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agreement." The commission agreed with that objection and indicat­
ed it would move the objected to portion of the definition to 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 tenn "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 Settlement Agreement and Payment 
Agreement 

(2) Every payment agreement resulting from the customer's inability 
to pay the outstanding biU 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 bas been out­
standing, and any other relevant factors relating to the customer's ser­
vice. Such a payment agreement shall not exceed twelve (12) months 
duration, unless the customer and utility agree to a longer period. 

Title 4--DEPAKfMENT OF ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

Division 240--Public Service Commission 
Chapter 13-Service and Billing Practices for Residential 

Customers of Electric, 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 connnent period ended 
October 7, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the 
proposed amendment on October 10, 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&L and GMO); 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 Coffman, 
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--DEPAKfMENT 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 
Manufactured Housing Association; Darrell Myers, New Castle 
Mobile Homes of Harrisonvi11e, Missouri; and Natel1e 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 
Manufacrured 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 particular, the assoc1atton appreciates rhe provision that win 
reduce the amount of time for consumers to file a complaint from 
live (5) years to one (I). However, Mr. Hager was concerned 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 fur the hearing. In par· 
ticular, Mr. Hager objected to staff's proposal to change "may" to 
"shallu in several penalty provisioru so as to remove staffs discre­
tion regarding the imposition of penalties against mobile home deal­
ers who fail to comply with certain provisions of the rule. 
RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Hnger fur his general com­
ments and will address his concerns in its response to the specific 
provisKms to which he objects. 

COMMENT #2: Darrell Myers, of New Castle Homes of 
Harrisonville, Missouri, indicated his dissatisfaction with the pro­
posed amendments 1n particular. and with goverrunent regulation by 
this commission and by other governmental agencies in general. Mr. 
Myers explained that the manufactured housing sales iodusrry 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 ro operate. Mr. Myers believes. the corn.mission 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 tbe manufactured 
housing industry, noting that there are some '"bad guys" around. 
HO\Vever, he wants the commission to take action against the "'bad 
guys" without imposing expensive regulatory burdens on tbe respon~ 
sible dealers. In particular. he is concerned about Ihe staff proposal 
to change .. may" to '"shalf .. to remove discretion about imposition of 
a penalty against dealers who fail ro tum 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 ror 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 Ihe "good guys'' must then follow those regulations, In draft~ 
ing these regulations the commission has consulted with represenm~ 
tives of the manufactured housing industry and it will continue to do 
so ln the future. lltrough continued cooperation, the commission 
wliJ 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 spe~ 
cific provisions to which he objects. 

COMMENT #3: Darrell Myers indicated that the commission's rep­
resentation that the cost of these amendments to public and private 
entities would nOt exceed live hundred dollars ($SOO) in the aggre­
gate was unrealistic. 
RESPONSE: The commissJon continues to believe the public and 
private cost of these amendments wiU not exceed five hundred dol­
lars ($S00) 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. Certainly, the cost of complying with the 
entire suite of existing regulations may exceed five hundred doilars 
($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 propeny locator report to the com~ 
mission wilhin forty-eight ( 48) hours after the home leaves tbe deal~ 
er's property. The dealer will already he aware of the information the 

commission is requiring robe included on the fonn and much of that 
information must already be submitted to the Depanment of 
Transportation to obtain an oversize load permit. As a resuJt, the only 
added cost would he the time it ~likes to complete the one (I) page 
form. 

COMMENT #4: The commission's staff offered a written comment 
suggesting additional changes to the amendment as published in the 
Missouri Register. Subsection (4)(A) of the ameodment as published 
allows the director one (I) year to cooduct an initial inspection of the 
set-up of a home. The ameoded rule would measure that one- (I·) 
year inspection period from the date the dealer reports the delivery 
of the home to the consumer. or if not reported, from the date Ihe 
co:mm.ission becomes aware of the delivery. Staff proposes to sim~ 
pli!'y the start of the one·(!·))""' inspection period to the date the 
home is instl!lled. Staff believes this would provide a more defmite 
""trigger" date for the inspection, The persons commenting on behalf 
of the manufitctured housing industry did not respood to this addi· 
tiona! change proposed by stl!ff. 
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis­
sion is concerned that the representatives of the manufactured hous­
ing business aod other interested persons did not have a substantial 
opportunity to respond to 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 comments nine (9) days before the 
hearing. HoweYer. the conunission shares staff's concern that the 
amendment as published would stan d:ie one- ( 1-) year inspection 
period from the inherently uncertain date of when tbe dealer reports 
the delivery of the home to the consumer or, even less certainly, 
when the commission becomes aware of the delivery. Staff's: revised 
proposal to measure the inspection period from the date the home is 
installed will provide a more definite "trigger" date aod should hen· 
eflt both consumers and dealers. The commission will revise sub­
section (4)(A) as propo5ed by srnff. 

COMMENT #5: New subsection (4)(C) requires the dealer to sub­
mit a property locator form to the commission indicating the desti~ 
nation of the home within forty-eight (48) hours of the date the home 
leaves the dealer's location, The subsection. as published ln the 
Missouri Register, srntes that the property locator form will he pro­
vided by the commission. In its written comments, the commission's 
staff attaches a draft of the locaiOr furm dealers will he required to 
use. 

Darrell Myers objected 10 the cost of completing this new paper­
work and complained that the fonn would require him to violate the 
privat-'Y of his customers by providing the customer's name and 
address to the state. 

Staff replied to Mr. Myers by explaining that prompt submission 
of the property locator fonn is needed to aU(W' its inspectors to 
schedule their inspections of the setup of the home. Staff also 
explains that any customer information submitted to the commission 
must remain confidential by Missouri statute. 
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis­
sion believes tbe requirement to submit a property locator form 
imposed by the new subsection (4)(C) as poblished in the Missouri 
Register is appropriate. The privru."Y of customer information will be 
maintained and the additional cost to dealers is reasonable in light of 
the need to efficiently 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 fonn more accessible 
to dealers aod to the public. The commission will incorporate that 
revision into me rule. 

COMMENT #6: ~ew subsection (4)(D) as published in the Missouri 
Register iodicates the commission may assess a fifty dollar ($50) per 
home inspection fee against dealers who tail to submit the property 
locator furm by the due date. In its comments filed on October 16, 
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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 (4)(D) as published in tbe 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 wi11 not change "may" to 
"shall" in the subsection. 

4 CSR 240-120.065 Manufactured Home Dealer Setup 
Responsibilities 

(4) The commission shalt 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 (I) year from the date 
the home is installed to conduct the initial inspection of the home 
setup; 

(C) Dealers shall 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 loca­
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 4-DEPAKfMENT 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 2()(X), the commission amends a rule as fol­
lows: 

4 CSR 240-120.085 Re-lnspection Fee 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 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 af State Regu/Qtions. 

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 #I: Tom Hager, speaking on bebalf 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 '\YOrked 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 (l). 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 staffs 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. Mr. Hager did not object to any spe­
cific provision of this rule so no funher 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 industcy is 
going through very hard fmancial 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 regulatocy 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 tum 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 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 industcy 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. 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 rhat 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 thelle amendments will not exceed five hundeed dol­
Ian: ($500) in the aggregate. Much of Mr. Myers· compliance cost 
concerns were directed toward compliance with tbe rule as a whole, 
not with just the more limited portions of !he rule !hat are the sub­
ject of !IIese amendments. Certainly, the cost of complying with !he 
entire suite of existing regulations may exceed five hundted dollars 
($500), bot !hat is not the question at hand. The most signif!Caflt new 
regulatory requirement resulting from these amendments is the 
requirement that dealers submit a propeny locator report to the com­
mission within forty-eight (48) hours after the home leaves the deal~ 
er's pmperty. The dealer wiU already be aware of !he information the 
commission is requiring to be included on the form and much of that 
information must already be submitted to the Department of 
Transponation to obtain an oversize load permit. As a result, the only 
edded cost would be !he time it takes to complete the one (1) page 
form. 

COMMENT #4: The commission's staff offered a written comment 
supporting the amendment as published in the Missouri Register, 
RESPONSE: The commission !hanks staff for its commen!S. 

ntie 4.-DEPARfMENT OF ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

Division 2441-Public Service Commis.'<ion 
Chapter 120-New Manufactured Homes 

ORDER OF RULEMAKING 

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec­
tion 7()(1040.5, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a rule as fol­
lows: 

4 CSR 240-120.130 Mon!hly Report Requirement for Registered 
Manufuctuted Home Dealers is amended. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed 
amendment v.as published in the Missouri Register on September 16, 
2013 (38 MoReg 1481-14&2). No changes bave been made in the 
text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here. This 
proposed amendment becomes effective lhirty (30) days after publi­
cation 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 !he 
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: 1bm 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 !he staff of 
the Missouri Public Service Commission. 

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

COMMENT #I: 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 sraff offered in its writ­
ten comments filed on October 16. He did not know that !hose 
changes had been proposed until be arrived for the hearing. In par­
ticular, Mr. Hager objected to staff's proposal to change "may' to 
"shall" in several penalcy provisions so as to remove staff's discre­
tion regarding the imposition of penalties against mobile home deal­
ers who fail to comply with certain provisions of !he rule. 
RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Hager for bis general com­
ments and will address his concerns in its response to the specifJC 
provisions to which he objects. 

COMMENT #2: Darrell Myers, of New Castle Homes of 
Harrisonville, Missouri, indicated bis 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 !hat !he manufuctured housing sales industry is 
going lhrough very bard financial conditions at !his 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 !he federal, srnte, and local level should be looking 
fur ways to help !he 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 burden.-; on the respon-­
sible dealers. In particular, be is concemed about the staff proposal 
to change ~may" to "'shall" to remove discretion about imposition of 
a penalty against dealers who fail to rum in paperwork on time. 

Mr. Myers objects !hat he bas had no OpportUnity to prepare a 
response to the new changes proposed hy staff in its October 16 com­
ment filing. He was unaware of !hose proposed changes until he 
arrived for !he hearing. 
RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Myers for his general 
commems. 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 !hose regulations. In draft­
ing these regulations the commission has consulted with represerua­
tives of the manufactured housing industry and it will continue ro do 
so in dte future. Through concinued 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 i!S response to the spe­
cific provisions to which he objects. 

COMMENT #3: Darrell Myers indicated !hat !he represemarion !hat 
the cost of these amendments to public and private entities would not 
exceed five hundred dol!an; ($500) in !he aggregate was unrealistic. 
RESPONSE: 1be 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 roward compliance with the rule as a whole. not 
wi!h just !he more limited portions of the rule that are the subject of 
these amendments. Certainly, tbe cost of complying with the entire 
suite of existing regulations may exceed five hnndted dol!an; ($500), 
but !hat is not the question at hand. The most significant new regula­
tory requirement resulting from !IIese amendments is the requirement 
!hat dealers submit a property locator report to the commission with­
in forty-eight (48) hours afier the home leaves the dealer's pmperty. 
The dealer will already be aware of the information !he commission is 
requiring to be included on !he form and much of !hat infunnarion 
must already be submined to !he 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 repon 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 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 deadline. 
RESPONSE: The amendment to section (3) as published in the 
Missouri Register allows 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, 
staffs 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 to 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 opportunity to 
comment on that change. The conunission will not change "may" to 
"shall" in the section. 

Title 4--DEPARI'MENT 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 Missoun· 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 Swte 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 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 staffs 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 
l:his 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 \Va}'S 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 lO 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 tum 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 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 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 
regula£ory 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 lhe 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 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 
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is requiring to be included on the fonn and much of that information 
must alrelldy be submitted to the Department of Transportation to 
obtain an oversize load permit. As a result, the only added cost would 
be the time it talces to complete the one (I) page form. 

COMMENT #4: Tbe commission's staff offered a written comment 
suggesting additional cbanges to the amendment as published in the 
Missouri Register. New section (5) of the amendment as published 
allows the director one (l) year to conduct an initial inspection of the 
set-up of a borne. The amended rule would measure that one·(!·) 
year inspectioo 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 a"Ware of the delivery. Staff proposes to simpli­
fy the start of the one- (1-} year inspection period to the date tbe 
home is installed. Staff believes this would 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 commis­
sion is concerned that the representatives of the manufactured hous­
ing business and other interested persons did not have a substantial 
OpPOrtunity to respond lO 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 comments nine (9) days belbre the 
hearing. However, the commission shares staff's concern that the 
amendment as published would start the one- (1-) year inspection 
periOO from the inherently uncertain date of when the dealer repons 
the delivery of tbe home to the consumer or, even less certainly, 
when the commission becomes aware of the delivery. Staffs revised 
proposal to measure the inspection period from the date the home is 
instaUed will provide a more definite "trigger" dare and should ben~ 
efit l.x>th consumers and dealers. 'The commission will revise section 
(5) as proposed by slaff. 

COMMENT #5: New suhseetion (5)(B) requires the dealer to sub­
mit a property locator form to the commission Indicating the desti­
nation of the home within forty-eight (48) bours of the date the home 
leaves the dealer's location. The subsection, as published in the 
Missouri Register, states that the property locator 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 
to use. 

Darren Myers objected to 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 state. 

Staff replied to Mr. Myers by explaining that prompt submission 
of the property h.xator IDrm is needed to allow its inspectors to 
schedule their inspections of the setup of the borne. Staff also 
explains that any customer infonnarion submitted to the commission 
must remain confidential try Missouri statute. 
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE; The commis­
sion believes that the requirement to submit a property locator fonn 
imposed by the new subsection (5}(B) as published in tile Missouri 
Register is appropriate. The privacy of customer information will be 
maintained and the additional cost to dealers is reasonable in light of 
the need to efficiently 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 
to dealers and to the public. The commission will incorporate that 
revision into the rule. 

COMMENT 116: New subsection (5)(C), as published in the Missouri 
Regisrer. indicates the commission may assess a fifty dollar ($50) per 
borne inspection fee against dealers wbo fail to submit the property 
locator fOrm by the due date. !nits cornmems filed on October 16, 
staff proposes to change the "may" to "slt.all, • thereby removing the 
commission's discretion about whether to impose the fee. 

Thm Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri Manufactured 
Hoosing Association, and Darrell Myers both objected tt> 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 thar be was unaware of the proposed change until he 
spoke with smff just belbre 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 (5)(C). as published in the Missouri 
Register, allows the commission to impose an additional inspecdoo 
fee as a reasonable means to ensure compliance with tbe requirement 
to submit a property locator fonn in a timely manner. However, 
smff's proposal to modify that subsection to remove the coomtis­
sion's discretion regarding the assessment of that fee is not necessary. 
The commission has the expertise to exercise its reasonable discre­
tion in such circumsmnces and there is no need to circumscribe that 
discretion. Most importantly, since staff did not propose this signif­
icant change until after the proposed amendment 'WaS published in the 
Missouri Register, interested persons have not bad a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on rhat 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
ment as published in the M;ssouri R£gister. 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 
modular unit to notify a purchaser of either a new or used unit if tbe 
unit has incurred any damages. unnecessarily increases the dealer's 
potential liability to dissatisfied purchasers. 
RESPONSE: The commission appreciates Mr. Myen' concern. 
However. at this srage of the rulemaking process. the commission 
does not have an opportunity to properly consider the proposed 
change, nor "WOUld any other interested person have an opportunity to 
comment on such a change. The commission will not modify section 
(6) in this rulem.aking, 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 furure rulemak­
ing proceeding. 

4 CSR 241).123.065 Mndular Unit Dealer/Selling Agent Setup 
Responslbllilks 

(5) For dealers selling residential one (1) and two (2) family modu­
lar units built pursuant to the International Residential Code (!RC) to 
consumers: effective dle first day of the month fuHowing the effec­
tive date of this amendment, the director will have a period of one 
(I) year from the date the unit is installed to conduct tha initial 
inspection of the borne serup. 

(B) Dealers shall submit to the commission a property locator iodi· 
eating 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 to the consumer. 
For multi-section residential modular units the forty-eight (48} bours 
begins when the first section leaves the deaier~s or manufacturer's 
location. The dealer shall use the property locator form provided by 
the commission. 

Title 4-DEPARfMENT OF ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPME!';'T 

Division 240-Public Senice Commission 
Chapter 123-Modular Units 

ORDER OF RULEMAKING 

By the authority vested in tbe Public Service Commission under sec­
tion 700.040.5, RSMo 2000, the commission ameods a rule as fol· 
lows: 
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4 CSR 240-123.07ll Monthly Report Requirement for Registered 
Modular Unit Dealers Is amended. 

A notice nf proposed rulemaking containing the text nf the proposed 
amendment was published in the Missouri R£gister on September 16, 
2013 (38 MoReg 1483). No changes have been made in the text of 
the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed 
amendment becomes effective thirty (30) days after publication in the 
Code of Sfnte R£gu/ations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period eoded 
October 16. 2013, and !he commission held a public bearing 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 
Manufuctured Housing Association; Darrell Myers, New Castle 
Mobile Homes of Harrisonville, Missouri: and Natelle Dietrich, 
Blake Eastwood, and Ronnie Mann on behalf nf the staff of the 
Missouri Public Service Commission. 

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

COMMENT #I: Tom Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri 
Manufactured Housing Association, indicated his organization sup­
pons the proposed amendments as published in the Missouri 
Register. He indicated that the association has worked with the corn­
mission's staff over the last four (4) years to craft these amendments. 
In panicular, the association appreciates the provision that will 
reduce the amount of time for consumers to file a complaint from five 
(5) years to om: (l), However, Mr. Hager was concerned about the 
changes to the proposed amendments that staff offered in its written 
comments fded on October 16. He did oot know that those chaoges 
had been proposed until he arrived for the hearing. In particular, Mr. 
Hager objected to staffs proposal to change "ntay" to "shall" in sev· 
eral penalty provisions so as to remove staff's discretion regarding 
!he imposition of penalties against mubile home dealers Who mil 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 be objects. 

COMMENT #2: Darrell Myers, of New Castle Homes of 
Harrisonville, Missouri, indicated his dissatisfuction with the proposed 
amendmems in particular. and with government regulation by this 
commission and by other governmental agencies in general. Mr. Myers 
explained that the manufuctured housing sales industry is going 
lhrough very hero fmancial conditions at this time. Many dealers have 
gone out of business and sales are dawn fur those that continue ro 
opernte. Mr. Myers believes the commission and other regulatory bOO~ 
ies at the federal, smte. and local level should be looking for ""')~ to 
help the industry rather !han add to tbe regulatory burden. 

Mr. Myers recognizes the need for regulation nf the manufactured 
housing industry. noting that there are some .. bad guys"' around. 
HO¥lever~ he wants the commission to take action agaimt the .. bad 
guys" without imposing expensive regulatory burdens on the respon· 
sible dealers. In particular, he is concerned about the staff proposal 
ro change "may" ro .. shall" to remove discretion about imposition of 
• penalty against dealers who mil to tum 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 nf those proposed changes until he 
arrived for the hearing. 
RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Myers for his general 
comments. 1be 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 lhe conuntsslon has consulted with representatives of the 
manufactured housing industry and it will continue to do so in the 
future. Through continued cooperation, the commission wiU 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 provl~ 
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 prl­
>ate cost of these amendments will not =:ecd five hundred dollars 
($500) in the aggregate. Much nf 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 ntay exceed ftve huodred dollars ($500), 
but that is not the question at hand. The most significant new regula­
tory requirement resulting from these amendments is the requirement 
d:iat dealers submit a property locator report to the commission w:ith­
in forty-eight (48) hoors after the home leaves the dealer's property. 
Tbe dealer will already be aware nf the information the conunission is 
requiring to be inclnded on the form and much of that infonnation 
must already be submitted tO the Department of 'Ifansportation to 
obtain an OYersize load permit. As a result, the only added cost -.ld 
be the time it takes to complete the one (1) page fonn. 

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 nf the date such 
report is due. In its comments filed on October 16, staff proposes to 
change the "ntay" to "shall, • thereby removing the director's discre­
tion about whether to impose the fee. 

Tom Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri Manufacntred 
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 woold unmirly penalize good dealers who 
happen ro occasionally miss a deadline. 
RESPONSE: Tbe arneedment to section (3), as published in the 
Missouri Register, aJ1ows the director to impose an additional inspec· 
tion fee as a reasonabte means to ensure compliance with the require­
ment to submit a monthly saJes repon in a timely manner. However, 
staff's proposal to modify that section to remove the director's discre~ 
lion regarding the assessment of that fee is not necessary. The direc­
tor has the expertise to exercise reasonable discretion in such circum­
stances and there is no need to circumscribe that discretion. Most 
importantly, since staff did not propose this significant change until 
afte.- the proposed amendment was published in the Missouri Register. 
interested persons: have not had a reasonable opporrunity to comment 
on that change, The commission will not change "'may .. to "shall" in 
the section. 

Title 4-DEPARTM.ENT OF ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

Division 246-Public Service Commission 
Chapter 123-Modular Units 

ORDER OF RULEMAKING 

By the authority vested in !he Public Service Commission ueder sec­
tion 700,040,5, RSMo 2000, the coounission amends a rule as follows: 
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4 CSR loW-123.095 Re·lnspection f'Ce is amended. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the rext of the proposed 
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on Seprember 16, 
2013 (38 MoReg 1483-14~). No changes have been made in the 
text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinl<:d here. This 
proposed amendment beeomes effective thirty (30) days after publi· 
cation in the Code <! Slofe Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period eoded 
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 Ma.nut.lcrured Housing Association; Darrell Myers+ New 
Castle Mobile Homes of Harrisonville, Missouri; and Narelle 
Dietrieb. 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 #I: 1bm Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri 
Manufactured Housing Association, indicated his organization sup­
pons 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 tile a complaint from 
five (5) years to one (I). However, Mr. Hager W.lS concerned 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 objecl<:d to staffs proposal to change •may" to 
'"shall" in several penalty provisions so as to remove stafrs discre­
tion regarding the imposition of penalties against mobile horne deal­
ers who fail to comply with certain provisions of the rule. 
RESPONSE: Tbe 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. Mr. Hager did not object to any spe­
cific prm·ision of this rule so no further comment is necessary. 

COMMENT #2: Darrell Myers, of New Castle Homes of 
Harrisonville, Missouri, indicated his dissatisfaction wilh the pro­
posed amendments in particular, and with government regulation by 
this commission and by other govenunerual agencies in generaL Mr. 
Myers explained that the manufactured housing sales industty is 
going through very hard financial conditions at !his 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, slate, and local level should be looking 
for ways to help the industry rather than add ro the regulatory bur­
den. 

Mr. Myers recognizes the need ror regu1ation 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 respoo~ 
sible dealers. In pa.rticula:r, be is concerned about the staff proposal 
to 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 oppcrrunity to prepare a 
response to the new changes proposed by staff .in its October 16 com­
ment fd(ng. He was wtaware of those proposed changes until he 
arrived for the bearing. 
RESPONSE: Tbe 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. !:he 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. Unfonunately, 
even the "good guys" must then follow those regulations. In draft· 
ing these regulations the commission has consulted with representa­
tives of the manufllctured housing indusrry and it will continue to do 
so in the furure. Through c:ontinued 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 
wm further address Mr. Myers• concerns in its response to the spe~ 
cific provisions to which he objects. 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 represel1Ultion that 
the cost of these amendments to pubHc and private entities would not 
exceed five hundred dollars ($500) in the aggregare was unrealistic. 
RESPONSE: The commission continues to believe the public and 
private cost of these amendments will not exceed five hundred dol­
lam ($500) in the aggregate. Mucb of Mr. Myers' compliance cost 
concerns were directed toward compliance with the rule as a wbole, 
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 dollars 
($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 to the com­
mission within forty-eight (48) hours after the home leaves the deal­
er's property. The dealer will already be aware of the infurmation the 
commission is requiring to be included on the form and much of that 
information must already be submitted to the Depamnent of 
Transportation to obtain an oversize load pennit. As a result, the only 
added cost would be the time it talo:s to complere the one ( l) page 
form. 

COMMENT #4: The commission's staff offered a written comment 
supponing the amendment as published in the Missouri Register. 
RESPONSE: The commission thanks staff for its comments. 

Title 4-DEPARI'MENT OF ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

Division ~Public Service Commission 
Chapter 125-Manufactured Home Installers 

ORDER OF RULEMAKING 

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

4 CSR 240-125.010 Definitions is amended. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking col1Ulining the text of lhe proposed 
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on September 16, 
2013 (38 MoReg 14~). No changes have been made in the rext of 
the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinred here. This proposed 
amendment becomes effective thirty (30) days after publication in the 
Code<! Slofe Regulatiotls. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: Tbe public comment period ended 
October 16, 2013, and the commission beld a public hearing on the 
proposed atnendment on October 25, 2013. The commission received 
timely written comments from the sraff of the Missouri Public Service 
Commission. In addition, the following people offered comments at 
the bearing: 1bm Hager, Director of the Missouri Manufill:Tared 
Housing Association; Darrell Myers, New Castle Mobile Homes of 
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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 lllilnufucrured 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 Missoun· 
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 tile 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 tbat those changes 
had been proposed until he arrived for the hearing, In particular, Mr. 
Hager objected to staff's proposaJ to change "maf' to "shall;t in sev­
eral penalty provisions so as to remove staffs discretion regarding 
the imposition of penalties against mobile home dealers who fait to 
comply with certain provisions of the rule, 
RESPONSE: Tbe commission thanks Mr. Hager for his general com­
men!S and will address his concerns in its response to the specific 
provisions to which be 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 Harrison­
ville, Missouri, indicated his dissatisfttction with the proposed amend­
mems in particular, and with government regulation by this commis­
sion and by other govennnental agencies in general. Mr. Myers 
explained that the manufacrured housing sales industry is going 
through very hard financial conditions at this time. Many dealers have 
gone our of business and sales are down for those that continue to 
operate. Mr. Mye" believes the commission and other regulatory bod­
ies at the federal, state, and local level should be looking for ways to 
help the industry rather than add to the regulatory burden. 

Mr. MyerS recognius the need for regulation of the manufacrured 
housing industry, noting that there are some "bad guys· around. 
Hawever. be wants the commlssion to take action against the "bad 
guys • without imposing expensive regula«>ry 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 rum in paperwork oo time. 

Mr. Myern objects tbat he bas bad no opportunity to prepare a 
resporue to the new changes proposed by staff in its October 16 com­
ment filing. He was unaware of those proposed changes until be 
arrived for the hearing. 
RESPONSE: The commission thankl! 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 to in every line of busines.'i and the commission has an obligation 
to establish regulations to rein in those bad guys. U nforllUlately, even 
the "good guys" must then rollow those regulations. In drafting these 
regulations the commission bas consulted with representatives of the 
manufactured housing industry and it will continue to do so in the 
future, Through continued cooperation, the oomm.ission will seek to 
ta:Uor 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. 

COMMENT #3: Darrell Myern 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 

private cost of these amendment> will not exceed five hundred dollars 
($500) in the aggregate. Much of Mr. Myers' compliance oost con­
cerns were directed towanl compliance with the rule as a whole, not 
with just the more limited portions of the rule that are the subject of 
these amendments. Cermlnly, the cost of complying with tbe entire 
suite of existing regulations may exceed five hundred dollar.; ($500), 
hut tbat is not the question at band. Tbe most significant new regula­
tory requirement resulting from these amendments is the requlrement 
tbat dealers submit a property locator report to the commisgion with· 
in forty-eight (48) bourn after the home leaves the dealer's property. 
The dealer win already be aware of the information the commis.~:~ion is 
requiring to be included on the form and much of that inrormation 
must already be submitted to the Department of Transportation to 
obtain an oversize load permit. As a result, the only added cost VIQU)d 
be the time it takes to complete the ooe (I) page form. 

COMMENT #4: The commission's staff offered a written comment 
asking the commission to amend the purpose of the amendment and 
the defrnltion of director found in section (9). That section was not 
proposed to be amended in the Missouri Register. Staff explains that 
the current deftnition describes director as used ln throughout the 
regulation as the director af the manufactured housing program of the 
commission. The person in that role is now called manager. rather 
than director. 
RESPONSE: Tbe notice of proposed rulemaldng as pablished in the 
Missouri Register did not propose to amend section (9). As a resuJt, 
that section was not open for comment and cannot be amended in this 
order of rulemaking. Tbe commission may address this change in a 
future rulemaking. 

Title 4-DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

Division 240-Public Service Commission 
Cbapter 125-Manufactured Home lnstaUers 

ORDER OF RULEMAKING 

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec­
tion 700.692, RSMo Supp. 20l3, the commission amends: a rule as 
follows: 

4 CSR 240-125.040 is amended. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed 
amendment v.;as published in the Missouri Register on September 16. 
2(113 (38 MoReg 1484--1485). Those sectioru with changes are 
reprinted here, This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty 
(30) days after publication in the Code of State Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: Tbe public conunent 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 
Manufacrured 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 panicular rule in conjunction with 
eight (8) other rules affe<:ting manufucrured housing. Not all persons 
offering comments addressed this particular rule. 

COMMENT #!: Ibm 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. 
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[n 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 writ­
ten comments filed on October 16. He did not know that those 
changes had been proposed until he arrived fur the hearing. In par­
ticular, Mr. Hager objected to stafrs proposal ro change "may• to 
"'shall" in several penalty provisions so as to rem<..lVe staff's discre­
tion regarding the imposition of penalties against mobile home 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 concerru in its response to the specific 
provisions to which he objects. 

COMMENT #2: Darrell Myers, of New Castle Homes of 
HarrisonviHe, Missouri. indicated his dissatisfaction with the pro­
posed amendments in particular, and witb government regulation by 
this conunission and by other governmental agencies in general. Mr. 
Myers explained that tbe manutiu:tured housing sales industry is going 
tiu:ougb very hard financial conditions at tbis lime. Many dealers have 
gone out of business and sales are down for those that continue to 
opemte, Mr. Myers believes d1e commission and other regulatory 
bodies at tbe federal, state. and local level should be looking fur ways 
to help tbe industry ratber than ndd ro tbe regulatory horden. 

Mr. Myers rcx:ognizes tbe need fur regulation of tbe manutiu:tured 
housing induStry, noting that tbere are some "bnd 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 "'shaH" ro remove discretion about imposition of 
a penally against dealers who fail to rum in paperwork on time. 

Mr. Myers objects tbat he has had no opportunity to prepare a 
response to the new changes proposed by staff in its October 16 rom~ 
ment filing. He was unaware of !bose proposed changes until he 
arrived for the hearing. 
RESPONSE: The commission thanks Mr. Myern fur his general 
comments. 'The commission is mindful of the need to consider the 
horden it is placing on !bose people and comparties it is regulating. 
Certainly, the commission does nor wam to impose an undue burden 
on anyone. However, as Mr. Myers acknowledges, there are .. bad 
guys" in every tine of business and the commission has an obligation 
to establish regulations to rein in those bad guys, Unfortunately, even 
the "gond guys• must !ben fullow those regulations. In drafting tbese 
regulations the commission has consulted with representatives of dte 
manufactured housing industry and it will continue to do so in the 
future. ThTOUgh 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 tbe 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
\'ate cost of these amendments will not exceed five hundred dollars 
($500) in the aggregate. Much of Mr. Myers' compliance cost con­
cerns Vo~Cre directed tow.ud compliance with the rule as a whole, not 
with just tbe more limhed portions of tbe rule !bat are the subject of 
these amendments. Cer1llinly. tbe cost of complying wilh tbe entire 
suite of existing regulations may exceed five hundred dollars ($500), 
but that is not 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 furty-eigbt (48) hours after tbe home leaves the dealer's property. 
The dealer will alrendy he aware of tbe infonnation tbe commission is 
requiring to be included on tbe funn and much of !bat information 
must already be subntitted to the Department of Transportation to 
obtain an oversize load pennit. As a result, tbe only added cost would 
be tbe lime it takes ro complete the one (I) page furm. 

COMMENT #4: ln its written comment filed on October 161 the 
commission's staff commented that the listing of the work covered by 
an installer licensee in subsection (2)(A} Is confusing in its current 
furmat. Staff proposes ro break up tbe sixteen (16) parngraphs of sub­
section (2)(A) by creating a new subsection (B) fur which tbe exist­
ing paragraphs (2)(A)I0.-14. would become paragraphs (2)(8)1.-5. 
Staff does not propose to change the sobstance of any of tbese sub­
sections. 
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: Staffs pro­
peand re-denomination of tbe subsections will help improve tbe read­
ability of tbe regulation and will be adopted. 

COMMENT /15: Also in its written comment filnd on Ocrober 16, 
the commission's staff commented in the proposed amendment as 
poblished in tbe Missouri Register, two (2) new paragrapha 'Mlllld 
have been created and denominated as paragraphs (2)(A)I5. and 16. 
Staff now proposes to re-designate !hose I'M> (2) paragraphs as sub­
sections (3)(A) and (B). 
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: Staffs pro­
posed re-<lenomiruttion of the subsections will help improve tbe rend­
ability of tbe regulation and will be adapted. 

COMMENT #6: The proposed amendment to what will be subsec­
tion (3)(B), paragraph (2)(A)l6. as published in tbe Missouri 
Register. indicates a primary installer who fails to submit a proper­
ty locator to the conunission prior to placing a home on site may be 
subject ro the fifty dollar ($50) per home inspection fee as defined in 
4 CSR 240.065(4)(D). In its comments filed on Octoher 16. staff 
proposes to change the "may" to "shall, • tbereby removing the com· 
mission's discretion about whether to iinpose the fee. 

Tom Hager, speaking on behalf of the Missouri Manutiu:tured 
Housing Association, and Darrell Myers hotb objected to tbe pro­
posal to remm·e the director's discretion about imposing an inspec­
tion fee. Hager complains that this change was not discussed with the 
as:sociation and that he was unaware of the proposed change until he 
spoke witb staff just befOre the bearing. Mr. Myern complains that 
imposing a mandatory fee W!luld unfuirly penalize good dealer.; who 
happen to occasionally miss a deadline. 
RESPONSE: The amendment to subsection (3)(8) (paragrapb 
(2)(A)l6. as published in tbe Missouri Register) allows tbe commis­
sion to impose an addhiona1 inspection fee as a reasonable means to 
ensure compliance with the requirement to submit a property locator 
in a timely manner, However, stafrs proposal to modlfy that subsec­
tion to remove me commission's di~cretion regarding the assessment 
of that fee is not necessary. The commission has r.he expertise ro 
exen::ise 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 per­
sons have not bnd a reasonable opportunity to comment on !bat 
change. The commission will not change "may" to "shall" in tbe 
subsection. 

COMMENT #7: Staff also proposes that subsection (3)(8), para­
graph (2)(A)l6. as published in the Missouri Register. be furtber 
modified to require the submission of the property locator fonn sup­
plied by staff. 
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The revised lan­
guage proposed by staff will help clarizy tbe rule. The commission 
wiH incorporate that revision lnro the rule. 

4 CSR 240-l:ZS.O<Ml Manufaclllr<d Home Installer Lkense 

(2) Installer Responsibilities and Limi!Jl, 
(A) \\brk covered by an installer licensee shall include but not be 

limited to the following: 
I. Installing manufucrured home underfloor V'"J''r retarder as 

required by tbe manutiu:turer's installation manual for proper venti­
lation and access; 



February 18, 2014 
Vol. 39 No.4 Missouri Register Page 523 

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, electrical, 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 JX>rtions of the manufactured home insta1la­

tion are in compliance with the manufacturer's insta1lation 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 240-125.0HJ(12) and (13); and 

(B) Primary installers who install new homes in Missouri from 
dealers, manufacture~. or other entities located in other states sha11 
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)(0). 

Title 4-DEPAIUMENT OF ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

Division 2<0---Public Service Commission 
Cbapter 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 proJX>sed 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 proJX>sed 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 organization sup­
ports the proJX>sed 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 (l). However, Mr. Hager was concerned about the 
changes to the proJX>sed 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 staffs 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 resJX>nse 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 proJX>sed 
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 imJX>sing expensive regulatory burdens on the resJX>n­
sible dealers. In particular, he is concerned about the staff proJX>sal 
to change .. may" to "shall" to remove discretion about imposition of 
a penalty against dealers who tail to tum in paperwork on time. 

Mr. Myers objects that he has had no op{X>rtunity to prepare a 
res{X>nse 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 im{X>se 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 guys. 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 
regulations to 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 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 pubJic and 
private cost of these amendments will not exceed flve hundred dol­
lars ($500) in the aggregate, Much of Mr. Myers' compliance oost 
concerns were directed roward compliance wlth the rule as a whole, 
not with just the more limited portions of the ruJe 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 sJgnificant new 
regulatory requirement resulting from these amendmentS is the 
requirement that dealers submit a property locator report to the com­
mission within forty-eight (48) hours atrer the home leaves the deal­
er's property. The dea1er wiU 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 to the Department of 
Transportation to obtain an oversize load pennit. As a result, the only 
added cost would be the time it takes to complete the one (I) page 
form. 

COMMENT #4: The proposed amerulment to subsection (3)(C), as 
published in the Missouri Register, indicates the director may assess 
a fifty dollar ($50) per report inspection fee against dealers who full 
to submit a monthly installation decal 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 djscretion about whether to impose the fee. 

Tom Hoger, speaking on behalf of the Missouri Manufactured 
Housing Association, and Darrell Myers both objected m 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 be was unaware of the proposed change until he 
spoke with staff jusr before the hearing. Mr. Myers complains that 
imposing a mandatory fee would unfulrly penalize good dealers who 
happen ro occasionally miss a deadline. 

RESPONSE: The amendment to subsection (3)(C), as published in 
the Missouri Register, allows the director w impose an additional 
inspection fee as a reasonable means to ensure compliance with the 
requirement to submit a monrhly sales report in a timely manner. 
However, staffs proposal to modify that subsection to remove the 
direcror's discretion regarding the assessment of that fee is oot nec­
essary, The director has the expertise to exercise reasonable 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 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. 

COMMENT #5: Staff's written comment filed on October 16 IIDtes 
that new subsection (I) 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 that change. 

4 CSR 2~125.070 Installation Decals 

(l) Requirements for Installation Decals. 

(I) Primary installers who full w attach the installation deeal 
and/or the sign-off portion of the decal to the borne immediately after 
the completion of the blocking and leveling of the home will be sub· 
ject to a two hundred dollar ($200) inspection fee. The fee shall be 
paid and submitted to the commission within ten (10) days after noti­
ficadoo by the director. 

Title 5-DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND 
SECONIM.RY EDUCATION 

Division tO-Commissioner of Education 
Chapter 1-0rganization of the Department 

ORDER OF RULEMAKING 

By the authority vested in the State Board of Education under section 
161.092, RSMo Supp. 2013, the board amemls a rule as foil,.,~: 

S CSR 1U.l.Ol0 Genemi Department Organization Is amended. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed 
amendment was published in the Missouri Reglster on October 1, 
2013 (38 MoReg 1527). No changes have been made in the teXt of 
the proposed amendment. so it is not reprinted here. This proposed 
amemlment becomes effective thirty (30) days after publication in the 
Code of State Regulations, 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received. 

Title 5-DEPARfMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND 
SECONDARY EDUCATION 

Division 20-Division of Learning Services 
Chapter 300-0flice of Special Education 

ORDER OF RULEMAKING 

By the authority vested in the State Board of Education under section 
161.092, RSMo Supp. 2013, and section 162.685, RSMo 2000, the 
board hereby amends a rule as follows: 

5 CSR 20-300.110 is amended. 

A notice of proposed rulernaking was IIDt published because state 
program plans required under federal education acts or regulations 
are speeilically exempt under section 536.021, RSMo. During 
October and November 2013, the Office of Speeial Education con­
ducted two (2) public hearing webinars regarding proposed changes 
to the Part B State Plan implementing the lrulividuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 

This rule becomes effective thirty (30) days after publication in the 
Code of State Regulations. This ru1c describes Missouri's services 
fur children with disabilities, in accordance with Part B of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 

5 CSR 2U.300.110 Individuals wltb Disabilities Education Act, 
l'1lrt B. This order of rulernaking amends section (2) and amemls the 
incorporated by reference material, Regulalions Implementing fbrt B 
of the lndividunls with Disabilities Education Act, to bring the pro­
gram plan in compliance with federal statutes. 

(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 statute and 
Missouri's compliance in the following areas. A copy of the IDEA, 
Part B (revised December 2013) is published by and can he obtained 
from the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 
Office of Special Education, 205 Jefferson Street. PO Box 480, 
Jefferson City, MO 65102·0480. This rule does not incorporate any 
subsequent amendments or additions. 

AUTHORITY: section 161.092, RSMo Sttpp. [2012J 2013. and sec­
tion 162.685, RSMo 2000. This rule previously filed as 5 CSR i'V-
742.140. Original rule filed April II. 1975. ejfeclive Apri/21, 1975. 
For inte!1'ening history, please consult the Coile of State 




