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RELOCATABLE  GUIDE 
MEETING  MINUTES 

November 17, 2012 

 

Room 806 
9 a.m. – 12:00 Noon 

 

Voting Committee Members Present: Delisa Clark, Chair, John Stehmeyer 

 
Voting Committee Members Not Present: Dr. Frank Vail 

 
Members Teleconferencing: David Blackwell (voting member), Eric Cook (voting member), 
 Al McVey, Ed Roper, Ralph Watkins 
 
Others Present: John Butler, Scott Carlin, Kevin Chipman, John Jackson, David Lindsay,  
 Robert Mitchell, Eddie Rodelsperger 

 
Recorder: Juliet Berry 

 

Mrs. Clark welcomed everyone to the meeting and thanked them for participation. 

Everyone introduced themselves including those participating over the phone. 

Mrs. Clark, Chair, and Mr. Mitchell discussed inconsistencies of the amended 2012 Relocatable 
Guide.  Ms. Clark informed the committee that we would go forward with the new proposed 
revised document presented at this meeting. 

Mrs. Clark announced that the voting members for this committee in addition to the Chair will be 
Dr. Frank Vail, David Blackwell, John Stehmeyer and Eric Cook.  All voting members with the 
exception of Dr. Vail were present. 

1. INDEX OF SECTIONS 
Table as an administrative item.  This will be amended as necessary if changes are 
recommended to the title of sections. 
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2. RELATED STATUTORY AUTHORITY 

References statute to create guide and put into place.  There were no changes 
recommended for this section. 
 

3. PURPOSE AND COMPLIANCE 
The purpose of the guild was discussed. In accordance with Dr. Zais’ direction and the 
mission of the SC Department of Education, the committee is asked to create a guide to 
ensure the health and safety of the students and teachers while providing districts the 
tools and information they need in order to make informed and responsible decisions 
about the facilities in their districts.  To that end, guidance for best practices will be 
developed by the Office of School Facilities to provide additional information to districts 
and the Relocatable Guide will continue to reflect the minimum requirements for 
relocatables. 
 
There were no initial changes proposed.  However,  in subsequent discussion, Mrs. Clark 
was asked to propose additional language directing districts to the new guidance 
documents for additional information. 
 

4. PERMITTED USES 
Mr. Carlin advised on 4(A) terms like “only” hem you in.  Mr. Carlin stated this could be 
interpreted that if we stopped using this for education program classrooms and wanted to 
use it for storage you could not.  Consensus was to delete the word “only” in 4(A) to now 
read “Relocatable units may be used for the purposes listed below.”  The definition of 
“Administrative offices” was discussed.  To clarify the intent, Mrs. Clark requested 
approval for the wording on 4(A7) to be changed to “Administrative purposes.”  The 
change was approved. 
 
4(B) Mrs. Clark and Mr. Stehmeyer discussed permitted uses of where the relocatable 
address programs, not individuals.  Mrs. Clark verified that relocatable units are treated in 
a similar way to other buildings in that children would not have to be moved out of class 
because of a temporary non-ambulatory or of limited mobility.  The needs of the student 
would have to be accommodated by the district in the best way to meet those needs.  
There were no changes to this paragraph. 
 
Mr. Chipman expressed his concerns on the approval of Exceptional Children.  Mrs. 
Clark stated that Exceptional Children has the responsibility to approve all programs 
serving students in this program and this is not a new requirement and is not limited to 
relocatables.  OSF will work with Exceptional Children on facility requirements to be 
sure there are no conflicts.  There were no changes to this paragraph. 
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4(C) Mr. Chipman stated the relocatable units should not have labs with gas and fume 
huds.  He asked to change the wording to read, “Relocatable units shall not be used for 
chemical laboratory classrooms serving students in grades 6 through 12.”  The change 
was approved. 
 

5. DEFINITIONS 
Discussion was held for rewording 5(A) “Relocatable Classroom. “One that is 
constructed entirely at a factory or on site and can be moved from one location to another 
with relative ease.”  Many relocatable manufacturers do not use steel chassis.  This 
change was approved. 

 
New wording was proposed for 5(C)  “New.  A relocatable is one not previously placed 
in service as a relocatable classroom.”  Mr. Stehmeyer expressed concerns over being 
held to the new relocatable guidelines when you have an old relocatable unit.  This 
change was approved. 

 
There was a lengthy discussion concerning the relocatable definitions.  It was decided to 
leave the remaining definitions as they are until additional discussion later in the guide is 
complete. Definitions will be modified as required at that point. 
 
Side Discussion 
Mr. Carlin expressed concern that if recommendations are no longer going to carry the 
weight of minimum requirements, how could the districts balance the requirement to 
react quickly in a procurement situation?  Mrs. Clark repeated Dr. Zais’ direction that 
districts be given the opportunity to make as many decisions as possible to best address 
their scheduling, program and budget needs while maintaining the health and safety of 
their students and staff.  Decisions would be between the school and the design 
professionals who assist them and OSF would be available at any time additional 
assistance may be needed.  OSF would welcome the input of the districts to develop a set 
of best practices for the use of the school districts.  If districts think it would be useful, 
this set of guidance documents could include a set of sample specifications for use by a 
district if they so choose, but this specification would not be mandatory.  The committee 
supported the idea to ask for a recommended set of specs from the State Department and 
the development of best practice standard (quality and finishes) with input from school 
district officials and architects. 
 
Mr. Jackson suggested that additional language be included in section 3 to direct districts 
to guidance and best practice material.  Mrs. Clark agreed to propose language. 
 
A question was raised as to the definition of “bring the relocatable unit up-to-code” 
especially when a relocatable unit is relocated.  Mrs. Clark stated that, at a minimum, the 
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unit would be expected to meet the current life safety code.  But beyond that, it would be 
up to the committee to consider in discussion in section 18. 
 
The committee discussed including a Chapter 1 inspector at the next meeting to discuss 
any impacts to inspection.  There was also discussion about training necessary to be sure 
all of the inspectors would interpret the code in the same manner. 
 
A discussion was held on relocatables not built ahead of time and ready when districts 
need them, although it was pointed out that companies really do not build any 
relocatables on speculation and really do not start construction until an order is submitted.  
Districts could prepare a preapproved package.  OSF would review a district’s master set 
of specifications and keep it on file in a manner similar to the district-wide foundation 
plans if that would assist the districts.  OSF will also post on their website information on 
any manufacturer’s pre-approved relocatable unit with specifications for review by the 
district so that the district can better evaluate if a given unit will met their needs. 
 
Mr. Rodelsperger asked to have guidance included in the best practices on classroom 
(student-ratios) based on National standards. 
 

6. CODES AND STANDARDS 
Discussion on the various codes listed resulted in the request to Mr. Blackwell to provide 
proposed new language for this section. 
 

7. APPROVAL OF MANUFACTURER FOR SALE OR LEASE 
There was general discussion of the approval process.  A suggestion was made to 
establish a State Contract for relocatable units.  Mrs. Clark pointed out that the SC 
Department of Education does not have the legislative authority to establish a contract for 
the districts.  However, the districts have the ability to establish a long term contract 
through the Materials Management Office and that more than one district could joint 
together if that would be in their best interest. 
 
Mr. Chipman commented on 7(F) asking that a time period be defined.  The second 
sentence was reworded, “This review will occur annually unless otherwise warranted by 
problems with a manufacturer or his units.”  This change was approved. 
 
Further discussion was on updating the preapproved list and make sure the vendor is still 
providing units.  Mrs. Clark agreed that would take place annually and the OSF website 
would be updated to reflect any changes. 
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Side Discussion 
After retruning from break, Mrs. Clark stated that Mrs. Aydlette, Deputy Superintendent, 
Operations and Support asked that it be reemphasized that the Guide is law and that the 
committee has a duty to protect the health and the safety of students, teachers, and others 
in the school buildings.  Best practice guidance will provide information to schools who 
need this guidance without mandating requiements to all schools.  This would also allow 
OSF to incorporate lessons learned on a more timely basis because experience is often the 
best teacher. 
 
Mr. Chipman stated that Section 7 needs the code to state where the relocatable was 
purchased (built under what guidelines on the identifying plate).  LLR requires an 
identifying plate that constains certain information when buying a new unit.  This 
information makes the unit more valuable because the owner or buyer knows when the 
relocatable was built and under what codes.  In our Guide it is stated that you have to 
keep the label.  This becomes an operations and maintenance issue but is important when 
a unit is relocated.  It was suggested that the edition of the relocatable guide be added to 
the label information since that would also provide valuable code information later. 
The committee agreed to add the guide edition to the label. 
 

8. NEW RELOCATABLES 
8(B) The requirement for a licensed contractor was discussed.  No changes were 
proposed.  
 
8(C) Mr. Roper  and Mr. Chipman offered discussion about when a dimensional sketch 
may be appropriate.  After much discussion, it was proposed to change the last sentence 
to read “If sealed plans are not required, a dimensional sketch may be submitted.”  The 
committee approved the change.  

 
8(D), 8E, and 8(F) After much discussion, the committee agreed to delete these 
paragraphs because the requirements were already adequately covered in the code or 
other laws and regulations. 

 
8(G) The committee agreed to move this information to best practices. 

 
8(H), 8(I), 8(J), and 8(K) After much discussion, the committee agreed to delete 
these paragraphs because the requirements were already adequately covered in the code 
or other laws and regulations. 
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8(L) A proposal was made to word the first sentence, “All exterior doors shall open 
onto a minimum 5 foot by 5 foot platform level with the interior floor with handrails, 
guardrails, steps and ramps constructed form aluminum or pressure treated wood.”  The 
second sentence will be deleted.  The remainder of the paragraph will remain.  The 
committee approved the changes. 

 
8(M), 8(N), 8(O), and 8(P) After much discussion, the committee agreed to delete 
these paragraphs because the requirements were already adequately covered in the code 
or other laws and regulations. 

 
8(Q) Mrs. Clark confirmed that code requires a bathroom if the relocatable is an 
independent structure.  The current exception to allow use of building facilities for 
students grade three and above is a variance.  Also beyond the minimum requirements of 
the code is for all toilet facilities to comply with ICC/ANSI A117.1 and to contain a 
ventilation fan (in lieu of an operable window).  After discussion, the district 
representatives supported the additional requirements because the flexibility this afforded 
them for the future outweighed initial cost and the committee agreed to leave the 
requirements the same but refine the language for clarity. 

 
Mr. Jackson’s request to remind districts of DSS on requirements for restrooms starting 
w/ children six weeks and up will be included in a best practice guide for early childhood 
program considerations. 

 
The committee agreed to a proposal was made to reword 1 and 1(A) to read, “Toilet 
facilities shall be required within all units serving children through the second grade.” 
and to renumber Q(B) #2. 

 
A question was raised about the requirement for a bubbler in the Planning and 
Construction Guide.  Because this requirement is in conflict with DSS regulations, OSF 
will be proposing a change in the Planning and Construction Guide to match the language 
in the DSS regulations requiring “access to drinking water must be available.”  

 
8(R) After discussion, the committee agreed to delete this paragraph. 

 
8(S) After discussion, the committee agreed to delete this paragraph because the 
requirements were already adequately covered in the code or other laws and regulations. 

 
8(T) Fire Safety Requirements.  The committee requested to discuss this at the next 
meeting. 

 
As time was approaching 12:00, Mr. Chipman suggested that the reaming items be discussed at 
the next meeting. 
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Mrs. Clark stated we will send out a revised document and language in purpose and compliance 
referencing the best practices. Mr. Blackwell will provide language on codes and standards 
section. 
 
Information will be sent out concerning our next meeting on November 30, 2011, Room 806, 
Rutledge Building including teleconference information.  We will invite a structural engineer, 
ADC Mark Dillon, to provide information on foundation issues and a proposal to address seismic 
matters.  We will invite an inspector as requested earlier in the meeting and continue with 8(T). 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT at 12:00 noon. 


