Terms of Reference
Projects 12 and 13 - Construction Monitoring, Passive Fire and Post
Construction Compliance

OBJECTIVES

e To explore the relationship between liability, responsibility, reascnable grounds and
construction monitoring with a view to agreeing roles and responsibility; and

¢ To promote robust and sustainable efficiencies within the certification and po

construction phases of buildings to ensure that buildings fire safety measures remai

adequate throughout their lifecycle.

BACKGROUND

protection and information documenting passive fire protection in
The question of adequacy within the existing building stock
inefficiencies in the ongoing inspection and maintenance of cogmercia‘” :
system). Stakeholders have also voiced concerns regarding the process of
compliance certificate, bringing into question the relationskd

reasonable grounds, liability and responsibility.

ly .
“joint and several” principle; the ramifications *
alleviate the problem.

Past history has shown that the likelihood tha lems ingthisispace can be reduced or managed
with guidance or policy is at best |o 3 . that MBIE needs to create an
environment to stimulate, encourag i ers to facilitate sector driven
initiatives with MBIE in support. This it likel i of these projects to be tested by
the Working Groups. -

THE PROCESS
20st construction compliance are features of
the fire regulatory syst ed. As such the probability that the different
Working Groups will a ym2- point i ecycle be identifying the exact same issues is
extremely high g

eventuality.

. mpliance, (PCC), and Construction Monitoring, (CM). The Task Group’s
brief is te: ook holistically @isthe Fire Regulatory System identifying areas of possible improvement
whilst co?\%‘sidering cai al dependency and interdependency. The Task Group's
conclusions will then ke fod into three separate Working Groups each expected to be working at a
macro level within tise ¢

ogy it is expected to limit the risk of overlaps in Steering Group
re importantly the direction the Task Group sets for each Working Group
bustness and value to the overall solution. A similar process albeit in a much
& was successfully adopted for project 2 ANARP, where a Task Group acted to
.areas of dysfunction, thus allowing the Working Group to hone in directly on
aspects of the process. This enabled the ANARP Working Group to consider the
lems 't a root cause level rather than simply addressing the symptoms of the problem.




STAKEHOLDER GROUPS

Assembling a well-rounded mix of representative voices that characterise the views of each
stakeholder groups is seen as a key aspect to these projects. Stakeholders relevant to the Task
Group have been carefully considered and identified in Table 1 Appendix A. The proposed make-up
of the Task Group is set out in Table 2.

TASK GROUP

Non Council Stakeholder Representation
The function of the Task Group is such that its members need to be respected leaders who can
objectively and proactively air the views of the stakeholders they represent in the context of th
totality of the fire regulatory system. They also need to be strategic thinkers who are unlikely
get bogged down in the detail yet regognise the richness and value detail can add. Such peo
are indeed rare and with this in mind it is proposed to invite those who heag'u various face:
of the applicable stakeholder groups listed in_Table 1 Appendix A. The n¢ i :

With specific regard to BCA and TA representation it is proposed th CA
Auckland Council, (AC), and Christchurch City Council, (CCC), ask Group.
The disparate and fractured nature of the BCAs is briefly disc for the
purposes of this aspect of the proposal the unique pressus hem to
implement processes to cope. As such they are seen s and carry
significant influence within the fire regulatory system. not to bring

their strategic insight and ability to shape the system

Group and in doing so have trust in the
be well respected in their field of exp
that allows them to speak on behalf

With the exception of BCAs/TA
Table 1 Appendix A to nominaie

BCAs and TAs
The input from this staké
sector that is not uni

nsultation has been representative of a
e place on their input has been carefully

balanced. To allow behalf of this sector it is proposed to consult with
the various clus se cluster representatives can then be brought
together to deci o119 their number is best suited to represent their views

in the variou ” rompted to discuss and reach agreement on how the
governapce

epresentatives are listed below

Central, (Grant Rigby Palmerston North)
Wellington, (Shane Taane Wellington)
Mainland, (Wayne Roden, Christchurch
and Kathy Stubs Waimakariri)

Southern, (Neil McLeod, Dunedin)

ho are objective. It is therefore proposed that we discuss the role of chair with the key
parties starting with our internal key stakeholders prior to confirming chairs for each Working
Group.



PEAK BODY NOMINATIONS
Throughout the life of the Fire Programme we have been reaching out to various stakeholder
groups and individuals, discussing with them our work and encouraging them to formally express
an interest if they believed they could add value to the Fire Programme. To date this methodology
has been the predominant way in which we have put together the Working Groups. We have also
been actively engaging with various peak bodies, encouraging them to discuss the programme
with their members believing that this would stimulate interest in our work. Initially this approach
was slow to produce results but gradually our message has gained traction and of late we have
experienced an influx of interest in these three Working Groups. To maintain this momentum we
requested, and received Working Group member nominations from the Association of Building
Compliance, (ABC), Fire Protection Association of NZ, (FPANZ), and the Socie
Engineers, (SFPE). These nominations have been included and highlighted i
Appendix 1.

GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE .
The output from the Task Group will be formulated into discussion p
MBIE Fire Review Steering Group (FRSG) for approval. Once approved
this information into the Working Groups thus setting the scope 2nd constramts for .
projects. Outputs from the Working Groups will be proposed t FPSG for appros

Dependencies
Project 2 Alterations to Existing Buildings
Project 4 Consenting Process

project 6, Alternative Solutions

Project 7 Review of the Acceptable Soluti
Project 10, Structural Stability
Project 12, Passive Fire

Project 13, Construction Monitaring

Milestones

s 13w June 2016 - Steeringzsr
Proceed

s 18t July — BCA Clust

Task and Working G

e 25wt July - Task ge

project restraintf

%\qomg throughout the life of the Task and Working Groups
ust 2016 (Project timeline permitting).

1ring, 5 December 2016 (Project timeline permitting).
riCompliance, 5" December 2016 (Project timeline permitting).
zecember 2016 (Project timeline permitting).
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APPENDIX A

. O e v I O E EA AR Sl Lt
Grant building Consents and

issue CCC's

electricians,
plumbers,
telecommunications
engineers efc.

Building Owners

Insurers

TA’s Statutory Enforce the ongoing fire safety compliance of existin
buildings
Fire Engineers Commercial | Design fire safety features in buildings
Designers Commercial | Incorporate the Fire Engineers recomm
design
New Zealand Fire Statutory When required under s.46 proviég
Service Notify and advise TA's regardigs
Approve evacuation schemes.
Fire Protection Commercial | Install Fire Safety Systems
Installers
Fire Protection Commercial
Maintenance
Companies
Fire Safety Advisors | Commercial
Independent Commercial
Qualified People,
(IQP’'s)
Main Contractors Commercial
ndertake building work in
1lding Consent
Sub-contractors, Commercial uding making alterations to fire

ir btildings are safe and sanitary

e

Mike Cox

Peter Laurenson
o Doug Naylor
Chriseshurch Council, Leonie Rae
Pool BCA £ Neil McLoed
IFE Mark Probert- Southern
SFPE Geoff Merryweather

Scott Lawson

Matt Paterson

Rob Dalton

O N OV U B W N =

Graham Dilks




Mike Cox

Rebekah Henderson

Jason Godsmark

Auckland Council

Rose MclLauglan

Christchurch City Council

Wayne Roden

Co-operative BCA

Vinh Tran, (Lakes Coast)

Co-operative BCA

Kathy Stubs, (Mainland)

FPANZ

Nicky Marshali

IFE

Michael Clifford

SFPE

Geoff Merryweather

ACENZ

Ant Walker

ABC

Ron Green

bt =t OO0 [N O U [0 [N [

ICNZ

John Lucas

Laura Stockton

MBIE

MBIE

Independent

MBIE

Auckland Council

Co-operative TA

Co-operative TA

Co-operative TA

FPANZ

FPANZ

ABC

Ministry of Education

=t OO0 [N OV B (W [N [

IRHACE

Reébekah Henderson

“Dave Gittings

Ed Claridge

s

Co-operative”

Wayne Roden, (Mainland)

Grant Rigby, (Central)

FPANZ

Jake Symes

Paul Ryan

Ron Green

Greg North

WI0IN[OV U B [WIN -

David Ong

Rob Wilks

Grant Pri




MBIE, (Chair’
Auckland Council
Christchurch Counail

Co-operative BCA

1

2

3

4

5 __| IFE, (Institute of Fire Engineers)

& | SFPE, (Society of Fire Protection
7

8

E

10

Wellingtois
E£ngingers) Mainiand
FPANZ, {Fire Protection el

8% Southern

Association, NZ) E 3
Property Council NZ A
ACENZ, (Assotiation of Consultia

Engineers)

NZFS, {NZ Fire Service)¥
111 IPENZ, (Institute of Pre
Engineers NZ}

S - 1 | CDC, (Chair), (Carterton District
L TBC, {Chair

Coungil)

2 | MBIE
3.} Auckiand Councl
4 | Co-operative TA
5| Co-operative TA
6 | Co-operative TA
7 FPANZ, (Fire Protection
Association, NZ}
FPANZ, {Fire Protection
Association, NZ
ABC, {Association of Building

Auckland Council
Co-operative BCA
i__| Co-operative BCA

FPANZ, (Fire Protection
|association, Nz) |
FPANZ, (Fire Protection
Association, NZ

ABC, (Association of Building
Compliance

| Auckland Cou

JIFD? glnsn% e of Fire Engineers)
EFPLY ty of Fire Protection

g
6
7
nEErs) g |
3
19

L SFPE, (Scaiety of Fire Protection
Compliance NZTHCINT Institute of Architects) Engineers)

10 | Ministry of Education p@g {Assouation of Building Chorus

11 | IRHACE, {Institute of Compliance

NZIA, (NZ Institute of Architects;
JCNZ, (Insurance Coundll NZ) 11 | NZDSM, (Combined forum for

NZFS, {NZ Fire Service) || Universities)

IPENZ, (Institute of Professional 12 | IRHACE, {Institute of
Engineers NZ) Refrigeration, Heating & Air
Conditioning Enaineers Nz) |
13 | NZFS, {NZ Fire Service}

Refrigeration, Heating & Al
Cenditioning Engineers NZ2
12 | NZFS, (NZ Fire Service)
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Purpose and pre-meeting actions

Purpose and
recommendations

The purpose of this document is to present a proposed problem definition
and set of issues for discussion and input from the working group.

It is recommended that the working group:

a) consider the material in this paper (before 1 September)
b) provide feedback either before or during the meeting, and
c) agree on a problem definition and set of issue .

Pre-meeting
considerations for
the working group

In order to ensure we make the most of your t

a1 September, it is
recommended that you consider, in ter i

construction mo

¢ What are your concerns?

*  Whatissues are you expei

*  What evidence do you
there are issues in thi




Background

Extensive
engagement in late
2014

2012 changes did
not directly affect
post construction
compliance

A number of long
standing issues
identified

MBIE undertook an extensive stakeholder engagement programme with
industiry and sector groups in late 2014 to gather feedback on changes made
in 2012 to the Building Code Clauses for Protection from Fire (and the
supporting documents, Acceptable Solutions and Verification Method).

standing issues emerged
2d to the 2012 changes:

Three new workmg

groups have beei
set up

Bassive Fire Protection

Construction Monitoring

Post Construction Compliance.

ear that various similarities exist within these three different topics.
nce, the same issues may be raised and the risk of duplication in any
roposed solutions is high. With this in mind, a “Task Group” has been
formed to set the direction for each of the working groups and decrease the
risk of duplication.




Proposed Problem Definition

Proposed problem The proposed problem definition for discussion, refinement and expansion as
definition necessary is:

The BWoF system is applied inconsistency and inefficiently. The framework
is not clear and does not provide adequate provisions for the purpose to b
achieved.

be a more detailed set of issues/concerns and root.zau

¢

Concerns raised to
date




Potential root causes and solutions

Potential root Stakeholder feedback received in late 2014 contained views on what the
causes potential root causes of the problem might be, namely:

e lLack of certainty about what systems are specified systems, coupled
with varying beliefs about what should be a specified system
resulting in inconsistencies.

¢ The retrospective nature of the present BWoF
where a compliance schedule procedure is misz .
BWoF cannot be issued for that 12 mofith' pe

Building owners lack or lose or never« '

performance tests
sh whether systems

There has .ol | on of the issues in this area and so

Potential solutions :
there are |- i It that have been discussed. Here are

for discussion

of the existing specified system list.

be issued based on current system performance to
WoF purpose rather than based on the completion of
compliance schedule procedures (form 12A

conjunction with the CCC issue and a BWoF be issued at that point

rather than waiting a year)?
- Do provisions around compliance schedule issue, enforcement and
compliance schedule amendments need to be reviewed to ensure

they provide robust processes?




Success factors

What success might  The working group should think about what success might look like — for
look like instance it may be:

¢ Having a robust, clear, consistent and flexible post construction
compliance process where the outcomes add value, are
proportionate to risk and don’t act as a barrier.

It would be useful to know how we might measure so
able to determine whether we have been successf
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13 September

The purpose of this paper is to definition

and set of issues for distussion and input £renmzhe @ orking group.




Purpose and pre-meeting actions

Purpose and The purpose of this document is to present a proposed problem definition
recommendations and set of issues for discussion and input from the working group.

It is recommended that the working group:

a) consider the material in this paper (before 13 September)
b) provide feedback either before or during the meeting, and
c) agree on a problem definition and set of issued.

Pre-meeting In order to ensure we make the most of your tim
considerations for recommended that you consider, in term

th ki
e working group e Whatare your concerns?

* What issues are you exp
What evidence do you s

>n we need in order to

> please canvas others’




Background

Extensive
engagement in late
2014

MBIE undertook an extensive stakeholder engagement programme with
industry and sector groups in late 2014 to gather feedback on changes made
in 2012 to the Building Code Clauses for Protection from Fire (and the
supporting documents, Acceptable Solutions and Verification Method).

A number of long
standing issues
identified

need to be addressed. However, a number of |
from the stakeholder feedback that were not

Three new working

groups have been
set up




Proposed Problem Definition

Proposed problem The proposed problem definition for discussion, refinement and expansion as
definition necessary is:

Stakeholders question the adequacy of passive fire protection within our
existing building stock and for the construction of new buildings. Passive
fire protection that is inadequate has the potential to make buildings
unsafe. -

Concerns raised to
date

v',ewprotection issues uncovered in the
work has indicated that the

! hitp://www.nzherald.co.nz/business/news/article.cfm?c_id=3&obijectid=11526638

4



Proposed Problem Definition, cont’d

Potential root Stakeholder feedback received in late 2014 contained views on what the
causes potential root causes of the problem might be, namely:

» Passive fire protection is an unregulated aspect of Building Work.
s Itis sometimes unclear who is responsible for the design, installatio
checking and maintenance of passive fire protection systems.

¢ Building Owners generally place much¥
to undertake alteration work to their@

e Passive fire protection is only
a building having active fi
adequately recognise th

ar?y equal risk (eg,
of passive fireas a

2 fuily compliant fire
cold smoke to pass through

ato question the ylidi
em‘ication/sta&a{ar

around passive fire (and potentially
hat passive fire is {(includes) and

3

2 This has been backed up by the 2008 BRANZ sponsored study which surveyed passive fire protection in 100
commercial buildings



Potential solutions

Potential solutions Stakeholder feedback received in late 2014 also contained views on what
some of the potential solutions might be, namely:

e Anincreased knowledge of passive fire protection systems and fire
stopping systems (it has been suggested that more guidance is

necessary, however this is already a lot of this in existence so it is

debateable whether more guidance is the ans Iy

What success might
look like

en successful or not.
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Notes: Passive fire meeting #1 Tuesday 13" September

1. Chris R gave an overview of the fire programme explaining how passive fire fitted into the
fire regulatory system. This process culminated in Chris inviting each working group member
to introduce themselves and explaining the peak body they represented. Further discussions
ensued led by MC regarding the need for each member to implement processes to feed back
to their constituents and for their constituents to use their delegated members as a conduit
to the working group. All members readily accepted agreed to this principle.

2. Pete L then expanded on the relationship between the working group and task group,
explaining the process to date including how the task group has scop
the 2™ tranche of projects in the fire programme. This resulted in
the working group members feeling their feet and exploring;
the task group had previously been disseminated to the worki
the relationship between these three projects. This led to&
group to focus their attention to passive fire.

3. The remainder of the day was spent in 2 parts.

these capturing them
nd part of the day was

whiteboard, periodically subjegz ‘p and agreed by all as being accurate

prior to the group leaving. Thr , “rstandably kept straying into
ANARP and PCC. Whilst th d t & importance of this group being
forward focused and ings i ~ , was reinforced by PL who reiterated
the scope provided t A
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Purpose and pre-meeting actions

Purpose and The purpose of this document is to present a proposed problem definition
recommendations and set of issues for discussion and input from the working group.

It is recommended that the working group:

a) consider the material in this paper (before 15 September)
b) provide feedback either before or during the meeting, and
c) agree on a problem definition and set of issuel. 4

Pre-meeting In order to ensure we make the most of your tim
considerations for recommended that you consider, in terms of construction mo

the working grou
§ group e What are your concerns?

e What issues are you exp'
What evidence do you s¢




Background

Extensive
engagement in late
2014

Unintended
consequence of the
2012 changes

MBIE undertook an extensive stakeholder engagement programme with
industry and sector groups in late 2014 to gather feedback on changes made
in 2012 to the Building Code Clauses for Protection from Fire (and the
supporting documents, Acceptable Solutions and Verification Method).

A number of long
standing issues
identified

Three new working

groups have been
set up

Monitoring and Post Construction Compliance. These
en split into three working groups.

onstruction Monitoring

: Post Construction Compliance.

ar that various similarities exist within these three different topics.

e, the same issues may be raised and the risk of duplication in any
oposed solutions is high. With this in mind, a “Task Group” has been
ormed to set the direction for each of the working groups and decrease the
risk of duplication.

There is a close link to the role of design related documentation (i.e.
producer statements etc.) which is relied upon at the consenting stage. This
is being addressed within the consent processing work programme. It is also
recognised that these requirements relate to many other aspects of building
code compliance (not just fire protection).




Proposed Problem Definition

Proposed problem
definition

The proposed problem definition for discussion, refinement and expansion as
necessary is:

The role that construction monitoring/observation plays within the overall
consenting process is not clear. How does construction

monitoring/observation fit into the wider Building Consent compliance
framework?

This is a starting point only and in order to direct sg

Concerns raised to
date

{%’?HE

netruction mo

Potential root
causes

There is a lack of clarity of roles and responsibilities which means
that construction monitoring sits uncomfortably between designers,
fire engineers and BCAs.

Approaches to construction monitoring and the use of
documentation to provide “reasonable grounds” within the
consenting process varies across the country.




Potential solutions

Potential solutions Stakeholder feedback received in late 2014 also contained views on what
some of the potential solutions might be, namely, for the various industry
players to:

* understand the various issues from the perspective of the other
parties,

¢ reach agreement on the role that construction
within the consenting process, and

¢ reach agreement on who does what ari
responsibilities.

What success might
look like
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{Outcomes

P
H

i

I
Potentialiy divide into
Immediate/short term/

K. medium termfiong term?

improved quality of construction, maintenance, inspection resulting
in the continuing compliance of passive fire protection systems in buildings

nits spproved by Tavk

There Is a imited poo! of passive fire protection
knowledge and expertise

+  Poor design of passive fire protection

«  Buildings constructed with inadequately
detailed passive fire protection

*  BCAs are unsure of what they are
approving and unaware of the
consequence of the requirements they are
imposing

«  People in the industry do not know their
fimitations or simply ‘try and get away with
i

+  Poor orinadequate proturement processes
for passive fire protection

N

H §

] H

] H

£ H

£ H

B i :
E H i
" H !
H |
£ H
H H
£ ]
s H
E | |

- ; )
There is no collective agreed view on the | ] There is no commerch | incens &= to ensure ro rol: .s ::: ff co:;g:\ﬂaltlontanddcla‘nxn
Problems | [importance of passive fire protection outside of | | We go nat fave the right regulatory settings fo there are adequats paigiye £re protection @ ‘%’ c:y o f“’ : ':‘ I"' :ns d‘ &
{causes} those that are close to it. It may only get i passive fire protection | measures in placs :f/wg;uumon stage {and., c;:;r'uc;i:;‘p °:‘" ':5' ’”‘fa a'::“ fre
priotity shautd 2 major fire occur. ; that t?s‘%r:mﬁ?”m place) moniorning o p
H i protection requirements
H : %

» indifference as to the imporiance of * Indifference as to the importance of a The industry perceives that BCAs are
passive fire protection passive fire protection ;eparmed n out} N imposing obligations upon them fmore

+  Passive fire protection is not an exact & The consenting process has to deal with ‘fgf‘ﬁ{%(nence asto the lm%@am % explanation needed here — what are we
science varying fevels of information from v%vms%ﬁe protection %‘@% observing here?)

+  Difficult to measure the scale and potential stakeholders with various levels of N é@bm!dmg owne 1 vai the +  BCAs believe that the industty should be
consequences of inadequate passive fire competence and expectations : Importance of good @s @e%pmr:ctmn responsible for passive fire protection
protection *  No minimum requirements for people e ne national or@,{sat%&ﬂemkmg {Who is responsible?]

+  Thereis a lack of robust di inthe igning and installing passive fire cable mstallang\ has@u?ﬁt their + The inspection process does not have the
design phase {through a lack of protection ob:ervatiorgﬁng%pr paﬁwe protection to checks to ensure passive fire protection is
knowledge?} »  Stakeholders confuse the requirezants o}ﬁé% MBIE. on tﬁ%éssues they observe is adequate

NZS 4332 with the Building CO i;, = ccnm Yo commercial interests. e ftis imes unciear who is
Building Act g c?/’,.v»srs place reliance upon ¢ the design, instalistion, checking and
s Passive fire installation %ME%@:/‘ otk of passive fire prote
aspect of Bud u’a’?gg"/’%' ,/}y ddings i ace 'dgrfe with the systems
e 9a*we t“re protech "’E/Ccﬁe but there is often work
crioken which reduces compliance
3 '55‘_“5 having ee we 3 ?‘R%I:alty, it can mean that there are delays
identified/ may ot sden H %nd costs that were not anticipated by
Concerns/ i « Bullding Owners (Building Owners that
Symptoms | (These fit clong the bottom of a number of these! '« samy am,m;s '!'af s(! fogus on passive fire protection have

problems and are the underlying concerns/
issues:

=

Theve is {parcelved (0 b

assive fire
in construction and maintenance of zome
rulti-residentist and commercial buildings
There are concerns about whether the
designing, specification, installation,
inspection, and maintensnce of passive fire
protection features are always corvect
There are inadequate passive fire
protection measures in buildings that may
make them unsafe {evidence required]
there is no risk based assessment method
to gauge the risk of poor quality passive fire
protection,

e} 3 fack of

¥

Trequsl risk {efg, a0 o?fce
bwa- g/w,',a::'uave the sémc%v derd of |

passive rigs = hospital) ‘%%? i
é&% .

A fully complient fire pmet
allow vas! c,wnzm»s@‘m
through it bringing x’z*g%«t,
vahidity of the fire o3

may need togo bo(;, to th nsk Group:

This state) t&qb dequacy of PF

and bm a;?’%g standards review for
what we are trying |

ﬁ?‘é%

&”«Ason}stan:ﬁam& argund

i //»z potentially 2 lack of

asz/«g around what passive fire s

Sond what it 't {exciudedll

usually been caught out before and

understand the commerdial reality, or have ;

tenants that they rely on and understand
the rick}

There is 3 lack of robust discussion in the
design phase

Time and energy is being wasted in the
buitd phase {which you would think would
drive the commerciol incentive - why not?)

0 ing of passive fire protection
ara mﬂ current rinimun requirements is

cked up by 2008 BRANZ study)

e I0PS are struggling to ientify passive fire
features within buildings
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Fire Programme: Post Construction Compliance Problem Statements
(Black ~ formed as a result of the working group meeting / Green — From ¢

pre-readi

13

Problem Statements

1 Aspects of the BWOF system are
prescriptive, inflexible and out of step
with the way in which buildings are
presently used and managed

No flexibility when it may be warranted

Adversarial relationships (hetween?)}

No exemptions for vacant buildings/ buildings
Limited ability to amend compliance schedgles

2. Lack of certainty about what systems
are specified systems, coupled with
varying beliefs about what should be a
specified system resulting in poor
quality and incomplete compliance
schedules

re being incers vise
4 Y




Problem Statements

The consenting process is not
operating as intended, and CCCs are
being issued for buildings with
significant construction defects

*  IQPs are being expected to manage construction defects
1QPs are refusing to issue a form 12A certificate because of const

»  When building defects are discovered post CCC, the noncé:
a subsequent building consent {in which case the conse|
construction defects being fully rectified

. The BWOF system is not designed to fix constructiop,
addressed.

Lack of QP capability and no
standardised policy or process for IQP
registers

*  Regional IQP registers and different approz;
here)

+ QP capability

»  Llack of rigour in the way in which 1Q€ regiviz;
processes

*  Are councils under-resourced?%

Some industry participants do not
understand their obligations and lack
the capability to deal with those
obligations

The BWOF system sometimes place
too much weight on previous

compliance, rather than being risk
based




Problem Statements

Issues identified/concerns that have helped form the problem statements

There are inconsistencies between the
prescribed forms and the Building Act

and no prescribed form for compliance
schedules

*  The quality of compliance schedules issued with the CCC varies fronszaod to poor

.
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. N
(" patentiatiy dide mto.
immediote/short term/ |

§_medium termflong term?

:ﬁrg ﬁi’c@gﬁamnﬁe; 'Con:swduqio;\fnnphndring"

The consenting process is robust, yet flexible
Decisions are risk informed
Accountability and responsibility in the process is promoted

J

2. Hervowsness about liability

4. 1tis unclear what the breadth;

8. Some BCAs do not have time

{ 3
T ame of the actual design . | H
Problems 1 There ks 2 lack of and the fact that people arenot! |3, Not all developers or budding and depth of Construction | he ‘%“"5 process an Und tonstruction of fire safety | | m:j::;:: ::;:;:‘; i | | noraccess to the requiste level
coordination and clatity atound | | doing 2 goud job is driving risk owners recognise the Monkoring nees to bz — there | systems i being dane poorly | | “por o ET L of experience to ensure that
{causes) roles and resposibiities for averse behaviour ratherthan | | commercial incentive to ensurel © are no effective guidelines %'\ which s increasing the need | PEPEdOnepootly=the {1 Dy ork e setey
construction monitoing detivering safe and {it for construction monitoting oceurs. standards, no minimumE’ | for, and refiance on | compeence ":"’w“’f they do | systems}is sathfactoriy
N purposs buildings requiement.. ’%& J construction monoring | | MOt KnOW whats fright undertaken
+ Participants have different The Producer Statement ‘s Comtruction monitering b not *  This resuits B Y There b a tack of knowledge, understanding and capability in *  BCAs struggle to employ staff
expectations in temms of wha regime is not working for seenzs addng vale actoss BCAs the sector with the skits, experience
gaes whatand ta what extent all parties and is * Thaboasiogs e to the o RS dear what € There s 3 fack of design review post-consent and pre- and capabifty necessary
*  The people e for potentiatiy being refied on battom” - contractors that dw;%“ i construction in compiex designs. *  Therels confusion as to the
designing the fire safety Too ety : nderstand the need for wﬁ%@ ot e cuitorant . N ditinction between ‘proot
st ore aften not constraction momtaring = £ fe & 2 culture of not caring enough and a “what can we get nctio 2
T the co There s refuctance from a : an are away with” mentali and 'ressansble grounds
invelved in the comstruction e i relu : cannotcompete on price Y v _ A o Bers i met hare e 1o
process few fire engineers to sign »  Pricefest wins over quality W r; “Why do There ks a%o a culture of thinking that if the BCA issued 8 &
+ e engineers are being asked PSds andto placereliance - ‘s There b fatte undenstanding . w%@d Construction buitding consent it must be correct and holding the BCA ensure that evenyihing s done
ta confirm that the fire safety on PS3s provided by the that the commercial «g§(w ing, when | om &5%, responsitie in spite of section 14 of the Buiiding Act g‘&i“”n:;fm‘i M
systems required by the fire tradesperson who carried incentives gz actually there g L oauy the BCA for G Increased use of subcontractors {subbies) who have the “what hsdvy p o o't da fire
destgn have been certectly out the wark to conduct " %» things change for can we get away with” mentality and do not do own QA mp'ldn:s at
L e a“:il’;::;if; There is a perception that e e Wiithin the sector 55 compliance reasons, then Degradation in installation i being picked up in Construction | |a  pag are getting too much
partins are sbdn ating ther designers are increasingly steuitto fapast. Py, 857 disagreement e don’t have to re-tender Monkoring teformation or #f & 6ot
responsiities in the electing not to be invalved constuction | 9 4 value of the. z %?, s BCAs being presented with | Everything is busit to lowest common denominatar specific enough
comtruction phase in the design and on site . ;;53,};-,; cwners are ot %i Consz n@é‘% : avast amount of ren- {censenting process does not change this} s Smaller BCAS do ot have
©  There b rureently buliding validation process % S spedific and irrelevant Passive fire protection & not actually designed, or not ready 2ccess to fire
wark being dane that is not BCAS are retying on fie thesr st@&% ag’m& N gé&e o mns%tmy infermation designed to the tevel of detait required engineers/specialists in their
signed off by 3 sultably engineers to confirm that that 3t ng Product substitution is atourring focality and it would be a big
issues guabfied, exprrienced prson the fire safety systems tenants G o 2 ias Wapplying the Contractors and consultants are often unaware of the cost to change this
identified/ (i may be dut 102 ickot required by their fire e B Cpliante timitations or thelr competence and regularly work outside | | Censtruction Monftoring caa
itably quattied people) : o Siathejan) & chestng i ; be expensive in smatier
Concerns /| v gudding cuwners snt design have been comeatly | A % exiterce 2 chee%pmcessu their areas of compatence peasy
Symptoms eeetopers g vt ke what instalied into the buiding f@& :w?m of e 25 «&;‘\ %Qacm&ﬁg construction Poor supply of documentation cemmnqm‘a; n&t ;o:{ o
their obligations ace ) 2 and Buiiders/instalizrs do not know how to budd firewalts ~ lack of e s
. 8 grounds .mLW F pticn s they gom't S expectatians sround understanding for big jotis to bring sameone
arangements we complex prost NGocumentation (.. Issues include stuations where residential buiders (or mid tier in bt 23 storied bubdings
e third parbes (agents) Preduter producer statements) bufiders) then move up to a small commercial buiiding {for . g’;::;f‘ it g consent
mi‘mé’c’:}m""m‘ sometimes held back unm to example a motel) and dor't understand the difference in s becoming in creasis ah
'\ Comruction moaring s the contractor s paid : construction manfosing requitements Gifficuit with BCAS increasing
erzomfortably between Builders are unableto get | andthe use of X Budersfinstatiers have no qualifications their focus on the approvals
designers, fre engiheers, and insurance ~ they can dotumentation to provide There s no come back to InstaBers precess
BeAs wuatly only get broad “ressonabic grounds” + Reduced robustness within
+ Thete is slack of coardination form insurance (7) within the cansenting the process of bulidiag werk
by parties to emure there are process varies across the vatdztion
£ gaps and that country +  incressed costs and additional
accountabllity & attributed There i signficant time canstraints placed on the
. ﬁ:i’j‘;‘;d sy vatiation in the appficant to achieve Blanket
around responsibites for by BlAsasto consenting requirements
Getetmining materst quatty fereels of babilfty protection
complance, particularly in the required to ba carried by

fee engineering space

contractors and
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Fire Programme: Construction Monitorin

N\

H
i

( Outcomes

Should we think about what | i

TBC ~ working group to have a think about outcomes/what success might look like

PARKED work being dmc
elsewhere in MBIEre;
Tiability

- the best process might be? |
Working P11 Viewsonwherethe |
group’s { frespounsibilities shoutd sit? Or ¢
. has this already been
actions attempted in the CIC
Guidelines? :
Possible
Interventions | /" canadian regime ~
; co-ordinating registered
H professionat {owner
H responsibifity) ete
!
i
H Clerk of works
|
. AN
Problems
{root causes of
issues being 1- Roles and
P d) responsibilities unclear
ace
Further Parties do not know what
explonation: thelr obligations are, er who

should be doing whatin the
construction monitering
space, it sits uncomfortably
between designers, fire
engineers and BCAs.

S —
! fire rating system— grade !
buildings for heow they are ,
buiit §

7

| Education (for end users} |
on importance of
L construction monitering

Rating system for
developers

Intreduce canstr@ﬁ

)g}

Gy

3‘% 2t always a
g@g;rﬁ%sthl incentive to
gﬁmu construmm

n,

»g«,ce .

Define the breadth and depth
of construztion monitoting
required

Make cons

Build it right in the first place {takes heat out of
construction monitoring)

Training and education system at all levels — architects,
designers, BCAs, installers, tradespecple

ticense those doing fire safety work so it becomes

o k4 restricted bullding work, Must demonstrate competence,
m°2;§°;t"::"% ;ﬁ%%,;r and CPD impfmant. Disciplinary body required — need to be
g{ G J able to de-icense. Include standards for documentation.
| 6. Poor quality design %
it %ﬁar what the | 5. The consenting process; | and construction of fire . 8. BCAs do not have the
b?@dm and depth of and the design-build safety systems is 7. ?""{e c?nstr}xctlon time or resource to ensure
%ﬁtrumon monitoring approach do not work increasing the need for, monitoring is being done the building of fire safety
" needstobe well together and reliance on, poorly systems is done properly

construction monitoring

Net all

buildibg.o >
understéadi
fn&’%ﬁﬁ co ?ﬁi@:f compliance

che\ g, mdudmg

There are no effective
guidelines or standards, and

The ability to conduct
effective ccnsxrucﬂon

There is 3 lack of knowledge,

care and Construction monitaring is

is compi
by the mismatch between

fian
here is a “race to the
ottim” - contractors that

censtruction monitering
cannot compete on price. |

ne minii req
for construction monitoring.

ing and the design-
bulld approach ~ e.g.
aspects of the design that
are yet to be tendered have
to be submitted to BCAs.

capability with regards to
the instatiation of fire safety
systems in the sector. The
degradation in installation is
being picked up in
construction menitering.

being done poarly because
there is a fack of capability
sometimes professionals do
not even know what is
‘right’.

i

BCAs do not have the time to
ensure that everything is

i done in accordance with the
design and cannot inspect

everything. They also struggle
to employ staff with the

necessary skifls and
experience.
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Problems

Possible interventions/Solutions

1. Roles and responsibilities unclear

Parties do not know what their obligations are, or
who should be doing what in the construction
monitoring space. It sits uncomfortably between
designers, fire engineers and BCAs.

* Canadian regime
e Clerk of works

the CIC Guideiines?

what the best process
where the responsibilities

{Not sure | have this one right — need to relate
directly to Cvi}

2. Nervousness about liability and quality of
work being done

This nervousness causes industry participants to
focus on limiting liability rather than ensuring
good construction monitoring is done. The
Producer Statement regime is not working for all
parties and is potentially being relied on too
heavily.

liability

PARKED - work being done eleew

3. There is not always a commercial incentive to
ensure construction monitoring occurs

Not all developers and building owners have a 4
good understanding of the need for and costs
compliance checking, including construction
monitoring.

There is a “race to the bottom” - contr
understand the need for construction mongoring
cannot compete on price.

rating sysfefve grade buildings for




Problems

Possible interventions/Solutions

4. It is unclear what the breadth and depth of
construction monitoring needs to be.

There are no effective guidelines or standards,
and no minimum requirements for construction
monitoring.

e Define/determine when construction
monitoring is actually required (to gu
BCAs and other parties)

e Make construction monitoring
compulsory for all ‘at risk’ buildings

epth of construction

5. The consenting process and the design-build
approach do not work well together

The ability to conduct effective construction
monitoring is compromised by the mismatch
between consenting and the design-build
approach — e.g. aspects of the design that are yet
to be tendered have to be submitted to BCAs.

e Define/determine when ct
monitoring is actually g€
BCAs and other partie:

6. Poor quality design and construction of fire
safety systems is increasing the need for, and
reliance on, construction monitoring

There is a lack of knowledge, understanding, care
and capability with regards to the installation of

fire safety systems in the sector. The degradation
in installation is being picked up in construction
monitoring.

zystem at all levels
BCAs, installers,

ng fire safety work so it
ted building work. Must

t. Disciplinary body required -
20 be able to de-license. Include
ards for documentation.

starvd




Problems

Possible Interventions/Solutions

7. Some construction monitoring is being done
poorly

Construction monitoring is being done poorly
because there is a lack of capability — sometimes
professionals do not even know what is ‘right’.

8. BCAs do not have the time or resource to
ensure the building of fire safety systems is done
properly

BCAs do not have the time to ensure that
everything is done in accordance with the design
and cannot inspect everything. They also struggle
to employ staff with the necessary skills and
experience.
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embers an outline of the progress to date in the PCC and
ﬁ%s group are also in others and they confirmed when

grﬁelved from Rebekah did not reflect the problem statements they had
‘F%%etmg | recogmsed this, apologlsed and recounted to them the process

R

understand&r%%@g

£4 'focus on the task in hand fixing the problem statements. Again the day’s work was

captured in real time on a whiteboard, photographed by all and agreed to reflect their collective views
and believes.






Fire Programme:

third parties {agents} sitting
between the Building Owner
and the BCA}

o Coastruction monitoring 4its
uncomionsbly between
designers, foe enginests, and
BLAs

e There s alack of coordingt
Ly parties to ensute there &re
£ geps and that sccountability
s attributed spprapriately

o Thereis alackof darity around
responsitdiies for deter
material quality complisaze,
particutarly in the fise

actice

zen ~ From the

Black - formed as a result of the warking group meeting

= by T

S

S

ild process works

The actuat design and
construction of fire safety
systems is being done poorly

which is increasing the need for,

and reliance on, inspections/
construction i

BCAs do not have time nor
access to the requisite level of

experience to ensure that

building werk {fire safety

systems) is satisfactorily
undertaken

-

|

&

Cnn{ncxua?%k‘;xhns olten
conflict @s

muyf@w 15 validate non-
wm@m work
fthe public do ot

By, understand the reed for a0
B

monite vssg;'cbs»:’,’v 5
part of the overal oo

i
Potentially divide inte The cansenting process is robust, yet flexible
| ,:: gf;“::::zg‘ ::;%? | Decisions are risk informed
& Accountability and responsibility in the process is promoted
' J S . . - .
—
/
y { Thereis 2 fack of coordination \tis unclear\{%
and clarity around roles and Nervousness about Hability is - . o
Problems | | responsibilities for construction driving risk averse behaviour There is no commercal incentive reguirements fof
N o to ensure construction Monitoring are @ahere &?arno
{causes) monitoring rather than delivering safe and rmonitering oceurs, effective gu[ h dards
{Essentially the same wording a5 fit for purpose buildings :
provided by the Tesk Group) ;o ne min}g@ m re%gjmnems
fo  Panticipants have different s The Producer Statement *  Construction monitoring is not . Th,’/‘w u@@q}vhme across
expectations in terms of who regime ks not working for ail seen 25 adding value
does what and to what extent parties and is potentiafly being | ®  This is causing a “race to the %@nm ear what the,
»  Thepeople responsible for relied on too heavily bottem” - contractors that 4 s between 4
designing the fire safety »  There s resistance from fire understand the need for ) 9 Censtru((mn Monityy
systems are often not involved engineers to signing PS3s and i ftoti can%‘% ions are ~ &%g
in the censtruction process Psds compete on price 1 1 mwner: “Whydo
«  Fite enginears are being «  Thereis aperception that *  Price/cost wins over quality.,, @W Construction
requited 1o sign off the entire designers are increasingly o Thereh fttle un nE.o, ©  lompayingt
fire system when they have not electing not to be involved i that the commerclal h&m{& : inspections?” © 2 ;:
been invelved with the design the design and on site ate actoally there. n% Within
+  Thereis 3 perception that vakidation process construction mﬁ - disag| t amme value
parties are abdicating their +  BCAs are relying on fire problems becomegiens af Z.Lonstruction
respansibifities in the engineers ta validate the and diffiags T ManGting gudelines
comstraction phase suitability of buliding work constructian M R
»  Thereds cutrently bullding work | e Fire englnesrs are quastioning *  Bullding e-wrﬁs w%m : Comonsenting sathotitios in
being done that is not signed the BCA to i s Sw wht their |
off by a suitably quatified, establish 4 {those that
expetienzed person {(which may,  (»  Stakeholders are curf\nﬁmg it have tenan
issues be duz 1o 2 lack of suitably reasonable grounds and proof “Wg of those that ha@@w
identified/ quatified peaple} »  Producer Statements are - bad experience in m
Concerns /| |» Building owners and sometimes held back untii the A ° /%%gﬂ z Ry
Symptoms developers da not know what contractor ks paid T Coclopersae Zoiioreto
ymp! their obfigations are S finite period of fc ¥
»  Contractual/professional s 108thE to spend mon = V%te%
arfangements are complex - ef el wcep!xé;!s they don't

the consenting process varies
20055 the countey

«  Thereis signficent variation in

the expectations by BOAS a5 to
frvels of Eability protection
vesydied 1o be cartied by
contraitors and professionaly

Appi¥ants are being required
2y BOAS 10 submit aspects of

“fhe design that are yet to be

tendered (and are therefore
fikely to alter}

BCAs being presented with a
vast ameunt of non-specific
and irrelevant infermation
“Dangerous bullding” & too
blunt a toat

There is a lack of knowledge,
understanding and capability in
the sector with regards to the
design and construction of fire
safety systems

There is a fack of design review
pest-consent and pre-
construction in complex
designs.

There i a culture of not caring
enough and a "what can we get
away with” mentality
Increased use of subcontractons
{subbies) who have the “what
can we get awsy with”
mentatity and do not do own

Degradation in installation is
being picked up in Construction
fonttaring

Everything b buiit to Jowest
common denominator
{consenting provess does not
change this}

Passive fire protettion i not
actually designed, or net
designed to the fevel of detail
reguired

Product substitution is
otcurring

Change of use ~ fit-out
companies do not advise
bullding owners when a
consent might be required
Contractors ate often unaware
of the fimitations on their
compstente and regularly work
cutside thelr aress of
competence

v

v

0

¥

¥

BCAs struggie to employ staff
with the skifis, experience and
capability necessary

There s confusion asto the
distinction between ‘proof’ and
“reasonable grounds’

BCAs do not have time to
ensure that everything & done
in accord with the design

BCAs cannot inspect everything
{some don't do fire nspections
atal}

BCAs are getting too much
information ot it is not speciic
enough

Smaiter BIAS do not have
ready access to fire engineersf
specialists in ther tocality and it
would be a big cost to change
this

Construction MonRoring &
expensive and time consuming,
50 bocal tesource is required. it
is OK for big jobs to bring
semeane in, bt 2.3 storfed
buildings are a problem
Obtaining 3 building consent &
becoming incressingly difficolt
with BLAs shifting thelr focus
1o the approvals process
Reduced rebustness within the
process of bullding work
validation

{ntreased costs and additional
time constraints placed cn the
applicant to achieve Blanket
consenting requirements







Fire Programme: Post Construction Compliance

rm——
b} y . - - o - Yoot - - - e — " Black - formed as 3 result of the working group meeting
£ "W”"*’”V/ dh'“de ""0/ | {  The quality of information, inspection and auditing {with regards to fire protection?j is improved so that buildings continueto 1 rending documsnts xpsresed by Tetk
o immediate/short termy H H ;
Gross
§ mechium termfiong term? ) perform at the standard when they were constructed s
o
R
—
% e —
g {
H !
£ H
H H
£ i
* i
2 {
£ N
g
€
§
2
£ .
= 7 N w S
Y {Aspects of the BWOF system are Lack of certainty about what The conseating pracess is not Lack of 1QP cap%)lty 2 > The BWOF system sometimes There are inconsistencies
prescriptive, inflexible and out of; systems are specified systems, cperating as intended, and CCCs standardised poll o4 bligations places too much weight on between the prescribed forms
Problems step with the way in which coupled with varying beliefs are being issued for buildings for QP r lxt: and tack to deal previous compliance, rather than and the Building Actand no
( ) buildings are presently used and zhout whatshould be s ified with sij nstruction %‘\& with theze abligations being risk based prescribed form for compliance
causes managed system resulting in poor quality defects Y s 4 schedules
and incomplete compiance 5%,
schedules . “%
— p i T R - . . -
o Mo flexibility when #t may be *  Ongoing maintenance of 3 1GPs are being expected ta + 48egions 2P legrs(els and W%or decislons are bemg made . s The quality of compliance
watranted systems that are not specified manage construction defects pproaches betweel = Buitding work s undertaken schedutes issued with the CCC
»  Adversarial relationships systems is dependent on the 10Ps are refusing to issuz a % regitaa lto br exploredopd s, /' under the BWOF system rather varies from good to paor
{between?) buiiding owner when these form 124 centificste becawse of @%&, confirmed further @a@ REF than the consenting process *+  Some compliance schedules
»  Arisk based approach & not systems may be fundamental construction defects < problem s here) @? .« Bulding owners are not add lttle of no value to the
emplayed ~ 50 onerous reqs for to the safe opetation of the When buitding defects are » 0P capabitity Y involved in the process BWOF process
fow tisk situstions and minimal buikding discovered post CCC, th e tack of rigour :g}%% *  There s alack of rabust BWOF © Cuality and usefuliess of some
requirements for high risk *  Whatk counted a5 2 specified nencomplisnte continis, kS 2 2 arsire vihichis complisnce sciedules i
situations system and inchuded on fixed and then not m@@‘ﬂ. o d gt~ sometimes influenced by vatisbia
* Mo exemptions for vacant compliance schedules caries sl ﬁ%«%\ Measures, external factors
buitdings/ buildings marked for between TAs {to be explored t{in ent processes +  Thete are industry participants
demolition/ fow risk buiidings and confirmed further what . i ander-resousced? that do not have an :
*  Limited abifty to amend actugl probiem is here} . :r,ms tegions appreciation of the process, the!
compliznce schedutes +  Buliding cwners are being = 2an thesiOPs who cross systems in place and the
+  NIF and effence provisions are incentivised to remaove {or not ., Bepdaries have to aliscate Iegistation
inconsitent and in some cases mstafl) specified systems due to 2}% 1o mest different «  Buding Act obligations are not
hard to comply with ongoing compliance ;% Cé‘g;emems {is this creating well understood by afl parties
»  Cannot {legatiy) Bsue a requirements s, ieiency? What is problem?] By R
Issues compliance schedue wherea | ¢ integrated testing s often 4 ”» * Building cwners with 2 nationat =]
identified building is oteupied before (CC overlooked, resuting in the % portfolia have to deal with 2
s Confusion when the buliding is overalf system not being diferent requirements Ress and other
/ progressively occupled assessed and not perfol ign ftatues
C - and desigred E
of the BWOY syitem & difficult +  Alternative sofutiong T
for some tasks an how to deal with tigas wonstruction
o hsues rabedin 2 BWOF re how they are specified it
mised i the bullding cwner | complance schedule 2
changes BWOF 4 * e ot be:
s Buikfing owners gre potableta ] | ncheded encompliance schedules
shiain BWOFs dus to mizsed ° Nempalied systenis s being
: : inchaded on comptante sheddles |
compliznce shedules . :
N 2 - Lk of documentation on the
= Common scensrior are nol pecind systems i the beidos -y %
provided for BUNE ACCS BWOE | | wohn they a8 andwhore ey W
proisions o Wformation sout spenified @ N =4
wpsterns may pot be transl /4%
Bom the consenttode Con ﬁyf -
schadute toﬁ)a(c‘q:!»' -
saheduie
o We don'tknow v it m@ggg
wing fram %
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Purpose
You requested a briefing on Passive Fire Protection (PFP) measures in buildings.

This followed an article in the Weekend Herald on 10 October 2015 that highlighted multi-unit
apartment buildings in Auckland with compromised PFP systems uncovered in the course of

weathertightness remediation works.
What is PFP and why it is Important

PFP is the fire stopping of gaps and penetrations within and around fire separ
and smoke spread to its area of origin has significant benefit in allowing ogziy

PFP measures including; unprote:
protected with intumescent o

d between 1997 and 2002. The additional costs to
he weathertightness remediation costs range from

buildings HOBANZ has
continuing to occli

‘%!dmgs A small number of buildings were inspected and in the majority the

e potential effectiveness of the PFP systems were easily identified. The report
sre were w:despread problems due to poor knowledge application, systems and

[N
w
<8

oo
o



MBIE undertook a Stakeholder Engagement process at the end of 2014 to gauge stakeholders' views
on the fire regulations. The feedback on PFP indicates the issues with PFP haven't changed markedly
since the 2008 report.

We have informal advice of a number of instances of litigation relating to inadequate PFP system
installations. This is an indicator of ongoing systemic issues with the design, installation, checking
and maintenance of PFP systems.

What is the Risk when PFP Systems are compromised

property and assisting fire-fighting. NZ has not had a si
threatened the structure of a building.

Most high rise buildings in NZ are fitted with spri s with the United
Kingdom where PFP systems are relied on and

with sprinkler systems. Sprinklers actively suppagss

%

building structure.

Fires produce smokeand air cont
or being overcome by toxicg
contained andexcluded f

yaliy of PFP systems in existing buildings and in some new

MBE is addressing this concern.
h

o Improve th%?@%gality of PFP Systems

Review and Fire @%J on Development Programme, 8 July 2015, ref 005915-16). One of the
projects in the Fi: Pr;%gramme addresses the issues with the quality of PFP systems in buildings. It

#n a project to address the related issue; Construction Monitoring and Post
iance (Building Warrant of Fitness (BWOF) and Independently Qualified Persons

n the Department of Building and Housing (DBH) made major changes to the fire

) ystem PFP was not addressed in the package of reforms. The Fire Programme is
addressing issues arising from the 2012 reforms along with a number of long standing fire issues
including the quality of PFP systems.

2|Page




Improving the quality of PFP systems in existing and new buildings will require a partnership
between MBIE and key stakeholders; fire designers, building owners/managers, installers, other
trades, suppliers, BCAs and IQPs. We are currently working with FPANZ, the principal peak body for
the parties involved in PFP, to form a Working Group with all of the parties involved to undertake

this project.
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ACENT says that the
Buitding Act requires a
suitably quaified persen to
verify that the design and

4 comrution complies with |
. the Building Cade

/
/

PROJECT PRELIMINARY
CONCEPT DESIGN
ESTABLISHMENT DESIGN
®» Agreement *  Exploration of + Refinement of
between Client sufficient approved
* and major design Concept.
Consultants. concepts, s Design should
*  Apreliminary consider
+ Nodesign project regulatory
work. * programme, requirements
BIM Execution and approvals
e HE&SPlan Plan {BEP), for both
outline of Resource and
»  legislative Building
constraints,
and Concept
Estimate
should
s be prepared.

{Can be combined o
fess complex
projects

DEVELOPED
DESIGN

Producer statements are one way
of doing this

A \v

BCAs must grant a building consent ﬁ;g
is satisfied on reasonable grounds th:

the provisions of the building cH
would be met if the building

wel
properly completed in acc%g;%ar%wit
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- ADMINISTRATION
AND OBSERVATION

POST COMPLETION

ADMIN:
Management
of the
Construction
Contract

OBSERVATION:
Monitoring of
the
construction
with respect to
the Design
documents
that form part
of the Contract.
Includes site
visits, etc

*  Defects

Notification
period

*  Warranties, as

built drawings,
testing and

Commissioning
certificates etc

> PROCUREMENT —
s Processto .
select a builder
and the
] preparation of
théquantity Tender and
nd quality of Special
+ all building Conditions and
elements, Contract .
materials and documentation
systems. oceurs.
The design *  Separate
should be procurement
comprehensive processes may
iy co-ordinated be used to
with other procure
disciplines separate or
specialist items
for the building

| v /

The documents produced here should be
able to be submitted and achieve a Building
Consent;
and therefore should be able to be
: reasonably. :

constructed.
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Fire Programme: Construction Monitoring Problem Statements
(Black ~ formed as a result of the working group meeting / Graen ~

23

Problem Statements
1 There is a lack of coordination and
clarity around roles and
responsibilities for construction
monitoring
ing ac
Building owners and developers do not kngi
Contractual/professional arrangements ar:
5 Nervousness about liability is driving
risk averse behaviour rather than
delivering safe and fit for purpose
buildings




Problem Statements

Issues identified/concerns that have heiped form the prdblem statements

There is no commercial incentive to
ensure construction monitoring occurs

.

.

Construction monitoring is not seen as adding value
%ﬁa eed for co

This is causing 2 “race to the bottom” — contractors that understaral

Price/cost wins over quality

actually there to tol

“

Building owners are not incentivised to know what t£ =ir obligations are (thGséthat are, are those that have tenants they rely on, or
Py

ithéegr

Contractuai obligations often confli

Professionals {engineers) are feelif

It is unclear what the requirements for
Construction Monitoring are — there
are no standards, no minimum
requirements. There is no agree
industry code of practice for
construction monitoring

This results in variance across B2As

tan Monitoring and inspections are - Building owner: “Why do we need

S

1t is not clear what the é%%rences etween Cgr?s
Construction Monitoring? witep | am paying thes
Within the sector thes i

25r7E s

The Building Act requirements do not
fit with the way the design and build
process works in practice

icarits are being réqtized by BCAs to submit aspects of the design that are yet to be tendered (and are therefore likely to alter)




Problem Statements

Issues identified/concerns that have helped form the problem statements

The actual design and construction of
fire safety systems is being done
poorly which is increasing the need
for, and reliance on,
inspections/construction monitoring

*  There is a lack of knowledge, understanding and capability in the sestez,
&

systems
»  Thereis a culture of not caring enough and a “what can wég

+  Increased use of subcontractors {subbies) who have the

en a consent might be required

and regularly work outside their areas of competence

BCAs do not have time nor access to
the requisite level of experience to
ensure that building work (fire safety
systems) is satisfactorily undertaken

. abilify necessary
. nable grounds’
. ceord with the design

creasingly difficult with BCAs shifting their focus to the epprovals process

B
s within theg sof building work validation
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Assumptions made to facilitate the solution options

¢ The procurement process it way out of line with the consenting process, (see fig 1), actisg

to the building consent is very influential
Solution options

Short to mid term

An industry driven accreditation process

A process of ascertaining the adequacy of passive fire
this with other orginisations such as ABC, etc. in su oe

into the consenting process.

Construction monitoring



Warnings and bans, s26

This process could be explored to make BCA’s aware by way of a warning, of the limitations of certain p%;g}{%cts being usad Ir

not suitable.

Aspects to be carried over to post construction compliance

* The marking of passive fire elements, (this is a requirement that could quite easily % =

s Having adequate details in the compliance schedule showing passive fire.
Long term
Legislation

.
.

.

e5 contained within NZS 4512
ect of building work.




Fig1

Passive Fire design phase timeline

initial design phase, {expected)
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Post construction process to allow performance based design to yield better results



Notes: Passive fire meeting #3 Friday 9" December

David Ong gave apologies, but otherwise all members in attendance
1 gave an account of the progress to date for PCC and CM working groups. Concern was raised as §
stick to the task in hand, needed direction by the task group and that the EQ had stopped the

As agreed GR and EC then gave accounts of how the consenting process happef;
comfort of the building officer. Accounts of good and bad practice were recot

main contractor doesn’t build, rather facilitates the build, and furt
the consent addenda which lays out the process. It also showe
as such results in a build and design process where complian



Fig1

Passive Fire design phase timeline

Design phase for amendments/ minor variations to the
building consent, {expeg;

Initial design phase, {expected)
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PROBLEM STATEMENT 7 PRE-READING

Information about specified systems is often not be transferred from the consent/code
compliance certificate process to the compliance schedule

At the moment the relevant Act requirements are as follows:

When a applying for a building consent the applicant must

* Provide plans and specifications which (when you refer to section 7) include: ..
o proposed inspection, maintenance and reporting procedures for th

work)

* Provide a list of the specified systems that are being altered, a
work

Issues

e State the specifie
¢ The performa

system description (despite this being required on a compliance
er (through the designer) being in the best position to provide this)

2/ ects the compliance schedule content requirements under section 103 (i.e. the list of
,cifiéd systems, a description or each specified system, the performance standards the IMR
piocedures)

¢ Remove all existing requirements described above



e Require a building consent applicant to submit an application for compliance schedule with a building
consent application (where applicable)

e Require a BCA to review the contents of the compliance schedule application like they would for
proposed building work under a building consent

s Require a BCA to issue a draft/interim compliance schedule with the building consent confirming the
proposed and accepted compliance schedule information - this CS could be enforced where the

building is occupied before a CCC (links to the solution under PS1 in relation to CS issue)

nationwide consistency

¢ Should we add a prescribed form to the building (Forms) regu¥
Ensure alignment with the BWoF form and ensure each fi
(this may require changes to the BWoF form).

Lack of knowledge about what is required g

e Can we address this under solutions to P

Alternative solutions confusio
the compliance schedule

e Possibly one to ha

Lack of docum
they are

e Has this been addressed under 7(a) solution above



» Addressed by education of relevant parties {as per proposed solutions under PS5)

Interface testing is not covered by many compliance schedules

e Could require each specified system on a compliance schedule state any interfaces with other
specified systems in the building, what is to be inspected and when and by who; or the solution or PS2
—to have a separate specified system for interfacing

Can this be addressed through various solutions in this document, i
¢ solution for 5{g) under PS5 - online compliance schedu
e Prescribed form {as above)
e Education and guidance (as per proposed solution
e (S application/draft CS solution (as above)

Specified systems in the building aren’t being i,

¢ Would either or both of the following help:

e Create an offence or owner obligat

solution under PS5 — mayb
suggesting who to employ
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Problem St 1

Issues identified/concerns that have heiped form the problem

Aspects of the BWOF systemn are prescriptive,
inflexible and out of step with the way in
which buildings are presently used and
managed

a. Avrisk based approach is not employed ~ so onerous requirements for low risk
high risk situations:

i No cost benefit applied based on complexity buildings vs népberand

it No exemptions for permanently unoccupied buildings/ buildin;

iii. No exemptions for decommissioned systems

iv.

- oo on

1. Risk-bosed complionce schedule requirements (1{a}}
e See proposal under ‘2’ specified system review (2" sub-bullet of Zg/

+  Allow the TA to grant an exemption to the compliance schedulean
intermittently occupied by maintenance workers {and never 4

specified system whose failure would not affect the publi

e Aliow an owner to apply for, and the TA to grant, a;

unoccupied {1(a}fiv}- elternative 1}

2. G liance schedule i)

:t ?004 to allow TAs to amend a compliance schedule to ensure it complies with the

Act and regulations {eg to change owner and b @/V i G andto add, alter or remove specified systems)
2

29



(5} A person commits an offence lf the person~
{aa) fails to supply to-t 2 heritythe g building warrant of fitness in accordance with subsection (1) or
{a) fails to display a building warrant of fitness in accordance with subsection (4) thet+ ired-to-be-displ
{b} displays a false or misleading building warrant of fitness; or

) su; hesa ‘alse or misleading buildin warranto itness
~.I PR l 1y bisildi (J“» s, h F ) I 37

{1} This section applies if a responswble authority considers an reasonable grounds that—
’/m buildi Sfit it is-not.

il

‘/nL.~ i : i o tatadi A badiie
1€ £ 4 G-

section 100 — if the systems aren’t performing to the performance standards then

‘current performance BWoF not implemented)

«  Remove or alter listed ways of referencing IMR progzé
103(2))

e When a building is altered/refurbished allé
be able to start again?

Comment [BH1]: doubles up with "a"
above

Comment [BH2]: This is already
covered by the obligstions of a building
owner under section 105 - if that is
breached then a NTF can be issued under
164{2){a)

Comment [BH3]: Suggest this is moved
to be a general obligation of the building
owner under secticn 105 - may need to
clarify with legal whether a NTF can stili be
issued for this and if so how would you
remedy the breach




specifically mentioned within the solution options below}
Update the compliance schedule handbook to assist stakeholders in navigating their way around the BWo

Problem Statement 2

Lack of certainty about what systems are a. Nooverall purpose statement or reason for including B

specified systems, coupled with varying b.  Systems defined as specified systems vs systems that tze n
beliefs about what should be a specified A5,

some low risk systems are specified system but
system &“

c.  Confusion on requirements when a specified

requirements

. Specifind g

designed

1. Purpose statement and speaﬂedsysrem criteria (Z(a)) The mclusmnﬁ}{a .

71

and Ear‘thquake Prone Bulldmgs) Regulatlons or forming part of thef’




categorisation (2{b)} ~ links to 1{a){i}
o grouping of specified systems under broad classifications (eg fire safety approach) with the requirement that an
classification be listed on the compliance schedule with the requirement to give an overview of all the sy$)
classification {2{b}&{g}}

are satisfied. {2(b})

3. Review existing cross over with other legislation e.g. Fire Service Act and Heaith and Safety at Wo
inspection and maintenance of relevant systems {2{c}}

considered in isolation. {2(g}}

Problem Statement 3

The consenting process is not operating as

intended, and CCCs are being issued for a lack of clarity about how col
P

buildings with significant construction defects

=

1QPs are refusing to issu:
¢ When building defect,
addressed under afub:
{ANARP) or the 524 i

oigtruction/installation defects fund. Ity stems from issues during

1. Addressing through the construction process (3(a)) The

construction and should be addressed by the “col A
the code/consent compliance of the specifigdi. vever, it is acknowledged that it is unlikely any changes to the consenting and
CCC pracess will eliminate this issue co fo eeds to have in place a way to manage any construction defects as per the section

below




construction defects at a stage where they can be more easily rectified. Issue of a current performance BW:

{or around} CCC is: ould remove the need for

a compliance schedule statement to be issued.

Problem § 4 Issues identified/concerns that have helped form the probf@ﬁg sietinents s
Lack of 1QP capability and no standardised a. Regional QP registers and different approaches betw%en reg@ns mean that Q] ho cross boundaries {including

policy or process for IQP registers those with national portfolio’s):
i may be able to be registered in one TAUjtric
i, have to allocate resources to meet

it have to pay muitiple costs\

d. Anecdotal evidence suggesting&@S’
procedures ~ this often occu:
'shops' for another IQP W]

1.

framework could take many forms, for example:
= At the most basic level - A national register ‘list’ on}




+  Some form of TA amalgamation

capability to deal with those obligations

Problem $ 5 Issues identified/concerns that have helped form the problem
Somne industry participants do not 3. The lack of understanding leads to an increased likelihood of poor d
understand their obligations and lack the b. Building work relating to specified systems is sometimes not done thro

accountability
d. There is a lack of robust BWOF enforcement, which is som

intaining systems ~ sometimes
ndard rather than the applicable one)

through lawyers and banks when a purchase of a building is made) iting presentation and workshops for the various parties Ideally

implementation of education and guidance would come after a d

Enforcement (5(b},{d)&{g]) investigating the root cause of ntial solutions {is it more than just local political issues

Unconsented building work (5(f}) Add d under PS
£

1QP’s and TA. However, this is not intended to remove overall resgo from the building owner, rather require the building owner to better manage their

responsibilities and therefore better protect the buildings oié%\hgpaﬁté This would require changes to the BAO4 to amend an existing section or add a new one.




6. Online complionce schedules {5{g}} Require and/or provide the means for compliance schedules to be uploaded to a national vhere the r&i@;

{owners and IQPs) can access these,

7. Building owners not ing IQPs {5{h}} Addressed under PS6 solutions — ‘current performance’ BWoF
Problem § [ Issues identified/concerns that have helped form the problem statéizents R ’@W
The BWOF system places too much weighton | a.  Where compliance schedule procedures are missed the ows
previous compliance at least a year or have a false or misleading BWoF
b. Councils are allowing BWoF's to be issued otherwise

Form 12A

purpose itself.
d. Missed inspections can occur when:
i An owner or QP cannot g
[N Building ownership chang
{18 Tenant removed systerms
iv. Previous owner too! foch
v. Buildings are leftun
vi,

ik,

S§7ution Options

W’fa ‘eurrent garfor

not carried out to a sufficient level (as determined byt

%ﬁts }%9

these procedures. This would require amend

additional following benefits:
e Ifissued with the CCC,

o eliminate the need for a comphance schedule sﬁ%;

(o




s¢ rinspections
P

+ allow a building to be sold with a new BWoF — reducing the risk of a new owner having to deal with previous owners r?a
2

2, Removal of owners inspections (6 - alternative 2) The requirement for owners inspections under a compliance sched(i,
obligations under section 105, This may not require amendments to legislation.

{a draft already exist:

3. idance on ding ¢ liance to have conti y procedures (6 ~ alternative 3] Guidance could be issu

Problem 7 Issues identified/concerns that have helped fora: the
The quality, accuracy and usefulness of a. Information about specified systen%%gﬁen not be transf

to the compliance schedule {issued expszded on below)

compliance schedules is poor

e oo

‘4 maintained correctly and completely
eing included in the compliance schedule
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