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In fall 2011, the Building and Safety Standards Branch met with stakeholders to explore two proposals 
for a modern building regulatory system: 

• periodic, random audits of high-risk aspects of Part 3 design and construction; and  
• a better system for the submission and evaluation of alternative solutions. 

Meetings were held in Vancouver (September 20), Kelowna (September 29) and Nanaimo (October 4). 
The feedback we received is summarized in this document. 

Audits 
General comments: A clear distinction was made between audits intended to gather evidence (a 
“snapshot”) and ongoing audits to “compel compliance.” There was considerable support for a one-time 
or periodic snapshot and considerable opposition to ongoing audits to monitor or compel compliance. 
Ongoing audits were thought to introduce another, redundant layer of regulation. One person thought 
an audit team should consist of one building official, one engineer and one architect selected at random, 
somewhat like jury duty. A few people thought audits were unnecessary altogether, either because the 
system is not broken or because we don’t understand the problem. 

Three questions were presented on posters at the Vancouver meeting. Attendees responded with 
comments that are summarized below (question 1 includes responses from the Kelowna and Nanaimo 
meetings). 

1. Based on your experience, what are the key indicators of potentially significant non-compliance 
related to Part 3, 4, 5, 6 and 10?  

Technical key indicators included: 

• Part 3: fire stopping; fire separations; guardrails and handrails; appropriate building 
classification; design and installation of sprinkler systems; accessibility design of ramps, stairs 
and handrails 

• Part 4: structural connectors/wood shear wall hold down anchors/foundation connection 
points; point loading (to foundation); roof diaphragm to wall connection; bracing; gravity and 
lateral load resisting system; design of secondary elements (guards, etc.); correct selection of 
climatic data and correct identification of importance factors 

• Part 5: appropriate design and execution of resistance to heat transfer; appropriate design and 
execution of air barrier and vapour barrier; thermal bridging 

• Part 6: Appropriate ventilation by natural or mechanical means; adequate processes to handle 
carbon monoxide; compliance of mechanical systems with ASHRAE 90.1 and ASHRAE 62.1. 

Some of the key indicators that were submitted related to practice rather than technical requirements; 
for example, quality and completeness of design documents, adequacy of field reviews, inadequate 
coordination of RP disciplines and dependence on mechanical contractors for design of mechanical 
systems.  

It was largely agreed that auditors would need to go onsite and that this could be managed to minimize 
disruption to the project. 

2. When an audit finds significant non-compliance, who should be informed? 

There were a variety of combinations of Registered Professional (RP)/Coordinating Registered 
Professional (CRP)/general contractor/authority having jurisdiction (AHJ)/owner suggested, depending 
on the nature of the audit program (one-time snapshot vs. ongoing compliance monitoring) and 
whether the audits are of buildings under construction or existing buildings. It was pointed out that if 
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major deficiencies were found during audits of existing buildings and the owner was notified, lawsuits 
would undoubtedly follow. A couple of people thought RPs should be informed in advance of an audit, 
“to respond to potential misunderstandings.” A minority perspective was that disclosure of deficiencies 
would “usurp” the primary objective of gathering statistically significant information on compliance (the 
“snapshot” model). 

3. Should owners, RPs or AHJs be able to dispute audit findings? If so, how? 

Some people commented that “a case has not been made for an ongoing compliance-compelling audit 
for which an appeal process might be appropriate,” or that without defining audit purpose and terms of 
reference, the question is premature. Of those who chose one of the suggested options, seven opted for 
professional peer review, two favoured an audit arbitrator and one suggested the CRP. The Appeal 
Board would need a variety of technical experts to draw on; courts would only be a last resort. 

Based on the comments received in the Vancouver meeting, the audit posters were changed for the 
Kelowna and Nanaimo meetings. We kept the first question, but the last two questions were dropped 
and replaced with a question intended to generate comments on which aspects of code administration 
(as opposed to code compliance) audits should examine. 

4. What should an auditor be looking at in relation to code administration? 

Many of the suggestions on what to look at focussed on the Letters of Assurance regime, including CRP 
code analysis; the number and scope of field reviews and field review reports; the consistency of 
architectural drawings with structural, mechanical and electrical drawings; and the completeness of 
drawings for which Letters of Assurance are submitted. Others focussed on local government code 
administration processes; for example, how permit fees relate to services provided, documentation 
management, content and clarity of plan check comments and how Part 3 projects are ‘monitored.’ It 
was also suggested that audits should examine whether local building bylaws include any requirements 
that are ultra vires.  

Alternative Solutions  
The discussions related to alternative solutions primarily focussed on three topics: 

1. Standardized forms for the submittal of alternative solutions, and a guide to submittal and 
evaluation of alternative solutions 

2. A panel of experts to evaluate alternative solutions 
3. Proposals for alternative solutions that are actually requests for code relaxations or requests 

that challenge the fundamental principles of a section of the code 

1. Alternative Solutions Forms and Guides 

Most attendees supported a standardized form, flexible enough to cover a full range of alternative 
solutions, and an accompanying guide included in the Building Code. Most thought that this would assist 
AHJs to evaluate submissions and would also help proponents by establishing consistent submission 
requirements.  

A few people felt that standardized forms were unnecessary as a guide is already available in Division C 
of the Code.   
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2. Panel of Experts 

Feedback on the proposed panel of experts was more varied. Some people thought a panel of experts 
could be used to appeal decisions of an AHJ, others felt that it could evaluate alternative solutions for 
AHJs that do not have the expertise to do so in house. Still others thought that all alternative solutions in 
the province should be submitted to the panel.  

On a less supportive note, some participants thought a panel of experts was unnecessary as third-party 
peer review could accomplish the same goal of obtaining an expert opinion on a complex proposal. 
Some were concerned that a panel of experts could potentially slow down an application process.   

There was an outstanding question as to whether any opinion of a panel of experts related to 
alternative solutions could be held as binding given the issue of municipal liability. There were also 
logistical questions about how a panel would be formed, how a high level of expertise would be 
maintained and how the issue of potentially problematic panel members would be managed.  

3. Beyond Equivalencies  

Approximately half of attendees felt that if alternative solutions were not equivalencies and either 
sought a code relaxation or challenged underlying code assumptions, they should be dealt with 
differently than alternative solutions. They could become code change proposals or could be directed to 
some sort of Provincial appeal process or product approval process. The majority of the other half of 
attendees felt that these types of applications should simply be rejected as they do not meet the 
requirements for presenting an equivalent level of performance, as is required of an alternative 
solution. A minority of participants thought that there should be some mechanism within the alternative 
solutions process to deal with applications that fall into these categories.  


