
MINUTES - DRAFT 

Rules Development Committee 
Wednesday, July 20, 2016  
Herndon, Virginia  

In the absence of a RDC chairman, Barbara Bieganski called the meeting to order on 
Wednesday, July 20, 2016, at 9:00 a.m., at the Crowne Plaza Dulles Airport, 2200 Centreville 
Road in Herndon, Virginia.  Attendance was taken as noted below.   

Members 
Present: 

Barbara Bieganski, Vanguard Modular Building Systems 
Denise Beer, Williams Scotsman 
Christine Kline, Whitley East 
Chuck Osterday, NTA 
Eric Leatherby, Commonwealth of Virginia 

Others 
Present: 

Daniel G. Arevalo, Mobile Modular 
Michael Baier, State of New Jersey 
Debbie Becker, Industrialized Buildings Commission 
Andrew Carlson, Pyramid1, Inc. 
Warren Ducharme, State of Rhode Island 
N. Kevin Eğilmez, Industrialized Buildings Commission
Robert Gorleski, PFS Corporation
Bruce Hagen, State of North Dakota
Tom Hardiman, Modular Building Institute
Daren Lehman, TRA
Scott McKown, State of Minnesota
Dennis Quitschreiber, Dynamic Homes
Harold Raup, PFS Corporation
Brennen Snyder, Modspace
Randy Soper, Sea Box, Inc.

The Committee was informed that Chairman Don Engle resigned on June 21, 2016 after leaving 
NRB (USA). The Committee unanimously elected Charles Osterday as chairman. 
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Approval of Minutes  
 
 On a motion by Barbara Bieganski, seconded by Christine Kline, the Committee approved 
the minutes of the July 15, 2015, meeting as submitted. 
 
 
Correspondence 
 
 The Secretariat noted that a list of correspondence was available. 
 
Old Business 
 
 There were no advisory reports given. 
 
New Business   
   
 Chairman Osterday stated that there are vacancies in state and industry representative 
positions.   Tom Hardiman indicated that Brian Carron from Ritz Craft was interested in the 
position. Attendees from Sea Box and Mod Space also expressed an interest in becoming 
members. Kevin Egilmez said that the interested parties should contact him to obtain a 
nomination form and submit it prior to next year’s meeting. 
 
 Chairman Osterday noted that four RDC representatives' terms were due to expire.  
Christine Kline indicated that she would be interested in continuing but may have to send an 
alternate.  On a motion by Barbara Bieganski seconded by Christine Kline, the Committee voted 
unanimously to renew the terms of the expiring members. 
 
 The work group formed to develop a procedure for approving used chassis (Attachment A) 
reported that the draft document was not ready to be presented to the Committee yet. 
 
 The work group formed to develop standards for assessing and approving reconfigured 
buildings (Attachment B) reported to the Committee. Denise Beer indicated that the group did 
not see a need to develop additional standards because it felt the current regulations were 
adequate. Kevin Egilmez stated various parties were not clear on how to apply certain 
requirements which was the reason for raising the issues at last year’s meeting. The Committee 
agreed to continue the discussion at next year’s meeting.  
      
 Kevin Egilmez reported that the current label fees, which were set in 2009, were based on 
the assumption that annual production would average around 10,000 modules (Attachment C). 
However, production has been averaging only 7,000 modules over the last ten years. 
Furthermore, the cost of fully funding the program has gone up from $ 700,000 to $ 711,000. As 
a result, label fees would need to be increased to $ 82 for domestic and $ 104 for foreign 
manufacturers to generate the required revenues. Even with a reduced staff, the Commission 
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would need $ 593,000 in revenues requiring label fees of $ 68 and $ 87 for domestic and foreign 
manufacturers respectively. The Committee discussed the reasons for charging domestic and 
foreign manufactures different fees. Kevin Egilmez said that it was due to the additional cost of 
auditing manufacturing facilities located in non-participating states (foreign manufacturers). It 
was also meant to serve as an incentive for states to join the program. Christine Kline moved and 
Barbara Bieganski seconded to recommend charging $ 100 per label for all manufacturers. The 
motion carried unanimously.     

The Committee discussed AC462, Proposed Acceptance Criteria for Shipping Container 
Building Modules (Attachment D) which describes ICC-ES’s acceptance criteria for the reuse of 
shipping containers as building modules.  The final version was approved in February 2016 with 
a revised title of Acceptance Criteria for Structural Building Materials from Shipping Containers 
with minor changes.  Designated agencies generally accept ICC-ES reports as evidence that a 
product meets code requirements. However, the Commission has adopted a resolution 
prohibiting used shipping containers from being labeled under the program.  A motion was made 
by Chuck Osterday, seconded by Denise Beer, and approved unanimously to recommend that the 
Commission withdraw the resolution so that shipping containers meeting ICC-ES AC462 
acceptance criteria can be incorporated into industrialized buildings. 

The Committee discussed label fees and inspection frequencies for certain types of exterior 
wall panels (Attachment E).  The panels are typically open construction except for the exterior 
wall sheathing and the exterior finish. The rest of the building including roofs and floors are 
completed on site. The Committee agreed that one label should be required for every 125 linear 
feet of walls instead of one for every 600 square feet of enclosed floor area. Furthermore, they 
agreed that the inspection frequency should be such that not less than 20 percent of the panels in 
linear feet are inspected.  Barbara Bieganski made a motion, seconded by Christine Kline, to 
approve the recommendations subject to approval of the final language by letter ballot.  The 
motion carried unanimously. 

The Committee discussed a proposal which would emphasize that certification labels are 
and remain the property of the Commission (Attachment F). Kevin Egilmez recommended that 
Part IV, Section 4(A)(2)(c) of the UAP be amended so that the words “IIBC Property” are 
printed on each certification label. He also recommended including language on the label order 
form stressing various UAP provisions and Commission policies regarding certification labels.  
A motion was made by Barbara Bieganski, seconded by Christine Kline, and approved 
unanimously to issue a formal interpretation subject to approval of the final language by letter 
ballot. 

The Committee discussed a recommendation to set thresholds on auxiliary attachments and 
room additions based on aggregate gross floor area (Attachment G). Currently, one certification 
label is required whether there are one or multiple attachments and it is not always clear if a 
building section should be classified as a room addition or a module. The proposed formal 
interpretation would base label requirements on the aggregate floor area of the attachments 
setting a maximum limit of 600 square feet and exempting those under 50 square feet. A motion 
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was made by Denise Beer, seconded by Christine Kline, and approved unanimously to issue a 
formal interpretation subject to approval of the final language by letter ballot. 

Recommendations to the Commission 

Chairman Osterday communicated the following RDC recommendations and actions to the 
Commission: 

1. Set the label fee at $100 for all manufacturers.
2. Withdraw the resolution prohibiting used shipping containers.
3. Issue a formal interpretation establishing exterior wall panel labeling and inspection

frequency requirements on linear feet of construction. The Committee expects to
approve the final wording by letter ballot.

4. Amend the UAP and revise label order form to clarify and emphasize various
provisions regarding certification labels. The Committee expects to approve the final
wording by letter ballot.

5. Issue a formal interpretation establishing labeling requirements for auxiliary
attachments and room additions on aggregate gross floor area. The Committee expects
to approve the final wording by letter ballot.

Date and Location of Next Meeting 

The next RDC meeting was tentatively scheduled for July 19, 2017, third Wednesday in 
July.  The secretariat stated that notice would be sent out regarding the meeting’s location. 

The motion to adjourn, made by Christine Kline and seconded by Barbara Bieganski, was 
approved and the meeting adjourned at 1:20 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

N. Kevin Eğilmez
Secretariat Staff

Attachments 





















ATTACHMENT B

RECONFIGURING BUILDINGS 

PART IV.  ADMINISTRATION 

SECTION 4. CERTIFICATION 

(E) Alterations of Certified Units

Industrialized/modular buildings or building components certified and labeled pursuant to these Uniform Administrative 

Procedures shall not be altered in any way prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy without resubmission to the 

evaluation agency for approval of the alteration and of the unit which includes the alteration.  

Background: 

Certified modules are being combined to form new buildings that bear little resemblance to the original 

building. These modules may have been part of bigger or smaller buildings; manufactured to different 

codes; and classified under different use or occupancy groups. The reconfigured buildings may also 

incorporate newly manufactured modules. 

Discussion: 

1. What is the date of manufacture for determining applicable codes and standards?

2. Which on-site installation instructions/requirements apply?

3. How is the 50-percent alteration rule applied?

4. Which aspects of the plan review responsibilities are transferred to the local authority?

Recommendation: 

Develop standards for addressing reconfigured buildings. 



NOTES/COMMENTS: 

Bump-outs: 

1’x8’ bump-out (2015-114), 2’ x 5’ ship-loose fireplace (2015-112); 14’ x 14’ Dining Room AND 9’ x 22’ 

Garage section (2015-110); (2) 2’ x 8’ bump-out  (2015-099); PERFECT! 11x27 Dining & Great Room 

bump-out, 14 x 22 Bedroom bump-out, 6’ x 14 Den bump-out, 6’ x 14’ bedroom bump-out (2015-091). 





















ATTACHMENT E 

PANELIZED CONSTRUCTION 

PART IV. ADMINISTRATION 

SECTION 4. CERTIFICATION 

(A) Labels

(1) Number Required

(b) Closed panel construction shall require one certification label for every 600 square feet, or part thereof, of

finished floor area.

PART VIII. RESPONSIBILITIES OF INSPECTION AGENCIES 

SECTION 3. PRODUCTION SURVEILLANCE 

(B) Frequency. The inspection agency shall inspect each unit for which it is responsible under its implementing contract

with the manufacturer in at least one stage of its production.

Background: 

There are companies that manufacture panelized exterior walls that are open except for the exterior finish 

that is applied over wood structural panels. The walls are placed on concrete slabs poured on site and the 

roof is constructed on site. 

Discussion: 

 Labeling requirements (one per 600 SF of floor area) for such manufacturers may be overly

burdensome.

 The method of specifying the minimum frequency of inspections based on units is difficult to apply

to manufacturers of panelized exterior walls.

Recommendation: 

 Labeling requirements for manufacturers of panelized walls only should be based on linear feet of

walls per project (e.g., one label per 125 linear feet).

 Inspection frequency should be based on a percentage of the linear feet of wall produced per

project.
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ATTACHMENT  F

LABEL – IIBC PROPERTY 

PART IV. ADMINISTRATION 

SECTION 4. CERTIFICATION 

(A) Labels

(2) Contents. A certification label shall bear the following information:

(c) The words, “See Data Plate.”

(4) Issuance. The label shall be issued in accordance with the following.

(a) … Certification labels are attached only to buildings or building components manufactured pursuant to an

approved building system and inspected pursuant to an approved compliance assurance program.

(b) … If the conditions of custody are violated, the inspection agency shall immediately regain possession of all

certification labels.

(C) Violations and Remedial Actions

(3) Program Nonconformance

(c) … The manufacturer shall return all certification labels allocated ... to the issuing agency within ten calendar

days of the effective date of the suspension. 

Background: 

Over the years, a number of manufacturing facilities where unused certification labels were being kept have 

closed or declared bankruptcy. Many of the labels were never recovered because the buildings could not be 

accessed. Furthermore, stating explicitly that certification labels are the property of the Commission may 

help in the recovery of the labels if a manufacturer declares bankruptcy. 

Recommendations: 

 Insert the following language to the Label Order Form or to Part IV, Section 4(A)(4) of the UAP

adding the following sentence: “Assigned certification labels are not transferable and shall remain

the property of the Commission. Certification labels may be confiscated if conditions of custody are

violated and are void when not affixed in accordance with the Uniform Administrative Procedures.”

 Amend Part IV, Section 4(A)(2)(c) of the UAP by adding the following : “IIBC PROPERTY”



ATTACHMENT G 

LABEL – AUXILIARY ATTACHMENTS 

PART IV. ADMINISTRATION 

SECTION 4. CERTIFICATION 

(A) Labels

(1) Number Required

(a) All industrialized/modular buildings shall require one certification label per module except:

4. Auxiliary attachments or room additions to a labeled dwelling shall require one certification label

regardless of the number of pieces shipped.

(From the definitions: "MODULE" means a closed wall structure or substantial part of a closed wall structure 

incorporating one or more rooms used as habitable, occupiable, or mechanical/equipment space.) 

Background: 

Many custom homes have one or more attachments of varying sizes – from (1) 1’ x 8’ to (5) with an 

aggregate gross floor area of nearly 800 square feet. Many of the larger sections fit the description of a 

module, an auxiliary attachment and a room addition making it difficult to apply the above provisions. 

Discussion: 

It would be impractical to develop guidelines to distinguish a module from a room addition or an auxiliary 

attachment since they all contain the same elements. A better approach would be to base label requirements 

on the aggregate gross floor area similar to panelized construction (i.e., one label per 600 square feet). An 

exemption should be granted if the one or more attachments are small (e.g., an aggregate floor area of less 

than 50 square feet). 

Recommendation: 

Issue a Formal Interpretation that the maximum aggregate gross floor area of room additions and auxiliary 

attachments per label is 600 square feet with an exemption for those that are less than 50 square feet. 
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