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ABSTRACT

Tiny homes are a popular trend in housing. Some people view them as a counterculture movement; 
to others they are a necessity for reduced living costs, especially in expensive real estate markets. 
Tiny homes have also been suggested as an a�ordable means to house the homeless. 

Clearly, this trend for tiny homes is on the rise. Tiny homes are showing up within cities and towns 
on parking lots and yards. Empty lots are turning into tiny home developments. But with this new 
movement come questions regarding the applicability of building codes to these unique dwellings. 

Do the provisions that apply to traditional dwellings also apply to the particular characteristics of 
tiny homes? A case could be made that due to their small size, compliance with a building code can 
be challenging.

This paper, Applying Building Codes to Tiny Homes, has been developed by the Building Code 
Development Committee (BCDC) of the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) to assist under-
standing the expectation of code enforcement practices on the construction or setting-in-place of 
tiny homes.

AUTHORS

Development of Applying Building Codes to Tiny Homes took place as an activity of the Building 
Code Development Committee (BCDC). Members of the BCDC identi�ed the need for the report and 
worked collaboratively with peers to develop a draft through a task group. Ultimate review and input 
was provided and approved unanimously by the full BCDC in December 2016.

IMPORTANT DISCLAIMERS

Publication of this white paper is for the purpose of circulating information and opinion among those 
concerned with �re, electrical, and life safety and related subjects. While every e�ort has been made 
to achieve a work of high quality, neither NFPA® nor the contributors to this publication guarantee or 
warrantee the accuracy or completeness of or assume any liability in connection with the informa-
tion and opinions contained in this publication. The content, opinions, and conclusions contained in 
this report are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the view of the NFPA. The 
NFPA and the contributors shall in no event be liable for any personal injury, property or other dam-
ages of any nature whatsoever, whether special, indirect, consequential or compensatory, directly or 
indirectly resulting from the publication of, use of, or reliance on this publication or its contents. 
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INTRODUCTION

For the most part, a tiny home is just that — it is a single family dwelling on a very small scale. The 
tiny home community often states that the size of a tiny home is 400 square feet or less. But this 
threshold is subjective. There is no formal de�nition for tiny homes in nationally recognized building 
codes.

Tiny homes are dwellings. A dwelling is considered by building codes to be used as a non- 
transient occupancy for the purposes of living, which includes sleeping and cooking. Dwellings are 
not for transient use, where occupants unfamiliar with the building will stay temporarily, such as a 
hotel room. 

Dwellings are therefore generally subjected to the same building code regulations as any other 
home unless speci�cally exempted. Those working to enforce code provisions on tiny homes may 
have di�culties because the nature of tiny homes introduces features that challenge conventional 
code requirements. 

This Applying Building Codes to Tiny Homes has been developed by the Building Code Develop-
ment Committee (BCDC) of the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) to assist in understand-
ing the expectation of code enforcement practices on the construction or setting-in-place of tiny 
homes.

SCOPE OF BUILDING CODES

Codes are adopted and enforced by jurisdictions to provide a minimum level of safety to protect 
building occupants and property. Their intent is to minimize dangers to life and property. These regu-
lations protect against many risks associated with the purpose and use of buildings. The safety goal 
of building codes is to reduce the probability of injury or death from �re, structural failure, and build-
ing use.

Codes that regulate building construction are often referred to as construction codes or build-
ing codes. These codes don’t only address the architectural features of buildings, they also address 
the systems associated with buildings such as the mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems. As 
such, the terms building code and construction code may also include mechanical codes, electrical 
codes, and plumbing codes. Building codes may also be referred to as residential codes when they 
are applied to residential occupancies.

This guide does not address compliance with zoning codes. Zoning regulations may address 
many issues that could a�ect the placement or use of a tiny home. This could include lot size, sew-
age, water, and electrical requirements. 

Tiny homes are built in di�erent ways, and it is important to identify which types of tiny homes fall 
within the scope and application of building codes. 

Types of tiny homes include the following:

•	 Recreational vehicles 
•	 Manufactured homes
•	 Modular dwellings
•	 Site-built dwellings

Regulations for each of these four types may vary from state to state and from jurisdiction to juris-
diction. Generally, building codes will apply only to tiny homes in the form of modular dwellings and 
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site-built dwellings. Those taking the form of recreational vehicles and manufactured homes are not 
regulated by building codes but are under the regulation of other codes and standards.

For the purposes of these guidelines, a tiny home is intended for permanent and non-transitory 
occupancy or residency. Also for the purposes of these guidelines, tiny homes are not attached to 
multiple units and would not be con�gured or used as a bunkhouse.

Recreational Vehicles 

Tiny homes that can be set on a permanent trailer chassis with wheels are often referred to as tiny 
homes on wheels (THOW). Remaining in a mobile-ready state, they do not fall within the scope of 
building codes. They may fall within the scope of other laws or regulations, such as NFPA 1192, Stan-
dard on Recreational Vehicles, as well as rules established by the state Division of Motor Vehicles.

There is one issue when following regulations for recreational vehicles (RVs). The U.S. Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires RVs to be only “temporary living quarters,” 
and tiny homes often are intended to be permanent homes. Regardless, tiny homes taking this form 
are not regulated by building codes. As RVs, they more likely must comply with other state or federal 
regulations.

Manufactured Homes 

Manufactured dwellings or manufactured homes are pre-manufactured at an o�-site location, such 
as a factory or shop, and then relocated to a permanent site. These are historically referred to as mo-
bile homes and in some cases park models.

"Park model" is a vehicular-type unit that has a ¤oor area of 400 square feet or less and meets 
the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) recreational standard A119.5, Park Model Rec-
reational Vehicle Standard. Park models are primarily designed for permanent or semi-permanent 
installation and are used as residences. Some suggest that a park model may not be used for perma-
nent occupancy and may be intended for recreational or seasonal use. 

Whether a manufactured home, mobile home, or park model, it will have a label from HUD a�xed 
to it at the factory identifying that it meets HUD regulations. 

Manufactured homes are usually installed on a chassis. This allows them to be transported by 
truck to a site where they are placed permanently or semi-permanently to a foundation. The wheels 
may be removed and generally the home is rendered non-transitory. In fact, the home may be set on 
a foundation. Regardless, the chassis will remain with the structure, which will have a label identifying 
the HUD standard to which it was built. 

In this form, manufactured homes are not regulated by building codes but are predominantly reg-
ulated by HUD requirements. NFPA 501, Standard on Manufactured Housing, and NFPA 225, Model 
Manufactured Home Installation Standard, may be adopted and enforced at the state or local level, 
and other state and local regulations may also apply. Note that current HUD requirements are based 
on NFPA 501, but HUD has substantially revised the NFPA provisions.

Modular Dwellings

Modular dwellings are built in whole or in part at a factory, and then taken to a site for installation. 
These types of dwellings are not built or labeled to the HUD standards for manufactured homes nor 
labeled as such. Modular dwellings are regulated by building codes.
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Site-Built Dwellings

Site-built dwellings are structures that are used as buildings. In general, a structure is something that 
is built or constructed (see NFPA 5000,® Building Construction and Safety Code,® Section 3.3.628, 
and IRC Section 202). A building is a structure that is used or intended for supporting or sheltering a 
use or occupancy (see NFPA 5000 Section 3.3.67, and IRC Section 202).

If a tiny home is a building used for occupancy that meets these de�nitions and is excluded by 
being considered an RV, manufactured home, mobile home, or park model, then the building code 
applies.

The guidelines in this publication are intend to provide insight on regulatory issues from a build-
ing code perspective. They will identify provisions in building codes that are intended to apply to site-
built single family dwellings. 

CODE APPLICATION 

There are two nationally recognized, voluntary building construction codes promulgated in the United 
States that regulate the construction of single-family dwellings: NFPA 5000, Building Construction 
and Safety Code, promulgated by the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), and the Interna-
tional Building Code (IBC) promulgated by the International Code Council (ICC). Generally, the IBC 
establishes regulations for homes in the International Residential Code (IRC). Provisions from these 
documents will be cited from their 2015 editions. 

NFPA 101, Life Safety Code, correlates closely with NFPA 5000, and many of these issues are also 
regulated by NFPA 101. The corresponding sections from the Life Safety Code are not cited in this 
document.

Currently, these building codes do not have an authoritative de�nition of tiny home for purposes 
of regulation. This is likely because there are no provisions or exceptions speci�cally for tiny homes 
in these nationally recognized codes. Further, it does not appear that the term tiny home is used in 
either the NFPA or ICC codes. Therefore, the de�nition of the term tiny home as it relates to NFPA 
5000 or the IRC does not have an impact on the enforcement of the code provisions. This would 
change if speci�c provisions are introduced to the codes. 

Codes make accommodations for special situations because of the impracticality of applying 
certain requirements. For example, there are speci�c places where ladders are allowed as a means of 
egress. However, these accommodations usually consider their impact on life safety and may include 
trade-o�s.

Additionally, both national building codes do not allow code requirements to be waived. NFPA 
5000 Section 1.5 allows equivalencies to be used when it is not possible to meet the requirements of 
the code when using the prescribed code provisions. It also allows for the design and construction of 
homes to follow a performance-based approach, as outlined in NFPA 5000 Chapter 5. IRC Section 
R104.11 allows for the use of alternate materials and methods of construction when the prescribed 
provisions of the code cannot be met, as well as allowing for a performance-based approach.

Enforcement of the construction codes also depends on any amendments or ordinances that are 
developed by the adopting jurisdiction. These may be present, and if so, may vary. It is important to 
know what, if any, local building codes and ordinances may also apply.

Both nationally recognized codes indicate that they apply to buildings that are built in, or moved 
into, the enforcing jurisdiction as outlined in NFPA 5000 Section 1.3.1 and IRC Section R101.2. 
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Building codes require that a building be classi�ed with an occupancy. See NFPA 5000 Section 
1.7.6.2.1 and IBC Section 302.1. Tiny homes are separate buildings intended for non-transient living 
purposes. The occupancy that building codes establish for an occupancy for residential living is a 
dwelling unit: in NFPA 5000 the occupancy is a one- and two-family dwelling; in the IBC/IRC it is an 
R-3 occupancy. 

Tiny homes are single-family dwellings, and under this occupancy description the building code 
will regulate them. A dwelling is de�ned as a building provided with permanent provisions for sleep-
ing, cooking, eating, living, and sanitation.

Tiny homes are not accessory structures, as considered by building codes. Accessory structures 
is a term used in building codes to refer to structures accessory and incidental to a building on the 
same lot. This means that an accessory structure is not for primary use. A dwelling, no matter what 
the size, is a primary use and a permanent, habitable occupancy. Accessory structures would more 
commonly be a shed or detached garage.

Following are building code–related issues that may a�ect the design and construction of tiny 
homes. This is not intended to be a complete code analysis. These are the general requirements that 
have the greatest e�ect, and these citations do not necessarily re¤ect all the exceptions, allowances, 
and trade-o�s established by the codes.

Room Size and Dimension

Requirements for minimum room sizes and dimensions are established in both codes. These include 
minimum sizes for habitable rooms, minimum horizontal dimensions in rooms, and other dimension-
al requirements. Note that the codes do not require a dwelling to have multiple rooms. 

NFPA 5000 49.5.2.1 and IRC Section R304.2 set a minimum horizontal dimension of 7 feet for 
habitable rooms. The IRC provision is for one dimension, but for NFPA 5000 this applies to all dimen-
sions, which ultimately sets a minimum room size of 49 square feet. IRC Section R304.1 establishes 
that habitable rooms have a minimum area of 70 square feet. 

Bathrooms are not habitable rooms, but there are established dimensional requirements that 
may a�ect a tiny home. Codes generally require a clearance of 15 inches from the center of a toilet to 
any obstruction. They also require 24 inches in front of a toilet. Also, shower basins are required to be 
a minimum of 30 inches by 30 inches. See IRC Section P2708.

Currently, the codes do not exclude tiny homes from these requirements. These provisions 
should not adversely a�ect the design or code compliance of tiny homes.

Mezzanines/Lofts

Many tiny homes contain lofts that are used for di�erent purposes, often sleeping. Logic suggests 
that these are lofts, yet the codes do not address the functionality of these spaces.

Codes recognize elevated areas that are not separate stories within a room as mezzanines. NFPA 
5000 Section 3.3.417 de�nes a mezzanine as an intermediate level between the ¤oor and ceiling. 
NFPA 5000 Section 8.13.2 limits the aggregate area of mezzanines within a room, except for those 
in special-purpose industrial occupancies, to less than one-third the open area of the room. IRC 
Section R325 indicates that a mezzanine is allowed where the height above and below the mezza-
nine ¤oor is 7 feet and the aggregate area is not more than one-third the area of the room. For both 
codes, mezzanines must be open to the ¤oor below and require means of egress to comply with stair 
requirements.
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The dimensional requirements could make compliance with the IRC mezzanine provisions di�-
cult within tiny homes. 

Though unde�ned in the building codes, lofts typically are considered spaces open to the ¤oor 
below that do not comply with headroom or egress requirements because they more nearly resemble 
a storage shelf. As such, they are not a habitable or occupiable space and do not need to comply with 
headroom and egress requirements. 

However, many tiny homes use a loft space for sleeping, which implies it is habitable. This use 
does not appear to be allowed in the current codes unless the spaces are provided with headroom 
and egress requirements. Thus, habitable loft areas within a room must meet the requirements of a 
mezzanine. 

In a tiny home with a proposed raised sleeping area, the best approach to allow its use may be to 
request from the authority having jurisdiction (AHJ) an equivalent alternative per Section 1.5 of NFPA 
5000 or an alternate design in accordance with IRC Section R104.11. The request could identify the 
intended use for sleeping, the speci�c limited area/clearances, access, and the intent to permanently 
install what would otherwise be considered a raised (bunk) bed. Applying these sections of the codes 
require approval by the AHJ.

Headroom

Both national codes establish minimum ceiling heights in habitable rooms. NFPA 5000 generally 
establishes this at 7 feet 6 inches in Section 49.5.2.2, and IRC establishes this at 7 feet in Section 
R305.1. This may vary for toilet rooms, bathrooms, and laundry rooms. 

Both codes have similar allowances for room size calculations where sloping ceilings reduce the 
height to 5 feet, as well as other projections into the required ceiling height, such as furred ceilings, 
and beams. 

Consideration has not yet been given to providing any exceptions speci�c to tiny homes. As indi-
cated, there are exceptions for sloped ceilings, projections, and non-habitable rooms.

Means of Escape

Both codes require providing a primary and secondary means of escape. NFPA 5000 Section 
22.2.2.1.1 requires sleeping rooms and living areas to have primary and secondary means of escape 
for dwellings. Section 22.2.2.1.2 of NFPA 5000 forgoes the need for secondary means of escape 
when the room has a door leading directly to the outside �nished ground level or if �re sprinklers are 
provided.

IRC Section R310.1 requires an emergency escape and rescue opening in sleeping rooms that 
leads directly to the outside. Additionally IRC Section R311 requires a primary means of egress in 
accordance with Section R311. There are some trade-o�s for this provision, based on dimensions and 
geometry, but no exceptions.

In most cases, the sleeping room in a tiny home is the main room of the house, and the main door 
serves as the primary means of escape. Where a separate sleeping room is created, a secondary 
means of escape is required, as noted above. 

NFPA 5000 Section 22.2.2.2 does not require the primary door to be a side-hinged door. Howev-
er, IRC Section R311.2 requires the primary means of escape to be a side-hinged door. Thus, a sliding 
door may be nonconforming where the IRC is enforced.
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Egress Width 

The primary means of escape is required to be at least 32 inches wide by NFPA 5000 Section 
22.2.2.1.2 and IRC Section R311.2. Both codes establish some exceptions in very speci�c cases, but 
they are not related to tiny homes. 

This clear width is also required for accessibility purposes. Exit width does not seem to impact the 
design of tiny homes, as this is usually the width of the door on the exterior wall. The 32-inch clear 
opening dimension should be easily achievable for tiny homes. 

STAIRS 

Second stories must be provided with means of egress. The most traditional means of egress is a 
stairway. National building codes maintain speci�c requirements for stair geometry and minimum 
widths. 

The required geometry may limit traditional stairways from being inside a tiny home, but stair-
ways may be located outside as well. NFPA 5000 Table 11.2.2.2.1 calls for a maximum rise of 7 inches 
and a minimum run of 11 inches; IRC Section R311.7.5 requires a maximum rise of 7¾ inch and a min-
imum run of 10 inches. Minimum stairway widths are 36 inches (see NFPA 5000 Section 11.2.2.2.1.1, 
and IRC Section R311.7.1). NFPA 5000 Table 11.2.2.2.1 and IRC Section R311.7.2 require stairways to 
have a minimum headroom of at least 6 feet 8 inches.

NFPA 5000 Section 11.2.2.3.1 and IRC Section R311.5.1 require all stairs serving as required 
means of egress to be �xed construction. This would prohibit the use of movable stairs to access a 
second story.

NFPA 5000 Section 11.2.2.2.3.1 and IRC Section R311.7.10.1 allow the use of spiral or circular 
stairs as the primary means of egress from a second story. The maximum rise for spiral stairs serv-
ing an occupant load of three or fewer in NFPA 5000 Section 11.2.2.2.3.3 is 9½ inches IRC Section 
R311.7.10.1 requires this maximum rise despite occupant load. NFPA 5000 Section 11.2.2.2.3.3 and 
IRC Section R311.7.10.1 require a 7½-inch minimum run at 12 inches from the narrower edge. Once 
again stairs are allowed to be inside or outside.

Access to loft areas as noted above should be considered as an alternate means or method of 
construction. 

AUTOMATIC FIRE SPRINKLERS

NFPA 5000 Section 22.3.5.1 and IRC Section 313.2 require automatic �re sprinkler systems to be 
installed in all new one- and two-family dwellings. Note that the �re sprinkler standards referenced 
allow for multi-purpose systems, where sprinklers are integral to the standard plumbing system.

Since plumbing is required for dwelling units, providing �re sprinklers should not be di�cult to 
include within tiny homes.

SMOKE ALARMS

NFPA 5000 Section 22.3.4.1 and IRC Section R314.3 both require smoke alarms to be provided within 
dwellings. Both codes reference NFPA 72, National Fire Alarm and Signaling Code, for their instal-
lation. The location requirements for smoke alarms are speci�c, and exceptions within NFPA 72 are 
intended to address small dwellings.
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CARBON MONOXIDE ALARMS

Both codes also require carbon monoxide detectors where fuel �red equipment is installed or at-
tached garages are present. See NFPA 5000 Section 22.3.4.2 and IRC Section R315.2. This should 
not pose a signi�cant issue with tiny homes.

SANITATION 

Tiny homes are dwellings. The IRC de�nition of a dwelling unit requires permanent provisions for 
sanitation. The occupancy de�nition of one- and two-family dwellings in NFPA 5000 Section 3.3.178 
and in Section 6.1.8.1.1 dwelling units also requires bathroom facilities. IRC Section R306.1 states that 
every dwelling unit must have a toilet, lavatory, and a tub or shower. 

Therefore accommodations must be made for these facilities in tiny homes.

LIGHT AND VENTILATION
Light and ventilation for buildings are required in both codes. NFPA 5000 Sections 49.3.2 and 
49.2.2.7, respectively, and IRC Section R303.1 require glazing to be 8 percent of the ¤oor area and  
4 percent openable.

If natural light is not provided, both codes require a minimum level of switched receptacles for 
electrical lighting. See NFPA 5000 Section 49.3.1 and IRC Section R303.1.

See NFPA 5000 Section 11.8.1.3 and IRC Section R303.7 for stairway lighting.

Conditioned space is also required. IRC Section R303.9 requires heating not less than  
68 degrees F. NFPA 5000 Section 49.7.3.1 has a similar provision through reference to ASHRAE 55 
Thermal Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy.

ELECTRICAL
If electrical systems are installed in a home, both codes refer to NFPA 70, National Electrical Code 
(NEC), for electrical requirements. The IRC provides reprints of applicable portions from the NEC.

ACCESSIBILITY
Accessibility is not required for single family dwellings used for non-transient purposes.

CONCLUSION
Building codes apply to tiny homes if they are constructed in ways that fall within the scope of building 
codes. Recreational vehicles and manufactured homes do not fall within the scope of building codes.

The concept of tiny homes is not currently addressed in the building codes. Most aspects of 
codes apply to these types of structures, and many of the provisions do not con¤ict with the concept 
of tiny homes. As pointed out in these guidelines, a few of the design concepts may have di�culty 
with code compliance.

Consideration should be given to the design elements as an equivalent alternate or alternate 
design as approved by the AHJ.
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Terry Cobb: RB 162 and RB 167 were approved on the consent agenda and that brings us up to RB 168 

and I’ve got an announcement I need to read. RB 168 regarding tiny homes. Prior to beginning I’ve been 

asked to read that I need to bring something to your attention. ICC has granted permission to the tiny 

house expedition to film and video tape this code change for inclusion in an educational documentary 

series and film entitled living tiny legally. This documentary will be made available to the public 

exclusively via youtube on the internet. Any person who does not wish to appear in the documentary 

needs to notify ICC promptly after this code change. You need to notify Mike Pfeiffer in the front corner 

of the room and he will make note of that. If you choose not to appear you will be edited out of the 

documentary. Everybody ok? See Mike if you have any problem with this but the ICC has approved 

calling RB 168 to the floor. RB 168 committee recommendation was for disapproval. If you’d like to 

speak in support of the committee action please step forward.  

Steve Thomas (1:48): Steve Thomas representing the international association of building officials. At 

this point speaking in favor of the committee action for disapproval, but for maybe a little different 

reason than you think. I’m not opposed to tiny houses. I’m not opposed to small houses. My opinion is, 

if it’s good enough for a small or tiny house it should be good enough for a real house. So if we can do a 

35 square foot loft in a tiny house, I think we should be able to do it in a regular house, access it with a 

ship’s ladder or whatever. I don’t think we should be specifically addressing a type of home in the code 

that doesn’t apply to any old home. So, recommend disapproval at this point.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Any more testimony at this point in support of the committee recommendation 

for disapproval? 

Jack Applegate (2:42): Jack Applegate with Northwest Code Professionals. Just to pile on just a little bit 

with what Mr. Thomas said is that, we get into these things with affordability and affordable housing, 

and a lot of times the reason behind tiny homes is affordability. Regardless of the income level, people 

die in the same way, people have inefficiency in the same way. Tiny homes should be regulated by the 

code and we should address it and the BPAC actually had a very long discussion about this and I am a 

member of the BPAC and we have it on our list for the next code cycle to begin work and to begin 

studying at a deeper level. So I agree we should probably agree with the committee on this one for now. 

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Any more testimony in support of the committee recommendation for 

disapproval? Is there any testimony in opposition to the committee recommendation for disapproval? 

Marcelo Hersaworth(3:32): Speaking for myself, I think the proponents did a good job of presenting 

something as an alternative I think we owe it to them to listen to what they are presenting. It’s 

particularly interesting to me coming from the Northern California area when in San Francisco we have a 

lot of these tiny apartments that are being used so I think we owe them the privilege of listening to 

them and then perhaps disapproving but first listening to them(Audience laughter). In order to do that 

please vote against the committee action so you can all listen to their action, thank you. 

Terry Cobb: Thank you, further testimony in opposition to the committee action for disapproval. 

ATTACHMENT E - ICC Appendix V Floor Vote Testimony
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Steven Winkel (4:15): It’s on the verge of me too with Marcelo, but I’m coming at it from a slightly 

different perspective. I’m also on the building codes action committee and we did have an extensive 

discussion as Jack was talking about – about this as an idea and I think that the proponents – I think their 

closer to being ok then Marcelo might but the basic thing is there’s been extensive work being done on 

this and I think it’s good for this body to hear the discussion and it also will be good for the BCAC to hear 

the discussion to set the direction of whether this is approved or disapproved its still going to need 

some tweaking so it would be worth having that discussion. 

Terry Cobb: Thank you, further testimony in opposition to the committee action for disapproval. 

Andrew Morrison (5:01): I’m owner at Tiny House Enterprises also a co-author of the public comment 

RB168.  I’m here from Oregon in support of this effort. On several occasions I’ve been asked to speak at 

ICC chapter meetings in Oregon and California and I’ve recently been invited to speak with ICC members 

in Washington state to specifically address code issues as they pertain to tiny houses. I’ve given many 

talks over the years on the subject including a TED-X presentation that together with a video tour of my 

own tiny home it has received over 9 million views which speaks to the interest we are seeing in tiny 

houses across the country. With over 20 year of building experience including 10 years of residential 

construction educator I’ve seen many poorly constructed homes where building codes were not in 

effect. Without oversight people are more likely to build unsafe and unhealthy homes often without 

even knowing that they’re doing it. They simply don’t know what they don’t know. I’ve very passionate 

about the need for construction codes and I see the incredible value that they bring to both the 

professional builder and owner builders. Allowing this proposal to be heard today will enable those 

officials present today as well as the larger community of code officials to consider an important topic. If 

current trends hold, the construction of tiny houses will continue to increase in number. As an example 

of the growing interest I’ve seen my tiny house work shop class sizes across the country more than 

double in just the last 8 months. I impress on all my students the importance of building code even 

though an IRC-specific option doesn’t exist for tiny houses. I constantly remind them that the effort of 

building a safe house is very much worth it. To be clear, the interest in tiny house and the number of 

people actually building right now, today, is growing. And is growing with or without oversight from 

building officials. I ask that you overturn the motion and allow this public comment to be heard. Thank 

you for your time. 

Terry Cobb: Thank you, any further testimony in opposition to the committee action for disapproval. 

Martin Hammer (6:48): Architect representing myself. At the IRC committee hearings in Kentucky I was 

the only person to testify regarding RB 168 where I testified in friendly opposition. As an architect, I 

thought the proposal was seriously flawed and should be disapproved. However I believe the issue of 

tiny houses or small houses as the original proposal was titled is a large and growing concern that must 

be addressed in the IRC. The IRC committee members in their spoken and their published comments 

agreed with me on both counts. Though much of the original proposed code language was problematic, 

I’m grateful the proposal was submitted because it caused me to become engaged. I subsequently work 

with people at the forefront of the tiny house movement, some of whom are here today, to develop a 

public comment. I coupled my thirty years of experience as an architect and decade of experience 
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writing code language in California and for ICC codes including appendix R and S in the 2015 IRC with the 

broad experience of leaders in the tiny house realm to co-author the single public comment submitted 

for RB 168. I want to be clear that the original proposed language that was problematic and was 

disapproved by the committee has been completely struck and replaced by new proposed code 

language in the public comment. So with all this in mind I speak in opposition to the motion to 

disapprove RB 168 as submitted so that a new motion can be made and the single public comment with 

its alternative proposed code language can be considered. Thank you. 

Terry Cobb: Thank you, further testimony in opposition to the committee recommendation for 

disapproval. 

David Eisenburg (8:34): Development Center for Appropriate Technology and recovering contractor. 

Much of my time over the past couple of decades has been spent working to increase opportunities for 

developing more sustainable building materials, methods, products, and designs to gain acceptance in 

building codes and standards. The world is changing rapidly and there are many issues that were not 

addressed in traditional building codes that need to be addressed today. I was vice chair of the ASTM 

subcommittee that was the first subcommittee dealing with environmental performance of buildings. 

We developed the first ASTM standard for earthen wall systems in that subcommittee. I was the 

founding chair of the USCBG Green Building Code committee and negotiated the memorandum of 

understanding between ICC and USCBG to work together in 2007. I signed that. And I served on the 

committee drafting international green construction code. I was involved in the 2015 IRC appendix S for 

strawbale construction, which was essentially built on work we did from in the City of Tucson and Pima 

County in 1995 and everything that’s followed. Within the context of that experience, I note that we 

responded to the request from the committee to bring this back as an appendix which we’ve done and 

you actually have an opportunity to help increase the availability of a housing type that meets a wide 

range of needs and goals of many people and many communities. Thank you.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you, further testimony in opposition to the committee action recommending 

disapproval. 

B.A. Norgarten (10:48): Good afternoon, my name is B.A. Norgarten and I have about 20 years 

experience as a paralegal involved in complex construction litigation defense. I’m a founding member of 

the tiny house collaborative and later this week I’m presenting a TedX on tiny house community. I’ve 

been living in my tiny house for two and a half years and during that time I’ve been traveling the country 

advocating for tiny houses as a main stream housing option and educating about the tiny house lifestyle. 

I traveled here today for this hearing from Dallas, Texas. As the IRC committee stated in April, there is a 

need for a quality proposal for tiny houses. That need is growing as the desire for tiny houses takes off in 

the United States. There are 87 tiny house related meet up groups in the United States. The 

membership in my Dallas/Ft. Worth group alone is in the thousands. As a result of the increased interest 

in minimal living, building departments across the nation are regularly receiving inquiries from residents 

about tiny houses. Having a section of code in place would be helpful in a couple of ways. One, officials 

would have a document to support their answers in educating build permit applicants. Two, the 

structures could be inspected, thereby ensuring safe building practices. Many many people are building 
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tiny houses already and they will continue with or without a building code to guide them. This proposal 

will provide safe building guidelines for them to follow. I have worked with municipalities who want to 

allow tiny houses within their borders but they don’t know where to begin. This proposal will help 

everyone from the would be tiny house residents to the building officials where they live grappling with 

these growing issues. I urge you to allow this public comment to be heard and thank you for your 

consideration.  

Terry Cobb: If I could interrupt just for a minute, I’ve been told that while the tiny house expedition did 

seek and was granted permission to record this testimony, video and audio, no one else sought such 

permission. So if you’re in the room and you’re filming, as has been alleged, you please need to 

discontinue that practice. No other film, audio, video recording permission has been requested for that, 

and none has been granted. It’s only been granted to the tiny house expedition. So with that we can 

proceed with the testimony. Any further opposition to the committee recommendation for disapproval.  

Meg Stevens (13:36): Good afternoon. My name is Meg Stevens and I traveled here from Michigan to 

advocate for building codes for tiny houses. I work for Tumbleweed Tiny House company. It’s the oldest 

and largest tiny house building in the tiny house movement today. I teach tiny house workshops to 

hundreds of people each year. The cost of housing across the US is increasing dramatically and people 

are being pushed and priced out of home ownership at an alarming rate. Home ownership is at a 50 year 

low right now, partially because while house prices are rising, salaries and incomes have flatlined. As a 

personal example, my parents bought a house in Kallamazoo, Michigan in 1992 for $110,000. Today that 

house would cost $250,000. In one generation the cost of that house has more than doubled. I am now 

at the same age my parents were when they bought that house, and I could not afford to buy that house 

today. My story is not unique among people in their 20s and 30s. To attain the American dream of 

owning my own home, I built a tiny house of just 140 square feet, and I managed to build it without 

going into debt. Every time I teach a tiny house workshop, I am addressing a conference room full of 

people who are seeking attainable affordable housing in a tumultuous housing market. Tiny houses are 

a part of that solution, but their construction is not easily overseen by code officials without a model 

code. I urge you to overturn the decision of the committee and to allow the public comment on tiny 

houses to be heard. Thank you.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Any further opposition to the committee recommendation for disapproval. 

Steven Knipe (15:29): Good afternoon. Steven Knipe, Aspen, Colorado, and I would urge your 

overturning of the committee decision to hear the public comment. As you can guess, being the building 

official in Aspen, we are a member of the Colorado Association of Ski Towns. We see a lot of pressure on 

development and resort and land cost and such and this offers a possible path. In fact it was so much a 

concern during our code amendment adoption that I asked Steve Thomas to help write some language 

into our amendment. Steve approached that through the IRC and we agreed that that was a good way 

to do it. Many of the amendments to a few sections of the IRC in our amendment and adoption are 

included in pieces of this appendix. And I think for that reason if we have an aversion to appendices, 

which in many ways are pretty benign, because go or no go, if it happens to be pertinent to what your 
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community needs, then I urge your overturning the committee decision so that we can spend a minute 

listening to the public comment. Thank you.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Any further opposition to the committee recommendation for disapproval. 

Jeremy Weaver (17:10): My name is Jeremy Weaver. I have a background in construction and affordable 

housing, with a masters in community development. I am also an owner of One River Tiny Homes, a 

custom tiny house construction company located in Tennessee. As a 6’ 6” individual, I also live in a tiny 

house myself with my wife. I have been working on an affordable tiny house community concept for the 

past 8 months with an organization in Chattanooga. The tiny house building form offers some very 

promising and exciting new options for those in need of affordable and sustainable housing. And as Meg 

just pointed out, the need is massive and growing. In my specific context there is overwhelming public 

and city support for the project and most of the pieces are in place. One of our biggest obstacles has 

been the lack of a unified building code to which I can point our local building code official. The gray 

area that tiny houses now fall into has also effected my ability to have meaningful conversations with 

the executive director of our regional planning agency that I have been working with, that is in support 

of our affordable tiny house community project but is hesitant to move forward with the needed local 

zoning changes without IRC inclusion in place. I can say without exaggeration that we would have 

already broken ground on this affordable housing project if there was a specific code language dealing 

with some of the more ambiguous areas of the tiny house building form. And there are many more such 

affordable housing projects in the works in other places in the United States, such as Detroit, Austin, 

Nashville and Atlanta, just to name a few. These projects would have a much better chance of being 

completed and completed in a safe and timely matter if you allow this public comment to be heard. 

Thank you.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Further testimony opposition to the committee recommendation for 

disapproval. 

James Bila (19:07): Jim Bila, Oregon earthquake awareness. I think I just want to point out that in the 

committees reason, it says a small house with a loft or mezzanine for example is possible in the IRC right 

now. Ok. Concept of smaller houses may be more suited for an appendix. That’s the intent of the public 

comment. Small houses are a growing concern. Ok. The demand for them is increasing. The IRSC needs 

to address them in some fashion and the committee encourages the proponents to further develop the 

proposal. Now all of these are reasonable rational things to do so it’s really important because of the 

need to make this a part of the IRC and so we need to overturn the committees proposal or decision in 

order to follow their directive, their encouragement to put this in an appendix.  

 Terry Cobb: Thank you. Any further testimony opposition to the committee recommendation for 

disapproval. 

Zach Giffin (20:15): Hi, my name is Zach Giffin. I’m the host of Tiny House Nation, it’s the most popular 

show on the FYI network. I’m also a volunteer with the Veterans Community Project. It’s a project that’s 

creating a veterans village right here in Kansas City, and this morning I was honored to meet Emanuel 
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Cleaver, who is the congressman from Missouri’s fifth district. He is very interested in creating, using 

tiny homes to create an affordable housing solution within his district. And now I’d like to read to you 

some statements from building officials across the nation. Lilian Lanetta, plans examiner of the city of 

Ventura, California. I support the inclusion of a tiny house appendix in the IRC. With this housing model 

addressing the housing needs for certain demographics, I feel it is important as a code official to codify 

the minimum standards for health and safety. Thank you for your time and consideration. Now I would 

like to read Eric Kingson, PCED housing resource coordinator, Idaho housing and finance association. 

Tiny houses aren’t for everyone and shouldn’t be imposed on anyone. But for those who choose to 

reduce their housing footprint, our job as housing, planning and policy professionals is to understand 

that market segment, consider potential impacts and benefits, and to work collaboratively to craft clear, 

reasonable and flexible guidelines to reflect a balance of stakeholder interests. When codes and 

ordinances are reasonable and defensible, compliance goes up and costs go down. He also added, it is 

my hope that you will seriously consider this proposal. I’ve reviewed their suggestions. They seem 

reasonable, constructive, and informed by practical working knowledge of design construction and 

building safety of municipal codes. I urge you to allow this public comment to be heard.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Any further testimony in opposition to the committee recommendation for 

disapproval? 

Richard Crowley (22:29): Yes, good afternoon, my name is Richard Crowley and I the chairman of the 

board of building regulations and standards in the state of Massachusetts. I am speaking here on behalf 

of myself because I’m not here representing the board for this statement. I think tiny houses are great. I 

think that there is a place for them in the building code. I know there is. I think we’ll have to think 

outside the box to make this all work but I’m positive that there’s gonna be a solution someplace down 

the pike so that we can have tiny houses incorporated into our traditional building code. We might have 

to think unconventionally about a few things, but I think we can get there. This is not a new concept 

either. If you go to Massachusetts where I’m from and visit Sherwood Village or Plymouth Plantation 

you will see that first settlers lived in tiny houses, so it’s about time we get it incorporated into the 

building code. Thank you.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Any further testimony in opposition to the committee action for disapproval? 

You got some me too testimony. Very good. Anyone else wishing to speak in opposition? Is there any 

rebuttal testimony in support of the committee recommendation? Seeing no further testimony, it’s now 

time for the assembly to address RB 168. The committee recommendation was for disapproval of RB 

168. That is the standing motion. So now calling those who favor disapproval, please raise your hands. 

Thank you. And those opposed. The motion fails. Need a new motion.  

[Unknown person 1] We move as modified by public comment.  

[Unknown person] Second.  

Terry Cobb: Got a motion and a second for public comment. If you wish to speak in support of public 

comment, now is the appropriate time, but I ask please don’t get into repetitive type testimony.  
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[Unknown person 1](24:29)  So first of all thank you for allowing us to bring the public comment 

forward. And I’m actually going to skip most of what I was going to say in the interest of time other than 

to say that really the beauty of this movement is that it’s serving to address a multitude of needs and 

wants for individuals and families, neighborhoods and communities. And the appendix in this public 

comment is a great opportunity to deal with the realities that so many communities are facing. And 

including it as an appendix will make it available to lots of communities even if they have not yet 

adopted the 2018 IRC and obviously they can always modify anything that they approve to meet the 

specific needs of their community. Thank you.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Further testimony in support of public comment.  

Steve Knipe (25:52): Steven Knipe, Aspen. I’m not suggesting that anyone be part of a movement, 

although I am suggesting there’s a lot of validity in some of the technical aspects of this appendix. 

There’s some in the introduction of some definitions, whether we agree or not give us some direction, 

there are some specific ladder alternating tread devises, ships ladders, things that we are familiar with 

as code administrators. I believe that after we do take a quick look at that and look at the reason 

statement we can give some good direction to this group to bring it back unless it passes right now and 

you have the opportunity to amend that according to your own community culture and the direction 

you get from the folks you work for.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Further testimony in support of public comment.  

Martin Hammer (27:05): Martin Hammer, architect representing myself. I worked diligently with lead 

proponent and tiny house leader Andrew Morrison to write the proposed language in the public 

comment. The aspects of the building code that have proven problematic for design professionals, 

builders, owners and building officials regarding tiny houses were carefully considered. A significant 

overview change that we made relative to the original proposal was to change the applicable size 

threshold from 500 square feet for small houses as it was originally titled to 400 square feet, which is 

the widely accepted threshold for tiny houses. It is at this reduced design threshold where dimensional 

challenges for code compliance are particularly evident. I’ll just give one code proposal that I’ll highlight 

relative to the original proposal which is the guard requirement for lofts. The original proposal simply 

exempted lofts from any guard requirements. And we considered and still consider this unsafe. So 

instead in the proposed language in the appendix, it requires lofts to meet the required guard height of 

36 inches or to be one half the height to the loft ceiling, whichever is less. So this addresses the 

conditions where the loft ceilings are low and where occupants of the loft are in a sleeping or kneeling 

position while still maintaining safety from falling with a guard of sufficient height. Others will provide 

testimony regarding some other aspects of the newly proposed code requirements. Thank you.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you very much. Any further testimony in support of public comment? 

Marcelo Hersaworth (28:57): Marcelo Hersaworth, GBH International. I want to point something out for 

staff. There is a typo AV 104.2.2 refers to AV 104.2.1 and .2.2. It should be .2.2.1 and .2.2.2. I’m sure 

that’s just a typo, but in case this passes I want to bring this up to staff. Thank you.  
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Terry Cobb: We’ll listen to the tape so we can catch that carefully. Go ahead Mr. David Latimer from 

Nasvhille, Tennessee. Step Forward.  

David Latimer (29:32): As he said, my name is David Latimer. Let me just commend the incredible 

patience of everyone in this room. I seriously salute all of you. I’m representing my company new 

frontier tiny homes and I’m addressing minimum ceiling heights in tiny homes. For a number of reasons 

tiny homes are often limited by height restrictions. As an example I have to build homes offsite that are 

then delivered and set on a foundation. In this example, maximum height restrictions set by the 

Department of Transportation must be followed when building the home, and therefore IRC compliant 

head heights are not achievable. In regards to minimum ceiling heights, the suggested appendix makes 

several proposals in line with current coded. We’re proposing an overall minimum ceiling height of 6’8”. 

Though lower than the 7’ minimum for habitable spaces in the IRC, it is higher than the minimum of 6’6” 

in ANSI A119.5 recreational park trailer standard that has proven to provide safe and adequate head 

room during the extended occupancy of recreational park trailers. For ceiling heights in bathrooms, 

toilets, and kitchens under lofts, the appendix proposes a ceiling height of not less than 6’4”. This 

provision is completely in line with the current code R305.1, exemption 3, which states beams, girders, 

ducts or other obstructions in basements containing habitable spaces shall be permitted to project no 

more than 6” of the finished floor. Tiny homes have various roof forms that are impacted differently in 

regards to minimum ceiling height in the lofts space below those roof lines. We have addressed this by 

providing a simple exception for gable roofs, while requiring all other roof forms to meet the 

requirements of the provision as stated for habitable space in loft areas. Specifically, no floor area with a 

wall height under three feet shall be considered as contributing to the minimum required area for that 

loft. Thank you very much.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Any further testimony in support of the public comment.  

B.A. Norgard (31:38): B.A. Norgard, Tiny House Collaborative, Dallas, Texas. I’m addressing loft access 

ladders and stairways, including width, treads and risers in the proposed appendix. The manner in which 

these components are addressed in this appendix is identical to the dimensional requirements in the 

ANSI Standard A119.5, the recreational park trailer standard, which are considered safe the proven for 

extended occupancy of recreational park trailers. Something that is considered safe for 30 days should 

be considered safe for long term. Why would it suddenly become unsafe on the 31st day? Smaller houses 

require smaller access. As David mentioned earlier, tiny houses are often limited in height, which 

translates to headroom restrictions above stairways as well. The stair headroom requirement has been 

reasonably reduced to 6’2”. The greatest challenge for stair head room heights at the top of stairs is 

where it meets a loft. The inclusion of the double tread double riser landing platform design allows for a 

safe transition from a standing height to a kneeling height, making for safe access to and egress from the 

loft. There are photo examples of this for your reference in the public comment. Thank you.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Any further testimony in support of the public comment one.  

Brent Earstonback (33:06): Brent Earstonback, Salt Lake County, representing Utah chapter ICC. What 

they’ve done with their public comment is really quite useful, because I was opposed to it in lieu of it. 
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Let me address the building code official side. I’ve already had it come into my office and we had 

questions on this in my office and I’m sure hundreds even thousands of jurisdictions have already had 

these questions brought before them. Now if we don’t do anything, what will happen is going to be a 

bunch of mayors, city councils, town councils, commissioners, and everything driving really poorly 

crafted regulations for these things. What we have is a lot of time, a lot of input, a lot of knowledgeable 

people have got together and come up with what looks like a fairly inclusive list. There’s a few things I 

have concerns about. But there’s a starting point and if they want to modify in their own jurisdiction 

they can do that. There’s an appendix. If we don’t do something right now, what we’re going to tell 

people is well, go work on it, and as soon as there’s something in the code is using it is 2022, because 

the 21 code will never go into effect until 22. So let’s serve the public. You know, that’s my charge, and a 

lot of the charge that serve the public, and let’s move this forward. Thank you.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Any further testimony in support of the public comment one.  

Meg Stevens (34:58): Hi, My name’s Meg Stevens, and I’m speaking for myself. I just want to give you a 

little background on the use of alternating tread devices and ships ladders under this appendix. These 

are specifically for access to the loft areas in tiny houses. By design necessity tiny houses often require a 

vertical circulation method that just consumes less space than a stairway with dimensions as they are 

currently listed in the IRC. To address this need we’ve looked at and tried to find alternate methods for 

vertical movement that are already approved in the International Residential Code. We found that 

alternating tread devices and ships ladders are currently allowed as secondary access and egress to 

habitable spaces in the IRC. We’ve referenced and included these guidelines in the appendix for the tiny 

houses with the adjustment that they be allowed as the primary access and egress from that loft space. 

We say if they’re safe and acceptable as a secondary means of egress, then we argue that they can also 

be safe and acceptable as a primary means of egress and access just based on the scale of the structure 

that it’s servicing. So, in reality, a loft in a larger house, if there’s a fire or something and it has a 

blockage of that main egress pathway during an emergency, it’s assumed that that ships ladder or 

alternating tread device is going to be used next as the path of egress. A personal example. I found in my 

own tiny house which does have a ship’s ladder to my sleeping loft that it’s no more difficult to use on a 

daily basis than any other type of vertical circulation. My ship’s ladder is a safe and reasonable way to 

accomplish vertical circulation within the diminutive footprint of a tiny house. Thanks.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Further testimony in support of the public comment.  

James Hernden (36:57): Good afternoon, my name is James Hernden, I’m an architect from Boise, Idaho, 

representing myself. I’ve designed several tiny homes and I currently live in a tiny house with my partner 

Maisy and our two small children and our great dane. So just to be clear, ships ladders and alternating 

tread devices are listed as options to stairways. But what I’m going to talk about is sleeping lofts in 

general. So when you’re designing for a small space, it’s essential to maximize the volume that you have 

available to you, and that is why it’s not uncommon at all for tiny houses to have lofts in them. They 

utilize overhead area that’s otherwise wasted and they also provide a more affordable and feasible way 

to gain extra space in comparison to adding entire additional floors. But the reality is that these lofts are 

often used as sleeping areas for pretty obvious reasons. Therein lies the problem. If we know that 
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occupants are going to be sleeping in them anyhow, we should be given the authority to require that 

they make them safe areas to sleep by providing emergency egress or rescue routes. Without any 

oversight, what we’re currently seeing is builders and designers like myself marking the lofts in their 

plans as storage lofts, and then after the inspector has finalized the project, they’re then being used as 

sleeping lofts, leaving code officials powerless to do anything about it. This is the issue we are 

addressing with AV 104. Let’s call a spade a spade and let’s give code officials the power to address 

sleeping in lofts, and let’s give designers like myself a structured set of parameters that they can use to 

ensure that the appropriate safety precautions are taken into consideration. Thank you.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Further testimony in support of the public comment one. 

David Session (38:52): Good evening, my name is David Session, assistant building official city of Dallas, 

Texas, and I can vouch that we have been receiving a lot of questions and comments on this topic for at 

least 3-5 years now. Speaking for myself, it would help us to say something other than keep the 

structure on wheels so I request that the membership at least approve this, put it in as an appendix, if 

you don’t want it then you don’t have to adopt it, but at least if you put it in the appendix, those of us 

that are getting pressed on this at the highest levels, at least in my jurisdiction, we can consider this. 

Because I don’t think this is going to go away. Thank you.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Further testimony in support of the public comment one. 

Jeremy Weaver (39:54): Jeremy Weaver, representing One River Tiny Homes. One issue that has been 

brought to my attention several times that’s a concern for building and fire code officials is emergency 

egress from sleeping loft areas of tiny houses. Section AV 15.1 proposes that tiny houses meet section 

310 of the 2015 IRC code in every way with the sole addition that egress roof access windows and lofts 

used as sleeping rooms shall be deemed to meet the requirements of section R310 where installed with 

the bottom of their opening no more than 44” above the loft floor. After discussions with ICC officials it 

is clear that egress roof access windows are currently an approved alternative to wall mounted windows 

in IRC code. The reason for including this clarification in the comment is to specify that the opening as 

opposed to the sill height be no more than 44” off a sleeping loft floor. And this also adds an extra level 

of safety and clarity which code officials and builder, which are sometimes amateur or professional, can 

adhere to. On a personal note, as someone who lives in a tiny house with a family, I would definitely 

prefer being in a structure where a door to the outside is as a default never more than 5 steps away in 

the case of fire or emergency. And I believe that the small size makes tiny houses inherently much safer 

than a larger structure in an emergency egress situation.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Further testimony in support of the public comment one. Seeing no one else at 

the microphones, is there any testimony in opposition to the public comment one. Have one more? Is 

there a minimum age requirement here?  

Maisy Miller (41:45): Hopefully it’s one. Hi, my name is Maisy Miller. I’m from Idaho. I flew out here in 

support of this public comment. Thank you very much for your consideration on this necessary public 

comment. I’m a trained designer and I have devoted my career to socially and economically responsible 
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building. My family’s tiny house has been featured in Dwell and Time Magazine as well as websites 

worldwide. 10 days ago I was served a code violation for my tiny house. I’m currently in the midst of a 

situation where my local building and planning departments are actively looking for loopholes which 

would enable my family and I to stay where we have been living for 3.5 years. I have a safe home. I can 

meet the requirements of this appendix. If it’s able to pass, my community is hopeful that we can find a 

legitimate way to allow my family and I to continue to live in our home. Design professionals, builders, 

and building officials all look to the IRC to provide guidance for houses and housing standards. Tiny 

housing is an emerging market that’s growing in popularity for an immense amount of reasons. Tiny 

homes span generations and demographics. People are looking to retire in right sized spaces. Millennials 

are working and using the world differently with different goals than previous generations. Families are 

wishing to take care of aging loved ones as the cost of assisted living skyrockets. Others are simply 

looking for a more affordable lifestyle. All of these are growing needs and tiny houses offer logical 

answers for all of these emerging priorities. By individually addressing the most common safety 

concerns, like ceiling heights, access, egress, and safe sleeping lofts, as stated in this public comment, 

we can move forward to provide safe housing, which I think is everybody’s priority. For some people tiny 

homes are an outstanding choice, and I would love to see support become accessible for those 

designers and building officials charged with these tasks now and in the future through the acceptance 

of this public comment. Thank you.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Any further supporting testimony for public comment one? Testimony in 

opposition to public comment one.  

Steve Thomas (44:01): Steve Thomas, elected to be the bad guy. I am in reluctant opposition, because I 

agree we need something. I teach classes and every class they go “what do we do about tiny houses?” 

So I agree we need something, but it’s like we’re approving a- I’m trying to figure out a good word, a 

politically correct word- but bad code change or no code change. And that’s kind of what we’re dealing 

with. And so, I just went through real quick, and saw some things that I’m concerned about. First of all 

understand that the charging statements is that tiny houses shall comply with the code except as 

otherwise stated in this appendix. So, they’re going to have to have fire sprinklers. Rest room 

clearances. Toilet clearances. 21 inches in front of it. And I know there’s tiny houses that have a lot less 

than that. So we got that problem. In the definition of tiny houses it says the dwelling that’s 400 square 

feet or less in floor area, excluding lofts. Now we got a code requirement that’s in a definition, so we’ve 

got those kind of things. Like I said I just went through this pretty quick. Energy code requirements, 

mechanical code requirements, all would have to be met in these homes, and I’m not sure that’s where 

we want to go with those requirements. And I go back to my original statement. If it’s good for a tiny 

home, it should be good for a regular home. Thanks.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Further testimony in opposition.  

Jack Applegate (45:33): With Northwest Code Professionals, member of the BKAK – Again I want to 

reiterate a little bit without repeating testimony but those are just small examples that Mr. Thomas has 

brought up you could go through this list and compare it with the rest of the IRC and go ahead and 

watch the shows on television and some of them that they mentioned and some that are favorites of 



  ICC Appendix V Floor Vote 
https://youtu.be/7DgsRPy3crk 

12 

 
mine. I can’t get my wife to stop recording them because we love them so much. But there’s a lot of 

issues and some of the classics I’ve seen is the toilet in the shower pan in the same space. I’ve seen 

things done with gas piping that scare me to death that are in people’s houses they’re so proud of. I love 

the concept of tiny homes, I really do, I’m an Oregonian as well. I also work in jurisdictions that we 

manage that are in Washington and Idaho and it’s really popular. They’re dead on with code officials 

getting a lot of questions, kind of overseeing anywhere between 28-40 jurisdictions right now. This is a 

question we maybe get once a week, maybe twice a week, even commercial applications I’ve been 

asked to putting in hotels with five, six, seven, or eight of them. Then we get into accessibility issues. I 

love the concept. I would love to work with them. I would love to have ICC setup a committee similar to 

the one we have for CLT, where we can really knock these items out and get them ready for prime time 

so I would encourage you to turn down the proposal for now but definitely let’s work on this and get it 

right because they’re correct the industry needs some code examination and we need something in 

place that works and that is still safe. Thank you. 

Terry Cobb: Further opposing testimony. 

John Siu. (47:15): City of Seattle, speaking for myself, the only - I’m in neither support nor against this 

proposal as a whole. I think it’s kind of ok. I do just want to ask the question for the proponents that 

something that since you asked for feedback on the proposal. Does there need to be a minimum ceiling 

height in the loft area, right now there isn’t any. One of my concerns would be something that I heard 

from or learned from a firefighter about people who wake up with the fire/smoke alarm going off and 

they sit up in bed, and they end up inhaling the hot fumes and things like that, hot gases. And if you 

don’t - so the question I would have and I don’t know the answer is are you by putting people with a 

very short ceiling up on top, do they - are they exposed to the smoke much more quickly will they be 

able to get out in time before when after the smoke alarm goes off, can they get out? That would be my 

concern and I don’t know the answer to that. 

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Further testimony in opposition to public comment 1. Seeing none. Calling for 

rebuttal testimony supporting the public comment. 

James Bela (48:36): Oregon Earthquake Awareness, I only have two points, maybe three. The first point 

is they responded to everything they were asked in the committee process. So I think as an organization 

we need to be genuine and sincere in our direction when people make the effort and commitment to 

engage in the process. And the second point is when you do nothing, nothing happens. And another 

point is a building official approves a permit so there’s plenty of time to address all these things but I just 

came from Hawaii and the thought I want to leave you with is this (breaks into song) “Tiny houses in the 

code, makes me feel happy, makes me feel fine.” (Audience laughter then clapping) 

Terry Cobb: Another first. (Audience laughter) Further testimony, rebuttal testimony in support. 

Andrew Morrison (49:46): Tiny House Enterprises, I felt good about coming up here until I don’t know 

how to follow that. I will say that I’m in total agreement with the bad guy, Steve, and Jack, as well, I 

think you guys are totally right. Some of the houses we see on tv are absolutely terrible, some of the 
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houses I see in person are terrible. And that’s exactly why we need this provision to come into play 

because if we don’t do this now, this is going to keep happening and people will start putting their 

kitchens in their toilets together like in the same spot. Right? Its like bound to happen eventually if we 

don’t give them some direction on how to work and how to do things safely. And to that end, I 

understand the idea of getting it perfect and getting it 100 percent right and my understanding is the 

code every three years is reviewed and there are amendments made and changes made because there’s  

always a better way to do something. That’s the case with our situation as well but waiting three more 

years is way too long we can not wait and put this off. These houses are being built right now and they 

are not being built safely, we can change that and we can give them the parameters to build safe 

houses. Thank you. 

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Further rebuttal testimony in support.  

Brent Earstonback (50:53): Salt Lake County representing Utah Chapter and responding to the points 

made by my I think still friend, Steve Thomas. He’s exactly right and their proposals says we have, you 

have to conform, comply with the rest of the requirements in the code and you are going to have some 

challenges with bathrooms and all those things but they said that’s what they’re going to do. Let’s let 

them do that. Thank you. 

Terry Cobb: Further rebuttal testimony in support. 

George Footer (51:29): I’m a homebuilder here in Kansas City, Missouri and serve on our building code 

appeals board. So far we haven’t had to deal with that, but I think back to when I built my house in 1985 

and we did it with a ’84 cable code. Today you wouldn’t approve that house. It’s still standing; it’s still in 

good shape. Let’s move this along. Let’s get it done. Let’s start and get this amendment in. Get the 

appendix approved. We can approve upon it, you can build an appendix for this as big as the IRC is today 

even though we don’t need it. Thank you. (Audience laughter) 

Terry Cobb: (Laughs) Thank you. Further testimony rebuttal in support. 

Richard Crowley (52:10): From Massachusetts. This is sorta like new technology even though it’s been 

around for a long time and the past few days we’ve been updating our code for many things that have 

changed and things that are new, things that need fixing. Well this fits right into that box. I heard 

testimony that doesn’t fit this code thing or that code requirement, but that’s where we have to start 

thinking out of the box. This isn’t new concept for all of us traditionalists and we have to adjust our 

traditional ways of thinking so that we can make this work. Please move that – I’d recommend we move 

that the amendment forward. Thank you. 

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Further rebuttal testimony in support of public comment 1. 

Martin Hammer (53:10): Architect representing myself. I want to address one point that was brought up 

I think was Johnathan Siu from Seattle regarding the minimum ceiling height in lofts. There is a minimum 

ceiling height from lofts in the sense that lofts are required to be at least 35 square feet and that 35 

square feet - must be - or if anything less than three feet ceiling height can not be counted towards that 
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35 square feet so in that sense there’s at least that minimum height and then greater from there with 

sloping roofs especially. And also, the issue that well if it’s good enough, this was raised, if it’s good 

enough for a tiny house, why isn’t it good enough for a larger house. This is only for tiny houses but 

those questions could be asked and evaluated in the future if people choose to, but at the moment were 

only talking about tiny houses less than 400 square feet. Thank you. 

Terry Cobb: Further supporting rebuttal testimony.  

Zac Giffin (54:26): I’d just like to speak quickly to the issue of safety in a tiny house. I’m here 

representing myself. In terms of the issue of safety I think it is very important, I think there’s been a lot 

of thought that has been gone into this code suggestion and that I’d also like to urge the members, the 

voting members here to understand that you do have a lot of power and there is a responsibility to 

create a pathway for the citizens of this country and beyond to live in a less impactful way in this planet. 

So I think that actually is something that you need to incorporate in your thought process that this is a 

responsibility and you have a lot of power here. Thank you. 

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Further rebuttal testimony in support. 

Kyle Cretion (55:20): Builder and code official. Having had to deal with a complaint on one of these here 

last month and not knowing how to permit this thing moving this forward would be helpful at least we’d   

have something to go by or build upon. Thank you. 

Terry Cobb: Thank you very much. Any rebuttal testimony in opposition? 

David Spencer (55:45): Building official speaking on behalf of myself. I think we do need to address 

them, the last thing I would say is I think we owe a social responsibility to ourselves to make sure we 

have a correct and proper safe code.  

Terry Cobb: Thank you. Any further rebuttal testimony in opposition. Seeing none. To the assembly we 

now are ready to vote on public comment 1, RB168. If you support the public comment, please raise 

your hand, it takes two-thirds. Thank you and opposed? I think it passed but we’re going to have a 

standing vote. This is on the main motion to approve 168 as modified by public comment 1. If you are in 

support of the motion, please stand. Red badges only. Thank you, thank you very much. Those opposed, 

please stand. RB168 has been approved as modified by the public comment 1. The vote total was 81 

votes in support, 34 votes in opposition, so it cleared the two-thirds majority that was required. 
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Once again, Ethan Nelson, from the City of Eugene. Chair Holvey and members of the committee, I think our input is that 

there is a housing crisis. Eugene, all the communities across Oregon and the west coast and the nation are dealing with 

housing and homelessness issues. We’ve got market solutions that are being pushed forward. Free market 

opportunities. People are being innovative and trying to address situations and do so in an economic fashion and I think 

this is simply an issue where we need to look towards how do we effectively assess and protect fire life and safety issues 

for communities while at the same time allowing a code pathway forward in an efficient manner, provide clarity and 

consistency to market actors to be able to get in, get out, and provide that service. So, with that in consideration, the 

City of Eugene would like to propose around the mobile tiny houses issue, considering amending the definition of 

recreational vehicle and and/or residential trailer under ORS 446 such that mobile tiny homes clearly fall within the 

scope of BCD’s recreational vehicle services program.  

Some manufacturers of mobile tiny homes were having their products inspected, approved and labeled through the 

state’s RV program, as we heard earlier, until BCD became aware that they were advertising their products as residences 

and homes. And so currently ORS 446 defines an RV as being used temporarily for recreational seasonal emergency 

purposes. So we have quite a range of uses and I think that we need to be able to have a statewide program that 

provides guidance, but also direction, for those units that are going to move from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. And as the 

director said, there’s guidance right now for temporary structures, but those temporary structures can get pulled from a 

jurisdiction where our building official may be much more lenient and innovative on getting to quote unquote yes, and 

then that structure gets pulled and moves on to a jurisdiction where the building official is not as lenient or vice versa.  

In regards to tiny homes intended to be permanently sited, we look to see that the legislation that would direct the 

director of BCD and Department of Consumer and Business Services to issue rules under ORS chapter 455 incorporating 

tiny home provisions in the next edition of the adopted state building code in 2018 in considering these nationally 

adopted codes. And so we’ve heard about Appendix five, and then there’s a whole process that takes time, and so I 

think that we would probably get to a yes, but it will take a number of years to get there, and in the process there’s 

still needing to house people. Or the legislation could adopt the new tiny homes appendix that was approved during 

the recent ICC code adoption process to be published in 2018 in the IBC as the residential commercial code, or, excuse 

me, the residential construction code. As long as the bill included a sunset of either three or six years until the next 

state code adoption, this would push the issue now but eventually let the issue sunset and move on and put it back into 

the code and not a statute.  

And so that’s where the City of Eugene would like to be able to see. And if there’s a work group that is being formed, we 

would whole heartedly participate. We’ve got a lot of support from city council, from businesses, from residents, and 

also our building official and contractors and developers within the community.   

1:44 

http://oregon.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?clip_id=22469 
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