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From Group ORAL / WRITTEN Code Proposal # Section # Position Summary Requested Modification Schedule

24-PC-008 None Aimee Sidhu Individual WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-003-

R2

IBC 0403 Support Supports code changes to the Washington IBC and IRC 

to require visitability standards for multifamily 

buildings with 8 or more units.

None 07/21/26

24-PC-147 6/12/2026   

Page 19

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC 420.13 IBC 0420 Editorial 

Correction

Ken Brouillette is pointing out an incorrect internal 

reference in building code Section 420.13 on licensed 

care cooking facilities. In item 9, the manual hood 

suppression actuation device is currently required to 

be installed per Sections 904.13.1 and 904.13.2, but 

those references must be updated to 904.14.1 and 

904.14.2 to match the renumbered suppression 

provisions in the CR‑102.

See Summary 07/14/26

24-PC-014 6/10/2026      

Page 2

Deepa Sivarajan Climate Solutions WRITTEN + ORAL IBC 24-BFRW-EV-

R4

IBC 0429 Support IBC 429: Offer higher percentages on EV ready and EV 

Capable spaces. IEBC 909 Reconsider proposal 24-GP1-

123 not moved by TAG to CR-102. Support adoption of 

Embodied Carbon reporting appendix with preference 

to the WBLCA Option 2.

IBC 429: Change Group R EV Ready Space 

Percentage from 10% to 15% and Group R EV 

Capable Percentage from 40% to 75%.

7/7/2026 

Break out 

ev-r4  and 

123-R2 in 

to new 

lines. this 

one is for 

118.

24-PC-031 6/10/2026    

Page 5

Richard Williams CWA Consultants WRITTEN + ORAL IBC 24-BFRW-EV-

R4 

IBC 0429 Support 

with 

Modificatio

ns

Richard Williams of CWA Consultants seeks to amend 

Section 429.4 of the IBC regarding accessible EV 

parking. To align more closely with IBC standards and 

simplify site plan reviews, the proposal reduces the 

required accessible EVSE and EV-ready spaces from 

10% to 5% of total accessible spaces. It also clarifies 

that only the minimum required accessible EV spaces 

can count toward overall site EV quotas, provides 

technical exemptions for smaller lots or single-space 

sites, and mandates standard van-accessible 

dimensions. Additionally, it clarifies that for B 

occupancies with fewer than 10 spaces, where no EV 

spaces are required under Section 429.2, an accessible 

EV space is also not required. Notably, the 

amendment prohibits restrictive "EV charging only" 

signage to ensure that any motorist with an 

accessibility placard can legally utilize these spaces 

regardless of whether they drive an electric vehicle.

Adopt with Suggested Language 07/21/26
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24-PC-088 None James Spencer Delta E 

Consulting

WRITTEN IBC 24-BRFWE-EV-

R4

IBC 0429 Modificatio

n 

James Spencer, PE, submits public testimony to the 

State Building Code Council regarding proposed 2024 

IBC section 429.3 on electric vehicle electrical rooms 

and equipment. He notes that the current draft 

language is unclear because it references sizing per 

section 429.2.1 through 429.2.2 but then only 

explicitly addresses EVSE and EV-ready spaces. He 

recommends revising the text so electrical rooms are 

clearly required to accommodate equipment and 

future equipment serving EVSE, EV Ready, and EV 

Capable spaces, and aligning the exception language 

so it explicitly allows use of an ALMS to provide 16A in 

lieu of 40A for EVSE and future EVSE (EV Ready) 

spaces. The memo is framed as a request for 

consistent, parallel, and clarified code language to 

ensure proper capacity planning for current and future 

EV infrastructure

Delta E 07/14/26

24-PC-153 0 Nick Manning Washington 

State Dept. of 

Commerce

WRITTEN IBC 24-BRFW-EV-

R4

IBC 0429 Support 

with 

modificatio

n

Commerce supports 24‑BRFW‑EV‑R4 to the IBC but 

recommends strengthening it by increasing required 

EV‑capable spaces for Group R occupancies in Table 

429.2 from 40% to 70%.

None 07/14/26

24-PC-158 24-PC-087 Patric Hanks BIAW WRITTEN IBC 24-BFRW-EV-

R4,

IBC 0429 support BIAW supports 24-BFRW-EV-R4 because it better 

balances future charging needs with construction cost 

by shifting some requirements away from higher-cost 

EV ready spaces and toward lower-cost EV capable 

spaces.

None 07/21/26

24-PC-149 6/12/2026   

Page 19

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC 504 IBC 0504 Editorial 

Correction

Ken Brouillette is identifying missing “J” footnote 

indicators in the CR-102 tables for building height and 

stories, which were intended by proposal 24‑GP1‑091 

Rev 5 but do not appear in the published tables. He 

explains where “J” should be added in Tables 504.3 

and 504.4 for certain R occupancies and Type V 

construction so the CR-102 matches the adopted code-

change proposal.

See Summary 07/14/26

24-PC-020 6/10/2026      

Page 1

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

WRITTEN + ORAL IBC NA IBC 0903 Support 

with 

modificatio

ns

WAC 51-50-0903 (IBC): Requests correlating the IBC 

sprinkler exceptions with the IFC by adding the 

elevator hoistway exception (Exception 2) and 

updating the battery/ESS language to match the 2024 

IBC base code.

See Summary Column 07/14/26

24-PC-085 6/10/2026      

Page 12

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC 903 IBC 0903 Modificatio

n 

Raising correlation issues where the IBC CR-102 is 

missing or misaligned with IFC CR-102 provisions in 

Sections 903 and 904, and you want those Building 

Code amendments synchronized with the Fire Code 

language and exceptions.

None 07/14/26

24-PC-148 6/12/2026   

Page 19

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC 903.2.1.3 IBC 0903 Editorial 

Correction

Ken Brouillette is flagging a needed cross-reference 

correction in the Seattle amendment to WAC 

51‑50‑0903, Section 903.2.1.3 for Group A‑3 

occupancies. The exception currently cites Section 

3116, but because the CR‑102 changes that section to 

3115, the exception’s reference must also be updated 

from 3116 to 3115 to stay consistent.

See Summary 07/14/26
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24-PC-062 6/10/2026      

Page 13

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC 907 IBC 0907 Editorial 

Correction

Ken Brouillette | Seattle Fire Marshal’s Office | IFC 

907.11.2 / IBC 907.10.2 – Design review correlation | 

Notes that IFC CR‑102 Section 907.11.2 (design 

review) was amended to remove the July 1, 2018 

effective date, while IBC CR‑102 Section 907.10.2 

retains different language, and requests SBCC to 

correlate 907.11.2 with 907.10.2 so the fire and 

building code design‑review provisions match 

None 07/14/26

24-PC-063 6/10/2026      

Page 13

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC 909 IBC 0909 Editorial 

Correction

Ken Brouillette | Seattle Fire Marshal’s Office | IBC/IFC 

CR‑102 correlation – Section 909.20 separate systems 

| Notes that 909.20.5.4 “Separate systems” appears in 

the IFC CR‑102 but not in the IBC CR‑102, and requests 

adding a corresponding IBC section (proposed as 

909.20.6.4) so smoke control separate‑system 

requirements are correlated between the Building and 

Fire Codes 

None 07/14/26

24-PC-146 6/12/2026   

Page 18

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC 1006.2.1 IBC 1006 Editorial 

Correction

Ken Brouillette is requesting editorial and correlation 

changes to WAC 51‑50‑1006, Table 1006.2.1, so it 

aligns with the 2024 IBC and the IFC. He asks that the 

table consistently use the term “automatic sprinkler 

system” (changing “with/without sprinkler system” to 

“with/without automatic sprinkler system”) and that 

Washington footnote H be added to the IFC version of 

the same table, with both the table language and 

footnote H carried into WAC 51‑54A so the IBC and IFC 

match in Washington

See Summary 07/14/26

24-PC-065 6/10/2026      

Page 13

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC 1010 IBC 1010 Editorial 

Correction

Ken Brouillette | Seattle Fire Marshal’s Office | WAC 

51‑50 / IBC 1010 – Doors, gates, and turnstiles | 

Identifies a clerical numbering error in the IBC CR‑102 

where WAC 51‑50‑10100 is listed and requests 

correction to WAC 51‑50‑1010; further notes that 

Section 1010.2.2.4 “Locks and latches” is numbered 

inconsistently between the IBC and IFC CR‑102 

documents even though the substantive wording is 

the same, and asks SBCC to correlate the section 

numbering so 1010.2.2.4 matches in both CR‑102s to 

support users in cross‑referencing door hardware 

requirements between the Building and Fire Codes 

None 07/14/26

24-PC-145 6/12/2026   

Page 18

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC 1010.2.13 IBC 1010 Editorial 

Correction

Ken Brouillette is requesting editorial correction to 

separate number 6 from number 7

At the words "all clinical staff" separate 

Number 7 from Number 6 

07/14/26

24-PC-144 6/12/2026   

Page 18

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC 1014.2 IBC 1014 Editorial 

Correction

Ken Brouillette is asking for correlated editorial fixes to 

the handrail sections in both the IBC and IFC WACs. If 

Section 1014.2.2 (“lateral location”) is deleted in WAC 

51‑50‑1014, then the reference “and 1014.2.2” must 

be removed from 1014.2, and in WAC 51‑54A the 

cross‑reference “1014.8 projections” must be 

renumbered to “1014.9 projections” with the same 

removal of “and 1014.2.2” where that section is being 

deleted

See Summary 07/14/26



2024 IBC

Testimony

24-PC-101 None Jenifer Gilliland Seattle 

Department of 

Construction and 

Inspections

WRITTEN IBC 24- GP1- 061 IBC 1106 Modificatio

n 

Washington Association of Building Officials (WABO) 

Technical Code Development Committee (Rich Williams; 

Jenifer Gilliland) | CWA Consultants; Seattle Department of 

Construction and Inspections | 24‑GP1‑061 (IBC 1106.3, 

1106.3.1 – accessible parking for Groups R‑2, R‑3, R‑4) | 

Requests that the amendment in 24‑GP1‑061 be revised to 

use the latest 2027 IBC draft language aligned with ICC 

proposal E117‑24, clarifying that accessible parking serving 

common‑use areas in Group R‑2, R‑3 and R‑4 occupancies 

is calculated under Section 1106.3, while accessible parking 

serving public‑use areas (e.g., a ground‑floor coffee shop or 

leasing office) is determined under Section 1106.2, so that 

only spaces open to the public are subject to 1106.2 and 

resident‑only amenity/common areas are not.

None 07/14/26

24-PC-023 None Jenifer Gilliland Seattle Departent 

of Construction 

Development 

Analyst

WRITTEN IBC GP1-037-R1 IBC 1107 Editoral 

Correction

Section 1107.2.2 is shown as removed in proposal 24-

GP1-037-R1. It is not shown as not adopted in the CR-

102.

Add Section 1102.2 Vehicle Space Size  and 

show as not adopted.

07/14/26

24-PC-102 None Jenifer Gilliland Seattle 

Department of 

Construction and 

Inspections

WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-037 IBC 1107 Editorial 

change

Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections | 

Seattle DCI | 24‑GP1‑037 (IBC 1107.2.2 – accessible 

van EV parking space width) | Requests that the 

CR‑102 text for proposal 24‑GP1‑037 be corrected to 

match the BFRW‑approved amendment by explicitly 

striking IBC Section 1107.2.2 and marking both 

1107.2.1 and 1107.2.2 as “Not adopted,” thereby 

eliminating a conflict between Washington 

amendments in Sections 1101.2.7 and 1101.2.8 (which 

require 96‑inch van stalls and 96‑inch aisles) and IBC 

1107.2.2 (which requires 132‑inch van stalls and 

60‑inch aisles for EV charging), and ensuring EV 

accessible stall dimensions are governed solely by 

WSBC Section 429.4 and properly correlated with 

existing state requirements

None 07/14/26

24-PC-002 None R. Scott Douglass Structural 

Engineers Assoc. 

of WA (SEAW)

WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-063 IBC 1608 Support 

with 

modificatio

n

Revises IBC 1608.1 and 1608.2 to allow uniform roof 

snow load equal to ground snow load for specified 

western WA buildings and to define when elevation 

differences require submittal of substantiating ground 

snow data.

Adopt SEAW GCRC proposed amendments to 

IBC 1603.1.3, 1608.1 Exception 2, and 1608.2 

as shown in the public comment (24‑PC‑002) 

for 24‑GP1‑063, addressing uniform roof snow 

loads and elevation‑difference criteria for 

ground snow loads.

07/21/26

24-PC-010 None R. Scott Douglas Structural 

Engineers Assoc. 

of WA (SEAW), 

Wind Engineering 

Committee 

(WEC)

WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-004 IBC 1609 Editoral 

Correction

Correct Table 1609.3.2 so Risk Category I uses a 300-

year MRI and Risk Category IV basic ultimate wind 

speed is 135 mph, aligning state amendments with 

ASCE/SEI 7-28 and the 2024 State Building Code 

criteria for Washington’s special wind regions. Revise 

Figure 1609.3(5) to add a 5-mile transition zone 

between Washington’s Special Wind Region basic 

speeds and the regional IBC Figure 1609.3 speeds, 

replacing county-by-county values with ASCE 7-22 

data-driven, consistent SWR boundaries and 

magnitudes.

Editorial Correction 07/14/26
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24-PC-183 0 Jenifer Gilliland Seattle 

Department of 

Construction and 

Inspections

WRITTEN IBC Existing 

Amendment 

Report

IBC 1705 Support 

with 

Modificatio

n

This comment addresses Section 1705.13.6, which 

governs periodic special inspections for plumbing, 

mechanical, and electrical components. It is requested 

that the council restore a 2021 state amendment 

limiting these specific inspections in sprinklered 

buildings strictly to high-consequence "Risk Category 

IV" structures, noting that the removal of this 

language was likely an oversight and would otherwise 

unintentionally expand the scope of inspections to 

lower risk categories.

Adopt with suggested modification for risk 

category IV structures.

07/14/26

24-PC-017 6/10/2026      

Page 1

Eric Gu, APA-The 

Engineered 

Wood Assoc.

WRITTEN + ORAL IBC NA IBC 2303 Oppose APA and North American CLT manufacturers oppose 

the proposed state amendment to WAC 51-50-2303 

that relaxes minimum lumber grade requirements for 

CLT longitudinal layers, citing concerns over the 

integrity and enforceability of ANSI consensus 

standards.

Adopt the updated provisions from ANSI/APA 

PRG320-2025 directly, rather than the 

proposed state-specific amendment

07/21/26

24-PC-029 None Matthew Hunter APA-The 

Engineered 

Wood 

Association

WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-094-

R3

IBC 2303 Oppose On be half of APA, Matthew Hunter, is asking the 

Council to reject code change petition 24‑GP1‑094 R3 

because it would relax the minimum lumber design 

values required for cross‑laminated timber in 

ANSI/APA PRG320; APA argues that Washington 

should not create a state‑specific deviation from this 

national consensus standard, warns that weaker CLT 

panels could increase seismic mass and push billet 

thickness beyond typical standardized depths, notes 

that the proponent’s approach using ELAM lumber 

lacks adequate strength properties, and urges the 

Council to maintain alignment with PRG320 instead of 

adopting lower local CLT requirements

Do Not Adopt 07/21/26

24-PC-016 6/10/2026      

Page 3

Hans-Erik 

Blomgren, 

Individual WRITTEN + ORAL IBC NA IBC 2304 Modifie Requests SBCC keep the current WAC 51-50-2304 

amendment in the 2024 IBC adoption, as it reflects 

actual CLT Heavy Timber thicknesses; the 2024 IBC 

base code (S199-22) already corrected the 2021 IBC 

error the amendment addressed.

Maintain WAC 51-50-2304 as an amendment to 

the 2024 IBC; do not delete the existing WA 

amendment, as doing so would carry forward a 

known 2021 IBC error into the 2024 adoption 

cycle.

07/14/26

24-PC-003 None Juleus Carreon Structural 

Engineers Assoc. 

of WA (SEAW)

WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-052 IBC 2308 Editorial 

Correction

Editorial amendment to GP1‑052 to clarify IBC 2308.6 

cutting, notching, and boring provisions and correct 

wording (e.g., ‘bore’ to ‘hole’, proximity of notches 

and holes).

Modify existing state amendment for IBC 

2308.6 to: (1) replace ‘bore’ with ‘hole’ in 

2308.6.1, and (2) revise 2308.6.1 and 2308.6.3 

so that notches and holes are not within 2 

inches of each other and bored holes in studs 

are not within 2 inches of a notch or cut.

07/14/26
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24-PC-066 6/10/2026      

Page 13

Micah Chappell WABO TCD/ 

Seattle DCI

ORAL IBC 2902 IBC 2902 Editorial 

Correction

Micah Chappell | Seattle Department of Construction 

& Inspections | IBC 2902.1 / Table 2902.1 – I‑4 child 

daycare fixtures | Requests amendment to the IBC 

Section 2902 fixture table to remove the 

bathtub/shower requirement for I‑4 child daycare 

occupancies and clarify by footnote that bathtub or 

shower facilities are not required in childcare, to align 

with DCYF WAC 110‑300‑0220 bathroom/toilet 

requirements and avoid conflicting direction on 

precedent; additionally flags that recent edits to the 

Washington amendment for Table 2902.1 introduced 

unintended fixture requirements (service sinks and 

automatic clothes washer connections) and misaligned 

footnotes, including pointers to a swimming pool and 

spa code not adopted in Washington, and asks SBCC 

to restore the originally recommended Washington 

amendment and correct these correlations

None 07/14/26

24-PC-073 6/12/2026   

Page 2

Micah Chappell WABO ORAL IBC 24-GP1-060 IBC 2902 Oppose Micah Chappelle | WABO Technical Code 

Development Committee (public testimony) | 

Opposes the TAG‑revised IBC Table 2902 as drafted 

because it drops existing WA amendments and 

re‑adds previously deleted requirements (service 

sinks, dwelling‑unit sinks/washer connections, 

occupied‑roof criteria), increasing costs without 

justification, and urges workshop revisions to restore 

Washington‑specific plumbing‑fixture provisions.

WABO 07/21/26

24-PC-135 6/12/2026   

Page 2

Micah Chappell WABO ORAL IBC 2902 IBC 2902 Modificatio

n

Micah Chappelle, speaking for the WABO Technical 

Code Development Committee, warns that the revised 

IBC Table 2902 prepared by the TAG partially merged 

model I‑Code language with Washington amendments 

but omitted key existing state amendments and 

reintroduced requirements previously removed. He 

notes that service sink and dwelling‑unit sink/washer 

connection requirements were inadvertently added 

back, occupied‑roof criteria were dropped, and 

Washington‑specific provisions were lost, all without 

justification, increasing costs and misaligning with past 

Council decisions. He recommends using the 

upcoming workshop to restore Washington’s prior 

amendments and accurately tailor the plumbing 

fixture table in Section 2902 to state needs.

None 07/14/26

24-PC-142 6/12/2026   

Page 18

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC 3115.1 IBC 3115 Editorial 

Correction

Ken Brouillette is requesting a cleanup to the NFPA 

130 reference in WAC 51‑50‑3115.1 so it aligns with 

updated standards language and the adjacent section. 

He recommends deleting the “‑2020” suffix from 

“NFPA 130‑2020” (or updating it to “‑2023”) so the 

reference simply reads “NFPA 130,” consistent with 

Section 3115.2 and the intended move away from the 

2020 edition.

See Summary 07/14/26
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24-PC-143 6/12/2026   

Page 18

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC 24-GP1-066-

R2

IBC 3115 Editorial 

Correction

Ken Brouillette is reminding the Council that his 

revised document for IBC proposal 24‑GP1‑066 Rev 2, 

submitted after Correlation Committee review in 

March 2025, contains a full set of needed edits to the 

2024 IBC CR‑102 that were not fully implemented. His 

main concern is that the CR‑102 still reflects 2020 

NFPA 130 references instead of the intended 2023 

NFPA 130 language, and he asks that staff use his 

highlighted revision document to update the WAC text 

and clean up these discrepancies before final SBCC 

adoption.

See Summary 07/14/26

24-PC-140 6/12/2026   

Page 17

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC Ch 35 IBC 3500 Editorial 

Correction

Ken Brouillette is asking the Council to update the 

NFPA 130 reference in the building code so it matches 

the fire code. He notes that WAC 51‑50‑3500 currently 

cites NFPA 130‑2020, while WAC 51‑54A‑8000 in the 

Fire Code references NFPA 130‑2023, and requests 

that the CR‑102 for the IBC be revised so both codes 

consistently use the 2023 edition of NFPA 130.

See Summary 07/14/26

24-PC-141 6/12/2026   

Page 18

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC Ch 35 IBC 3500 Editorial 

Correction

Ken Brouillette is asking for consistency between the 

building and fire codes on the NFPA 13 edition cited 

for sprinkler systems. He notes that WAC 51‑50‑3500 

in the CR‑102 still references NFPA 13‑2019, and 

requests that it be updated to NFPA 13‑2022 to match 

WAC 51‑54A‑8000 in the Fire Code, so both codes use 

the 2022 edition of NFPA 13.

See Summary 07/14/26

24-PC-157 24-PC-087 Patric Hanks BIAW WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-015-

R2,

IBC Appendices 

BI, BJ, BK and BL

support BIAW supports 24-GP1-015-R2, which adopts 

Appendices BI, BJ, BK, and BL for local adoption, on 

the grounds that it provides a clearer pathway for 

jurisdictions to approve certain alternative materials . 

They view this as a useful mechanism for handling 

alternatives without undermining the structure of the 

base code .

None 07/21/26

24-PC-091 None Nick Manning Washington 

State Depart of 

Commerce

WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4, 24-GP1-

118-R4,

IBC Appendix S Support WA Dept of Cpommerce supports proposals 24-GP1-

118-R4 and 24-GP1-118-R4_WBLCA  that introduce 

reporting and reduction requirements for embodied 

carbon in large commercial projects over 50,000 or 

100,000 square feet. To comply, project teams must 

either reuse 45% of an existing building's structure, 

utilize materials meeting specific Environmental 

Product Declaration (EPD) global warming potential 

(GWP) limits, or conduct a whole-building life cycle 

assessment showing a 10% GWP reduction. The 

Department emphasizes that these amendments are a 

critical mechanism to align Washington's built 

environment—which accounts for over a quarter of 

the state's economy-wide emissions—with its 

statutory climate goals, building upon existing state 

policy like the 2024 Buy Clean and Buy Fair Act and the 

urgent strategy mandates of the 2026 Comprehensive 

Climate Action Plan.

In favor of Option 1, but support adoption of 

either.

07/07/26
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24-PC-007 6/12/2026   

Page 16

Jesse Walton This 

is a test

Malhum 

Architects Inc.

WRITTEN + ORAL IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4

IBC Appendix S Support Supports adopting Appendix S Option 1 with three 

embodied‑carbon pathways (product, whole‑building LCA, 

reuse) plus a registered design professional sign‑and‑seal 

requirement.

Urges setting the applicability threshold at 50,000 sq ft 

instead of 100,000 sq ft to capture more impactful projects, 

especially public buildings.

Argues this option is practical and affordable for 

budget‑constrained owners while still driving meaningful 

embodied‑carbon reductions and incentivizing adaptive 

reuse.

None 07/07/26

24-PC-009 None Stephen Gibson Individual WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4 + 24-GP1-

118-

R4_WBLCA

IBC Appendix S Support Stephen Gibson, strongly supports adding embodied 

carbon requirements to the Washington IBC, favoring 

a blended approach that combines elements of the 

BFRW pathway (existing building reuse and materials 

path) with the Anderson option (structural 

optimization).

None 07/07/26

24-PC-012 None Chris Hellstern The Miller Hull 

Partnership

WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4, 24-GP1-

118-

R4_WBLCA

IBC Appendix S Support Supports adoption of optional Appendix S (embodied 

carbon) to formalize existing industry practices like 

WBLCA and EPD use.

Modify to align with proposals for 2027 code 07/07/26

24-PC-025 None Jerry 

VanderWood

Washington 

Construction 

Industry Council 

(WCIC)

WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4

IBC Appendix S Oppose This formal comment letter from the Washington 

Construction Industry Council (WCIC) expresses 

serious procedural and substantive concerns regarding 

the SBCC proposed embodied carbon regulations. The 

coalition argues that the SBCC bypassed its own 

Technical Advisory Group's recommendation to reject 

the proposal and lacked transparency throughout the 

development process. Furthermore, they contend that 

the SBCC lacks the statutory authority to regulate 

embodied carbon, viewing it as a procurement and 

environmental policy issue rather than a health and 

safety standard.

The WCIC recommends that the SBCC table the 

proposal for the current code cycle or limit it 

strictly to voluntary, non-mandatory 

educational guidelines.

07/07/26

24-PC-028 6/12/2026   

Page 13

Cory Shaw Washington 

Aggregates & 

Concrete 

Association 

(WACA)

WRITTEN + ORAL IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4

IBC Appendix S Oppose WACA opposes the proposed embodied carbon 

regulations. WACA argues that the SBCC lacks the legal 

authority to regulate global greenhouse gas emissions 

under the health and safety mandate of the 

International Building Code. Furthermore, the 

association highlights procedural irregularities, noting 

that the Council improperly bypassed protocol by 

overriding its own Technical Advisory Group's 

recommendation to reject the proposal. WACA 

contends that the rigid, prescriptive compliance 

pathways ignore regional supply chain realities in 

Washington, such as limited local cement production 

and varying aggregate qualities. They warn that these 

one-size-fits-all thresholds risk creating artificial 

material shortages, inflating project costs, and placing 

heavy enforcement burdens on building officials. 

Ultimately, WACA advocates for performance-based, 

market-oriented approaches instead of rigid code 

mandates, asserting that the local concrete industry is 

already successfully driving voluntary carbon 

reductions.

Do not adopt either option 07/07/26



2024 IBC

Testimony

24-PC-030 6/10/2026    

Page 4

Meghan Lewis APA-The 

Engineered 

Wood 

Association

WRITTEN + ORAL IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4

IBC Appendix S Support The Carbon Leadership Forum (CLF) strongly supports 

the introduction of this voluntary statewide appendix 

to assist the state in meeting its greenhouse gas 

reduction goals. The letter highlights that embodied 

carbon is projected to account for 35% to 39% of all 

building sector emissions between 2026 and 2050. CLF 

expresses support for both Option 1 (Materials 

Pathway) and Option 2 (Whole Building Life Cycle 

Assessment Pathway), noting a preference for Option 

1. To simplify the council's decision, CLF coordinated 

with NBI and AIA WA to make the administrative 

frameworks of both options nearly identical. For 

Option 1, the recommendations include updating the 

global warming potential (GWP) thresholds to CLF 

2025 baselines and adding new products like cold-

formed steel and flat glass. Additional Option 1 

revisions look to streamline compliance calculations 

and give projects flexibility through built-in waivers. 

For Option 2, the proposed updates introduce an 

optional 80% stringency threshold for municipalities 

and lock in material compliance to the permit vesting 

date.

Support both options but favor Option 1 07/07/26

24-PC-044 None Danielle De 

Castro

PAE Engineers WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4

IBC Appendix S Support 

with 

Modificatio

n 

For Option 1, the author requests clarifications on how 

product compliance pathways are determined, 

highlights inconsistencies between the covered 

product text and the associated GWP values table, and 

recommends updating GWP baselines to align with the 

2025 CLF report. Additionally, the feedback suggests 

refining language around whole-building life cycle 

assessments, clarifying envelope exceptions for 

material reuse, and noting the lack of an official LCA 

professional certification in the United States. Finally, 

regarding Option 2, the letter supports its LCA 

enhancements but advocates for maintaining a 

prescriptive compliance pathway—similar to Option 

1—to accommodate projects with limited budgets or 

those focused primarily on product selection as the 

driver for carbon reductions.

Clarify S103.3, Clarify S103.3.1, Update Table 

S103.3.1, Add Language from Option 2 to 

Option 1 LCA pathway. Clarify 103.5.1, Clarify 

Sample Product Compliance Pathway From, 

Support Option 1 Prescriptive Pathways.

07/21/26

24-PC-048 None Terry Sullivan Department of 

Natural 

Resources and 

Parks

WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-118 IBC Appendix S Support This testimony letter expresses strong support for 

adopting Appendix S, "Embodied Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions and Reporting," as part of the 2024 

Washington State Building Code. The signatories 

emphasize that the optional appendix provides a 

flexible, consistent framework to measure and reduce 

upfront material emissions across jurisdictions while 

causing minimal administrative burden.

None 07/07/26
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24-PC-050 None Brandon 

Houskeeper

Southwest 

Washington 

Contractors 

Assoc.

WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4

IBC Appendix S Oppose The SWCA expresses concerns regarding the shifting 

timelines and lack of finality in the 2024 Washington 

State Code Adoption Cycle. SWCA urges the SBCC to 

avoid making Appendix S (Embodied Carbon) and 

Whole Building Life Cycle Assessment (WBLCA) 

pathways mandatory, citing severe procurement, cost, 

and liability risks for general contractors. The letter 

highlights procedural challenges, noting that delayed 

energy code provisions and moving public-comment 

windows create a fragmented process that prevents 

small and mid-sized contractors from participating 

meaningfully. Additionally, SWCA emphasizes that 

local building departments require clear enforcement 

guidance and training to prevent project delays and 

inconsistent interpretations. To resolve these issues, 

they recommend providing a consolidated schedule, 

complete draft text, and thorough cost-benefit 

analyses before final adoption. Finally, they advocate 

for utilizing contractor-inclusive workgroups to 

evaluate complex policy proposals that extend beyond 

traditional building code life-safety functions.

Make embodied carbon provisions not 

manditory

07/07/26

24-PC-052 6/10/2026    

Page 4

Ariel Brenner New Buildings 

Institute 

WRITTEN + ORAL IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4

IBC Appendix S Support NBI expresses support for these proposals which 

introduce a voluntary framework for reporting and 

reducing embodied carbon in buildings. The proposed 

amendments aim to advance Washington's climate 

goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions by 95% by 

2050 while aligning with existing statewide policies 

like the Buy Clean and Buy Fair Act. NBI notes that 

evaluating material embodied carbon fits smoothly 

into current building plan review workflows and 

furthers the code's core mission to protect public 

health, safety, and welfare. Throughout a collaborative 

development process since late 2024, the framework 

has undergone multiple iterations incorporating 

extensive feedback from industry experts, code 

officials, and stakeholders. NBI supports both Option 1 

and Option 2, expressing a slight preference for the 

flexibility provided by Option 1. Ultimately, the memo 

recommends integrating recent technical updates 

from the Carbon Leadership Forum to improve clarity, 

streamline compliance thresholds, and simplify the 

adoption choice for the Council.

In favor of Option 1, but support adoption of 

either.

07/07/26
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24-PC-054 6/10/2026    

Page 2

Hannah 

Waterstrat

Department of 

Commerce

ORAL IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4 + 24-GP1-

118-

R4_WBLCA

IBC Appendix S Support Testimony speaks in support of 24-GP1-118-R4 and 

the related whole-building LCA pathway. It highlights 

how these proposals allow local jurisdictions the 

voluntary option to require embodied carbon 

reporting for large projects over 50,000 or 100,000 

square feet. This code-based approach directly aligns 

with the 2021 State Energy Strategy and the state's 

Comprehensive Climate Action Plan, which prioritize 

reducing embodied carbon to meet economy-wide 

emissions targets. While the Department supports 

either option, it prefers option 1 which offers three 

reduction pathways due to the maximum flexibility it 

grants to builders and local jurisdictions. Furthermore, 

it is emphasized that these optional appendices 

successfully build upon and complement 

Washington’s existing Buy Clean and Buy Fair 

policy—which is currently limited to state agency, and 

higher education projects—without creating any 

implementation conflicts.

In favor of Option 1, but support adoption of 

either.

07/07/26

24-PC-055 6/10/2026    

Page 5

Gemma Holt King County 

Department of 

Natural 

Resources and 

Parks

ORAL IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4 + 24-GP1-

118-

R4_WBLCA

IBC Appendix S Support Testimony expressed support for the adoption of 

Appendix S (Versions 1 and 2) to align with the 

county's 2025 Strategic Climate Action Plan. The 

speaker emphasized that the optional appendix offers 

a flexible, scalable, and shared foundation for local 

jurisdictions looking to reduce construction material 

emissions across Washington's growing building 

sector. While King County would consider adopting 

either version passed, they noted a distinct preference 

for a streamlined framework that relies on a whole-

building lifecycle assessment as the sole compliance 

pathway to minimize complexity for project teams and 

code officials.

In favor of Option 2, but support adoption of 

either.

07/07/26

24-PC-111 None Sue Lani Madsen Washington 

Rural 

Environmenal 

Network

WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-118 IBC Appendix S Oppose Testimony expresses opposition to the proposed 

adoption of "Appendix S Embodied Carbon" into the 

state building code. It is argued that building codes are 

traditionally meant to ensure minimum standards for 

public health and safety, rather than acting as a 

vehicle for environmental policy or aspirational 

tracking schemes. The memo highlights concerns over 

increased construction costs, a lack of practical 

industry collaboration during the SBCC's study, and 

enforcement difficulties for building officials due to 

rapidly shifting carbon data and supply chains. 

Ultimately, it references the International Code 

Council's unanimous rejection of similar language to 

assert that embodied carbon regulations do not 

belong in building codes and urges the SBCC to reject 

the proposal.

Do Not Adopt 07/07/26
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24-PC-119 None Deepa Sivarajan Climate Solutions WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4

IBC Appendix S Support 

Option 2

Testimony supports the adoption of either proposed 

options for Appendix S to help local jurisdictions 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the built 

environment. The organization expresses a slight 

preference for Option 2, which utilizes a Whole 

Building Life Cycle Assessment  pathway and 

automatically considers existing buildings to be in 

compliance, noting that it better accounts for the true 

embodied carbon burden, offers implementation 

flexibility, and allows developers to easily use 

freeware for analysis. This regulation is deemed crucial 

because Washington's buildings and infrastructure are 

projected to produce 406–1,073 million metric tons of 

embodied carbon dioxide equivalents over the next 25 

years. By adopting this optional appendix, the State 

Building Code Council provides the necessary code 

language and authority for progressive local 

governments to begin targeting these emissions while 

allowing other jurisdictions more time to prepare.

In favor of Option 2, but support adoption of 

either.

07/07/26

24-PC-125 None Will Layden American Wood 

Council 

WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4

IBC Appendix S Oppose Comment expresses opposition to Appendix S 

regarding embodied carbon reporting and reductions. 

It is argued that regulating embodied carbon falls 

completely outside the SBCC’s statutory authority, 

which is strictly limited to matters of health and safety 

rather than broader environmental policy. It is 

emphasized that there is currently no legislative 

direction or signed law authorizing the council to 

adopt these provisions, and they criticize the proposal 

for being developed without meaningful participation 

from the impacted building materials industries. 

Consequently, the SBCC is requested to withdraw the 

appendix from the current rulemaking until explicit 

authority is granted by the Legislature.

Do Not Adopt 07/07/26

24-PC-129 None Samantha 

Morrow

The American 

Institute of 

Architects 

Washington 

Council (AIA 

Washington 

Council)

WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4/24-GP1-

118-R-WBLCA

IBC Appendix S Support AIA Washington supports the adoption of an optional 

embodied carbon appendix into the 2024 

International Building Code. The letter emphasizes 

that Washington architects are already routinely 

performing whole building life cycle assessments and 

achieving low-cost or cost-neutral carbon reductions. 

It notes that Appendix S would provide a consistent 

statewide framework for jurisdictions with local 

climate action plans, avoid fragmented local 

regulations, and benefit regional businesses leveraging 

Washington's clean electricity grid. While expressing 

support for both proposed versions of the appendix, 

the AIA Washington Council states a preference for 

Option 1, which includes a Materials Pathway.

In favor of Option 1, but support adoption of 

either.

07/07/26
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24-PC-137 6/12/2026   

Page 15

Kjell Anderson LMN ORAL IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4/24-GP1-

118-R-WBLCA

IBC Appendix S Support Speaker supports the proposed optional IBC embodied 

carbon appendix for Washington, expressing a slight 

preference for Option 1's flexible materials pathway. 

He emphasized that the proposals serve as 

reasonable, thoroughly debated "training wheels" for 

the industry that are practical for jurisdictions to 

review and contractors to build. Furthermore, 

Anderson noted that because Washington utilizes low-

carbon power, the framework would give a market 

advantage to local manufacturers, while remaining 

entirely optional for individual jurisdictions to adopt 

rather than a statewide mandate.

In favor of Option 1, but support adoption of 

either.

07/07/26

24-PC-160 0 Patric Hanks BIAW WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-118-

R4/24-GP1-

118-R-WBLCA

IBC Appendix S Oppose BIAW opposes proposals 24-GP1-118-R4 and 24-GP1-

118-R4 WBLCA regarding Appendix S embodied 

carbon requirements. BIAW argues that the 

International Building Code is meant for life safety 

rather than environmental standards, and that these 

requirements would increase design and construction 

costs, negatively impacting housing affordability. 

Additionally, they contend that HB 1282 provides no 

statutory mandate for the SBCC to adopt such 

provisions, and point to studies indicating compliance 

could increase material costs by 0.5% (equating to 

over $125,000 for a $25 million project), which would 

ultimately be passed on to consumers.

Do Not Adopt 07/07/26

24-PC-047 None Brady Nordstrom Housing 

Development 

Consortium of 

Seattle-King 

County

WRITTEN IBC SIngle Exit 

Proposal

IBC Appendix T Support Brady Nordstrom | Housing Development Consortium 

of Seattle‑King County | Strongly supports the 

multiplex housing and single‑exit TAG proposals and 

urges SBCC to allow small multiplex condos (≤12 units, 

≤4 floors) to use the IRC by treating them like 

single‑family homes, lifting the 8,000 ft² cap via a 

sliding scale, preserving common‑area exceptions, 

allowing single stairs up to 6 floors under IBC 

Appendix T, and pursuing future sprinkler 

amendments so fire‑code‑compliant projects are not 

blocked by disproportionate IBC‑driven costs or 

administrative barriers. 

None 07/14/26

24-PC-018 None Cary Westerbeck Westerbeck 

Architecture

WRITTEN IBC SIngle Exit 

Proposal

IBC Appendix T Support Supports allowing single-stair buildings up to 4 stories 

to use NFPA 13D instead of 13R due to cost and 

sufficient safety. 

Adopt proposed IBC change permitting single-

stair buildings up to 4 stories to be protected 

with NFPA 13D systems without requiring NFPA 

13R upgrade. 

07/21/26

24-PC-068 None Marcella Buser Futurewise WRITTEN IBC Appendix T IBC Appendix T SUPPORT Marcella Buser | Futurewise | Strongly supports 

SBCC’s stacked‑flats and multiplex code proposals, 

emphasizing that making it easier to build stacked flats 

and IRC‑covered multiplexes is essential to addressing 

Washington’s housing shortage, preserving tree 

canopy, and expanding accessible, single‑level homes; 

urges the Council to maintain single‑stair and 

multiplex flexibility while reconsidering mandatory 

13R sprinklers so cost‑effective, safe, and 

community‑integrated middle housing can be broadly 

viable. 

None 07/14/26
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24-PC-134 6/12/2026   

Page 1

Bryce Yadon Futurewise ORAL IBC Single Exit IBC Appendix T Support Bryce Yadon, lobbyist for Futurewise, testifies in 

support of allowing taller single‑stair residential 

buildings as a tool to address Washington’s housing 

shortage. He praises the proposal for letting 

single‑stair buildings reach six stories without 

requiring ground‑floor commercial space, for providing 

flexible 4‑ and 5‑story options when safety measures 

are met, and for allowing more than two single‑stair 

buildings on a large lot, all to enable a greater diversity 

of affordable homes near transit and community 

amenities.

None 07/21/26

24-PC-150 6/12/2026   

Page 19

Ken Brouillette Seattle Fire 

Marshals Office

ORAL IBC Single Exit 

Appendix

IBC Appendix T Editorial 

Correction

Ken Brouillette is pointing out a simple editorial error 

in Table T102.2 in the appendix: the “User Note” 

under the single-exit provision for Group R-2 

apartment houses is incorrectly labeled with the 

number “2,” and that number should be deleted so 

the note is unnumbered.

See Summary 07/14/26

24-PC-139 6/12/2026   

Page 17

Spencer Gardner City of Spokane ORAL IBC Single Exit 

Multiplex 

Housing

IBC Appendix T / 

IRC Appendix 

WD

Neutral Spencer Gardner, Spokane’s Planning Director and a 

member of the single‑stair/multiplex committee, 

offers neutral but critical feedback on the committee’s 

work. He notes that the committee did not fully 

consider that Seattle and Tacoma already allow Type 

IIIA single‑stair buildings and suggests examining 

those local examples in future work. He also urges a 

more systematic cost‑benefit analysis of retained 

life‑safety provisions, especially sprinkler 

requirements for multiplexes, to ensure requirements 

do not undermine the legislature’s goal of keeping 

multiplex housing affordable

None 07/21/26

24-PC-004 None Juleus Carreon Structural 

Engineers Assoc. 

of WA (SEAW)

WRITTEN IEBC 24-GP1-049 IEBC 0502 and 

1101

Support 

with 

modificatio

n

WABO TCD requests amendment to GP1-049-R1 to 

clarify IEBC 502.1.1 and 1101.3 Risk Category 

Assignment for additions by restructuring language, 

removing redundancies with IBC 1604.5.1, retitling the 

multiple occupancies subsection, and clarifying the 

occupant load exception trigger.

Amend IEBC 502.1.1 and 1101.3 to: (1) move 

the provision for structurally independent 

additions to the multiple-occupancy subsection 

to avoid redundancy with IBC 1604.5.1; (2) 

delete redundant references to Table 1604.5 

and IBC in the last sentence; (3) retitle 'Multiple 

Occupancies' to 'Separate Classification'; and 

(4) reword the exception to state directly that 

the original risk category may remain if the 

increase in occupant load is less than 10%, 

unless Risk Category IV is triggered, removing 

the building area trigger.

07/14/26

24-PC-126 None Jenifer Gilliland Seattle 

Department of 

Construction and 

Inspections

WRITTEN IBC 0 IEBC 0805 Modificatio

n

Jenifer Gilliland (Seattle Department of Construction 

and Inspections) flags two drafting errors in CR-102: 

the final ICC exception under IEBC 805.4, Condition 4 

,"Condition 4 need not be satisfied where the work 

complies with Section 304.3.2, item 3",was 

inadvertently not stricken through alongside Condition 

4 itself. She also asks whether sections labeled "New 

Sections" in the IEBC CR-102 are designated as such 

because WAC sections are being renumbered from 

WAC 51-50-480 to WAC 51-50-620

None 07/14/26
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24-PC-161 0 Deepa Sivarajan Climate Solutions WRITTEN IBC 24-GP1-123-

R2

IEBC 0909 Support 

with 

modificatio

n

Climate Solutions, a clean energy nonprofit, submits 

comments on two topics within the 2024 IBC 

Amendments. On EV readiness, they support including 

a modified version of PRoposal 24-GP1-123-R2 for CR-

103 that correlates changes made in IBC section 429.

Include Modified Proposal language in CR-103 07/14/26

24-PC-132 0 Ava Izdepski Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Ava supports code changes that reduce unnecessary 

costs, improve clarity, and provide greater design 

flexibility for single‑family housing, and she opposes 

proposals that add cost or barriers without 

corresponding life‑safety benefits. She supports 

24‑GP2‑033‑R1 for simplifying alternative seismic 

design category calculations via direct ASCE 7 data, 

24‑GP2‑028 for increased design flexibility and smaller 

dwelling units aligned with multifamily IBC provisions, 

24‑GP2‑045‑R2 for clarifying adoption and 

enforcement of residential sprinkler requirements, 

24‑GP1‑015‑R2 for adopting Appendices BI, BJ, BK, 

and BL to create a clearer local pathway for alternative 

materials, and the Multiplex Housing Appendix for 

establishing a lower‑cost IRC path that expands design 

options and reduces construction costs compared with 

the IBC. She also requests at least 12 months between 

final adoption and the effective date to allow 

businesses time to purchase code books, train staff, 

revise plans, and coordinate with subcontractors.

None 07/21/26

24-PC-164 None Susuan Hughes Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Susan supports the multiplex housing appendix, 

proposal 24‑BFRW‑EV‑R4, the single‑exit appendix, 

and IBC 1208 changes for smaller units and increased 

design flexibility, mirroring Forrest’s positions. She 

opposes Appendix S (24‑GP1‑118‑R4 and WBLCA) 

embodied carbon requirements and Appendix R 

(24‑GP1‑003‑R2) visitability standards for small 

buildings, based on added cost, compliance burden, 

and loss of design flexibility, with possible 

discouragement of townhouses and multiplexes. Like 

Forrest, she states that she supports only proposals 

that improve affordability, reduce unnecessary 

construction costs, and expand design flexibility, and 

opposes those that raise costs or reduce feasibility 

without clear life‑safety justification. She explicitly 

emphasizes a “12 month ramp up requirement for any 

code changes,” asking for at least a 12‑month 

implementation window after adoption.

None 07/21/26
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24-PC-165 None Forrest Wilson Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Forrest Wilson states that he supports proposals that 

improve affordability, lower unnecessary construction 

costs, increase code clarity, and expand design 

flexibility. He supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1, 24‑GP2‑028, 

24‑GP2‑045‑R2, 24‑GP1‑015‑R2, the multiplex 

housing appendix, 24‑BFRW‑EV‑R4, the single‑exit 

appendix, and the IBC Section 1208 changes because 

he views those items as making the code easier to use, 

lowering construction cost pressures, and allowing 

smaller or more flexible housing designs. He opposes 

Appendix S in 24‑GP1‑118‑R4 and 24‑GP1‑118‑R4 

WBLCA because he believes embodied carbon 

requirements do not directly address occupant life 

safety and would increase design, documentation, and 

construction costs. He also opposes Appendix R in 

24‑GP1‑003‑R2 because he sees visitability standards 

for smaller residential buildings as reducing flexibility 

and potentially discouraging townhouse and multiplex 

development. Forrest asks the Council to allow at least 

a 12‑month transition period so builders can buy code 

books, train staff, revise plans, and coordinate 

implementation.

None 07/21/26

24-PC-166 None Jack Coombe Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Jack Coombe expresses support for code changes that 

improve affordability, reduce unnecessary costs, 

increase clarity, and provide greater design flexibility. 

He supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1 because it simplifies 

seismic design category determination, 24‑GP2‑028 

and the IBC Section 1208 changes because they allow 

smaller dwelling units, 24‑GP2‑045‑R2 because it 

clarifies sprinkler adoption and enforcement, 

24‑GP1‑015‑R2 because it creates a clearer path for 

certain alternative materials, the multiplex housing 

appendix because it offers a lower‑cost IRC option, 

24‑BFRW‑EV‑R4 because it lowers EV readiness cost 

impacts, and the single‑exit appendix because it 

broadens multifamily design options. He opposes 

Appendix S under 24‑GP1‑118‑R4 and 24‑GP1‑118‑R4 

WBLCA because he views embodied carbon standards 

as adding cost and compliance burdens without 

directly serving the life‑safety focus of the code. He 

also opposes Appendix R under 24‑GP1‑003‑R2 

because he believes visitability standards for smaller 

buildings would reduce flexibility and could discourage 

some townhouse and multiplex developments. Jack 

requests at least 12 months between final adoption 

and the effective date to allow adequate time for 

implementation.

None 07/21/26
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24-PC-167 None John Herrick Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

John Herrick supports code proposals that, in his view, 

improve housing affordability, reduce unnecessary 

construction costs, increase clarity, and expand design 

flexibility. He supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1 for easing 

seismic design category calculations, 24‑GP2‑028 and 

the IBC Section 1208 changes for allowing smaller 

dwelling units, 24‑GP2‑045‑R2 for clarifying how 

sprinkler provisions are adopted and enforced, 

24‑GP1‑015‑R2 for giving jurisdictions a clearer way to 

approve alternative materials, the multiplex housing 

appendix for creating a lower‑cost IRC path, 

24‑BFRW‑EV‑R4 for better balancing EV charging 

readiness with cost, and the single‑exit appendix for 

increasing multifamily flexibility on smaller sites. He 

opposes Appendix S in 24‑GP1‑118‑R4 and 

24‑GP1‑118‑R4 WBLCA because he believes embodied 

carbon provisions are not directly tied to occupant life 

safety and would increase cost and compliance 

burdens. He also opposes Appendix R in 

24‑GP1‑003‑R2 because he believes visitability 

standards for buildings with fewer than four units 

would reduce design flexibility and may discourage 

certain residential projects. John asks for a minimum 

12‑month period between adoption and the effective 

date so the industry can prepare for the code cycle 

transition.

None 07/21/26

24-PC-168 None Kai Fyrst Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Kai Fyrst identifies himself as a builder in Thurston 

County employing 50 people and says the proposed 

code changes are very important to his business. He 

supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1, 24‑GP2‑028, 

24‑GP2‑045‑R2, 24‑GP1‑015‑R2, the multiplex 

housing appendix, 24‑BFRW‑EV‑R4, the single‑exit 

appendix, and the IBC Section 1208 changes because 

he views them as improving affordability, reducing 

unnecessary costs, increasing code clarity, and 

allowing more flexible housing design. He opposes 

Appendix S under 24‑GP1‑118‑R4 and 24‑GP1‑118‑R4 

WBLCA because he believes embodied carbon 

requirements would add design, documentation, and 

construction costs without directly advancing the 

life‑safety purpose of the building code. He also 

opposes Appendix R under 24‑GP1‑003‑R2 because he 

believes visitability standards for smaller buildings 

would reduce flexibility and could discourage 

townhouses or multiplexes on one site. Kai asks the 

Council to provide at least 12 months before the new 

code takes effect so businesses have sufficient time to 

prepare.

None 07/21/26
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24-PC-169 None Michael 

Robinson

Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Michael Robinson identifies himself as the owner of a 

design‑build construction company serving Thurston, 

Lewis, Grays Harbor, Mason, Pierce, and Clallam 

Counties, and he frames his comments around the 

direct effect of code requirements on housing 

affordability. He says each new requirement adds 

labor, materials, engineering, permitting complexity, 

and inspection costs, and he urges the Council to 

weigh cost‑benefit impacts and prioritize attainable 

housing while maintaining reasonable safety 

standards. He supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1, 24‑GP2‑028, 

24‑GP2‑045‑R2, 24‑GP1‑015‑R2, the multiplex 

housing appendix, 24‑BFRW‑EV‑R4, the single‑exit 

appendix, and the IBC Section 1208 changes because 

he views them as improving affordability, clarity, and 

design flexibility. He opposes Appendix S in 

24‑GP1‑118‑R4 and 24‑GP1‑118‑R4 WBLCA because 

he believes embodied carbon requirements would add 

cost and compliance burdens without directly serving 

the core life‑safety function of the code, and he 

opposes Appendix R in 24‑GP1‑003‑R2 because he 

believes it would reduce flexibility and may discourage 

certain smaller residential developments. Michael also 

requests at least a 12‑month period between 

adoption and the effective date so the construction 

industry has adequate time to implement the changes.

None 07/21/26

24-PC-170 None Ray Klein Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Ray Klein supports proposals that he believes improve 

housing affordability, reduce unnecessary construction 

costs, increase clarity, and expand design flexibility. He 

supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1 for simplifying seismic 

calculations, 24‑GP2‑028 and the IBC Section 1208 

changes for allowing smaller dwelling units, 

24‑GP2‑045‑R2 for making sprinkler adoption and 

enforcement clearer, 24‑GP1‑015‑R2 for improving 

the local approval pathway for certain alternative 

materials, the multiplex housing appendix for creating 

a lower‑cost IRC path, 24‑BFRW‑EV‑R4 for lowering 

cost impacts tied to EV readiness, and the single‑exit 

appendix for providing more multifamily design 

flexibility. He opposes Appendix S under 

24‑GP1‑118‑R4 and 24‑GP1‑118‑R4 WBLCA because 

he believes embodied carbon provisions would 

increase cost, documentation, and compliance 

burdens without directly addressing occupant life 

safety. He also opposes Appendix R under 

24‑GP1‑003‑R2 because he believes visitability 

requirements for smaller buildings would reduce 

flexibility and could discourage some townhouse and 

multiplex development. Ray asks for at least 12 

months between final adoption and the effective date 

so businesses have time to prepare for the new code 

cycle.

None 07/21/26
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24-PC-171 None Kurt Wilson Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Kurt Wilson begins by expressing frustration that code 

development continues to increase housing costs 

while government seeks subsidies to make housing 

more affordable, which he describes as 

counterintuitive. He supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1, 

24‑GP2‑028, 24‑GP2‑045‑R2, 24‑GP1‑015‑R2, the 

multiplex housing appendix, 24‑BFRW‑EV‑R4, the 

single‑exit appendix, and the IBC Section 1208 

changes because he believes they improve 

affordability, reduce unnecessary construction costs, 

increase clarity, and expand design flexibility. He 

opposes Appendix S in 24‑GP1‑118‑R4 and 

24‑GP1‑118‑R4 WBLCA because he believes embodied 

carbon requirements would impose added cost and 

compliance burdens without directly addressing the 

life‑safety purpose of the code. He also opposes 

Appendix R in 24‑GP1‑003‑R2 because he believes 

visitability standards for buildings with fewer than four 

units would reduce design flexibility and could 

discourage certain residential development types. Kurt 

asks the Council to provide at least 12 months 

between adoption and the effective date so the 

industry has time to prepare for implementation.

None 07/21/26

24-PC-172 None Dan Garber Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Dan supports single‑family code changes that reduce 

unnecessary costs, improve clarity, and expand design 

flexibility, and he opposes proposals that introduce 

costs or barriers not tied to life‑safety benefits. He 

supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1 because it simplifies 

alternative seismic design category calculations and 

lets practitioners use ASCE 7 directly, 24‑GP2‑028 

because it allows smaller dwelling units and aligns unit 

sizes with multifamily IBC provisions, 24‑GP2‑045‑R2 

because it clarifies residential sprinkler adoption and 

enforcement, 24‑GP1‑015‑R2 because it adopts 

Appendices BI, BJ, BK, and BL to provide a clearer local 

path for approving alternative materials, and the 

Multiplex Housing Appendix because it creates a 

lower‑cost IRC route that expands design options and 

reduces construction costs relative to the IBC. He also 

asks the Council to provide at least a 12‑month 

implementation window between adoption and 

effective date to support a smooth transition and 

compliance.

None 07/21/26



2024 IBC

Testimony

24-PC-173 None Jack Coombe Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Jack supports single‑family code changes that lower 

unnecessary costs, improve clarity, and provide 

greater design flexibility, while opposing changes that 

add cost or barriers without clear life‑safety 

justification. He supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1 for making 

alternative seismic design category determinations 

easier and more direct through ASCE 7, 24‑GP2‑028 

for enhancing design flexibility and allowing smaller 

dwelling units aligned with multifamily IBC provisions, 

24‑GP2‑045‑R2 for clarifying residential sprinkler 

requirements and enforcement, 24‑GP1‑015‑R2 for 

adopting Appendices BI, BJ, BK, and BL to create a 

clearer path for jurisdictions to approve certain 

alternative materials, and the Multiplex Housing 

Appendix for offering a lower‑cost IRC path that 

expands design options and reduces construction 

costs compared with the IBC. Jack also requests that 

the Council allow at least 12 months between 

adoption and effective date for businesses to prepare 

and implement the new code cycle.

None 07/21/26

24-PC-174 None Susuan Hughes Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Susan explicitly calls for a “12 month ramp up 

requirement for any code changes” and then states 

that she supports code changes that reduce 

unnecessary costs, improve clarity, and increase 

design flexibility, and opposes changes that add cost 

or barriers without corresponding life‑safety benefits. 

She supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1 because it simplifies 

alternative seismic design category calculations with 

direct ASCE 7 use, 24‑GP2‑028 because it improves 

design flexibility and permits smaller dwellings aligned 

with multifamily IBC provisions, 24‑GP2‑045‑R2 

because it clarifies residential sprinkler adoption and 

enforcement, 24‑GP1‑015‑R2 because adopting 

Appendices BI, BJ, BK, and BL provides a clearer 

pathway for jurisdictions to approve alternative 

materials, and the Multiplex Housing Appendix 

because it offers a lower‑cost IRC path that expands 

design options and reduces construction costs 

compared with the IBC. She reiterates her request for 

at least 12 months between final adoption and 

effective date to enable businesses to train staff, 

update plans, and coordinate with subcontractors.

None 07/21/26



2024 IBC

Testimony

24-PC-175 None NancyChurchill Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Nancy supports code changes that reduce unnecessary 

costs, improve clarity, and expand design flexibility for 

housing, and she opposes proposals that add cost or 

barriers without life‑safety benefits. She urges the 

Council to prioritize changes that lower housing costs 

to make homeownership possible for more people. 

She supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1 for simplifying seismic 

design category calculations via direct ASCE 7 data, 

24‑GP2‑028 for increased design flexibility and smaller 

dwelling units consistent with multifamily IBC 

thresholds, 24‑GP2‑045‑R2 for clarifying how 

residential sprinklers are adopted and enforced, 

24‑GP1‑015‑R2 for adopting Appendices BI, BJ, BK, 

and BL to create a clearer approval path for alternative 

materials, and the Multiplex Housing Appendix for 

providing a lower‑cost IRC path that expands design 

options and reduces construction costs relative to the 

IBC. Nancy also requests at least 12 months between 

adoption and effective date to support a smooth 

transition and successful compliance.

None 07/21/26

24-PC-176 None Eric Keskitalo Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Eric opens by criticizing energy code updates as 

increasing homebuilding costs far more than they save 

in energy over realistic mortgage and interest rate 

conditions, arguing that energy cost savings are 

effectively “pennies” while initial construction cost 

increases are substantial. He suggests that anyone 

writing new energy code updates should personally 

experience paying for a new home priced about 5% 

above what they can afford, reflecting the burden he 

believes is imposed on others’ budgets. He then states 

support for single‑family code changes that reduce 

unnecessary costs, improve clarity, and increase 

design flexibility, and opposition to proposals that add 

cost or barriers without life‑safety benefits. He 

supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1, 24‑GP2‑028, 

24‑GP2‑045‑R2, 24‑GP1‑015‑R2, and the Multiplex 

Housing Appendix for the same reasons: easier seismic 

SDC calculations via ASCE 7, improved design flexibility 

and smaller units, clearer residential sprinkler 

adoption and enforcement, clearer local approval 

pathways for alternative materials, and a lower‑cost 

IRC path that expands design options and reduces 

construction costs compared with the IBC. Eric also 

requests at least 12 months between final adoption 

and effective date so businesses have time for 

training, planning, and coordination.

None 07/21/26



2024 IBC

Testimony

24-PC-177 None Luke Moerke Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Luke begins by asking the Council to “please hear the 

little guy,” highlighting concern for smaller actors in 

the housing market. He supports single‑family code 

changes that reduce unnecessary costs, improve 

clarity, and expand design flexibility, and opposes 

proposals that add costs or barriers without 

corresponding life‑safety benefits. He supports 

24‑GP2‑033‑R1 because it makes alternative seismic 

design category determinations easier and more direct 

through ASCE 7, 24‑GP2‑028 because it increases 

design flexibility and allows smaller dwelling units 

aligned with multifamily IBC provisions, 

24‑GP2‑045‑R2 because it clarifies residential sprinkler 

requirements and enforcement, 24‑GP1‑015‑R2 

because adopting Appendices BI, BJ, BK, and BL 

provides a clearer local pathway for certain alternative 

materials, and the Multiplex Housing Appendix 

because it creates a lower‑cost IRC path that expands 

design options and reduces construction costs 

compared with the IBC. Luke also asks for at least 12 

months between adoption and effective date to 

support training, plan revision, and coordination with 

subcontractors.

None 07/21/26

24-PC-178 None James Norman Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

James supports single‑family code changes that 

reduce unnecessary costs, improve clarity, and expand 

design flexibility, and he opposes proposals that add 

cost or barriers without clear life‑safety benefits. He 

supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1 because it simplifies 

alternative seismic design category calculations via 

direct ASCE 7 data, 24‑GP2‑028 because it increases 

design flexibility and allows smaller dwelling units 

aligned with multifamily IBC provisions, 

24‑GP2‑045‑R2 because it clarifies adoption and 

enforcement of residential sprinkler requirements, 

24‑GP1‑015‑R2 because adopting Appendices BI, BJ, 

BK, and BL provides a clearer path for jurisdictions to 

approve certain alternative materials, and the 

Multiplex Housing Appendix because it creates a 

lower‑cost IRC path that expands design options and 

reduces construction costs compared with the IBC. He 

also requests at least 12 months between final 

adoption and effective date to allow for purchasing 

code books, staff training, plan revisions, and 

subcontractor coordination.

None 07/21/26



2024 IBC

Testimony

24-PC-179 None Hans Korve Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Hans supports code changes affecting single‑family 

housing that reduce unnecessary costs, improve 

clarity, and expand design flexibility, and he opposes 

proposals that would add cost or barriers without 

corresponding life‑safety benefits. He supports 

24‑GP2‑033‑R1 because it simplifies alternative 

seismic design category calculations and lets builders 

and designers reference ASCE 7 directly, 24‑GP2‑028 

because it enhances design flexibility and permits 

smaller dwelling units aligned with multifamily IBC 

provisions, 24‑GP2‑045‑R2 because it clarifies how 

residential sprinkler requirements are adopted and 

enforced, 24‑GP1‑015‑R2 because adopting 

Appendices BI, BJ, BK, and BL provides a clearer local 

approval pathway for alternative materials, and the 

Multiplex Housing Appendix because it offers a 

lower‑cost IRC path that expands design options and 

reduces construction costs relative to the IBC. Hans 

also asks the Council for at least 12 months between 

adoption and effective date so businesses can prepare 

for implementation.

None 07/21/26

24-PC-180 None Forrest Wilson Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Forrest supports single‑family code changes that 

reduce unnecessary costs, improve clarity, and provide 

greater design flexibility, and opposes proposals that 

add cost or barriers without clear life‑safety benefits. 

He supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1 because it simplifies 

alternative seismic design category calculations 

through direct ASCE 7 reference, 24‑GP2‑028 because 

it improves design flexibility and allows smaller 

dwelling units aligned with multifamily IBC provisions, 

24‑GP2‑045‑R2 because it clarifies how residential 

sprinkler requirements are adopted and enforced, 

24‑GP1‑015‑R2 because adopting Appendices BI, BJ, 

BK, and BL creates a clearer pathway for jurisdictions 

to approve certain alternative materials, and the 

Multiplex Housing Appendix because it provides a 

lower‑cost IRC path that expands design options and 

reduces construction costs compared with the IBC. 

Forrest also requests at least 12 months between final 

adoption and effective date to support purchasing 

codes, staff training, plan revisions, and subcontractor 

coordination.

None 07/21/26



2024 IBC

Testimony

24-PC-181 None Gina Carlson Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Gina begins by stating that reasonable measures are 

needed to address exceptional housing shortages, 

noting that homes drive economies and state budgets 

and that gradual changes are needed to meet code 

goals. She argues that affordable housing is not viable 

when “overly virtuous” goals cost more than the 

economic gains they produce and warns against 

putting “the cart before the horse” when the horse 

(housing supply and affordability) pulls the load. She 

supports single‑family code changes that reduce 

unnecessary costs, improve clarity, and expand design 

flexibility, and she opposes proposals that add cost or 

barriers without corresponding life‑safety benefits. 

Specifically, she supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1, 24‑GP2‑028, 

24‑GP2‑045‑R2, 24‑GP1‑015‑R2, and the Multiplex 

Housing Appendix because they simplify seismic SDC 

determinations via ASCE 7, improve design flexibility 

and allow smaller dwelling units, clarify residential 

sprinkler adoption and enforcement, provide clearer 

jurisdictional pathways for approving alternative 

materials, and create a lower‑cost IRC path that 

expands design options and reduces construction 

costs compared with the IBC. Gina also asks for at 

least a 12‑month period between adoption and 

effective date so businesses can implement the new 

code successfully.

None 07/21/26

24-PC-185 None Angela Childress Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Angela supports code changes that reduce 

unnecessary costs, improve clarity, and provide 

greater design flexibility for single‑family housing, and 

she opposes proposals that add cost or barriers 

without corresponding life‑safety benefits. She 

supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1 for simplifying alternative 

seismic design category calculations via direct ASCE 7 

data, 24‑GP2‑028 for increased design flexibility and 

smaller dwelling units aligned with multifamily IBC 

provisions, 24‑GP2‑045‑R2 for clarifying adoption and 

enforcement of residential sprinkler requirements, 

24‑GP1‑015‑R2 for adopting Appendices BI, BJ, BK, 

and BL to create a clearer local pathway for alternative 

materials, and the Multiplex Housing Appendix for 

establishing a lower‑cost IRC path that expands design 

options and reduces construction costs compared with 

the IBC. She also requests at least 12 months between 

final adoption and the effective date to allow 

businesses time to purchase code books, train staff, 

revise plans, and coordinate with subcontractors.

None 07/21/26



2024 IBC

Testimony

24-PC-186 None Clinton Ethington Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

This public comment letter urges the SBCC to prioritize 

housing affordability alongside code efficiency and 

performance. It emphasizes that the compounding 

costs of new regulatory requirements are passed 

directly to consumers, frequently pricing families out 

of homeownership and forcing them into renting. It is 

argues that land ownership fosters a vital sense of 

permanency and community purpose, and cautions 

that the incremental benefits of additional building 

regulations do not justify the negative social and 

financial consequences of making homes 

unaffordable. Clinton supports code changes that 

reduce unnecessary costs, improve clarity, and provide 

greater design flexibility for single‑family housing, and 

she opposes proposals that add cost or barriers 

without corresponding life‑safety benefits. She 

supports 24‑GP2‑033‑R1 for simplifying alternative 

seismic design category calculations via direct ASCE 7 

data, 24‑GP2‑028 for increased design flexibility and 

smaller dwelling units aligned with multifamily IBC 

provisions, 24‑GP2‑045‑R2 for clarifying adoption and 

enforcement of residential sprinkler requirements, 

24‑GP1‑015‑R2 for adopting Appendices BI, BJ, BK, 

and BL to create a clearer local pathway for alternative 

materials, and the Multiplex Housing Appendix for 

establishing a lower‑cost IRC path that expands design 

options and reduces construction costs compared with 

the IBC. She also requests at least 12 months between 

None 07/21/26

24-PC-187 None Matt Reider Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Matt supports code changes that reduce unnecessary 

costs, improve clarity, and provide greater design 

flexibility for single‑family housing, and she opposes 

proposals that add cost or barriers without 

corresponding life‑safety benefits. She supports 

24‑GP2‑033‑R1 for simplifying alternative seismic 

design category calculations via direct ASCE 7 data, 

24‑GP2‑028 for increased design flexibility and smaller 

dwelling units aligned with multifamily IBC provisions, 

24‑GP2‑045‑R2 for clarifying adoption and 

enforcement of residential sprinkler requirements, 

24‑GP1‑015‑R2 for adopting Appendices BI, BJ, BK, 

and BL to create a clearer local pathway for alternative 

materials, and the Multiplex Housing Appendix for 

establishing a lower‑cost IRC path that expands design 

options and reduces construction costs compared with 

the IBC. She also requests at least 12 months between 

final adoption and the effective date to allow 

businesses time to purchase code books, train staff, 

revise plans, and coordinate with subcontractors.

None 07/21/26
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24-PC-188 None Troy Schmeil Voter Voice WRITTEN General MULTPLE 

CODES

MULTIPLE General 

statement 

supporting 

some 

proposals 

and 

disputing 

others. 

Troy supports code changes that reduce unnecessary 

costs, improve clarity, and provide greater design 

flexibility for single‑family housing, and she opposes 

proposals that add cost or barriers without 

corresponding life‑safety benefits. She supports 

24‑GP2‑033‑R1 for simplifying alternative seismic 

design category calculations via direct ASCE 7 data, 

24‑GP2‑028 for increased design flexibility and smaller 

dwelling units aligned with multifamily IBC provisions, 

24‑GP2‑045‑R2 for clarifying adoption and 

enforcement of residential sprinkler requirements, 

24‑GP1‑015‑R2 for adopting Appendices BI, BJ, BK, 

and BL to create a clearer local pathway for alternative 

materials, and the Multiplex Housing Appendix for 

establishing a lower‑cost IRC path that expands design 

options and reduces construction costs compared with 

the IBC. She also requests at least 12 months between 

final adoption and the effective date to allow 

businesses time to purchase code books, train staff, 

revise plans, and coordinate with subcontractors.

None 07/21/26

24-PC-110 None Jenn Henderson Disability Rights 

Washington

WRITTEN All codes support for 

diabled 

people

None Supports Jenn Henderson | Disability Rights Washington | 

24‑PC‑110 | Supports SBCC’s middle‑housing and 

stacked‑flats code updates and urges the Council to 

reduce unnecessary regulatory barriers that constrain 

production of small‑scale multifamily housing, 

emphasizing that diverse, affordable, and adaptable 

middle‑housing forms are a disability‑rights and 

accessibility issue because they expand options for 

single‑level, integrated, community‑based living and 

help prevent unnecessary institutionalization.

None 07/21/26


