulations the commission has consulted with representatives of the
marufactured housing industry and it will continue 1o do so in the
foture. Through continued cooperation, the comsmission will seek to
tailor its regulations to be as effective as possible while reducing the
regulatory burden as much as possible, The corunission will further
address Mr, Myers’ concerns in its resporse to the specific provi-
sions 1o which he objects.

COMMENT #3: Darrell Myers indicated that the representation that
the cost of these amendmenis o public and private entities would not
excesd five hundred dollars (3500) in the aggregate was unrealistic.

RESPONSE: The commnission continues to beliewe the public and pri-
vate cost of these amendments will not exceed five hundred dollars
{33060 in the aggregae, Much of Mr. Myers® compliance cost con-
cerns were directed toward compliance with the nule as a whole, nix
with just the more Timited portions of the rule that are the subject of
these amendments. Certainly, the cost of complying with the entire
suiie of existing regulations may exceed five hurlred doliars ($500),
but that is ot the question at hand. The most significant new regula-
tory requirement resulting from these amendments is the requirement
that dealers submit a property locator report to the commission with-
in forty-eight (48 hours after the home leaves the dealer’s property.
The dealer will already be aware of the information the commission is
reguiring to be included on the form and much of that information
must already be submitted w0 the Departmers of Transportation to
obtain an oversize load permit. As a result, the only added cost would
be the time ¥ takes to complete the one (1) page form.

COMMENT #4: The proposed amendment to section {3), as pub-
lished in the Missouri Register, indicates thie director may assess 4
fifty dollar (350) per report inspection fee against dealers who fail to
submit 2 monthly sales report within sixty (603 days of the date such
report is due. In its comments filed on October 18, staff proposes w©
change the “may” to “shall,” thereby removing the director™s discre-
tion about whether to impose the fee.

Tom Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri Manufcred

Housing Association, and Darrell Myers both objected to the pro-
posal o remove the director’s discretion about iinposing an inspec-
tion fee. Hager complains that this change was not discussed with the
association and that he was unaware of the propesed change until he
spoke with staff just before the hearing. Mr. Myers complains that
imposing a mandatory fee would unfairly penalize good dealers who
happen to occasionally miss a deadline.
RESPONSE: The amendment to section £3), as published in the
Missouri Register, allows the director to impose an addittonal inspes-
tion fee as a reasonable means to ensure comphiance with the require-
ment to submit 2 monthly sales report in 3 timely manner. However,
staff’s proposa! to maodify thet section to remove the director’s discre-
tion regarding the assessment of that fee is not necessary. The direc-
tor has the expertise 10 exercise reasonable discretion in such circom-
stances and there is no need w cireumscribe that discretion.  Most
importantly, since staff did not propose this significant change until
after the proposed amendment was published io the Missowr? Register,
interested persons have not had a reasonable opportunity to comment
on that change. The commission will not change “may” to "shall” in
the section.

Title &~DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 123—Modular Enits

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vesied in the Public Service Commission wnder sec-
tior: 700.040.5, R8Mo 2000, the commission amends a mule as follows:
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4 CSR 240-123.095 Re-Inspection Fee is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking contining the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on September 16,
2013 {38 MoReg 1483-1484). No changes have been made in the
text of the proposed amendment, o it is not reprinted here.  Thiy
proposed amendment becomes effective thirty (30) days afier publi-
cation in the Code of Stre Reguiotions.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the comnmission heid a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October 23, 2013, The commission
received tmely written comments from the saff of the Missouri
Public Service Commission. In addition, the following people
offered connnents 4t the hearing:  Tom Hager, Dirsctor of the
Missouri Manufacrured Housing Association; Darrell Myers, New
Castle Mobile Homes of Harrisonvilie, Missourl: and Nawelle
Dietrich, Blake Eastwood, and Roanie Mann on behalf of the staff of
the Missouri Public Service Commigsion.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction
with eight (8) other rules affecting manufactured housing. Not all
persons offering conmments addressed this particelar rile.

COMMENT #1: Tom Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri
Manafacwwred Housing Assoclation, indicated his organization sup-
ports the proposed amendments as published in the Missour
Register. He indicated that the association has worked with the com-
migsion’s staff over the last four (4 years © craft these amendments,
In particular, the association appreciates the provision that will
reduce the amount of time for consumers o file a complaint from
five (5} years to one (1). However, Mr. Hager was conceraed about
the changes to the proposed amendments that staff offered in its writ-
ten comments filed on October 16. He did not know that those
changes had been proposed until he arrived for the bearing. in par-
ticular, Mr. Hager objected to staff’s proposal to change *“may™ 1o
“shall™ in several pemalty provisions so as 1o remove staff’s discre-
tion regarding the imposition of penaliies against mobile home deal-
ers who fall o comply with certain provisions of the rule.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Hager for his general com-
merits and will address his concerns in its response o the specifie
provisions to which he objects. Mr. Hager did not object 1o any spe-
cific provision of this rule s¢ no further comment is necessary.

COMMENT #2: Darrell Myers, of New Castle Homes of
Harrisonville, Missousi, indicated his dissatisfaction with the pro-
posed amendments in particular, and with government regulation by
this commission and by other governmental agencics in general. Mr.,
Mpyers explained that the marufactured housing sales industry is
going through very hard financial conditions at this time. Many deal-
ers have gone out of business and sales are down for those that con-
tinue to operate. Mr. Myers believes the commission and other reg-
wlatory bedies at the federal, state, and local level should be tooking
for ways 1o help the industry rather than add © the regulatory bur-
den.

Mr. Myers recognizes the need for regulation of the manufactured
housing industry, noting that there are some “bad guys™ around.
However, he wants the commission o take action against the “bad
guys” without imposing expensive regulatory burdens on the respon-
sible dealers. In particular, he is concerned about the staff proposal
to change “may” to “shall” to remxwe discretion abowt impesition of
a penalty against dealers whe fail to ourn in paperwork on time.

Mr. Myers objects that he has had no opportunity to prepare 2
respense o the new changes proposed by staff in it October 16 com-
ment fimg. He was unaware of those proposed changes umtil he
artived for the hearing.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Myers for his general
comments. The commission is mindful of the need o consider the
burden it is placing on those people and companies it is regulating.

Certainly, the commission does not want to impose an undue burden
on amyonc. However, a5 Mr. Myers acknowledges, there are “had
guys” ip every line of business and the commission bas an obligation
to establish regulations 1o rein in those bad puys. Unfortunately,
even the “good guys™ must then follow those regulations. In draft-
ing these regulations the cornmission has consulied with representa-
tives of the manufaciured housing industey and it wiil continue 1o do
50 in the fummre. Through continued cooperation, the commission
will seek to taflor its regulations o be as effective as possible while
reducing the regulatory burden as much as possible. The commission
wiil further address Mr. Myery” concerns in its response to the spe-
cific provisions to whick ke ohjects. Mr. Myers did not object to any
specific provision of this rule so no further comment is necessary.

COMMENT #3: Darrell Myers indicated that the representation that
the cost of these amendments to public and private entties would not
exceed five hundred dollars (3300} in the aggrepare was unrealistic,

RESPONSE: The commission continues 1o believe the public and
privaie cost of these amendments will not excesd five hundred dol-
lars ($5300) in the aggregate. Much of Mr. Myers™ compliance cost
concerns were direcled toward compliance with the ntle as a whole,
not with just the more timited portions of the rule that are the sub-
ject of these amendments. Certainly, the cost of complying with the
entire suite of existing regulations may exceed five hundred dollars
{$500), but that is not the question at hand. The most slgnificant new
regulatory requirement resulting from these amendments & the
requirement that dealers submit a property locator report 10 the com-
mission within forty-eight (48) hours after the home leaves the deal-
er’s property. The dealer will alseady be aware of the information the
commissiot: is requiring 10 be included on the form and much of that
information must already be submitted to the Department of
Transportation (0 Obtain an oversize load permit. As a result, the only
added cost would be the time it takes to complete the one (1) page
form.

COMMENT #4: The commission’s saff offered 2 written comment
suppurting the amendment as published in the Missouri Register,
RESPONSE: The commission thanks staff for its comments,

Title &-DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Conmmission
Chapter 125—Manufactored Home Instalters

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec.
tion 700.040.5, RSMg 2000, the commission amends a rule as fol-
fows:

4 CSR 240-125.010 Definitions is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missourf Regisrer on September 14,
2013 (38 MoReg 1484). No changes have been made in the text of
the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed
amendment becomes effective thirty (307 days after publication in the
Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October 25, 2013. The commission received
timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission. In addition, the foliowing people offered comments at
the hearing: Tom Hager, Director of the Missouri Manufactured
Housing Association; Darrell Myers, New Castle Mobile Homes of
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Harrisonville, Missouri; and Natelle Dieirich, Blake Easiwood, and
Ronnie Mamn on behalf of the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commigsion,

The commission considered this partienlar rule in conjunction with
¢ight (8} other rules affecting manufactured housing. Not all persons
offering comments addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: Tom Hager, speaking on bebalf of the Missouri
Manufactured Housing Association, indicated his organization sup-
ports the proposed amendments as published in the Mistouri
Register. He indicated that the associatlon has worked with the com-
mission’s staff over the last four (4) vears to craft these amendments.
In particular, the association appreciates the provision that will
reduce the amount of time for comsumers to file a complaint from five
(5) years to one (1). However, Mr. Hager was concerned about the
changes to the proposed amendmenis that staff offered in its written
comments filed on October 16. He did not know that thase changes
had been proposed until he arrived for the hearing. In particular, Me.
Hager objected o staff's proposal to change “may” 1o “shall” in sev-
eral penzlty provisions so as to remove staff’s discresion regarding
the imposition of penalties against mobile home dealers who fail ©
comply with certain provisions of the rule,

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Hager for his general com-
ments and will address his concerns in i3 resporse o the specific
provisions o which he objects. Mr. Haper did not object to any spe-
cific provision of this rele so ne further comment is pecessary.

COMMENT #2: Darrell Myers, of New Castle Homes of Harrison-
ville, Missouri, indicated his dissatisfaction with the proposed amend-
ments in particular, and with government regulation by this comnis-
sion and by other governmental agencies In gemeral. Mr Myers
explained that the manufactured bousing sales industry is going
through very hard financial conditions at this time. Many dealers have
gone out of business and sales are down for those that continue to
opetate. Mr. Myers believes the commission and other regulatory bod-
iee at the federal, state, and local level shoudd be looking for ways o
help the industry rather than add to the regulatory burden.

Mr. Myers recognizes the need for regulation of the manufctured
bouging industry, noting that there are some “bad guys® around.
Howevsr, he wants the commission to ke action against the “bad
guve” without imposing expensive regulatory burdens on the respon-
sible dealers. In particular, be is concerned about the staff proposal
o change “may” o “shall” to mmove discretion sbout imposition of
# penalty against dealers who fail 1o murn in paperwork on time.

Mr. Myers objects that he has had no opportunaity to prepare a

response 1o the new changes proposed by staff in its October 16 com-
ment filing. He was unaware of those proposed changes until he
arrived for the hearing.
RESPONSE: The eommission thanks My, Myers for his general
comments. The commission i mindful of the need to consider the
burden it is placing on those people and companies it is regulating,
Certainly, the commission does not wani to impose an undue burden
on amyone. However, as Mr. Myers acknowledges, thers are “bad
guys” in every line of business and the commission has an obligation
to establish regulations to rein in those bad gays. Unforaumately, even
the “good guys™ must then follow those regulations. In draiting these
regulations the commission has consulted with representatives of the
nanufactured housing industty and it will continue 10 do 30 ia the
future, Theough continued cooperation, the commission will seek 0
tailor its regulations to be as effective as possible while reducing the
regulatory burden as much as possible. The commission will further
address Mr. Myers’ concerns in its response to the specific provi-
sions 1o which he objects. Mr. Myers did not object {o any specific
provision of this rule so no further comment i3 necessary.

COMMENT #3: Darrell Myers indicated that the representation that
the cost of thesc amendments to public and private entities would not
exceed five hundred doliars (3500) in the aggregate was unrealistic.

RESPONSE: The commission continues 10 believe the public and

private cost of these amendments will not exceed five hundred dollars
(3500) in the aggregate. Much of Mr. Myers' compliance cost con-
cerns were directed towsrd compliznce with the mile as 3 whole, not
with just the more Emited portons of the rule that are the subject of
these amendments. Certainly, the cost of complying with the entire
suite of existing regulations may exceed five hundred dollars (3500),
but that is not the question at hand. The most significant vew reguls-
tory requirement resulting from these amendments is the requirement
that dealers submit a property locator report to the commission with-
in forty-eight (48) hours after the horse leaves the dealer’s property.
The dealer will already be aware of the information the commission is
requiring to be included on the form and much of that formation
must already be submitted o the Deparmment of Transpormation o
obtain an oversize load permit. As a result, the only added cost wonld
be the time it wkes to complete the one (1) page form.

COMMENT #4: The commission’s staff offered a written comment
asking the commission to amend the purpose of the amendment and
the definition of director found in section (9). That section was ot
proposed o be amended in the Missouri Register. Swaff eaplains that
the current definition describes director as used in throughout the
regulation a5 the director of the manufactured housing program of the
commission. The person in that 1ole is now called mamager, rather
than director.

RESPONSE: The notice of proposed rulemaking as published in the
Missouri Register 3id not propose to amend section (9. As a result,
that section was not open for comment and cannot be amended in this
order of rulemaking. The commission may address this change ina
futere rulemaking.

Title 4--DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240-Public Service Commission
Chapter 125—~Manufactured Home Installers

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 700,692, RSMo Supp. 20113, the commission amends a rule as
follows:

4 CSR 240-125.040 is amended.

A notice of proposed mulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amerdmen: was published in the Missouri Register on Sepember 15,
A3 (38 MoReg 1484-1485). Those sections with changes e
reprinted here, This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty
(30 days after publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
Ociober 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October 25, 2013. The commission
received timely writien comments from the staff of the Missouri
Public Service Commission. In addition, the following people offered
comments at the hearing: Tom Hager, Director of the Missouri
Manufachured Housing Association; Darrell Myers, New Castle
Mobile Homes of Harrisonville, Missouri; and Natelle Dietrich,
Blake Eastwood, and Ronnie Mann on behalf of the staff of the
Missouri Public Service Commission.

The commizsion considered thig particular rule in confunction with
aight (8} other rules affecting manufactured housing. Not all persons
offering comments addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: Tom Huger, speaking on behalf of the Missouri
Manpfactured Housing Association, indicated his organization sup-
poris the proposed amendments as published in the Missowri
Register. He indicated that the association has worked with the coimn-
mission’s staff over the last four (4) years to craft these amendments.
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In particular, the association appreciates the provision that will
reduce the amount of time for consumers to file a complaint from
five (5) years to one (1). However, Mr. Hager was concerned about
the changes to the proposed amendments that siaff offered in its wrir-
ten comments filed on October 16, He did not know that those
changes had been proposexd until he arrived for the hearing. In par-
ticular, Mr. Hager objected to staff’s proposal o change “may” io
“shall™ in several penalty provisions so as to remove staff’s discre-
tion regarding the fmposition of penaltics against mobile bome deal-
ers who fail to comply with certain provisions of the rule,
RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Hager for his general com-
ments and will address his concerns in its response (o the specific
provisions (0 which he objects.

COMMENT #2: Darrelt Myers, of New Castie Homes of
Hurrisonville, Missouri, indicated his dissatisfaction with the pro-
posed amendments in particular, and with government regulation by
this commission and by other governmental sgencies in general. Mr.
Myers explained that the manufactured housing sales industry is going
through very hard financial condirions at this time. Many dealers have
gone out of business and sales are down for those that confinue o
opemte. Mr. Myers believes the commission and other repulatory
bidies ar the federal, state, and local level should be looking for ways
t0 help the industry rather than add o the regulatory burden,

Mr. Myers recognizes the need for reguladon of the mamsfacrured
housing industry, noting that there are some “bad guys™ around,
However, he wants the commission to take action against the “bad
guys” without imposing expensive regulatory burdens on the respon-
sible dealers, In particular, he is concerned about the staff proposal
to change “may” 10 “shull” 1o remove discretion about impaosition of
a penaliy against dealers who fail o torn in paperwork on time,

Mr., Myers objects that he has had no opporunity 1o prepare a

response to the new changes proposed by staff in its October 16 com-
ment filing. He was unaware of those proposed changes until he
arrived for the hearing.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Myers for his geners!
comments. The commission is mindful of the seed to consider the
burden it is placing on those people and companies it is regolating.
Certainly, the commission does not want to impose an undue burden
on anyone. However, as Mr. Myers acknowledges, therg are “bad
guys” in every line of business and the commission has an obligation
to establish regulations to rein in those bad guys. Unfortunately, even
the “goad guys” must then fllow those regulations. In drafting these
regulations the commission has consulted with represenmtives of the
manufactured housing industry and it will contipue o do s0 in the
furure. Through continued cooperation, the commission will seek to
tailor it regulations to be as effective ay possible while veducing the
regulatory burden a8 much as possible. The commission will further
address Mr, Myers' concerns in iis response 1o the specific provi-
sions to which he objects.

COMMENT #3: Darrell Myers indicated that the represensation that
the cost of these amendments to public and private entities would not
exceed five hundred dollars (35003 in the aggregale was unrealistic.
RESPONSE: The comymission continues 1o believe the public and pri-
vate cost of these amendments will not exceed five hundred dollars
{3500} in the aggregate. Much of Mr, Myers™ compliance cost con-
cerns were directed toward compliance with the rule as a whole, not
with just the more limited portions of the rule that are the subject of
these amendments, Certainly, the cost of complying with the entire
suite of existing regulations may exceed five hundred dollars (3500),
but that is not the question at hand. The most significant new regula-
tory requirement resuliing from these amendments is the requirement
that dealers subunit 4 property locator report to the comrission with-
in forty-eight (48) hours afier the home leaves the dealer’s property.
The dealer will already be aware of the information the commission is
requiring to be included on the form and much of that information
must afresdy be submitted to the Department of Tramsportation 10
obiain an oversize load permit. As a result, the only added cost would
be the time it takes w complete the one (1) page form.

COMMENT #4: In its written commens filed on October 16, the
commission’s staff commented that the listing of the work coversd by
an installer licensee in subsection (2HA) is confusing in its current
format. Staff proposes o break up the sixieen (16) parsgraphs of sub-
section {2}{A} by creating a new subsection (B) for which the exist-
ing paragraghs (23(A)10.-14. would become paragraphs (2)(B)1.-3.
Staff does not propose o change the substance of any of these sub-
sections.

RESPONSE AND EXFLANATION OF CHANGE: Suff's pro-
posed re-denomination of the subsections will help improve the read-
ability of the regulation and will be adopred.

COMMENT #3: Also in its written: comment filed on Ocober 16,
the cornmission’s staff commented i the proposed amendment a3
published in the Missowri Register, two {2) new paragraphs would
have been created and denominated as paragraphs (2)}A)15. and 16,
Staff now proposes (o re-designate those two (2) paragraphs as sub-
sections {3XA) and (B).

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: S@affs pro-
posed re-denomination of the subsectons will help improve the read-
ability of the regulation and will be adopted.

COMMENT #6: The proposed amendment to what will be subsec.
don (3uB), paragraph €2)(A)16. as published in the Missowrf
Register, indicates a primary mstaller who fails to submit a proper-
ty locator 1o the commission prior m placing a home on site may be
subject to the fifty dollar (830) per home inspection foe a5 defied in
4 CSR 240.065(dyD). In its comments filed on Octaber 16, staff
proposes to change the “may” to “shall,” thereby removing the com-
mission’s discretion about whether to impose the fee.

Tom Hager, speaking on bebalf of the Missouri Manufachred

Housing Association, ami Darrell Myers both objected w the pro-
posal to remove the director’s discretion abour imposing an inspec-
tion fee. Hager complains that this change was not discussed with the
association and that he was unaware of the proposed change until he
spoke with staff just before the hearing. Mr. Myers complains that
imposing a mandatory fee wounld unfairly penalize good dealers who
happen to occasionally miss a deadline.
RESPONSE: The amendment to subsection (3MB} (paragraph
(2}(A)16. as published in the Missour! Register) allows the commis-
sion to impose an additional inspection fee as a reasonable means to
ensure compliance with the requirement to submit a property loczror
in a timely manner. However, staff's proposal to modify that subsec-
tion to remove the commission’s discretion regarding the assessment
of that fee is not necessary.  The commission has the expertise to
exercise reasonable discretion in such circumstances and there s no
need to circumscribe that discretion. Most imperiaotly, vince staff
did not propose this significant change until after the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register, interested per-
sons have not had a reasonable opportanity to comment on that
change. The commission will not change “may” to “shall” in the
subsection.

COMMENT #7: Suff also proposes that subsection (3KB), para-
graph (2)(A)16. as published in the Missouri Register, be further
malified to require the submission of the property locator form sup-
plied by swaff.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The revised lan-
guage proposed by staff will help clarify the rufe. The commission
will incorporate that revision into the rule,

4 CSR 240-125.040 Manufactured Yome Installer License

(2} Installer Responsibilities and Lirits,
{A) Work covered by an installer licensee shall include but not be
limited to the following:
1. Installing manufecrored home underfloor vapor retarder as
required by the manufactorer’s installation manual for proper venti-
lation and zccess;
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2. Installing the support, tie-down, anchoring, and the structur-
al connections and roof installation for manufactured homes;

3. Providing plumbing and electrical utility connections unless
they are regulated by local jurisdictions;

4. Providing plumbing, etectrical, and mechanical cross-over,
appliance and fixture connections of and to the manufactured home,
as permitted by these requirements;

5. Assuring that all appliance exhaust ducts are roughed in and
terminations are complete when required;

6. Closing and securing all access panels and covers on or under
the manufactured home;

7. Assuring all doors and windows are adjusted, secured in
place, and operational;

8. Assuring all shipped loose flue vents and chimneys are
installed, secured in place, and capped according to the manufactur-
er’s installation manual; and

9. Where the installer also installs the skirting, complying with
skirting requirements to ensure proper ventilation.

(B) An installer licensee shall also be responsible for—

1. Affixing the installation decal to each manufactured home;

2. Completing all reporting and application forms required by
the program;

3. Leaving the manufacturer’s installation manual at the instal-
lation site;

4. Assuring that all portions of the manufactured home installa-
tion are in compliance with the manufacturer’s installation manual;
and

5. Correcting all applicable nonconformances within thirty (30)
days of receipt of a correction notice from the commission.

(3) Primary Installer Responsibilities in addition to (2)(A) and (B)
above—

(A) Each primary installer shall be responsible for ensuring the
site and foundation are correct before setting the home on the site or
foundation. If the home is not correctly set on the site or foundation,
the primary installer shall be responsible for making corrections to
the site or foundation, pursuant to section 700.010(5) and (15),
RSMo, and 4 CSR 240-125.010(12) and (13); and

{B) Primary installers who install new homes in Missouri from
dealers, manufacturers, or other entities located in other states shall
submit a property locator form provided by the commission prior to
placing the home on the site. Failure to submit the property locator
to the commission prior to placing the home on the site may subject
the installer to the fifty dollar ($50) inspection fee as defined in 4
CSR 240-120.065(4)(D).

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 125—Manufactured Home Installers

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 700.692, RSMo Supp. 2013, the commission amends a rule as
follows:

4 CSR 240-125.070 is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on September 16,
2013 (38 MoReg 1485-1486). Those sections with changes are
reprinted here, This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty
(30) days after publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment pericd ended

October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October 25, 2013, The commission
received timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri
Public Service Commission. In addition, the following people offered
comnments at the hearing: Tom Hager, Director of the Missouri
Manufactured Housing Association; Darrell Myers, New Castle
Mobile Homes of Harrisonville, Missouri; and Natelle Dietrich,
Blake Eastwood, and Ronnie Mann on behalf of the swaff of the
Missouri Public Service Commission.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction with
eight (8) other rules affecting manufactured housing. Not ail persons
offering comments addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: Tom Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri
Manufactured Housing Association, indicated his organization sup-
ports the proposed amendments as published in the Missouri
Register. He indicated that the association has worked with the com-
mission’s staff over the last four (4) years to craft these amendments.
In particular, the association appreciates the provision that will
reduce the amount of time for consumers to file a complaint from five
(5) years 10 one (1), However, Mr, Hager was concerned about the
changes to the proposed amendments that staff offered in its written
comments filed on October 16. He did not know that those changes
had been proposed until he arrived for the hearing. In particular, Mr.
Hager objected to staff’s proposal to change “may” to “shall” in sev-
eral penalty provisions so as to remove staff’s discretion regarding
the imposition of penalties against mobile home dealers who fail to
comply with certain provisions of the rule.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Hager for his general com-
ments and will address his concerns in its response to the specific
provisions to which he objects.

COMMENT #2: Darrell Myers, of New Castle Homes of Harrison-
ville, Missouri, indicated his dissatisfaction with the proposed
amendments in particular, and with government regulation by this
commission and by other governmental agencies in general. Mr.
Myers explained that the manufactured housing sales industry is
going through very hard financial conditions at this time, Many deal-
ers have gone out of business and sales are down for those that con-
tinue to operate. Mr. Myers believes the commission and other reg-
ulatory bodies at the federal, state, and local level should be looking
for ways to help the industry rather than add to the regulatory bur-
den.

Mr. Myers recognizes the need for regulation of the manufactured
housing industry, noting that there are some “bad guys” around.
However, he wants the commission to take action against the “bad
guys” without imposing expensive regulatory burdens on the respon-
sible dealers. In particular, he is concerned about the staff proposal
to change “may” to “shall” to remove discretion about imposition of
a penalty against dealers who fail to tun in paperwork on time,

Mr. Myers objects that he has had no opportunity to prepare a

response to the new changes proposed by staff in its October 16 com-
ment filing. He was unaware of those proposed changes until he
arrived for the hearing.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr, Myers for his general com-
ments. The commission is mindful of the need to consider the burden
it is placing on those people and companies it is regulating. Certainly.
the commission does not want to impose an undue burden on anyone.
However, as Mr, Myers acknowledges, there are “bad guys” in every
line of business and the commission has an obligation to establish reg-
ulations to rein in those bad puys. Unfortunately, even the “good
guys™ must then follow those regulations. In drafting these regulations
the commission has consulted with representatives of the manufac-
tured housing industry and it will continue to do so in the future.
Through continued cooperation, the commission will seek to tailor its
regulaiions 10 be as effective as possible while reducing the regulato-
ry burden as much as possible. The commission will further address
Mr. Myers' concerns in its response to the specific provisions to
which he objects.
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COMMENT #3: Darrell Myers indicated that the representation that
the cost of these amerdments to public amd private entities would net
exceed five hundred dollars ($500) in the aggregate was unrealistic.

RESPONSE: The commission continues to believe the public and
private cost of these amendments will not exceed five hundred dol-
Tars (3500) in the aggregate. Much of Mr. Myers’ compliance cost
concerns were directed toward compliance with the rule as a whole,
not with just the more limited portions of the rule that are the sub-
ject of these amendments. Certainty, the cost of complying with the
entire suite of existing regulations may exceed five hundred dollars
{($500), but that is pot the question at hand, The moest significant new
regulatory requirement resulting from these amendmens is the
requirement that dealers submit a property locator report to the com-
mission within forty-eight é48) hours after the home leaves the deal-
er's property. The dealer will already be aware of the information the
commission is requiring o be included on the form and much of that
information must already be suhmined to the Department of
Transporiation & obtain an oversize load permit. As a result, the only
added cost would be the time It takes to complete the one (1) page
form.

COMMENT #4: The proposed amepdiment to subsection {3)(C), as
published in the Missouri Register, indicates the direclor may assess
a fifty dollar ($50) per report inspection fee against dealers who fail
to subimit @ monthly isstaliation decal report within sixty (60) days
of the date such report is dus, In its comments filed on October 16,
staff proposes © change the “may™ ¢ “shall,” thereby removing the
direcior’s discretion about whether & impose the fee.

Tom Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri Manufactured
Housing Association, and Darrell Myers both objected t¢ the pro-
posal (0 remove (he director's discrerion about imposing an inspec-
tion fee. Hager complains that this change was not discussed with the
asgociation and that be was unaware of the proposed change unti! he
spoke with siaff just before the hearing. Mr. Myers complains that
imposing a mandatory fee would unfairly penalize good dealers who
happen 10 occasionally misg 4 deadline.

RESPONSE: The amendmeit to subsection (35¢C), as published in
the Missouri Register, aliows the director to impose an additional
inspection fee as a reasonable means © ensure compliance with the
requirement o submit a monthly sales report in a timely manner
However, siaff’s proposal to modify that subsection 10 remmove the
director’s discretion regarding the assessment of that fee is not nec-
essary. The director has the expertise to exercise reasonahle discre-
tion In such circumstances and there is no need to circumscribe that
discretion, Most importantly, since staff did not propose this signif-
icant change uniil afler the proposed amendiment was published in the
Missouri Register, imerested persons have pot had 2 reasonable
opportunity o comunent on that change. The commission will not
change “may™ 1o “shall” in the subsection.

COMMENT #5: Staff’s wrinten comment filed on October (6 notes
that new subsection {1} which appears under section (3) dealing with
the monthly installation decal report should instead be placed under
section (1) dealing with requirements for installation decals.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will make chat change.

4 CSR 240-125.070 Installation Decals

{1) Requirements for Installation Decals.

{I} Primary instalfers who fail to attach the installation decal
and/or the sign-off portion of the decal to the home immediately afier
the completion of the blocking and leveling of the home will be sub-
Ject 1o & two bundred dellar (3200} inspection fee. The fee shall be
paid and submitied to the commission within ten (10} days after noth-
ficarion by ke director.

Title 5—DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION
Division 10-—Commissicner of Education
Chapter 1-Organization of the Departraent

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the State Board of Education under section
161,092, RSMo Supp. 2013, the board amends a rule ay follows:

§ CSR 10-1.010 General Department Organization is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missourf Register on October 1,
2013 (38 MoReg 1527). No changes have been made i the sext of
the proposed amendment, 80 it is nof reprinted here. This proposed
amerdment becomes effective thirty (30} days after publication in the
Code of State Regulations,

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 5—DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION
Division 20—Division of Learning Services
Chapier 300-—Office of Special Education

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the State Board of Education under section
161,092, RSMo Supp. 2013, and secton 162.685, R8Mo 2000, the
board hereby amends a rule as foilows:

5 CSR 20-300.110 is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking was not published because smte
program plans required under federal education acts or regulations
are specifically exempt under section 536.021, RSMo. During
October and November 2013, the Office of Special Education con-
ducted two (2) public hearing webinars regarding proposed changes
to the Part B Swte Plan implementing the Individuals with
Disabilities Edueation Act (IDEA).

This rule becomes cffective thirty (30} days after publication in the
Cade of State Regulavions. This rule describes Missouri’s services
for children with disabilides, in accordance with Part B of the
Individuals with Disabilities Fducation Act {IDEA),

5 CSR 20-300.110 Individoals with Disabilities Education Act,
Part B. This order of rulemaking amends section (2} and amends the
incorporated by reference material, Regulations Implementing Fart B
of the individuats with Disabilities Education Act, o bring the pro-
gram plan in comphiance with federal swtutes.

{2} The content of this state plan for the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA), Part B, which is hereby incorporated by ref
erence and made a part of this rule, meets the federal starute and
Missouri’s compliance in the following areas. A copy of the IDEA,
Part B {revised December 2013} is published by and can be obtained
from the Departmen: of Elementary and Secondsry Education,
Office of Special Education, 205 Jefferson Swreet, PO Box 480,
Jefferson City, MO 65102-0480, This rule does not incorporate any
subsequent amendments or additdons.

AUTHORITY: secrion 161,092, RSMo Supp. [2012] 2013, and sec-
tion 162,685, RSMo 2000. This rule previowsly filed as 5 CSR 70
742.13G. Originul rude filod April I, 1975, effective April 21, 1975,
For intervening history, picase consult the Code of Siate





