Draft Minutes
Inter-jurisdictional Regulatory

Collaboration Committee

May 22-23, 1997 M eeting

Los Angeles, California
1. Attendance

Mr Tomiyoshi Ogawa, Senior Officer, Building Guidance Division, Ministry of Construction, Japan

Dr Russell Thomas, Senior Advisor, Canadian Codes Centre, National Research Council of Canada

Mr Robert Wible, Executive Director, National Conference of States on Building Codes and Standards, USA
Mr Jon Traw, President, International Conference of Building Officials, USA

Mr Paul Armstrong, Senior Staff Engineer, International Conference of Building Officials, USA

Mr Brian Meacham, Technical Director, Society of Fire Protection Engineers, USA

Ms Beth Tubbs, International Conference of Building Officials, USA

Mr Mike Balch, Deputy Executive Director, Australian Building Codes Board

Mr Norm Bowen, Director - Technical, Australian Building Codes Board

Mr Demetrio Veteri, Director, Housing and Construction Trade, Dept of Industry Science & Tourism, Australia
2. Introductions

Mr Traw welcomed everyone to Los Angeles and invited each member to introduce themselves and provided a brief
outline of their organisation

Australia stated that, whilst very supportive of the project, any outcones
fromthis nmeeting would need to be presented to rel evant Australian
authorities for formal consideration of ongoing Australian involvenent.

3. Election of Committee Chairman and Secretary

It was decided that the election of permanent chair and secretary be held over until the next meeting to allow for the
involvement of all participating countries. Mr Jon Traw was nominated to chair this meeting and Australia
provided the secretariat.



4. Brief Overview of each Countries Performance Based Code
Effort

Each country was asked to provide a brief overview of their performance based codes work:

a) Canada

Canadais currently working on a move towards an objective based code and is aiming to publish the new
performance based code by 2001.

Thisis being undertaking in stages. The first stage is to obtain a clear understanding of the what is currently present
under the prescriptive codes. To this end the Canadians are developing “intent statements’ for each
provision of the current prescriptive code to clearly identify what the intent of each provisionis. In some
cases the provision contains inherit intent. This processisto be completed by mid 1998. They are also
looking at root core intent (Fire Safety, structural stability, etc)

The second stage will be to develop the structure and content of the new objective based code. It is anticipated that
the new code will bein two parts:

Part A Objectives hierarchy

This part will include objectives (rational), sub-objectives and requirements. It is
planned that in the longer term these objectives would remain stable

Part B Acceptable solutions

Acceptable solutions will contain both prescriptive solutions and, where it exists, alternative performance
equivalence. Wherever possible, these will be qualitative.

These proposals are currently under discussion with the provinces.

b) United States

The International Code Council (ICC) is currently working on the development of a performance based building
code to be issued in 2000.

The ICC isanot-for-profit corporation of the three model code organisations; the Building Officials and Code
Administrators International Inc (BOCA), the International Conference of Building Officials (ICBO) and
the Southern Building Code Congress International (SBCCI).

Currently the USA has three prescriptive based codes, and ICC is aiming to have a single performance based code
covering al of the USA.

c) Japan
The activity basically started in 1989 as a result of the trade discussions concerning wood products.
In 1993 basic research for the code was started by the BRI. This research deals with the fire and structural safety

aspects for buildings. In Nov. 1995 the Building Council of the Ministry of Construction commenced
discussion on the performance based code and in March 1997 issued the final report. The outline of the new



performance based code is expected in June 1998. The new performance based building code is expected
to come into effect in July 1999.

The new performance based code is expected to come into effect in July 1998.

The performance based code is being developed on the basis of comparability of prescriptive provisions. The code
will contain the following:

Required Performances:
- Structural Safety
- Fire and Evacuation Safety
- Sanitation and Environment
- Daily Living Safety
- Others
Code Verification Methods:
- Calculation Methods
- Testing Methods
Deemed to satisfy specifications:
- Standard Specifications
- Approved Specifications
Education of the public as to the expectations of the minimum standards will be a major component of the new code.

d) Australia

The Building Codein Australia (BCA) is the responsibility of the Australia Building Code Board (ABCB). The
Board is made up of senior representatives from the Commonwealth and each of the State and Territory
Department responsible for building and construction

The performance based building code will be developed in two stages.

Stage One: Involved putting in place the performance statements related to each of the prescriptive provisions. Stage
Two: will involve the review of the prescriptive provisions for appropriateness.

The BCA consists of two volumes: Volume One covers commercia buildings whilst Volume Two covers residential
buildings (attached or detached dwelling units except stacked units). The new code comesinto effect in
July 1997.

ABCB is pursuing atrain the trainer program as the method of providing training on the performance code for the
country. An amendment will be issued to correct errors and define common terms to understand the code.
A commentary on the code is under devel opment.



5. Discussion as to scope of committee activities

The scope of the project as discussed at the previous meeting held on the 5 March 1997 was re-affirmed.
The agreed scope, thereforeis:

To develop amodel performance regulatory framework which will encompass policy issues, administrative issues,
legidlative and legal elements, verification and validation methods.

It was agreed that the document should be capable of providing assistance to key playersin a country to clarify
issues that will need to be addressed and suggest possible approaches in the move to a performance based
code.

Mr Ogawa stated that he felt this was a valuable process and agreed to the scope as it would provide aforum to
exchange ideas between countries. However, Mr Ogawa said that Japan was unable to provide significant

input until early next year. This arrises from the fact that they are currently working on the release of their
new code.

6. Membership

The membership of the group was discussed with representatives agreeing that in the first instance countries with
performance based code experience (either PBC in place or being devel oped) be invited to participate.

The following countries are to be approached to participate:

Country Person responsible for approach
United Kingdom 77

New Zealand Australia

Spain Dr Russell Thomas

(Norway/Sweden/Finland) ????? Brian Meacham
Existing Participants

Untied States

Japan

Canada

Australia

Existing participates to inform the interim secretariat asto how they wish their representation listed. eg USA
represented by ICBO, ICC or listed individuals.

7.  Workgroup Status

The status of the working group was discussed.



Dr Russel Thomas proposed that the group work within the parameters of the CIB TG11. Concern was expressed
regarding the ability to move the process along and the need for the group to remain task focused.

Dr Russell indicated that the flexibility existed within TG11 to excellerate the meeting timetable of TG11 to cater for
this project.

Discussion centred on the belief that the group should remain separate of existing structures and pursue the agreed
scope within a 1-2 year timeframe. All representatives agreed.

8. Structure of Proposed Framework

The group discussed a structure for the proposed framework including the various components that the group will
need to develop.

Attached is the draft structure was agreed to.

It was agreed that individual countries prepare a detailed outline of the allocated sections of the structure for
consideration at the next meeting.

The following was the agreed allocation of work:

Section Country

1.0 USA (with input from Japan)

21 USA (with input from Japan)

22 USA (with input from Japan)

23 Australia (with input from NZ and Dr Thomas)
24 Australia

25 Canada

9. Future meeting dates

Future meetings were discussed with the following agreed to:

Meeting Date Location/Host

August 1997 Option 118-20 Aug British Colombia (Canada)
Option 227& 28 July

November 1997 10- 13 Nov Tokyo (Japan)

February 1998 TBC (not last week of Feb) Sydney (Australia)

May 1998 WOBO Conference Maui (USA)

2-9 May 1998



It was agreed that the final report should be available for release by the 30 June 1998.



DRAFT OUTLI NE

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT TOCL FOR PERFORMANCE- BASED REGULATORY DEVELOPMENT,
| MPLEMENTATI ON, USE, AND ENFORCEMENT

Thi s docunent is intended to be an overview of the process for inplenmentation
of a performance-based regul atory system and how the reader can use the
i nformati on provided in the various sections to identify and address the
key issues of the devel opment and inpl enentation process in a | ogica
and orderly nanner.

0.0 Executive Summary

1.0 Managing the Change Process (Introduction)

This section provides guidance for nanaging the entire devel opnent,
i mpl enent ati on, use, and enforcement process for performance-based
regul atory system including include:

(=Y

. I nt erdependence of issues.

2. Ti m ng/ phasi ng.

3. Costs (resources, cost-benefit anal yses, etc.).
4. Resource nmanagenent.

5. Opportunities for collaboration (technical and non-technical, intra- and
inter- jurisdictional)

6. Conmmuni cati on (di ssem nati on)

7. Devel opi ng ownership

8. Trade inpact (intra- and inter-jurisdictional)
9. Benefits

10. Concer ns

11. Pronotion (marketing)

12. Who manages (public/private)

13. Managi ng rel ati onshi ps with other agenci es.

2.0 Issues

This section identifies the critical (key) issues that needs to be addressed,
how they interrelate, and how they may be addressed. Detailed treatnent of
each issue is provided in the appendi ces.

2.1 Current Technology Assessment

This category is intended to identify and assess:



What we have with regard to technology to support a performance-based
system

How wel | the current technol ogy works.
Does the current technol ogy do what we need.

What gaps exist in the current technol ogy.

Areas to be addressed include:

9.

10.

Addi t

1

2.

10.

11.

12.

Engi neeri ng eval uati on tools.

Engi neeri ng design tools.

Basic material data

Material test data.

Construction met hods.

Informati on access tools (e.g., docunents, conputer technol ogy, etc.)
Enf orcenent tools (e.g., prescriptive code).

Val i dation tools.

Verification tools.

Data (e.g., validation, verification, design, |loss, test, etc.)
onal concerns:

Agents (outside influences, such as seisnmc, fire, wind, etc.).

nj ects being inpacted by agents (buildings, components, systens,
materials, etc.)

Response of objects to inmpact by agents (coll apse, deformation, off-
gassing, etc.).

VWho is going to perform assessments?

Who will keep track of assessnents?
Wo will dissem nate information?
How wi I | information be di ssem nated?

Test met hodol ogi es.

Technol ogy availability (user and devel oper).
I nf ormati on managemnent .

Usability of technol ogy.

Consensus of need and needs.



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

2.2

Construction practices (traditional practices/nethods/ m ndsets)
Identification of technology area (fire, materials, durability, etc.).
Research capabilities/availability.

Reliability of solutions.

Fundi ng (who and how).

Assessnment of test results and nethods (perception of test results and
dat a) .

Syst em ver sus conponent assessnent.

Recogni ti on of assessing authority (special interest bias).
Sensitivity, Uncertainty Analysis, safety factors.
Reliability of data.

Col | aborati on on assessnents.

Systemtool s versus conponent tools (and sol utions).

Technology Development

This category is intended to identify :

a.

VWhat new technol ogy i s needed.

How wi || the new technol ogy get devel oped.

VWo will devel op the new technol ogy.

Where will the resources cone fromfor technol ogy devel oprent.

How wi Il the gaps (identified in Current Technol ogy Assessment) be
filled.

Do the gaps (identified in Current Technol ogy Assessnent) need to be
filled.

Areas to be addressed include:

Engi neeri ng eval uati on tools.

Engi neeri ng design tools.

Basic material data

Material test data.

Construction met hods.

I nformati on access tools (e.g., docunents, conputer technol ogy, etc.)

Enf orcenent tools (e.g., prescriptive code).



8. Val i dation tools.
9. Verification tools.
10. Data (e.g., validation, verification, design, |loss, test, etc.)

Additional concerns:

1. Agents (outside influences, such as seisnmic, fire, wind, etc.).

2. hj ects being inpacted by agents (buildings, conponents, systens,
materials, etc.)

3. Response of objects to inpact by agents (coll apse, deformation, off-
gassing, etc.).

4, Who is going to perform assessnments?

5. VWio will keep track of assessnents?

6. Who will dissem nate infornation?

7. How wi Il information be di sseni nated?

8. Test nmet hodol ogi es.

9. Technol ogy availability (user and devel oper).

10. I nformati on nmanagenent .

11. Usability of technol ogy.

12. Consensus of need and needs.

13. Construction practices (traditional practices/nethods/ m ndsets)

14. Identification of technology area (fire, materials, durability, etc.).
15. Research capabilities/availability.

16. Reliability of solutions.

17. Fundi ng (who and how) .

18. Assessnment of test results and nethods (perception of test results and
dat a) .

19. System ver sus conponent assessnent.

20. Recogni ti on of assessing authority (special interest bias).

21. Sensitivity, Uncertainty Analysis, safety factors.

22. Reliability of data.
23. Col | abor ati on on assessnents.

24. Systemtool s versus conponent tools (and sol utions).



25. Recogni ti on of devel oper/recogni zing authority (who
accept s/ recogni zes/ deens devel oper and technology to be ‘*ok’")

26. Conpatibility of solutions across borders (language, conputing
envi ronnent, assunptions, term nology/taxonomnmy, etc.).

27. Under st andi ng of term nol ogy/taxonony used.

28. Repeatability, scale-ability, applicability of test data to design

sol uti ons.
29. Devel opnent of test technol ogies, materials, nethods, etc.
30. Under st andi ng, use, and application of existing and energi ng sci ence

(see above).

31. Information ‘‘push’’ (availability, distribution, need to ensure user
gets required info, acknow edgnent that information received..
especi ally when problens found with technol ogy and change/ nodi fi cati on
i s required)

32. Identify and dissemnate limtations.

33. Dat a/i nformati on gathering tools, nethods, mechani sms (ENFIRS, CONFIRE
etc., raw and anal yzed).

34. Liability related to devel opnment and use of tool

35. Liability related to restraints on solution devel opment (e.g.
environnental inpact of fire tests).

36. Qual ity assessnent and quality control (e.g., |SO 900X)
37. Quantitative versus qualitative anal ysis.

38. Qut side i nfluences affecting devel opnent (i.e., political, cultural
societal, noral, etc.)

39. Limtations on devel opnment due to return on investnment (RO).

Conti nue Technol ogy Assessment with the new y devel oped technol ogi es.

2.3 Education

This area is intended to identify who needs to be educated, what the education
i ssues are, and what concerns need to be addressed. These issues should
be considered in the context of the cultural, societal, economc, and
| egal environnent in which the performance-based systemw || be
i mpl enented and used. These issues include:

1. Curriculum (to be expanded and detail ed).
2. Audi ences (to be expanded and det ail ed)
3. Attitude of participants (e.g., building surveyor, insurer, owner,

desi gner, public, etc.).

4. Attaining ‘‘buy-in” fromthe participants (i.e., getting themto have a
sense of ownership). This includes organizational (professional groups,



10.

11.

12.

government, code devel opers, enforces, trade groups, public, etc.) and
i ndi vi dual buy-in.

Address the perceived threat to individuals (e.g., enployment,
liability).

Provi ders.

Availability and accessibility of education (e.g., cost, tine
requi renents, |ocation, etc.).

The delivery system (to be expanded and detail ed).
Train-the-trainers.

Qualifications, competency, and certification (devel opers, providers,
users of education)

Reducti on of societal risk and mai nt enance of standards.

Timng (i.e., when and how nuch for each audi ence).

Additional items:

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Lim tati ons on use of tools.

Eval uation of current curriculum (availability and content of
‘““institutional’’ prograns)

Encour agenment of new prograns (nake it clear why education is needed).

Availability of formal curriculum (offering of prograns by
institutions).

Mai nt enance of qualification, accreditation, and certifications
(teachers, professionals,.)

Identify who, what, where, why, how, at what |evel, and by whom

Tuning (tailoring) of naterial to audiences and refining course
mat eri al s (feedback).

Devel opnent of effective training tools (understand recipient mndsets
and prejudices, and still provide what is needed).

Est abl i shing formal feedback nmechani sm

Fundi ng opportunities (where are funds, can one assess fees, grants,
etc.)

Provi de ni xed-constituency education and discussion forums (i.e.,
engi neers and enforcers, public and |l egislators, etc.).

Conti nui ng education (nmandatory and vol untary).
Practical versus academc (faculty, content, and need).

Publ i c education and awareness (inpact, needs: second and third tier
effort).



15. Who is responsible for organizing and delivering education and

prof essi onal training (designer, building, etc... consensus of need).

16. Identify and address outside influences that inmpact a perfornmance
system

17. I ncl ude how a performance design inpacts continued building, system and

conponent use and mmi nt enance.

18. Need to maintain design docunentation and keep it avail abl e.

2.4 Public Policy Issues

This area is intended to address the public policy issues that need to be
addressed for successful devel opment, inplenentation, use, and enforcenent of
a performance-based regul atory system These issues should be considered in
the context of the cultural, societal, econonic, and | egal environnent in

whi ch the perfornmance-based systemw || be inplenmented and used. These issues
i ncl ude:
1. Legi sl ative reform
2. Tort reform (legal systemreform.
3. Public expectations (e.g., safety, property loss, risk, etc.).
4, The ‘‘buy-in” (feeling of ownership and inclusion) of all parties
i nvol ved.
5. Educati on of the non-technical segnents and associated fundi ng.
6. Fundi ng for needed research
7. The need for regulation (i.e., how nuch regulation is needed).
8. Cost - benefit issues (and anal yses).
9. Rel ationship and “‘fit’’ with other public policies.
10. Trade ramifications (internal, external, and intragovernnental).
11. Level s of government affected (responsibility, span [horizontal], and

depth [vertical])

12. QO her legislation (relationship with other regul atory systens, interna
and external).

Additional issues:

1. Identify and address outside influences that inmpact a perfornmance
system

2. I ncl ude how a performance design inpacts continued building, system and
conponent use and mmi ntenance (all participants, education).

3. Need to maintain design docunentation and nmake it avail abl e.

4. Devel op tools to aid decision-making with regard to public expectations

(e.g., risk and risk perceptions).



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Under st andi ng ot her public policy systens.

Does the public know what they what?

CGovernment regul ation or self-regulation?

Devel opnent of regulatory tools (alternatives to regul ations).
| mpact of perfornance-based codes on affordability.

Enphasi s on mai nt enance.

Provide forums to discuss risk and acceptable risk.

Understand the concepts (ramifications) of multiple | evels of
per f or mance.

Soci 0- economic systemfit wthin performance system
Who shoul d pay (regul ation, |osses, research, ...)
Framewor k for professional services.

Level of technical conpetence of industry.

Devel op nechani sm for determi ning societal goals, objectives,
related criteria.

and

I nternational standards activities relationship (viewpoints on).

Nati onal /1 ocal policy on adopting/referencing standards.

Val ue of devel opi ng nodel legislation in multijurisdictional countries.

Dealing with protectionism

Shoul d performance be quantifiable and if so how?
Public policy inplenentation (phasing, staging, etc.).
Conmuni cation in |layman’'s ternmns.

| npact of |anguage policy (multiple |anguages, etc.).
Managi ng the political environment.

Proactive versus reactive (policy based on addressi ng hazard
reacting to disaster).

Vol untary change versus forced (enforced) change.

Freedom on access to information (policy for access to information).

Met hod of /for identification of players (who can effect a change and who

cannot) .

nst ead

Creation, recognition, and mai ntenance of a responsive environnent.



32. Conmitrment (to the policy) by the people who can and do effect policy

change.
33. Sustai ning policy direction
34. Retrofit issues caused by change in requirements (existing building,

accessibility)

25 Regulatory Infrastructure Support

This area is intended to address the regul atory infrastructure conponents and
requi renents that need to be addressed for successful devel oprent,

i mpl enent ati on, use, and enforcement of a performance-based regul atory system
These issues should be considered in the context of the cultural, societal
econom ¢, and |l egal environment in which the perfornmance-based systemw || be
i npl enented and used. These issues include:

1. The performance-based code (the structure, content, context, support
docunents, etc.).

2. Enabl i ng | egi slation

3. St andards of practice for design

4. Test standards.

5. Mai nt enance st andar ds.

6. Installation (and construction) standards.
7. Enforcenent tools and net hods.

8. Conpl i ance tool s and mnet hods.

9. Interpretation availability (and services).

10. Appeal s net hods (and gui dance).

11. Peer review process gui dance (structure, nethods, support,
qualifications, etc.)

12. Qualifications, conmpetency, and certification (registration/licensing).

13. I nsurance issues (needs, changes, availability, etc.).

14. Liability concerns.

15. Accountability.

16. Self-certification (for conpliance).

17. Accreditation.

18. Conformty assessnent.

19. Eval uati on of products (eval uation services).

20. Legal precedent.



21.

22.

23.

Tort reform
O her |egislation.

Level s of government.

Additional issues:

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Identify and address outside influences that inmpact a perfornmance
system

I ncl ude how a performance design inpacts continued building, system and
conmponent use and mai nt enance.

Record keeping and availability of design information.

Val ue of devel oping nodel legislation in multijurisdictional countries.
Assured access to redress.

Maintain fair conpetition

Pr of essi onal staff.

Require specific mai ntenance program for a specific building and design
Accreditation solutions to maintenance systens.

Need for multiple levels of perfornance and infrastructure to support
multiple levels of performance.

Met hod for recognition of solutions (accreditation, peer-review, 3rd
party certification).

Met hod for consistency in acceptance of sol utions.
Fair conpensation (accountability) for errs and om ssions.

Gui dance (rules) for going fromw dely accepted perfornance solution to
standard to prescriptive solution.

Process for accepting new sol utions.
Recognition of infrastructure inpacts on solutions.

Who funds the ‘“alternative’’ acceptance of alternative'’ solutions.
Sol uti ons avail able as public records (intellectual property rights)?
I ncreased need for record keepi ng technol ogy.

Does one neet the performance requirenment and/or objective?

System for deternining conpetency and performance.

VWho sets acceptance criteria and how are they set?

Mai nt enance of the performance-based code and rel ated standards.



24.
25.
26.

27.

28.
29.
30.
31.

32.

3.0

4.0

Legi sl ative exclusion (exenption for requirenents/conpliance).
Handl i ng of historical buildings (heritage issues).
Gui de docunments for users of perfornmance-based systens.

Mut ual recognition (i.e., laboratory, quality control/quality concerns
st andar ds)

Need to foll ow new t echnol ogy.
Access to fair and inpartial assessment of acts.
Non- conpl i ance ram fications.
Data sharing (intra- and inter-jurisdictional).

| mpact of governnental inmunity on regul atory system

Conclusions and Recommendations

Appendices
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