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I do not see anywhere in the IRC 2015 that requires a step from the garage into the house. I saw the opening penetrations R302.5 & Garage section R309. Is the step still a requirement and if so is there a minimum dimension? Welcome Give it a day for great responses. Not into houses, I believe the answer is no. I think the required slope takes care of
it. There is no requirement for a step between the garage and the house in any of the IRC editions. Bear in mind, however, that most government jurisdictions amend the codes before adopting. You should always double check your local code amendments. Not a code requirement, but is a practical requirement due to the different floor elevations. If
floor is framed on top of foundation, will typically have 2 steps. (1.5" mud sill, 9.5" floor joist, 3/4" deck = 11.75"+ threshold height) If floor is dropped inside foundation, typically one step. (1.5" mud sill, 3/4" deck = 2.25" + threshold height) As noted above, "it depends" on type of foundation, slab or crawl. consider also that a level transition will
accommodate a WC in the future. Be sure however that if a laundry is in the garage that the floor slopes to the driveway to allow for overflows. Thanks! I figured out it is not a requirement anymore. As a fun little anecdote, I went into my vintage library, as there indeed is history of a step being required. Enjoy! SBCCI (Southern Standard Building
Code) --1965, Section 506): "[a door] may be permitted provided the sill is raised at least 8 inches above the garage floor when the doorway connects directly with any room in which there is any direct-fired heating device or gas fixture." --1994, Section 411.2.8: "Connection of an automobile parking garage with any room in which there is afuel-fired
appliance shall be by means of a door way with a raised sill at least 8 inches above the garage floor or through a vestibule providing two door separation." So the southern code was concerned with ignition of gasses. This is reflected in the current I-codes where fuel-burning appliances must have their ignition source at least 18" above the floor. BOCA
(National Building Code) --1978, Section 413.1.1: "The sills of all door openings between the garage and dwelling shall be raised not less than four inches above the garage floor." --1999, Section 407.5 "The sills of all door openings between private garages and adjacent interior spaces shall be raised not less than 4 inches above the garage floor"
There isn't really anything to glean from these BOCA provisions as to "why" they wanted the step in the BOCA code. ICBO (Uniform Building Code) --1927, Section 1505: "[attached garages shall] be equipped with fixed louvered or screened opening or exhaust ventilation with exhaust opening located within six inches of the floor." --I don't have time
right now to investigate my entire UBC collection for the evolution of this provision because I have every edition. It will take some time. CABO (One and Two Family Dwelling Code) --1986 was when this new provision was introduced, section 210.3 "That area of floor used for parking of automobiles or other vehicles shall be sloped to facilitate the
movement of liquids toward the main vehicle entry doorway." --So it seems back in the 20's the UBC concern was gas and they required venting to the exterior. --Then in the 60's and 70's (maybe earlier but my SBCCI and BOCA collection doesn't go back further than 1965) they addressed the concern of gas with the step to the house, but referenced
the need for a fuel-burning appliance to create the hazard of igniting the gasses. --In modern codes there are two issues. Leaking fluid gasoline and other liquid contaminants that could drain to the house door and explosive gasses that can be ignited. This is now covered with the sloping floor requirement and the raised ignition source requirement.
Check out my youtube channel for short code history videos. I think I'll do one on this subject. This was pretty fun. Thanks for the motivation to research. I love these old books. JFYI, through the 50s and 60s we built to two standards, for most homes we built a monolithic pour for garages, for anyone who was getting a FHA loan we built a stem wall
around the garage and recessed a slab later at least 6" below floor level. To this day I still put vents around the garage, a few years ago I had an inspector ask why I did that? Heaters, water heaters, and gas dryers were always raised up on platforms at least 18" above the garage floor. On another subject but related, last week Berkeley passed an
ordinance banning gas lines into all new buildings. BTW, on homes built for FHA loans we had two inspections, local and Federal, I remember a retaining wall that passed local, then the FHA inspector made us tear it down and rebuild it, then the local inspector made us tear it down again and rebuild it his way. Last edited: Jul 22, 2019 BTW, on
homes built for FHA loans we had two inspections, local and Federal, I remember a retaining wall that passed local, then the FHA inspector made us tear it down and rebuild it, then the local inspector made us tear it down again and rebuild it his way. You should have sought out a lawyer. Last edited: Jul 23, 2019 Unfortunate that the SBCCI said
more than 8” ... thats more than one step. Not under CABO and the legacy codes for dwelling units. 8 1/4" was the max for a riser and 9" minimum for the tread back in the early 80's. Our state amended the IRC and still allows it. I believe it is crazy considering the number of slips and falls on stairs and considering how large homes are today then in
the past. Do builders really need to build that way to create a little bit more usable space? (9) Subsection R311.7.5.1, Risers, is amended to allow a maximum riser height of 8 1/4 inches. (10) Subsection R311.7.5.2, Treads, is amended to allow a minimum tread depth of nine inches. Not under CABO and the legacy codes for dwelling units. 8 1/4" was
the max for a riser and 9" minimum for the tread back in the early 80's. Our state amended the IRC and still allows it. I believe it is crazy considering the number of slips and falls on stairs and considering how large homes are today then in the past. Do builders really need to build that way to create a little bit more usable space? (9) Subsection
R311.7.5.1, Risers, is amended to allow a maximum riser height of 8 1/4 inches. (10) Subsection R311.7.5.2, Treads, is amended to allow a minimum tread depth of nine inches. I have a 1950's home. The basement stairs were steep and the headroom horrible. The stairs were also falling apart. Years ago when finishing the basement, I rebuilt the
stairs. Both the rise/run and headroom didn't meet current code. I was the only tall one in the house (my boys are catching up though). So I made the decision that steep stairs was a hazard for everyone, where headroom was only for tall folks. I rebuilt to 7.75/10 and really messed up the headroom. My oldest son is now 15 and recently hit his head for
the first time. I laughed and welcomed him to the world he better get used to. However, I knew then a kitchen remodel was in my future and when that happens I plan to remove part of the floor to open up the stairway and fix the headroom. Haven't gotten there yet, but that's the plan. I'm 19 years into my long-term plan with this home. Every cycle
there is a proposal to the IRC to make it 7/11 like the IBC. What comes up in opposition is the reality that many states amend the IRC to allow more steep stairs. Man's home is his castle, just like a boat. Now try to sell either after the fact? Not everybody wants or can afford a McMansion. Less expensive homes & townhouses are still being built in the
1000 - 1500 SF range, and there isn't room in them for stairs less steep than 8 1/4 R & 9" T. I always wondered why the code thinks 9 1/2" risers for spiral stairways are just as safe as 7 3/4" on normal stairways. Maybe because you have to walk slower to use them? Guaranteed to be permit-ready for all locations ... not! “All of our plans are
guaranteed to up to date on the current year's International Residential Code (IRC). “ I always wondered why the code thinks 9 1/2" risers for spiral stairways are just as safe as 7 3/4" on normal stairways. Think of the spiral stairs, like a fire escape, more like a ladder than stairs and they make more sense! I always wondered why the code thinks 9
1/2" risers for spiral stairways are just as safe as 7 3/4" on normal stairways. Clearly they aren't. CPSC data show residential stairs are the most dangerous product. Clearly they aren't. CPSC data show residential stairs are the most dangerous product. Not exactly. Plus the way some injuries are classified. Example-A young boy jumps down the last 4
risers and injures his ankle classified as a stair injury. Or, the houseguest who gets up in the night and doesn't turn on the light so as not to disturb anyone - mistakes the basement door for the bathroom door and falls down the stairs, also classified as a stair injury???. Hopefully, stairs are better built today. The 1979 “National Bureau of Standards
(NBS), Building Sciences, Guidelines for Stair Safety” report includes a study of stairways in 253 residences in Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. On-site inspection revealed that 46% of these stairs had 1 inch or more variation in the riser dimension. SOURCE- NEISS My statement is based on societal cost, not just numbers of incidents. I don't think
stairs are built better today, especially as far as uniform riser and tread dimensions. But the shallow treads allowed in residential are also responsible for many falls alone. Page 2 For me it's trying to get heel and toe on tread, and having to turn my feet outward so far I'm off balance. And then there are those idiots that think to the space under the
nosing is useful. Sometimes I think a ladder is safer than basement steps in 100+ year old houses which I (70 years old) inspect sometimes. Thanks for the links Bill As a fun little anecdote, I went into my vintage library, as there indeed is history of a step being required. Enjoy! SBCCI (Southern Standard Building Code) --1965, Section 506): "[a door]
may be permitted provided the sill is raised at least 8 inches above the garage floor when the doorway connects directly with any room in which there is any direct-fired heating device or gas fixture." --1994, Section 411.2.8: "Connection of an automobile parking garage with any room in which there is afuel-fired appliance shall be by means of a door
way with a raised sill at least 8 inches above the garage floor or through a vestibule providing two door separation." So the southern code was concerned with ignition of gasses. This is reflected in the current I-codes where fuel-burning appliances must have their ignition source at least 18" above the floor. BOCA (National Building Code) --1978,
Section 413.1.1: "The sills of all door openings between the garage and dwelling shall be raised not less than four inches above the garage floor." --1999, Section 407.5 "The sills of all door openings between private garages and adjacent interior spaces shall be raised not less than 4 inches above the garage floor" There isn't really anything to glean
from these BOCA provisions as to "why" they wanted the step in the BOCA code. ICBO (Uniform Building Code) --1927, Section 1505: "[attached garages shall] be equipped with fixed louvered or screened opening or exhaust ventilation with exhaust opening located within six inches of the floor." --I don't have time right now to investigate my entire
UBC collection for the evolution of this provision because I have every edition. It will take some time. CABO (One and Two Family Dwelling Code) --1986 was when this new provision was introduced, section 210.3 "That area of floor used for parking of automobiles or other vehicles shall be sloped to facilitate the movement of liquids toward the main
vehicle entry doorway." --So it seems back in the 20's the UBC concern was gas and they required venting to the exterior. --Then in the 60's and 70's (maybe earlier but my SBCCI and BOCA collection doesn't go back further than 1965) they addressed the concern of gas with the step to the house, but referenced the need for a fuel-burning appliance
to create the hazard of igniting the gasses. --In modern codes there are two issues. Leaking fluid gasoline and other liquid contaminants that could drain to the house door and explosive gasses that can be ignited. This is now covered with the sloping floor requirement and the raised ignition source requirement. Check out my youtube channel for short
code history videos. I think I'll do one on this subject. This was pretty fun. Thanks for the motivation to research. I love these old books. And I thought I was the only historic code junkie! Old thread brought back to discussion. First off the statistics for stair injuries that the CPSC publish and track that I have seen never list what the configuration of
the stair geometry is. So claiming the issue is all about certain specifics is an educated assumption, just as everyone assumes that children climb over guards because of horizontal infill, but when you actually look at the locations more closely, you will see that it happens mostly when the children can't see through the wall or guard and are curious as
to what is on the other side. Another example, see what outside the window... The reason for 8.25 on 9 is always noted as being floor space, but the reality of it is that CMU landings and stairs prominent in the northeast and other areas of the country are based on 8" standard materials for rise and 10" tread material with 1" overhang for nosing fall
into the basics of 8.25 x 9 for rise and run. Thus from what I have seen it is more about the standards that everyone wants, vs space. As to the 9.5" riser on spiral stairs, look at the tread and riser configuration of spirals and the headroom clearance more closely. You will find that the biggest driving factor in riser height on spirals are the headroom
clearance as the stair flight winds down, the allowance is either ban or allow, and were are the statics of the issue, or do we just assume. Reality has a way of rearing its head sometimes. First off the statistics for stair injuries that the CPSC publish and track that I have seen never list what the configuration of the stair geometry is. So claiming the
issue is all about certain specifics is an educated assumption, Correct CPSC simply says stairs are the leading cause of injuries measured by societal cost. On the other side, we know from research and study that as the tread depth decreases below 12" or so and as the riser increases above 6 1/2" or so, stumbles leading to falls which lead to injuries
increase. Likewise non-uniformity in treads, lack of visibility, and non-graspable handrails, especially ones that don't permit a hook grasp, all lead to increased injuries. So there will always be stair injuries but there could be a lot less with improved standards and better enforcement. And I thought I was the only historic code junkie! I have many
duplicates that I am waiting to trade with another collector and relive the childhood days of trading baseball cards. Let me know if you are looking to fill holes in your collection. A local contract is going to build a garage. He want to build a breezeway between the house and the garage. My interpretation of the 2009 IRC is that, even with the
breezeway, the garage is still an accessory structure. He is trying his best to make me call it an attached garage and part of the primary structure. Who is right? How does your jurisdiction' oridinances define "breezeway" & "attached and detached" structures? . Here is the definition from our local zoning : ACCESSORY BUILDING -- A structure
detached from a principal building on the same lot and whose use is customarily incidental and subordinate to the principal building or use. I think a breezeway includes a roof, and if the roof structure is attached to both buildings, they can be considered one building. What is at stake here - why does the contract want it to be attached? I would
consider it "attached". In Pennsylvania and accessory structure under 1000 square feet does not require a permit. If it is going to be considered attached then it will be an addition to the house and will require a building permit. I don't handle the zoning and I'm not worried about the zoning regulations I strictly do building permits. I only in force the
IRC 2009. That is why I wanted to know what the opinion was based on the IRC 2009. MikeC., I will agree with the others on here in that I too believe that the breezeway will make the "currently detached accessory structure”, an addition to the existing main residence. What type of breezeway is planned? Fully enclosed, ..fully open, ..partially
enclosed, other? Also, how long will the proposed breezeway be? I am considering the sealing off of "points-of-communication" between the residence and the "new" addition, that could allow the further propagation of a fire. FWIW, we had a fire within the last year that started in the detached Garage and traveled thru a connecting breezeway and in
to the residence. It was not a total loss to the residence, but the Garage was a total loss. Various elements in the breezeway were not sealed off when this older house was constructed, 20+ yrs. ago. Just sayin.. . breezeway enclosed ? garage attached to breezeway ? if so, garage is attached to house. Call it a porch, breezeway, covered walkway what
ever it is all under one roof so they are all attached and they are all one structure. As for the question of fire ..... the IRC doesn't care about setbacks for accessory structures on the same lot. Chapter 3 required setbacks only apply to structures on other lots. You are allowed to burn down your own house or garage. They just don't want you to burn
down the neighboring house. As for the question of fire ..... the IRC doesn't care about setbacks for accessory structures on the same lot Yes it does 2009 TABLE R302.6 DWELLING/GARAGE SEPARATION Garages located less than 3 feet from a dwelling unit on the same lot...... Not less than 1/2-inch gypsum board or equivalent applied to the interior
side of exterior walls that are within this area A local contract is going to build a garage. He want to build a breezeway between the house and the garage. My interpretation of the 2009 IRC is that, even with the breezeway, the garage is still an accessory structure. He is trying his best to make me call it an attached garage and part of the primary
structure. Who is right? The person who is not throwing up roadblocks to a reasonable project. Yes it does2009 TABLE R302.6 DWELLING/GARAGE SEPARATION Garages located less than 3 feet from a dwelling unit on the same lot...... Not less than 1/2-inch gypsum board or equivalent applied to the interior side of exterior walls that are within this
area My mistake. I was looking at the exceptions in 302.1 The more I think about this the breezeway will also require permitting under the PA uniform construction code. I guess I will have to eat crow on this one. I have already told the contractor that it will be exempt. Thanks for pointing me in the right direction, even if it wasn't the direction that I
wanted to go. MikeC, the proposed structure if attached will require a building permit under the PA. UCC Where I'm from, we've always used 1/4" per foot slope for floor slab drainage as is recommended by the ACI. Does the IBC, plumbing code, or any other model code dictate what the actual minimum floor slope is for drainage? Example: IBC
412.3.3 states: "Floors shall be graded and drained to prevent water or fuel from remaining on the floor." Ok maybe that is why my marbles roll down,, in my office? What year IBC?? IBC 412.3.3 ok 2021 for aircraft hanger Normally chap 4 is specific to something Don’t make it more than 2% or you could have ADA cross slope issues. I've thought at
least 1/8" per foot. Not more than 1/4" per foot. I think minimum for "flat" roof is 1/8" and iirc same for roof drains. Seems no hard code guidance (maybe showers?) I've usually used 1/8" per foot inside and 1/4" per foot outside. I depends!! What, where, why ect. Not enough info. Thanks to all for replies. North Carolina Building Code (based on IBC
2018). Interior application for an airport hangar. Can't find any actual hard guidance in the code as to what the minimum slope is to achieve "prevent water or fuel from remaining on the floor." Would less than 1/8" be acceptable? Irc The building code requires that a garage floor be sloped towards the door, but does not specify a minimum slope. It is
usually 1/8” to 1/4” per foot. Here is the citation from the International Residential Code (IRC): R309.4: "The area of floor used for parking of automobiles or other vehicles shall be sloped to facilitate the movement of liquids to a drain or toward the main vehicle entry doorway." The building code does not define all situations. When it does not then it
is left to the discretion of the designer. The building code does not define all situations. When it does not then it is left to the discretion of the AH]J. Be very careful what you ask for. If the the AHJ decides when the code does not require then the AH]J, and I argue the building official, will have liability for all problems that the owner has with the design.
This fits in very nicely with an exemption to governmental immunity. We live in a system of laws. To give the AH]J the authority to impose requirements not required by properly adopted laws is incompatible with our system of laws. Oh but there is a law. It's a code that states that the floor shall slope to a drain or the door. So as a building official I
should blindly accept whatever is presented? A few thousands of an inch can be proven to slope towards a door. Most concrete contractors can do a 1/8" per foot slope with only a few birdbaths. Only the best concrete finishers can do much less of a slope without birdbaths. On the other hand, most corporate hangars are kept spotless, so any water or
fuel is likely to get cleaned up right away. If you can do 1/16th with pipe, it would seem that work for a floor...it's just a really big diameter pipe afterall.... Thanks to all for replies. North Carolina Building Code (based on IBC 2018). Interior application for an airport hangar. Can't find any actual hard guidance in the code as to what the minimum slope
is to achieve "prevent water or fuel from remaining on the floor." Would less than 1/8" be acceptable? Well, there's a lot of subjective judgement imbedded into the word "remain". Water has surface tension, and the ability for it to move depends not only on slope but also the texture of the floor surface. Also, if a floor is moist, does that mean water has
"remained"? In the roofing industry, the definition of ponding is determined by water remaining after 48 hours. Is the goal to prevent slips and falls? There are plenty of floor systems that can maintain a DCOF when wet. Well, there's a lot of subjective judgement imbedded into the word "remain". Water has surface tension, and the ability for it to
move depends not only on slope but also the texture of the floor surface. Also, if a floor is moist, does that mean water has "remained"? In the roofing industry, the definition of ponding is determined by water remaining after 48 hours. Is the goal to prevent slips and falls? There are plenty of floor systems that can maintain a DCOF when wet. May also
be concerned about mold buildup too? Often walkways around buildings are designed with 1-2% cross-slope to encourage water to drain away from the building. Also on large slabs there are usually saw-cuts or "breaks" every 10ft (or more) and those can be designed to help encourage proper drainage. The designer designs, the AHJ approves. It's not
a pissing contest. I am inspecting what looks like a mother-in-law apartment being built above an attached garage. This was an existing empty space above the garage. They don't want a landing on top of the stairway that goes to this space.. The stairway is being built in the garage but will have a wall built separating it from the garage so I am not
positive if this makes the stairway not in the garage. There will be an exterior door, a door to the garage and a door to the rest of the house at this stairway bottom landing. The house/garage separation will comply to code. This stairway is the only way to get in and out of this mother-in law apartment. Someone else did the plan review without a
landing. Should I require a landing on top of the stairway?. R311.7.6 Landings for stairways. There shall be a floor or landing at the top and bottom of each stairway. The width perpendicular to the direction of travel shall be not less than the width of the flight served. Landings of shapes other than square or rectangular shall be permitted provided
that the depth at the walk line and the total area is not less than that of a quarter circle with a radius equal to the required landing width. Where the stairway has a straight run, the depth in the direction of travel shall be not less than 36 inches (914 mm). Exception: A floor or landing is not required at the top of an interior flight of stairs, including
stairs in an enclosed garage, provided that a door does not swing over the stairs. Bonus question: Why is it safe not to have a landing in garages and basements but not anywhere else? Moreso you should ask why they appear to be egressing through the garage.... R311.1 Means of egress. Dwellings shall be provided with a means of egress in
accordance with this section. The means of egress shall provide a continuous and unobstructed path of vertical and horizontal egress travel from all portions of the dwelling to the required egress door without requiring travel through a garage. Moreso you should ask why they appear to be egressing through the garage.... R311.1 Means of egress.
Dwellings shall be provided with a means of egress in accordance with this section. The means of egress shall provide a continuous and unobstructed path of vertical and horizontal egress travel from all portions of the dwelling to the required egress door without requiring travel through a garage. Yeah, I can't think of much more than this. First and
foremost and serious issue. Get an extra door from the exterior into the bottom stairway landing area. After that, no, you do not need a landing at the top of the stairway to the habitable space above. The landing will be there, but it will be on the other side of the door (technically). The new grade level entrance that is going to be added to the bottom
landing area is now the "egress door" for the dwelling unit. It must have a landing and comply as an egress door. The stairway is just an interior stairway in the mother in law dwelling at that point. I am inspecting what looks like a mother-in-law apartment being built above an attached garage. This was an existing empty space above the garage. They
don't want a landing on top of the stairway that goes to this space.. The stairway is being built in the garage but will have a wall built separating it from the garage so I am not positive if this makes the stairway not in the garage. There will be an exterior door, a door to the garage and a door to the rest of the house at this stairway bottom landing. The
house/garage separation will comply to code. This stairway is the only way to get in and out of this mother-in law apartment. Someone else did the plan review without a landing. Should I require a landing on top of the stairway?. R311.7.6 Landings for stairways. There shall be a floor or landing at the top and bottom of each stairway. The width
perpendicular to the direction of travel shall be not less than the width of the flight served. Landings of shapes other than square or rectangular shall be permitted provided that the depth at the walk line and the total area is not less than that of a quarter circle with a radius equal to the required landing width. Where the stairway has a straight run,
the depth in the direction of travel shall be not less than 36 inches (914 mm). Exception: A floor or landing is not required at the top of an interior flight of stairs, including stairs in an enclosed garage, provided that a door does not swing over the stairs. Bonus question: Why is it safe not to have a landing in garages and basements but not anywhere
else? Rick, If I am reading this correctly, they are carving out part of the existing garage and making an interior vestibule area, inside space. This space complies with all the requirements separating it from the garage for fire protection, correct. On the first floor level in this vestibule you have 3 doors, one leads to the exterior, one leads in to the main
house and one leads to the garage. The stairway is from the first floor landing to the second floor, to the in-law suite, which has a door at the top of the stair flight that swings inward to the second level. Thus if this is an interior space, aka a common vestibule then exception 1 would apply and as thus no landing required. How is this any different than
if you had the stair flight within the main structure of the house with a door that leads outside, a door into the main house and a door to the garage with the stair flight to the second floor, with a door at the top swing over the 2nd floor? The hang up is compliance for the fire separation from the garage. Does not matter which side of the wall, it
matters how the space is used and how it is separated. Based on what I am reading, I would say they meet the exception. Thus you have a stair flight within the interior A sketch would help and If I am reading the breakdown correct. Bonus question: Why is it safe not to have a landing in garages and basements but not anywhere else? Because
basement and garage are not considered habited space? Thats not right for the basement, even if it’s unfinished it could have frequent access for the laundry or furnace. But above a garage is usually attic storage with infrequent access. Good catch Tom, I did not see that there was a door directly to the outside.... Bonus question: Why is it safe not to
have a landing in garages and basements but not anywhere else? Assumedly because you are not egressing into those spaces in a rush and falling down the stairs..... Moreso you should ask why they appear to be egressing through the garage.... R311.1 Means of egress. Dwellings shall be provided with a means of egress in accordance with this
section. The means of egress shall provide a continuous and unobstructed path of vertical and horizontal egress travel from all portions of the dwelling to the required egress door without requiring travel through a garage. I think steveray has the answer with this section. A stairway in a garage is exempt from having a landing on top of the stairway
but this section says you can't egress from any portion of the house through a garage. So I would think that the stairway cannot be in the garage. The space where they are building the stairway used to be part of the garage but with a wall and a door being built to separate the stairway from the garage I don't think you can say the stairway is in the
garage. To me that means you cannot use the exemption to not require a landing. I think this is where I'm going now but, more comments are welcome., Agreed....If it is separated as required by R302.whatever...It is not "in" the garage as it would not be allowed for egress...They can't have it both ways.... but this section says you can't egress from any
portion of the house through a garage. So I would think that the stairway cannot be in the garage. But by building a proper wall around the stairs and bottom vestibule, the stairs are no longer in the garage. And as for going out of the house through the vestibule to the outside, how is that any different than commercial buildings where stairs and first
floor suites open to a vestibule or lobby, which then has exterior doors. Exception: A floor or landing is not required at the top of an interior flight of stairs, including stairs in an enclosed garage, provided that a door does not swing over the stairs. Bonus question: Why is it safe not to have a landing in garages and basements but not anywhere else?
"at the top of an interior flight of stairs..." Why is everyone only referring to basements and garages? Those are included to clarify they are considered "interior flights of stairs." ANY interior stairway can have a door at the top and the landing on the other side. Don't let bolded text distract you from all the text. I think steveray has the answer with this
section. A stairway in a garage is exempt from having a landing on top of the stairway but this section says you can't egress from any portion of the house through a garage. So I would think that the stairway cannot be in the garage. The space where they are building the stairway used to be part of the garage but with a wall and a door being built to
separate the stairway from the garage I don't think you can say the stairway is in the garage. To me that means you cannot use the exemption to not require a landing. I think this is where I'm going now but, more comments are welcome., Not sure how you are getting there, any interior stair flight is exempt from the requirement, as Glenn has pointed
out twice. If the layout is how I noted in my first post, then no landing is required. I think the confusion is that is where we mostly see that situation....I rarely see any other doors in the houses in that orientation... See what you get for off the cuff answers... I think the confusion is that is where we mostly see that situation....I rarely see any other doors
in the houses in that orientation... See what you get for off the cuff answers... Ha, ha! I've never, ever, ever done that. Never. LOL. Honestly, my brain is wired to always seek the minimum first and then prove otherwise. We all default different ways. I love me some safety, but I love freedom too. Especially in the home. I have had fun at times
wondering just how crazy you could build a house to code if you didn't also have to also satisfy the buyers. It could be unlivable. I talk about that in my classes all the time. How society controls some things so the code doesn't have to. I have also never seen a house with a door a the top of stairs other than garage/basement. 1 foot wide 3 foot tall
interior doors.... I have also never seen a house with a door a the top of stairs other than garage/basement. You need to get out of Bronco country and see the rest of the world. Virginia has mostly colonial style houses, two story with walk-up attic space. Common to have a door at the bottom of the stairs, frequently in the corner of a bedroom. Not
uncommon to have a door at the top of the stairs. The house my grandparents had when i was a kid(in southern Colorado) had 4 bedrooms upstairs and the top of the stairs had a door. Probably no code or inspection when it was build though. I figured it was to keep the noise from us kids confined upstairs lol. The braced wall code in the 2024 IRC has
a significant change that might easily be overlooked. Notes have been added on each of the drawings for portal frames in R602.10.6—the PFH, PFG and CS-PF. The new note reads, “Note: Header shall not extend over more than one opening.” This change can have profound implications especially for the CS-PF. The “Continuously Sheathed Portal
Frame” (CS-PF) is relatively easy to construct and is (was) useful in walls with lots of openings and can even be used on subfloor. Take the now illegal example below where a portal frame is used to support three separate window openings. Keep in mind that one of the openings could also be a doorway. By code, one could use a portal frame to
support a 20’ wide garage door, but not this case with a much smaller opening. If the three windows were replaced with a triple, mulled unit, I would assume it would be acceptable, which seems somewhat ridiculous. Portal frames are not just used for garage doors (except for the PFG). I have done work on 2-storied townhouses that are 20’ wide and
44’ deep. The front and back walls are nearly all fenestrations since the sides are party walls. We commonly use a CS-PF to span the entire 20’ on the main level to get enough bracing. Doing away with this option will mean getting rid of a lot of opening or going to a moment frame. Can anyone shine some light on the engineering thinking behind this
and am I correct in my definition of "opening"? In the picture provided, I would say that is still a single portal frame opening. I think the intent was to prevent two portal frames immediately adjacent to each other using a common header. Example would be at the garage, where for example, multiple garage door openings are on the same wall plane
and configured to use a common header over 2+ portal frames - that would be prohibited. Something similar to this image from Simpson; albeit, Simpson shows it correctly by using a single-portal frame immediately adjacent to a double-portal frame. If this image below were modified to have a single header and the center panel was shared by the
two portal frames, that would be a violation. I would agree. This is more in line with the diagrams from the 2018 Wood Wall Bracing Provisions. These images do not appear in the IRC and so they added the note which is very misleading. You asked, ...am I correct in my definition of "opening"? Did you state a definition? I believe the illustration that
you provided functions structurally as a single opening, and therefore complies with the Note. So, if I have two 8' garage doors with 2' in between that is not a portal frame, can I span the header all the way across, since this could be considered one opening structurally? So, if I have two 8' garage doors with 2' in between that is not a portal frame,
can I span the header all the way across, since this could be considered one opening structurally? Theoretically, yes. Your opening is meeting the maximum opening width of 18-ft. One could say that the 2-ft panel should not be framed tight to the beam and must allow for the beam to deflect to make the 2-ft panel a truly non-structural element, but
that would be an extreme interpretation IMHO. Perhaps the note should be amended to read, "A portal frame header shall not continuously span more than two portal panels." Could someone explain why portal frame header is not across 2 garage door opening and it appears that the vertical frame is on one end only, please? Could someone explain
why portal frame header is not across 2 garage door opening and it appears that the vertical frame is on one end only, please? A portal frame is limited to spanning over a single opening. In the picture I posted from Simpson (below again), the image illustrates both a single- and a double-portal frame being side-by-side. Single-portal frames are far less
common but are allowed where there is a brace wall panel on the end opposite the panel. See the note near the bottom center of Fig. R602.10.6.3 (second image), which uses a broken sketch to illustrate both a single- and double-portal frame. Let me try this, if we have a 24 foot wide garage with 2) 8 foot doors, portal frame at each end with center
support. Why is the the header spliced near the center as indicated by the orang line below, rather the having the header span outside to outside? Please the engineering behind the answer no the design requirement Just to clarify, this new note about the header limited to one opening. It does not apply to the ABW method. That new note is not
present for Alternate Braced Wall Panel. The blue text clarifies a few other things. Let me try this, if we have a 24 foot wide garage with 2) 8 foot doors, portal frame at each end with center support. Why is the the header spliced near the center as indicated by the orang line below, rather the having the header span outside to outside? Please the
engineering behind the answer no the design requirement It depends on what portal method you choose. Let me try this, if we have a 24 foot wide garage with 2) 8 foot doors, portal frame at each end with center support. Why is the the header spliced near the center as indicated by the orang line below, rather the having the header span outside to
outside? Please the engineering behind the answer no the design requirement This is a guess, maybe one of the engineers here can provide a more definitive answer: As far as I can see, there's no difference in how the lateral loads on the header(s) would be distributed between the 3 supporting panels. But there is a difference in how the vertical
loads would be distributed. With two simple spans, half the vertical load from each span would be distributed to each of its two supports. While with a single continuous span over 3 supports, the center support gets more than 1/2 of the total vertical load. Thus I'm guessing it's an issue of the combined horizontal and vertical loads on the central panel.
Often in members there is a tradeoff, where increased loading in one direction will decrease the allowable simultaneous loading in another direction. In which case to maximize the horizontal capacity of the 3 panels, it's desirable to spread the vertical loading out more evenly. Cheers, Wayne Has anyone looked up the code change record to see
substantiation and any discussion on modifications? The portal frames in IRC R602.10.1.2.3&4 are a pre-engineered prescriptive method of framing based on a maximum span and load. A structural engineer could design a multiple span frame utilizing portals, but he would have to size the header, straps, nailing patterns, hold-downs, etc. instead of
using the details in the code. I have a single car garage with a sectional overhead door, I have space on one stucco wall for a 24 x 75 pedestrian door. will that size be acceptable since it is not the main egress door? I have a single car garage with a sectional overhead door, I have space on one stucco wall for a 24 x 75 pedestrian door. will that size be
acceptable since it is not the main egress door? Should be... Closest thing I think you'd find talks about egress through a garage, nothing about from a garage... R311.1 Means of egress. Dwellings shall be provided with a means of egress in accordance with this section. The means of egress shall provide a continuous and unobstructed path of vertical
and horizontal egress travel from all portions of the dwelling to the required egress door without requiring travel through a garage. The required egress door shall open directly into a public way or to a yard or court that opens to a public way. I asked Grok and got a wrong answer, I told Grok that it was incorrect and then Grok corrected itself. That's
easier than getting Jeff to admit to being wrong. Grok is a means of egress door required from a private garage? Yes, in almost all cases under current U.S. residential building codes (IRC), a means of egress door is required directly from a private attached garage to the outside, in addition to the door that leads into the house.Key code references
(2021 IRC - same in 2018 and 2024 editions) R309.1 Floor surface - Garages must have a floor that slopes to drain or to an approved drain. R309.2 Separation - The garage must be separated from the residence and its attic by not less than %:-inch gypsum board (or 20-minute fire-rated door if into the house). R302.5.1 Opening protection - The door
from the garage into the residence must be a solid-core or 20-minute fire-rated door, self-closing, etc. R310.1 Emergency escape and rescue opening - Not applicable to garages themselves (only to sleeping rooms and basements). The specific requirement for a separate pedestrian egress door directly to the outside comes from R309.4 in some
editions or is enforced via the general egress provisions in Chapter 3. Actual requirement (most AHJs enforce this)Every attached private garage must have at least one egress door that opens directly to the exterior (a “man door” or side/house-to-garage door that swings outside). This door must: Be at least 32" wide x 78" high (side-hinged). Lead
directly outside (not into an enclosed porch unless that porch also has direct outside access). Have a landing on the outside not more than 8%" (2021 IRC) or 7%4" (older) below the threshold. Common exceptions (very rare) Some jurisdictions allow a waiver if the overhead vehicular door is considered the egress path and it is equipped with an
automatic opener and a manual release that can be reached from the floor (almost never accepted for new construction). Detached garages do not require a separate pedestrian door unless the garage contains habitable space. Bottom line for a typical one- or two-family dwelling in the U.S.Yes - a private attached garage is required to have its own
exterior side door (means of egress) in addition to the door into the house and the overhead garage door. This has been standard practice since at least the 2000 IRC and is enforced virtually everywhere in the United States and in any jurisdiction that has adopted the IRC or a similar code.If you're in a different country or under an older local code, let
me know and I can check that specific requirement. Grok you are way off base with the answer. I appreciate the feedback—Ilet's dig deeper into this to clarify. Upon double-checking the 2021 International Residential Code (IRC) and related interpretations, it turns out I overstated the requirement in my previous response. You're right that it's not as
straightforward or universally mandated as I described. I'll correct that here based on the code text and expert discussions.Key IRC Provisions (2021 Edition) R311.1 - Means of egress: "Dwellings shall be provided with a means of egress in accordance with this section. The means of egress shall provide a continuous and unobstructed path of vertical
and horizontal egress travel from all portions of the dwelling to the required egress door without requiring travel through a garage." This ensures the house's primary egress door (at least 36" wide, side-hinged) can't rely on passing through the garage, but it doesn't directly address egress from the garage itself. R311.2 - Egress door: Requires at
least one side-hinged egress door from the dwelling unit to the exterior (or to a yard/court open to a public way). Again, this is for the habitable dwelling space, not the garage. R309 - Garages and carports: This section covers separation from the residence (e.q., fire-rated walls/doors), floor surfaces, automatic opener standards (R309.4), and
automatic sprinkler requirements (R309.5 for attached garages under certain conditions). However, there is no explicit provision in R309 requiring a separate pedestrian "man door" (side-hinged egress door) directly from an attached private garage to the exterior. Why the Confusion (and Common Practice)? Garages are classified as accessory
structures (not habitable space), so general egress rules for dwellings don't apply directly to them. The IRC prioritizes safe exit from the house, not treating the garage as a space needing its own dedicated egress beyond the overhead door (which can serve as an exit in low-occupancy scenarios under similar commercial codes like the IBC). That said,
many local jurisdictions (Authorities Having Jurisdiction, or AH]Js) enforce a separate man door as a best practice or via amendments for safety reasons—e.g., to allow quick exit if the overhead door fails or during a fire when the house door is a barrier. This is often tied to: Fire department access. Ensuring the garage door into the house (which must
be 20-minute fire-rated and self-closing per R302.5.1) isn't the only pedestrian option. Alignment with older codes or state amendments (e.g., some states like Massachusetts reference a 32" secondary exit through the garage but still don't mandate an exterior man door). For detached garages, there's even less requirement—no man door is needed at
all unless it's converted to habitable space (e.g., an ADU), in which case full dwelling egress rules kick in. Bottom LineNo, a separate means of egress door (man door) directly from a private attached garage to the exterior is not explicitly required by the base 2021 IRC. The code focuses on protecting the dwelling from garage hazards rather than
mandating garage-specific pedestrian egress. However: Always check your local AHJ or amendments—many require it anyway for practical safety. If adding one, it should be at least 32" wide x 78" high, side-hinged, with an exterior landing (per R311.3). If this is for a specific location, code edition, or scenario (e.g., new build vs. remodel), share more
details so I can refine further. Sorry for the initial mix-up—accuracy matters! I mean...technically only dwellings need a MOE Dwellings shall be provided with a means of egress in accordance with this section. The means of egress shall provide a continuous and unobstructed path of vertical and horizontal egress travel from all portions of the dwelling
to the required egress door without requiring travel through a garage. The required egress door shall open directly into a public way or to a yard or court that opens to a public way. And then beyond that there is only one 36” door required and all the rest can be 12”... So yes, a garage can have a 24" door or no door at all. I built a detached garage
recently and included a 3-0 x 6-8 door in addition to 2 overhead doors. Haven't used many door in years. Two extra remotes cost $12.95, and stay next to house door. Wish I hadn't put in the man door. I agree with steveray, no pedestrian door is required by IRC. Local amendments and interpretations "shall be permitted" to vary. "Isn’t that an
oxymoron? How can it be common and rare?" As I like to say .. common sense is an uncommon trait Just for the sake of discussion, would a "person door" be required if this was regulated by the building code instead of the residential code? Just for the sake of discussion, would a "person door" be required if this was regulated by the building code
instead of the residential code? Joe, how would that be different from commercial storage units with only a roll-up door for access? Joe, how would that be different from commercial storage units with only a roll-up door for access? That's the question, and a perfect example. 1001.1 General. Buildings or portions thereof shall be provided with a means
of egress system as required by this chapter. The provisions of this chapter shall control the design, construction and arrangement of means of egress components required to provide an approved means of egress from structures and portions thereof. 1005.1 General. All portions of the means of egress system shall be sized in accordance with this
section. 1010.1 General. Doors in the means of egress shall comply with the requirements of Sections 101 0.1. 1 through 1 010.3.4. Exterior exit doors shall also comply with the requirements of Section 1022.2. Gates in the means of egress shall comply with the requirements of Sections 1010.4 and 1010.4.1. Turnstiles in the means of egress shall
comply with the requirements of Sections 1010.5 through 1010.5.4. There are exceptions, but not one that addresses the scenario you present. Great and interesting question. Not a hill I would die on, but interesting. If I remember correctly the minimum exit door and stair widths were increased to 36" back around the late 70s so that movers could
get furniture in and out easier. A person can fir through a 24" door, and they can open the garage door to get large stuff in and out. I had a large man come to the office with a question about the size of a bathroom door. His wife was dead set on a particular vanity that allowed a 20" door and not larger. The man would have to find a different
bathroom. He was crestfallen to learn that there was no minimum size for a bathroom door. I understood, and I wasn't even married at that time. So woefully dismayed was he that I wrote a correction slip to say that the minimum size of a bathroom door is 32". It's not that often that a good deed has an immediate reward ... his smile said it all. Last
edited: Tuesday at 3:58 PM I had a large man come to the office with a question about the size of a bathroom door. His wife was dead set on a particular vanity that allowed a 20" door and not larger. The man would have to find a different bathroom. He was crestfallen to learn that there was no minimum size for a bathroom door. I understood, and I
wasn't even married at that time. So woefully dismayed was he that I wrote a correction slip to say that the minimum size of a bathroom door is 32". It's not that often that a good deed has an immediate reward ... his smile said it all. You make it sound like you just performed a valiant deed like you're robin hood or something. I find this renegade
outlaw attitude offensive and distasteful. You're not some Judge Dredd building code hero; you're just an a-hole know-it-all out there giving this industry a bad rep. But I suspect you know that, enjoy it, and wear it like a badge... Joe, how would that be different from commercial storage units with only a roll-up door for access? 1010.1 General. Doors in
the means of egress shall comply with the requirements of Sections 101 0.1. 1through 1010.3.4. Exterior exit doors shall also comply with the requirements of Section 1022.2. Gates in the means of egress shall comply with the requirements of Sections 1010.4 and 1010.4.1. Turnstiles in the means of egress shall comply with the requirements of
Sections 1010.5 through 1010.5.4. There are exceptions, but not one that addresses the scenario you present. Great and interesting question. Not a hill I would die on, but interesting. 1010.1.2 Egress door types. Egress doors shall be of the side-hinged swinging door, pivoted door, or balanced door types. Exceptions: 1. Private garages, office areas,
factory and storage areas with an occupant load of 10 or less. This exception would seem to imply that the roll-up door could serve as the means of egress for a storage area, or private garage, so I think that answered my original question. I assume then if it was a powered door they would need to comply with: 1010.3.2 Power-operated doors. Where
means of egress doors are operated or assisted by power, the design shall be such that in the event of power failure, the door is capable of being opened manually to permit means of egress travel or closed where necessary to safeguard means of egress. The forces required to open these doors manually shall not exceed those specified in Section
1010.1.3, except that the force to set the door in motion shall not exceed 50 pounds (220 N). The door shall be capable of opening from any position to the full width of the opening in which such door is installed when a force is applied to the door on the side from which egress is made. Power-operated swinging doors, power-operated sliding doors
and power-operated folding doors shall comply with BHMA Al56.10. Power-assisted swinging doors and low-energy power-operated swinging doors shall comply with BHMA A156.19. Low-energy power- operated sliding doors and low-energy power-operated folding doors shall comply with BHMA A156.38. Page 2 you're just an a-hole know-it-all out
there giving this industry a bad rep I'm pretty sure that the industry doesn't need my help with that. Do you suppose that If I cared what you thought, I would tell such truths? Not at all, but that's not going to stop me from calling you out. Have I complained? Like I said, it's of no consequence. You are bold and timid at the same time. You are eager to
be offended yet do not see you own offense. You call me names like you have a right to. I can discount your entirety and not lose anything. And so I shall. Last edited: Tuesday at 4:33 PM You are bold and timid at the same time. You are eager to be offended yet do not see you own offense. You call me names like you have a right to. I can discount your
entirety and not lose anything. And so I shall. This is funny. Right on man! So, you're okay with inspectors making up BS corrections and saying, "if they don't know the code it's their own darn fault?" How many times on here has there been a response to a builder questioning an inspection comment “ask the inspector for the applicable code”. How
many times on here has there been a response to a builder questioning an inspection comment “ask the inspector for the applicable code”. Pre-COVID, when we still had live in-service classes, the chief prosecutor for the state's attorney's office used to do an all-day session for code officials once a year. She told us we had to list code sections for
anything we wrote up. "If you don't have a citation, you don't have a violation." She told us we had to list code sections for anything we wrote up How many in attendance paid attention to that? Were you ever an inspector? I know that there are inspectors that do include a section number with every citation. They take pride in that. Seems like wasted
energy in most cases but to each his own. How many in attendance paid attention to that? Were you ever an inspector? I know that there are inspectors that do include a section number with every citation. They take pride in that. Seems like wasted energy in most cases but to each his own. We all stray at times...just make sure that you know you are
and what the risks are... How many in attendance paid attention to that? Were you ever an inspector? I know that there are inspectors that do include a section number with every citation. They take pride in that. Seems like wasted energy in most cases but to each his own. Since 2006, OREGON requires all jurisdictions to cite the code sections for
each violation. "Cite-it Write-it" And yes, we provide the code section(s). To the credit of the State, every inspector, plans examiner and Building Official has to be certified by the State of Oregon. (It can be such a pain looking up the codes sections!) How many in attendance paid attention to that? Were you ever an inspector? I know that there are



inspectors that do include a section number with every citation. They take pride in that. Seems like wasted energy in most cases but to each his own. I didn't say it was easy, and I didn't say everyone in her audience did (or does) what she said. She's a prosecuting attorney. What she was saying was, if a problem reaches the formal charge and court
stage, if we haven't cited the section of code we allege was violated -- the judge will throw the case out of court. Yes, I have been an inspector Fifteen+ years. 'Nuff to meet your qualification standards? Well then welcome to the ranks. Which discipline did you inspect? My license is Building Official. I inspect everything but I try to bring in help for
electrical more complicated than residential. A contractor recently asked how tall an equipment bollard must be in the garage. Typically we see them approx 36" tall, but they want to see how short they can make them to get more for their buck out of their steel. We use the UPC for our plumbing code (I know this is in the mechanical board, but it is a
mechanical question) and it states that bollards are regulated by NFPA 54 (Fuel Gas Code). I do not have a copy, so was wondering if anyone knows the installation criteria for these bollards? Thanks in advance! Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage I could be mistaken but I believe NFPA 54 addresses it as sufficient clearance shall be
maintained to permit cleaning, service etc. with no dimensional criteria. Edit: Strike cleaning & service was winging without an available racket and forgot garage in OP. Thanks Haz & Mueller Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage People should be able to see it from their car seat. If it too short they will be running into it. Re: Equipment
Bollard in a Residential Garage The old tennis ball on a string from the ceiling works for my wife Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage The IFC requires bollards for impact protection to be 48 inches in height. Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage NFPA 54 06 9.1.10- Installation in residential garages. 9.1.10.2- Such appliances shall
be located or protected so they are not subject to physical damage by a moving vehicle. 06 IRC commentary M1307.3.1 Protection from impact. Appliances located in a garage or carport shall be protected from impact by automobiles. Mechanical appliances installed in garages and carports must be protected from vehicular impact. Although the code
does not specify methods of protection, the most apparent method would be to locate the appliance where it could not reasonably be struck by a vehicle. A practical method of protection would be to place a formidable and permanent barrier between the motor vehicles and the appliance. This barrier could include such items as an effectively located
vehicle wheel stop that is anchored in place, an elevated platform higher than the vehicle’s bumpers or one or more concrete-filled steel pipes. Final approval of the method of protection is left to the local building official. This is what I like to see 06 IFC SECTION 312 VEHICLE IMPACT PROTECTION 312.1 General. Vehicle impact protection required
by this code shall be provided by posts that comply with Section 312.2 or by other approved physical barriers that comply with Section 312.3. 312.2 Posts. Guard posts shall comply with all of the following requirements: 1. Constructed of steel not less than 4 inches (102 mm) in diameter and concrete filled. 2. Spaced not more than 4 feet (1219 mm)
between posts on center. 3. Set not less than 3 feet (914 mm) deep in a concrete footing of not less than a 15-inch (381 mm) diameter. 4. Set with the top of the posts not less than 3 feet (914 mm) above ground. 5. Located not less than 3 feet (914 mm) from the protected object. 312.3 Other barriers. Physical barriers shall be a minimum of 36 inches
(914 mm) in height and shall resist a force of 12,000 pounds (53 375 N) applied 36 inches (914 mm) above the adjacent ground surface. Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage I would like to see that too, but will it happen? I think the only thing that I can legally enforce would be NFPA 54.9.1.10.2, since it is quoted in the UPC, but if it doesn't
tell me anything as to size etc., then I'll just let them do it as they have been (3" x 36" steel post bolted to the garage floor). Hmmm...new board is working just fine! Incidentally, I emailed them to remove my info from their site at ICC. They said they would, but were sorry to see it happen. I'm not. Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage People
should be able to see it from their car seat. If it too short they will be running into it. For the sake of argument. I own two cars. A Hummv and a Porsche. From which car seat and at what distance? Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage I would like to see that too, but will it happen? I think the only thing that I can legally enforce would be
NFPA 54.9.1.10.2, since it is quoted in the UPC, but if it doesn't tell me anything as to size etc., then I'll just let them do it as they have been (3" x 36" steel post bolted to the garage floor). Hmmm...new board is working just fine! Incidentally, I emailed them to remove my info from their site at ICC. They said they would, but were sorry to see it happen.
I'm not. I use R104.11 Alternative materials, design and methods of construction and equipment to reference IFC 312. Specifically this sentence: Compliance with the specific performance-based provisions of the International Codes in lieu of specific requirements of this code shall also be permitted as an alternate. Anything else is voodoo subject to
your approval. I sure wouldn't look to the plumbing code for guidance. Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage Glennman, the language in the NFPA section you are looking for is exactly the same as the UPC. Note there is no provision in the UPC for protection of electric water heaters. Funny? Dee Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential
Garage Oregon has a good requirement. It was vote down in the code hearings last cycle. Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage We have a minimum 36 inch high 2" schedule 40 iron pipe embedded in the garage slab. We also have two alternates that are wheel stops and pipes bolted to the floor for retrofits. 99% of the time we see the
schedule 40 pipe embedded in the concrete. Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage Yes Dee... In the 2009 IRC M1307.3.1 states that "appliances shall not be installed in a location subject to vehicle damage, except where protected by approved barriers". While the wording is slightly different than the '03, being that it is a sub section to
M1307.3 that deals with an ignition source, it could be construed that electric water heaters would actually require vehicle barriers. If you look at the definition of an "ignition source" in the IRC, this would include an electric water heater, or any other appliance that has "switching devices". Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage Yeah, but
chapter 28 water heaters of the IRC is silent on protection from impact. M1301.1 states the provisions of this chapter shall govern the intallation of mechanical systems not specifically covered in other chapters applicable to mechanical systems. I am of the opinion that the code only addresses fuel fired appliances directly whether this is the intent or
not. Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage Dee, That is correct (that 1301.1 covers those systems not specifically covered in other chapters). That's why you could draw the inference that I mentioned, because it is not specifically covered in the water heater chapter. Besides, I was only saying that it could be construed from the section that
vehicle barriers could be required. Do you think that electric water heaters are a source of ignition per 1307.3? If you do, then 1307.3.1 would just the same apply to electric water heaters. Remember, if it applies to one it applies to the other, since one is a subsection to the other. In other words, the "appliances" in 1307.3 would be the same
"appliances" in 1307.3.1. Would this line of reasoning apply just the same in P2801.6? It mentions there that water heaters having an ignition source (i.e. electric switching devices, per the definition) shall be elevated above the garage floor. If this is the case, then M1307.3 and 3.1 would apply just as I have inferred. To be truthful, I hardly ever see
electric water heaters in garages, and I don't really remember what I have required for them. I'm sure you have seen cases where contractors have installed barriers there, required or not. In that case, the subject wouldn't even come up. Here's something to consider...(food for thought). How much of these sections apply in Washington State, since
we have adopted the UPC? Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage I think water heaters are specifically mentioned in chapter 28. And we do not enforce the P chapters in the IRC in the 'Quah but as far as the IRC is concerned I think it helps my point, dont you? Would not your condensate pump for your a/c unit then be an ignition source and
need to be elevated and bollard added? How about washer and dryer? Refrigerator? Recepticles? How about those little infrared switches for your garage doors? Hmm? It is all so confusing how can we regulate anthing? :?: Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage Dee, What I was saying that was not specifically mentioned is not water heaters,
but the bollard requirement. You are correct that there is way too much by way of restrictions. You mean you don't require a 3 ft tall bollard for a condensate pump? Man, where have you been? How about a bollard for the garage wall where there is an outlet or a light switch in it that can be a source of ignition? You are correct in that one can read
almost anything into the code that one wants. I've heard some doozies. That's what Dan tried to keep us from getting into during training in 'Qualmie. What does the code "really" say, he would say? Common sense goes along way. I've heard that you have jumped leaps and bounds in your carrer there. Keep it up. Good discussion. Hope to see you in
some training. Maybe next spring. Glenn. Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage I think, based on the vehicles rktect 1 drives, he makes too much money to be involved with the likes of the rest of us... If it's a gas appliance, it needs to be elevated above the floor anyway. (IRC M1307.3 - 18").. other than that, the IRC is silent. Having
mechanical equipment in the garage is not a good idea since it's subjected to outside temperature (unless it's a conditioned garage).. it has to work harder. Then there's the CO issue.. how to prevent the car exhaust from getting into the house.. Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage The requirement itself is asinine, and a tennis ball is as good
as most bollards installed in 1+2 Family. Neither will stop a car. A wheel stop anchored to the floor is the most cost effective physical barrier. But it's such a non-safety issue, that it should not be in the 1+2 Family codes to begin with. Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage it's not a non-issue.. it's a real issue (but a bad practice in the first
place).. The IRC needs to incorporate specific language.. an opportunity to submit a code change! Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage I didn't say "it's a non-issue." I said it's a non-safety issue. And it's an example of why the ICC process is so bad. The "there ought to be a law" people are unchecked. Look at the suggestions in this thread
that the protection must be visible from the vehicle. Wow, now we can not only protect the vehicle, but more importantly we can protect the protection. I propose a 48" bollard be installed to protect the bollard protecting the equipment and capable of withstanding the impact from a Hummer (original civilian model) at a speed of 15mph when driven
by a drunk teenager. A second bollard will address a big issue for plan reviewers. Too many plans have mechanical protection. Adding a protection protection requirement will allow more plans to be rejected over trivial requirements. And return the fun to plan review. Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage Don't be silly, I think the simple
solution is a mechanical equipment vehicle proximity sensor which activates an on board kill switch and brake activation servo via satellite... This would alleviate the need for this confusing wheel stop or bollard issue. Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage Well, THAT or.... ummmmm... maybe... People should learn to PAY ATTENTION TO
THE WORLD AROUND THEM!?!? :x You know, operate that 2 ton steel projectile as though they actually have some control over it? But until then we'll just have to prevent them from doing something STUPID like driving into their furnace/boiler/hot water heater. :roll: Personally, I don't need a book to tell me it's a bad idea to sleep in a windowless
room (sprinklers or no, that is JPS - just plain STOOPID), and I wouldn't put my furnace/boiler/HWH out in the garage, but I'm from NYS where it gets COLD in the wintertime. Florida, Texas, So Cal, MAYBE, but in the North NO WAY! Re: Equipment Bollard in a Residential Garage Don't be silly, I think the simple solution is a mechanical equipment
vehicle proximity sensor which activates an on board kill switch and brake activation servo via satellite... This would alleviate the need for this confusing wheel stop or bollard issue. A force field with anti-matter backup...in case the power goes out. Page 2 I know this thread is old and dead, but it was a return when i was looking for a IRC reference. I
design a lot of guardrails... 12kips at 36 inches sounds outlandish. Where is that from? AASHTO '89 is 10k at about 22" (they have details), with 5k in non-primary barirer directions (longitudinal/inward/etc). IBC goes directly to ASCE7 which is 6k at 18" minimum, but acting in any horizontal direction, and specifically precludes busses and "trucks"
(meaning actual trucks like SU-30, not that humvee). Those values are for traffic collision, and are mainly to guide traffic back onto a road. The 6k is in line with testing of guardrail systems, which shows around 5.9k for a light duty vehicle at £20° at a low speed threshhold collision. I would presume an "approved barrier" per the IRC would be
something like a traffic railing rather than an intended impact mechanism, like a loading dock. In that case, i would anticipate an official would accept my design per IBC, which is ASCE7. Conversly, something like a vehicle barrier on a loading dock is designed for a 100k impact force as semi-trailers intentionally ram it downhill. The semi could go
through the bollards and right on through the rest of the house. I design industrial barriers for anything between 6k and 10k, at the client's request. I design push walls for front loaders for anything between 30k and 130k. A front loader could also go right through a house. None of those higher loads would make sense to me from a design perspective
for the IRCs intent. I'd say use 6k @ 18" or a little higher if you want. "Very" lengthy thread driven by a contractor seeking to save pennies. Vehicles include trucks and jacked up SUV's. this is not a one size suits all issue. As usual it depends on what you are protecting, vehicles or objects? "Very" lengthy thread driven by a contractor seeking to save
pennies. Vehicles include trucks and jacked up SUV's. this is not a one size suits all issue. As usual it depends on what you are protecting, vehicles or objects? And from what action of the vehicle? Anything I'd call a truck (AASHTO SU commercial vehicle) is going to push with multiple kips of force if you take your foot off the clutch. 6k is a "soft stop"
barrier of someone intentionally letting their 5k passanger truck/ car bump at about 5mph, or being in neutral around 10 mph. The barirers in IRC are to keep the stupid off of something, not collision design. When designing residence, I provide collision resistance at any columns/etc of 30k, which is monolithick concrete extending down with vertical
bars, horizontals at 19" above floor and lateral restraint. See And from what action of the vehicle? Anything I'd call a truck (AASHTO SU commercial vehicle) is going to push with multiple kips of force if you take your foot off the clutch. 6k is a "soft stop" barrier of someone intentionally letting their 5k passanger truck/ car bump at about 5mph, or
being in neutral around 10 mph. The barirers in IRC are to keep the stupid off of something, not collision design. When designing residence, I provide collision resistance at any columns/etc of 30k, which is monolithick concrete extending down with vertical bars, horizontals at 19" above floor and lateral restraint. See excellent practice, thank you. It
would have never occurred to me that a residential bollard would be engineered. Right you are...I am just an inspector. "not just", as such, though you are expected to have knowledge of many things, you deal with moving targets every day. Yours is a necessary/critical (often unappreciated) element of the construction process. Keep the faith, love
your shades. Thanks for your responses everyone. I tried responding end of last week, but the forum must have been down as I could not access the site at all. Where does it state that? Separation is only required when the separated occupancies method is used. Section 406.6.1 (enclosed garages) refers to Sections 504 and 506 (and 507 if applicable).
Sections 504 and 506 both reference Section 508 regarding mixed occupancies. Sections 406.5.3 and 406.5.4 (open garages) reference Section 508.1 directly. If using the nonseparated occupancies method for the entire building you definitely do not need to provide the fire barrier separation. If you are using separated occupancies and separating the
Group B occupancy from the parking garage, you must classify the garage as a Group S-2. Section 406.5.4 (open garages) states specifically that, and Section 311.3 provides a general provision requiring that. Thus, separation is required if you are separating all occupancy groups, and you may be required to separate them if doing a combination of
nonseparated and separated occupancies. Apologies for missing a key piece of information from my original post. I was assuming the use of the separated occupancies method. I understand that 311.3 lists parking garages (open or enclosed) as S-2. Further, 311.2 states that S-1 occupancies are for storage uses that "are not classified as Group S-2".
Perhaps my question to you all is more of a theoretical one. My generic, baseline understanding (right or wrong), is that the code dictates minimum requirements and does not prevent one from going above and beyond what would be minimally required. Maybe this is overly simplistic - but theoretically speaking, if I had a "container" designed to store
an object posing a high fire risk, it stands to reason that i could use that same "container" to store an object posing a lower fire risk. Applying that concept to storage occupancies, S-1 is a higher hazard use than S-2 and is more restrictive from a life-safety design standpoint. From a life-safetly standpoint, what risks of S-1 would prevent storing a
(lower hazard) motor vehicle so long as the Special Detailed Requirements in Chapter 4 for Motor-Vehicle-Related-Occupancies (along with other specific provisions of the code for S-1) are met? Section 903.2.9 cited in mtlogcabin's response (below) seems to open the door to at least the notion that motor vehicles (albeit commercial vehicles in this
case) could be stored in an S-1 occupancy even though not specifically included or even implied in section 311.2. How big is the building? You may need to create different fire areas or sprinkle the building. It does not matter if it is an S-1 or S-2 the GVW of the RV will be over 10,000 lbs and that may trigger sprinklers unless your fire area is less than
5,000 sq ft. An S-1 would require a 3-hour wall and S-2 a 2-hour wall. [F] COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE. A motor vehicle used to transport passengers or property where the motor vehicle meets one of the following: 1. Has a gross vehicle weight rating of 10,000 pounds (4540 kg) or more. 2. Is designed to transport 16 or more passengers,
including the driver. [F] 903.2.9 Group S-1. An automatic sprinkler system shall be provided throughout all buildings containing a Group S-1 occupancy where one of the following conditions exists: 4. A Group S-1 fire area used for the storage of commercial motor vehicles where the fire area exceeds 5,000 square feet (464 m2). [F] 903.2.10 Group S-2
enclosed parking garages. An automatic sprinkler system shall be provided throughout buildings classified as enclosed parking garages in accordance with Section 406.6 where either of the following conditions exists: [F] 903.2.10.1 Commercial parking garages. An automatic sprinkler system shall be provided throughout buildings used for storage of
commercial motor vehicles where the fire area exceeds 5,000 square feet (464 m2). View attachment 10036 Thank you. I had not yet reached this section of the code when I posted originally. The building in question is approximately 8,800 square feet. The whole building will be sprinkled because there is a single dwelling (R-3) unit attached to the
building. 406.3.1 Classification. Private garages and carports shall be classified as Group U occupancies. Each private garage shall be not greater than 1,000 square feet (93 m2) in area. Multiple private garages are permitted in a building where each private garage is separated from the other private garages by 1-hour fire barriers in accordance
with Section 707, or 1-hour horizontal assemblies in accordance with Section 711, or both. Further - 406.4 reads (in part) "Parking garages, other than private garages, shall be classified as public parking garages..." Again - Thank you all for your thoughtful responses. Section R309.2 says garages less than 3 from a dwelling on the same lot require
protection. So If I have a 3 foot total distance from dwelling to garage, there's no gypsum board protection required and I can have windows in either the garage or dwelling or both with no protection? Is that correct? My code brain is trying to do the imaginary property line thing or look at connecting the two buildings, but if I'm reading this correct
the garage can be as close as 3 feet and nothing is required. My client requested building an addition as close to an existing garage as possible. Before checking the code, I thought I might need 6' (3' each structure) with protection, 10' without any protection. I'm just totally surprised and decided to have you guys verify my code review.
R309.2.....Garages located less than 3 feet (914 mm) from a dwelling unit on the same lot shall be protected with not less than 1/2-inch (12.7 mm) gypsum board applied to the interior side of exterior walls that are within this area. Re: Garage distance separation from dwelling - Section R309 Section R309.2 says garages less than 3 from a dwelling on
the same lot require protection. So If I have a 3 foot total distance from dwelling to garage, there's no gypsum board protection required and I can have windows in either the garage or dwelling or both with no protection? Is that correct?My code brain is trying to do the imaginary property line thing or look at connecting the two buildings, but if I'm
reading this correct the garage can be as close as 3 feet and nothing is required. My client requested building an addition as close to an existing garage as possible. Before checking the code, I thought I might need 6' (3' each structure) with protection, 10' without any protection. I'm just totally surprised and decided to have you guys verify my code
review. R309.2.....Garages located less than 3 feet (914 mm) from a dwelling unit on the same lot shall be protected with not less than 1/2-inch (12.7 mm) gypsum board applied to the interior side of exterior walls that are within this area. Make it 3'-6" from the other building and be more safe that it is not going to be less then that distance. This
would include the roof overhang projection should not be within 3'. It does not say 3-ft. or less. Which is
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