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I’m here today to present our Ministry’s proposals for a modern building regulatory 
system. We’ve developed these proposals to address issues--identified over the past 
24 years in these system reviews--that remain unresolved. 
 
The proposals we’re going to discuss with you today are designed to respond to the 
needs of a broad range of stakeholders, including local governments.  
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Most concerns expressed by stakeholders fall into two categories – lack of Code 
compliance, which can increase health and safety risks; and inefficient regulatory 
processes that can add to the costs of construction. 
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The concurrent authority provisions of the Community Charter  require local 
governments to obtain Provincial approval of local building standards that go beyond 
the Code. However, the Charter also provides a option for building standards to be 
adopted under other authorities, which sometimes happens. 
 
Local government building standards that go beyond the Code are a major concern 
for builders and developers. We’ve heard that standards that go beyond the Code—
and that vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction--complicate development and can cause 
project delays and increased costs. 
 
In a 2011 survey of over 200 construction sector stakeholders, 43 per cent of 
respondents strongly agreed that inconsistent building standards are a significant 
issue. Another 33 per cent somewhat agreed, for a combined total of 76 per cent. 
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In most of Canada, provincial governments play an active role in interpretation of the 
Building Code by providing authoritative rulings on the meaning and application of 
specific Code provisions. However, BC has historically played a minor role in Code 
interpretation, essentially leaving it up to the building officials in each local 
government to interpret and apply the Code to the best of their ability.  
 
There are often substantial differences in how building officials in different 
jurisdictions interpret the same Code provision. In some cases, individual building 
inspectors may have a different interpretation within the same jurisdiction.  
 
This can create a lot of confusion, delays and added costs that can jeopardize 
projects, especially in the current uncertain economic climate.   
 
In the 2011 construction sector survey, inconsistent Code interpretation was the 
number one issue identified by respondents. 48 per cent of respondents strongly 
agreed that this was an issue; 36 per cent somewhat agreed, for a combined total of 
84 per cent. 
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The Building Code is built on an objective-based framework. The objectives of the 
Code can be met by following prescriptive Code provisions or through the use of 
alternative solutions that meet the objectives in a different way. The proponent of an 
alternative solution must provide evidence to the building official that the it achieves 
an equivalent level of performance as the prescribed method in the Code.  
 
Likewise, when the use of new products and technologies is proposed, building 
officials must evaluate them for their compliance with the Code. 
 
Much like Code interpretation, the evaluation of alternative solutions is “part of the 
job” for local governments that administer the Code. However, it may require building 
departments to conduct a kind of technical analysis they are not necessarily equipped 
to do. There may also be a perception that the approval of an alternative solution can 
expose a local government to undue liability.  As a result, there is a lot of variation 
from one local government to another in how alternative solutions and new products 
and technologies are evaluated and whether they are approved.  
 
Centralized alternative solution and product and acceptable assembly decision 
making could create a more efficient system, with less pressure on local government 
resources.  
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In the 2011 survey, respondents were asked how frequently they saw Code 
deficiencies in large complex building projects, and how much risk the deficiencies 
they saw posed to health and safety.  The responses related to Code requirements for 
fire protection are cause for concern—over 47 per cent of 304 respondents 
occasionally or frequently saw Code deficiencies that they think represent a 
significant risk to health and safety.  Survey respondents saw fewer significant Code 
deficiencies related to structural design, building envelope and mechanical and 
plumbing systems.   
 
This is compelling evidence that Code compliance issues exist. However, we currently 
don’t know enough about the specific nature and extent of the issues to develop 
effective solutions.  
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The kinds of Code deficiencies that are coming to light would appear to indicate that 
the current system is not ensuring that the people who design, build and approve 
buildings always have the Code knowledge and skills they need to do the job 
properly.  
 
Code compliance and building quality can suffer unless these issues are addressed. 
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So, if these are the issues we’ve identified, what are we are proposing? 
 
A uniform Building Code is a key element in a modern building regulatory system. 
A uniform Code means there would be no local building standards that go beyond the BC Building Code and the standards it references. 
The Province would review any variation proposed by a local government; if approved, the variation would be implemented through either a 
Code change or a Provincial regulation (rather than a local government bylaw). The construction sector strongly supports one Building Code 
throughout BC. 
 

Interpretations: This means that the Province would assume a leadership role in providing both authoritative (binding) Building Code 
interpretations and credible, non-binding interpretations at Code users’ request. Provincial interpretations give building officials somewhere to 
turn for authoritative decisions on the meaning and application of the Code.  
Both building officials and the construction sector have repeatedly asked the Province to provide this service. 
  
Provincial Guidance: 
•We are developing a guide to help proponents develop alternative solution submissions and to assist local governments in their evaluation. 
•We are proposing to establish a Provincial body of technical experts who could evaluate and approve alternative solutions and new products and 
technologies for use throughout the province. We expect the body of experts could be very helpful to building departments that lack the 
expertise to evaluate complex alternative solutions or that are reluctant to assume additional risk. It also reduces the need for each local 
government to spend staff time reaching its own decision on the use of a new product or technology.  
 
Random third-party audits of active construction projects would determine how widespread the kinds of Code deficiencies that we’re hearing 
about actually are.  
If problems are identified, audits can also clarify what kinds of solutions would be most effective.  
Audits would consist of a combination of site visits during construction and review of project drawings.  Code compliance would be measured 
through a review of “key indicators” that would identify issues in high-risk areas of Parts 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 of the Building Code. Audits would also 
include observations on local government and professional Code administration processes.    
We do not expect audits to create any additional Code administration requirements for local governments or any loss of local government 
discretion in this area.  
 
Qualifications: We’re also proposing to make a start on ensuring that the people in the system have the Code knowledge and skills that they 
need to get more consistent, Code-compliant outcomes. Specifically, we’re proposing mandatory certification of building officials and 
qualification requirements for residential builders of four units or less.  
 
Stakeholder Advisory Board: We would also like to formalize our consultation relationship with all the key stakeholder groups in the 
construction sector – including local governments –  to help us continue to maintain and improve the system. We are proposing a minister-
appointed advisory body that would review information and feedback from audits and other sources and provide advice on how to move forward.  
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The Province would partner with the Building Officials’ Association of BC (BOABC), which would 
administer the certification program. All building officials employed by local governments would be 
required to join the BOABC and obtain BOABC certification over a four-year transition period. Two 
groups would be exempted: senior managers who do not play an active role in Code administration or 
enforcement and architects and engineers whose job descriptions require that designation. 
 
The BOABC has 486 local government building officials among its members. We aren’t sure exactly 
how many building officials aren’t members, but we do know this represents a large proportion of the 
building officials in BC. The BOABC currently offers its members a voluntary certification program. Of 
the 486 members who are building officials, approximately 75 per cent (361) are certified.  
 

There would be three levels of certification corresponding to three categories of building construction, 
each of increasing complexity: 
 

•  Level 1 – one and two-family dwellings regulated under Part 9 of the Building Code; 
•  Level 2 – other buildings regulated under Part 9 of the Building Code, including some small 
commercial buildings; and 
•  Level 3 – larger or more complex buildings regulated under Part 3 of the Building Code, 
such as hospitals, schools and high-rise condo buildings.  
 

Certified building officials would need to earn continuing professional development (CPD) credits to 
maintain their certification. 
   
The proposal would also limit building officials to job functions that correspond to their certification 
level. For example, only a Level 3 building official would be able to work on a hospital, school or high-
rise condo project. Building officials who are aiming for certification at a given level, but have not yet 
met the examination or work experience requirements would register with the BOABC as interns.  
Their work would be subject to supervision by a more senior building official until they have gained 
enough experience to successfully write the necessary exam(s) and meet work experience 
requirements. 
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So what does all this mean to local governments? 
 
A uniform Code means: 
There would be no local building standards that go beyond the BC Building Code and the 
standards it references. 
There would be a transition period for existing bylaws that include building standards to 
achieve uniformity with the Building Code. During the transition period, the Province would 
work with local governments and the construction sector to find solutions to key issues (like 
fire sprinklers) that would increase consistency while addressing local needs. 
 
Local governments would still have the full range of planning and zoning tools to work with, 
such as development permit area agreements.  
 
One option for funding system improvements, like Provincial Code interpretations and the 
Provincial body of experts to review alternative solutions, would be a modest levy on building 
projects (on the value of construction). As the issuers of building permits, local governments 
would be in the best position to collect the levy on the Province’s behalf.  
 
Provincial services like Code interpretation and expert evaluation of alternative solutions and 
new products could offer cost savings to local governments. Building departments would 
have the option to seek interpretations from the Province, or refer complex and time-
consuming alternative solutions and new product and technology approval requests to the 
Provincial body for decision. 
 
Building official certification would impact local governments in a number of ways. Number 
one would be costs--we’ve developed some cost projections. 
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This is a projection of the costs for an uncertified building official to become certified 
at Level 1, 2 or 3. Because there is a four-year transition period, this cost could be 
incurred in one year, or over two, three or four years, depending on how long it takes 
the building official to become certified. Level 3 costs more because there are five 
Level 3 exams, rather than just one. The BOABC membership fee of $448 is an 
additional annual cost during the certification process. 
 

•  As stated in the white paper on building official certification, a Level 1 building 
official can work on one- and two-family dwellings. 
•  In addition, a Level 2 building official can also work on small commercial buildings 
regulated by Part 9 of the Building Code. 
•  A Level 3 building official can work on any type of building. 
 

Once a building official is certified, the cost per year for BOABC membership and the 
continuing professional development (CPD) required to maintain certification would 
range from $448 to $738, depending on the cost of the CPD options. 
 
Costs could also be incurred if a local government does not have a higher-level 
building official to work on a large, complex building project. In this example, local 
government A has a service contract with local government B to issue building 
permits and conduct inspections (with services provided once per week for 48 
weeks), at a cost of $5700. In another example, we heard that one local government 
simply pays the wages of another local government’s building official when he is 
working on its behalf. 
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Sound governance principles call for any regulatory scheme to be administered by 
people with the right qualifications and experience. Having qualified building officials 
who only work on projects that correspond to their level of certification helps a local 
government manage the risk inherent in Code administration. It also ensures that a 
local government does not adopt a regulatory policy that it does not have the 
resources to carry out.  
 

Certification of building officials would increase uniformity in Code application and 
enforcement, and ultimately building safety, by ensuring that the individuals who 
review plans and inspect buildings under construction are qualified to do so. 
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With the help of your feedback, we expect to finalize this package of proposals and 
make recommendations on how to proceed within the next few months.  
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We have a long-term vision of an online portal to the built environment, that would 
include all information on any aspect of building project development, from 
conception through to completion. All the transactions along the way could be 
completed and tracked online.  
 
Developing such a system would be a partnership project, building on the online 
functionality that many BC local governments have already developed.  
 
Experience in other jurisdictions demonstrates that this online portal approach can 
pay huge dividends in streamlining the system, improving everyone’s understanding 
of what’s required when, and reducing costs for all parties concerned.  
 
But this can only happen with the active cooperation and collaboration of everyone 
involved. 
 
We look forward to opening discussions about what this portal could look like in the 
not too distant future.  
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