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If you’re not building with ICFs, it might be time to start.

Learn more at buildwithstrength.com

RISKY
Wood burns quickly, leaving little time 
for occupants to escape. Wood frame 
is notorious for shrinking, warping and 
rotting with little protection from rain 
and wind.  

�
SAFE
ICFs are fire-safe, durable, mold and 
rot resistant—and the solid concrete 
construction provides air tightness 
which results in improved air quality 
and is also a barrier between you 
and dangerous weather.

FAST AND 
QUESTIONABLE
Wood frame may go up quickly, but 
it also requires more labor than ICFs, 
which can increase first costs.

?
FAST AND SIMPLE
Buildings made with ICFs can go 
up quickly and efficiently because 
they cover 6 steps in one. In many 
cases they can even go up faster 
than wood.

LIMITED DURABILITY
Wood can’t stand up to natural or 
man-made disasters. Wood buildings 
burn, rot and are blown apart in 
tornadoes and hurricanes.

RESILIENT  
ICFs create concrete walls that 
are reinforced with rebar, resulting 
in a structure that’s strong, durable 
and can stand up to fire, floods 
and wind.1

LOWER GREENHOUSE 
EMISSIONS
ICF buildings actually save 3-5% in 
reduced greenhouse gas emissions 
over the building’s lifecycle compared 
to wood frame construction.3

SIGNIFICANT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
Deforestation causes 12% of the world’s 
greenhouse gas emissions.4 Impacts 
of wood (forestry) are 250-325% higher 
than concrete.5

EFFICIENT
ICFs create a solid concrete wall with 
continuous insulation that enhances 
energy-efficiency and makes it ideal 
for multi-residential, school and 
commercial buildings.

LACKS CONTINUOUS 
INSULATION
Wood framing has little thermal 
storage capacity and about half the 
insulation value of ICFs. You would 
have to build walls with 2x12s to get 
the same energy performance.2
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