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ABSTRACT

This report describes the progress made during the first year of the Streamlining the Nation’s
Building Regulatory Process Project, conceived and initiated by the National Conference of
States on Building Codes and Standards, Inc., (NCSBCS) with the assistance of fifty-five
national partners and funding from federal agencies and in-kind services. Assisting NCSBCS in
the conduct of this project is the Council of State and Community Development Agencies
(COSCDA). This report includes executive summaries of more than forty case studies of
improved regulatory processes and administrative tools submitted by various jurisdictions across
the United States. The report also includes a summary of “next steps,” in the project which are
proposed project deliverables during the second year of this initiative.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORT FOR
STREAMLINING THE NATION’S BUILDING REGULATORY PROCESS PROJECT

This report describes the progress made during the first year of the Streamlining the Nation’s
Building Regulatory Process Project, conceived and initiated by the National Conference of
States on Building Codes and Standards, Inc., NCSBCS) with the assistance of fifty-five
national partners and funding from federal agencies and in-kind services. Assisting NCSBCS in
the conduct of this project is the Council of State and Community Development Agencies
(COSCDA).

The objective of the Streamlining Project is to bring better management practices to the
regulation of the siting, design, and construction of all types of buildings throughout the United
States thus reducing or eliminating regulatory conditions in many jurisdictions which create
barriers to safe, affordable, and environmentally sound construction.

This project involves the identification, development, adoption and use by federal, state,
regional, and local jurisdictions of model streamlined administrative rules, regulations, and
procedures which eliminate areas of existing regulatory overlap, duplication, or other
inefficiencies. The project also will identify model streamlined processes where no such

processes currently exist.
During the first year of project covered in this report, NCSBCS:
¢ identified and assembled this initiative’s fifty-four national partners;

¢ developed, tested, and finalized the process and procedures through which model processes
are identified, reviewed and approved for national dissemination.

Executive summaries of models currently available for national release are available through the
NCSBCS Website: www.NCSBCS.org

This report includes executive summaries of more than forty case studies of improved regulatory
processes and administrative tools submitted by various jurisdictions across the United States.
The report also includes a summary of “next steps,” in the project which are proposed project
deliverables during the second year of this initiative.
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STREAMLINING THE NATION’S BUILDING REGULATORY PROCESS
1997 ANNUAL REPORT

1) INTRODUCTION

NCSBCS has joined together NIST and fifty-five national public and private sector organizations
and federal agencies in a five-year initiative to “Streamline the Nation’s Building Regulatory
Process.”

The project’s objective is to enhance economic development, public safety, and environmental
quality by bringing better management practices to the regulation of siting, design, and
construction of all types of buildings throughout the United States. Regulatory conditions in
many jurisdictions today create barriers to safe, affordable, and environmentally sound
construction. The consortium will fulfill the project’s objectives by identifying, developing, and
gaining the adoption and use by federal, state, regional, and local jurisdictions of model
streamlined administrative procedures, processes, rules, and regulations that will eliminate
existing areas of regulatory overlap and inefficiencies.

The National Conference of States on Building Codes and Standards, Inc. (NCSBCS) represents
the building code and public safety concerns of the nation’s governors, and supports national
initiatives to make government more efficient and effective. The Streamlining Project grew out
of discussion between NCSBCS and officials of the White House Office of Science and
Technology Policy (OSTP), the Department of Commerce’s National Institute of Standards and
Technology (NIST), and the National Partners in Homeownership Initiative. Initiated in
September 1996, the Streamlining Project completed its organizational and process development
phase in its first year.

During its first year, the non-partisan project received national attention from both Congress and
the White House. President Clinton and Vice President Gore have referred to the project in
several national forums and the initiative was described in the President’s biannual Office of
Science and Technology Report to Congress, “Science and Technology - Shaping the Twenty-
first Century.”




2) ORIGINS AND GOALS OF THE PROJECT

For far too long public safety, economic development, and home ownership have been hindered
by regulatory overlap, duplication, and unnecessary delays. Many delays come from processing
construction regulations, ranging from zoning and land use permits to inspections and issuance
of certificates of occupancy. Timing, safety, and cost problems are a natural result of the
coexistence of over 40,000 independent political jurisdictions adopting and enforcing laws
regulating construction.

In late 1995, NCSBCS approached several federal agencies, associations representing state and
local governments, and various segments of the nation’s construction industry to determine their
interest in forming a partnership to identify and eliminate regulatory duplication. In September
1996, with encouragement and support from the National Governor’s Association (NGA),
Council of State Governments (CSG), U.S. Conference of Mayors, the National Association of
Counties, the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP), the National
Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), and several other federal agencies and private
sector organizations, NCSBCS and its sister organization, the Council of State Community
Development Agencies (COSCDA), launched a multi-year project to “streamline the nation’s
building regulatory system”.

The project covers all types of construction (commercial, industrial, manufacturing, institutional,
and residential) regulated at every level of government (federal, state, regional, and local). The
initiative is currently comprised of over fifty-five organizations representing each level of
government and various private and public sector interests.

In support of the mission, the goals are to achieve the following by the year 2000:

1. To provide a package of model reforms and implementation strategy, which, when
adopted by federal, state, regional, or local governments, will reduce by as much as
60 percent the amount of regulatory processing time it takes to move construction
projects from the initial step of issuance of certificate of occupancy.

2. To have at least one jurisdiction in each state adopt a streamlined model process.

3. To establish a mechanism to identify, address, and eliminate areas of regulatory
overlap and duplication between federal, state, regional, and local levels of
government in areas of public safety in buildings and environmental protection.

4. Where the package of reforms is adopted, governments would lower the cost of their
regulations and increase the quality of their services in the regulation of the siting,
design, and construction of buildings.




5. To achieve substantial elimination of regulatory barriers to market aggregation and

the use of innovative construction technologies and products, thus enhancing the
overall international competitiveness of the U.S. construction industry.

To support the fulfillment of the goals of the National Partners in Home ownership
Initiative and the National Science and Technology Council’s Construction
Technology Goals.

3) PROJECT STRATEGY AND STRUCTURE

The mission and its goals will be fulfilled by three working groups that NCSBCS and its partners
have assembled. The groups are comprised of individuals and organizations representing
governmental agencies and the construction industry. These groups are:

1.

Twelve model review Task Groups (corresponding to the Regulatory Areas listed in
Attachment B) and the COSCDA Housing Committee. Prior to sending the case
studies to the Task Groups, NCSBCS screens all programs submitted by the various
jurisdictions and organizations to ensure only potentially viable case studies are
forwarded.

The NCSBCS Regulatory Affairs Committee (RAC) acts as a coordinating body for
each of the case studies/models, once they are forwarded by the Task Groups and
COSCDA. When the case studies are received, the RAC is charged with deciding
whether to forward them as stand alone models, to combine them with other case
studies to be forwarded as a single model, or to put them on hold for future
consideration. The RAC is less technically oriented than the Task Groups, taking a
broader perspective of the streamlining process.

A consensus-based National Project Review Committee (NPRC) that assists in
gaining the adoption and implementation of the draft models developed by NCSBCS
and COSCDA task groups and committees. The NPRC members closely reflect the
makeup of the stakeholders targeted by the project. The intent is to facilitate
efficiently the dissemination, adoption, and implementation of models selected
through the streamlining project processes to as many organizations/agencies as
possible throughout the country.

In its first phase, the project assembles existing case studies that streamline the building
regulatory process. In doing so, areas are identified where existing models need to be modified or
where new models could be developed to help governments increase the efficiency of their
regulatory systems.

The resultant models are then reviewed by the National Project Review Committee, which
develops strategies designed to get the resultant models adopted and implemented across the
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nation. The National Project Review committee also offers recommendations as to what other
models might be developed to achieve the objectives of the projects.

4) DEVELOPMENT OF MODEL REVIEW PROCESSES

Based upon feedback from the December 12, 1996 organizational meeting of the National
Project Review Committee, the first trial run of the model development process took place
during the Task Group, RAC, and NPRC meetings, held on April 23 and 24, 1997. These
meetings were used to initiate a test run of the Streamlining Project model review process. This
proved to be extremely useful not only in familiarizing the participants with the process, but also
in exposing potential flaws with the proposed procedures. With this experience, the NCSBCS
staff, with direction from the monthly steering committee meeting participants, are able to adjust
the forms and procedures into a more effective format.

The next round of Task Group and RAC meetings took place approximately six months later. In
preparation for these meetings, NCSBCS staff continued to solicit potential models from
building construction agencies and organizations across the country and at all levels of
government. Between April and August nearly seventy additional programs were submitted.
Upon receipt, significant information identifying and describing each program was recorded into
a database.

Once the potential model programs were received, NCSBCS staff reviewed each one in its
entirety in a thorough screening process. Twenty-eight of the originally submitted programs
were deemed appropriate enough to be forwarded to the Task Groups for further consideration as
potential models (once a program is sent to the Task Group members, it is defined as a “Case
Study”). The programs that were not forwarded to the Task Groups were, in most cases, held
over because of insufficient information. Letters have been sent to each of these organizations
clarifying what additional information will be required from them to present their program as an
appropriate Case Study.

Accompanying each Case Study sent to the Task Group members were a Screening form and an
Executive Summary. The Summaries, completed by the NCSBCS staff, are designed to give an
overview of each program. All of the Case Studies were delivered to the Task Group members
on July 30, 1997. Providing materials more than a month prior to their meeting allowed Task
Group members ample time for review, enabling them to be well prepared to send what they
deemed appropriate Case Studies to the RAC as potential Streamlining Models.

To ensure further effective Task Group meetings, NCSBCS organized meetings with the chairs
of each Task Group. This helped to clarify group members’ roles in the meetings as well as to
help further specify the goals of each group and what they should and should not try to
accomplish before and during the work sessions.

4




The actual Task Group meetings held on September 8th and 9th, 1997 resulted in twenty-one of
the twenty-eight case studies reviewed being approved by the groups to be forwarded to the next
level of the Regulatory Affairs Committee. During the meetings, the Task Groups (representing
each of the building code Regulatory Areas) completed detailed Task Group Case Study
Evaluation forms. These forms provided information and recommendations necessary for the
RAC to evaluate effectively the Case Studies while reviewing them with a broader perspective
than that used by the more technically oriented Task Groups.

The Case Study Evaluation forms, as well as all other information deemed pertinent to the RAC
review, were organized by NCSBCS staff and distributed to all the RAC participants three weeks
prior to the RAC meeting on October 8, 1997. During the meeting, the RAC determined that
eleven of the submitted case studies were ready to be forwarded as Models to the National
Project Review Committee. All of the organizations who submitted programs/case studies not
forwarded by either the Task Groups or the RAC were informed of the decision and given the
option to resubmit in the future, provided they include additional information to make their
program more appropriate for the Streamlining project.

Finally, on November 6, 1997 the first National Project Review Committee meeting was held to
develop strategies for the adoption and use of the eleven models forwarded by the RAC. During
this meeting time was spent clarifying the role of the committee and its participants. Five of the
eleven models were reviewed and draft implementation strategies were developed. In addition at
this meeting, revisions were made in the proposed strategy development worksheets, which will
be used throughout the remainder of this project.

5) FIRST YEAR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/MEETINGS
A) MONTHLY MEETINGS

On a monthly basis, NCSBCS organized and chaired two different meetings crucial to
the progress of the Streamlining Project. The first set of meetings was attended by
NCSBCS staff and the Chairperson and Assistant Chairperson of the Regulatory
Affairs Committee (RAC). During these sessions, short term and long term project
strategies were discussed and planned.

The second set of monthly meetings was for the Streamlining Project’s Steering
Committee. This group is comprised of representatives from NCSBCS and seven
other organizations from both the public and private sectors with an interest in the
Streamlining Project. Included among these seven organizations are: the National
Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST); the National Association of Counties;
the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB); the U.S. Conference of Mayors;
the Council of State Community Development Agencies (COSCDA); and the
Building Owners and Managers Association, International (BOMA). Again, project
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strategy and organization were the main topics of discussion, generating extremely

ravyman dla Sy PR §

valuable feedback and information given the different perspectives of the participants.
The Steering Committee held 5 meetings resulting in the following activities:

Meeting - April 7, 1997 - Orientation Meeting

® IdP‘nﬁﬁPﬂ additional ctalkehnldarc npnAccoﬂrt advance the end prﬁduct.
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Rephrased the mission statement
Established work direction for the task groups
Confirmed the problem statement

ng - May 13, 1997
Relnforced the need for staff to refine and strengthen the model process using the
recommendations made by the April 24 meeting participants.
Expanded the model submission form to include a jurisdictional profile.
Specified the format for executive summaries for each case study.
Established a fall schedule for the next round of meetings.
Developed strategies for obtaining case studies and representation by key
stakeholders.
e C(Clarified the wording of the project goals.

Meeting - June 17, 1997

¢ Reviewed and augmented the project work plan.

e Further enhanced program submission and other project forms.

* Outlined what might be included in a recognition and awards system for those
submitting case studies.

e Delineated model implementation issues.

Teleconference Call - July 25, 1997

¢ Approved the project work plan.

Identified specific stakeholders to invite to join Steering Committee or NPRC.
Reviewed case study packets to be sent to task groups before September meetings.
Approved generic article and news release to publicize project.

Teleconference Call - August 26, 1997

e Reviewed agendas for upcoming meetings of task groups, Regulatory Affairs
Committee, and National Project Review Commiittee.

e Recommended name change of NPRC to reflect more accurately the role of the
committee.

» Discussed the elements to be included in the implementation strategies for
models.




B) TASK GROUP MEETINGS

The role of the task groups is to conduct a detailed technical review, analysis, and
modification of the models submitted, and later to develop models where none
currently exist. There are twelve different Task Groups for twelve specific regulatory
areas. Each Task Group and the Case Studies reviewed by each are shown in
Attachment B. The following two Task Group meetings were held with the resulting
activities:

Meeting - April 23, 1997

¢ Orientation of the project

e Creation of task group mission and problem statements

e Field tested the model review process by evaluating five case studies
(Case studies reviewed: Industrialized Buildings Commission, Texas
Accessibility Code, Alexandria City, Palm Beach County)

e Recommended revisions to the process.

Meeting - September 8 and 9, 1997

e Reviewed twenty-eight case studies (see Attachments A and B), resulting in
twenty-one models being forwarded to Regulatory Affairs Committee.

e COSCDA Regulatory Barrier Subcommittee met via conference call on
September 25, 1997, and forwarded 3 models to Regulatory Affairs Committee.

C) REGULATORY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE (RAC) MEETINGS

The role of the RAC is to serve as a coordinating body for each of the models as they

emerge from the task groups and COSCDA. The Committee receives the case studies
developed by the subject-specific task groups and, where appropriate, coordinates and
assembles the task groups’ products into the final models. There have been three
RAC meetings resulting in the following activities:

Meeting - September 14, 1996

Introduction to the Streamlining project.
Orientation of the committee’s role in the project.
Identification of potential Task Group members.
Solicitation of case studies from the members.
Preparation for the project organizational meeting.

Meeting - April 23, 1997

e Reviewed work of the task groups and model process.

e Recommended modifications to refine the model process.
7




e Suggested that the project be extended to cover a longer period of time.
e Encouraged all participants to submit case studies.

Meeting - October 6, 1997

Assessed the 21 models forwarded to RAC by task groups.

Developed strategy regarding the regulatory problems the project will solve.
Coordinated, assembled and prepared 11 models to be forwarded to NPRC.
Results of the detailed evaluation made on the 21 models are as follows:

D) NATIONAL PROJECT REVIEW COMMITTEE (NPRC)

Three NPRC meetings have been held over the past year resulting in the following
activities:

Meeting - December 12, 1996 - Organizational

Orientation of the members to the project.

Attendees endorsed the Streamlining project and NPRC participation.
Generated a list of 16 regulatory programs they felt the project should address.
Recommended NPRC be expanded to include a number of other national
organizations and governmental agencies.

To accomplish the NPRC’s endorsements and recommendations, those attending the
December organizational meeting agreed to undertake the following:

1.

To disseminate among their organizations/agencies that during the meeting there was
a consensus recommending the streamlining project and the NPRC as a needed
regulatory reform initiative.

There was a commitment made to the project's mission and the National Project
Review Committee's initial work assignments by the organizations in attendance.
There also was the understanding that the NPRC's structure, roles, timetable, and the
project's overall goals would be discussed further in the spring with the committee's
expanded membership.

It was agreed that the membership on the National Project Review Committee should
be expanded to include other associations and governmental agencies that had not
signed onto the project or had not received the initial invitation. The attendees agreed
to work with NCSBCS and COSCDA to identify and encourage others to join.

It was agreed that since additional organizations would be sought for this project, that
another work session for the NPRC would be held in Washington, D.C. in the spring.

NCSBCS agreed to prepare by December 24 a summary of the December 12 meeting
and send it to all of the attendees and organizations that have signed onto this
8




10.

11.

NCSBCS agreed to prepare by December 24 a summary of the December 12 meeting
and send it to all of the attendees and organizations that have signed onto this
initiative. NCSBCS noted that the summary will include the list of the 16 regulatory
reform problem areas generated during the day's session and that all of the program's
participants would be asked to review and prioritize those items.

The attendees agreed to review and prioritize the problem areas identified, and to add
to the list any other problem areas they thought had been overlooked. The attendees
further agreed to do the foliowing over the next two months to:

a. Review and submit to NCSBCS their comments on the roles of the NPRC and
the project's proposed goals, structure, and timetable.

b. Review and comment on the two proposed model review forms included by
NCSBCS in the NPRC workbooks. These had been distributed to each
participating organization at the opening of the December 12 meeting.

The attendees agreed to come to the next NPRC meeting prepared to discuss and act
on all the items mentioned in item #6 above.

The attendees agreed that they would send to NCSBCS by mid-January 1997
complete contact information (name, address, telephone, fax numbers, and e-mail
addresses) for their primary and alternate representatives to the National Project
Review Committee. NCSBCS agreed that once contact information had been
received, NCSBCS would send a contact information list out to all partners to place in
their NPRC notebooks (under the tab marked "Participating Organizations").

The attendees agreed that between mid-December and the next NPRC meeting that
they would go back to their organizations/agencies, seek and then transmit to
NCSBCS model administrative processes, procedures, rules, and regulations that they
believe should be considered for use in this project.

NCSBCS noted that it would establish by mid-January a web-site for this project
through which NPRC members could be kept updated on the project and into which
information on appropriate streamlining models could be transmitted.

It was agreed that in soliciting other organizations/agencies to join in this project that:

a. Every effort would be made to clarify the fact that the initiative covers all types
of construction: commercial, industrial, manufacturing, and institutional—not
just housing; and

b. The project encompasses all regulations from initial zoning and land use to the
issuance of the certificate of occupancy for the building.
9



12. NCSBCS also noted that by the end of January it would identify six (or seven)
organizations/agencies to serve on a steering committee for the project. The
committee will include one representative each from the federal, regional, state and
local levels of government and two or three associations representing the private
sector of the construction industry.

Meeting - April 24, 1997
Orientation of new members.
Introduction of Steering Committee members
Reviewed of the process by which the first models were forwarded to NPRC from the
Regulatory Affairs Committee and its task groups.
o Recommended modifications be made to the process as follows:

1. Some modifications need to be made to the four different model submission and
review forms used in the project. These changes include:

a. The submission form should refer to percentage of savings the model achieves
as well as a dollar amount.
b. The forms should be better coordinated in their format.

2. The project's problem list should be expanded by the task groups, NCSBCS, and
Council of State Community Development Agency's (COSCDA) staff.

3. The project's original two-year timeline is too short to produce meaningful reforms
and should include additional time for model/case study/best practice development,
adoption, and implementation by going from two to four or five years in length.

4. Additional stakeholders from the environmental, transportation, security, labor, and
other groups must be added to the NPRC. Current NPRC members must assist
NCSBCS and COSCDA in obtaining representation from these groups.

5. Several recommendations were made as to how to attract more "models/case
studies/best practices." This included all members of NPRC linking their homepages
to the NCSBCS homepage “Streamlining” section and running articles on the project
in their publications.

6. The project is now and must remain bipartisan.
7. The NPRC concurred with four other recommendations from the NCSBCS RAC.
a. Each model/case study/best practice that moves forward through the review
process must have a staff-prepared executive summary. NPRC members

should also have access to the complete submitted model.
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c. Task group leaders should attend the RAC meetings to serve as a resource to
explain the forwarded models.

d. Additional staff resources must be made available to seek out “models/case
studies/best practices.”

8. The project’s Steering Committee was charged with receiving all the

recommendations from the April 23-24 meetings and to take the following actions:

a. Develop a “draft” implementation plan for the NPRC to consider for adoption
at the next meeting;

b. Make revisions to all forms and review processes;

c. Identify strategy for bringing more “stakeholders” to the NPRC; and

d. Transmit results of work in above items a-c to all members of NPRC for their
concurrence and written commitment to actively support the fulfillment of
these actions for the project.

Meeting - November 6, 1997

Developed strategy for the implementation and outreach program for models.

e Identified stakeholders.
e Defined NPRC role.
e Suggested modifications to what an executive summary should contain, and
information needed from task groups and Regulatory Affairs Committee.
o Established 1998 meeting schedule.
6) MILESTONES
e 12/12/96; Introductory NPRC Meeting
e 4/7/97; Steering Committee Meeting
e 4/23/97; Task Group, RAC, and NPRC Meetings
e 5/13/97; Steering Committee Meeting
e 6/17/97; Steering Committee Meeting
e 7/25/97; Steering Committee Meeting via Teleconference Call
e 8/26/97; Steering Committee Meeting via Teleconference Call
e 9/8/97; Task Group Meeting (28 Models Reviewed, 21 Forwarded)
o 10/8/97; RAC Meeting (21 Models Reviewed, 11 Forwarded)
e 11/6/97; NPRC Meeting (5 Models Reviewed)
7) SUMMARY

Over the past year the initial goals of the Streamlining project have been met as planned. The
organization of the project and its model development processes have been tested and refined so

that all committees and participants are clear about their roles.

This process includes the

soliciting of potential streamlining programs to determine their suitability to the project, and
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that all committees and participants are clear about their roles. This process includes the
soliciting of potential streamlining programs to determine their suitability to the project, and
eventual distribution and adoption of approved models. During the past year, each of these
phases were tested and refined to ensure that the programs submitted in following years will be
processed with little or no confusion. The year’s main achievement, the development and
establishment of project procedures, was accomplished as scheduled during this, the first phase
of the project.

Approximately one hundred programs were submitted during the year from various organizations
at different levels of government. After a thorough review process, eleven of these programs are
presently being considered by the National Project Review Committee for adoption and
implementation. Now that the program review process has been refined to a point where it
efficiently processes streamlining models, one can expect to see many more successfully reach
the implementation level. Once achieving this, the Streamlining project objectives of enhancing
economic development, public safety, and environmental quality through better management
practices of the nation’s building regulatory practices should be attained within the projected
time frame.
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3.

ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORT FOR

STREAMLINING THE NATION’S BUILDING REGULATORY PROCESS PROJECT

SUMMARY OF “NEXT STEPS”
PROPOSED PROJECT DELIVERABLES FOR YEAR TWO
-NOVEMBER, 1997 - OCTOBER, 1998 -

Finalization of regulatory areas ultimately to be covered by project and the identification and
processing of 200 case studies into 50 streamlined models for national distribution.
Expansion of implementation strategy to facilitate adoption and use of model processes,
procedures, rules and regulations developed in this project. Gain adoption and use of models

by one or more jurisdiction in each state.

Identify areas of regulatory overlap, duplication, or inefficiency where no current streamlined

models exist and develop process for use in Year 3 of project to begin to develop streamlined
national models.

Projected dates for specific project deliverables:

a.

January 31, 1998 - Model processes developed during first year of project are released for
national use. Executive summaries and text of models also available on Streamline Website
through NCSBCS (www.NCSBCS.org)

February 15, 1998 - Project Matrix completed and available for use by partners. Matrix
defines scope and breadth of project by showing regulatory areas covered by this project and
models submitted, under review, or finalized for national distribution.

February 19-20, 1998 - Meeting of the Task Groups to begin to process next round of case
studies into models.

Aprl 1-2, 1998 - Meeting of the Regulatory Affairs Committee to process into models the
case studies forwarded by task groups. The models will then be forwarded to the National
Project Review Committee to develop implementation strategies.

June 4-5, 1998 - Conducting a national symposium on Streamlining the Nation’s Building
Regulatory Process and the meeting of the National Project Review Committee to develop
implementation strategies for each of the models forwarded by the Regulatory Affairs
Committee. NPRC effort includes speaking schedule at national meetings of partners
organizations/agencies to facilitate national adoption and use of models.

13



f. July 15, 1998 - Update of website to include all models developed in Spring round of model
development process.

g. July 31, 1998 - Publication of first streamlining project Guidebook containing executive
summaries of all models developed in project and listing of contacts to facilitate adoption and
implementation of models. (Guidebook also available on NCSBCS website). Regulatory
areas needing streamlining when no current models exist developed and reviewed by task

groups.
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ATTACHMENT A

PROGRAM/MODEL STATUS




PROGRAMS/MODELS SUBMITTED AND REVIEW DATES

Code Title City State  Date Rec TG Rev RAC Rev NPRC Rev

1 Industrialized Building Commisio A
2 Kitsap County Port Orchard WA 3/31/97 A
3  Sriat Reporting of Housing Autho Maysville KY 3/31/97 |
4  Code Enforcement Bureau Alexandria VA 3/27/97 9/8/97 10/8/97
5 Comcheck EZ Code compliance Washington DC 4/11/97 9/8/97 10/8/97 11/6/97
6  MECcheck Code compliance Washington DC aNn1/97 9/8/97 10/8/97 11/6/97
7  Project Success Independence MO 4/10/97 |
8 PZ&B Permit Center W. Palm Beach FL 3/1/97 9/8/97 10/8/97 11/6/97
8  Murray City Building Inspection  Murray City uT 3/1/97 A

10  Texas Accessibility Code Austin TX 3/1/97 9/8/97 10/8/97

11 Customer Oriented etc Fairfax VA 3/1/97 9/8/97 10/8/97

12 Permits in 5 Minutes Sanford FL 4/11/97 A

13  Residential Site Improvement St Trenton NJ 31/97 A

14  MD Bldg Perf Stds Annapolis MD 3M1/97 9/8/97 10/8/97 11/6/97

15 JardinesPaloma Blanca Project San Jose CA 3/1/97 |

16  Dwight Street Homes Jersey City NJ 3/1/97 |

17  Oregon Manuf. Dwelling Std Salem OR 4/1/97 A

18  Customer Assistance Munuf Ho Salem OR 4/1/97 A

19  Oregon Hometrac Data Base Salem OR 41/97 A

20  Reciprocal Agresments Salem OR 4/1/97 A

21  Super Good Cents Salem OR 4/1/97 A

22  Repair Operation Cert. Under @ Salem OR 4/1/97 A

23  Chicago Self Cert. Program Chicago IL 4/1/97 A

24  Process 2000 - San Diego San Diege CA 41/97 9/8/97 10/8/97

25 MD Bldg & Fire Code Computer Crownsville MD 5/1/97 9/8/97 10/8/97 11/6/97

26  Permits in 5 Minutes-Seminole C Sanford FL 5/1/97 A
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Code Title City State Date Rec TG Rev RAC Rev NPRC Rev
27  Administration & Enforcement  Trenton TN 5/23/97 A
28  Private/Public Partnership for Bid Ellicott City MD 5/1/97 9/8/97 10/8/87 11/6/97
29 QA Program - Las Vegas Las Vegas NV 5/22/97 A
30 Permit Issues Maryland Heights MO 5/1/97 A
31 Admin & Enforcement Wateska IL 5/1/97 A
32  Construction Codes - Washingto Hillsborg OR 5/1/97 A
33 In-Plant Prog/Trust Acc- Washin Hillsborg OR 5/1/97 9/8/97 10/8/97 11/6/97
34  Automation - Washington Count Hilisborg OR 51197 9/8/97 10/8/97 11/6/97
35  Over the Counter Permitting Las Cruces NM 51/97 A
36 Streamlining of Forms & Applica Ridgewood NJ 5/1/97 A
37  Automated Code Enforcementin Big Rapids Mi 5/1/97 A
38 Case Mngr for Permit Application Etobicoke Ont,, 5M1/97 A
39 Information Kiosk - Branford, CT Branford CT 5/1/97 A
40 Rules & Regs of Arch Access Bo Boston MA 5/1/97 9/8/97 10/8/97
41  Implementation of Bldg Code Gu LeMars 1A 5/1/97 9/8/97 10/8/97
42  Bar Codes for Bidg Inspectors Campbel CA 51/97 9/8/97 10/8/97 11/6/97
43  Pemmnits By Mail Riverside CA 5/27/97 9/8/97
44  Voice Response Auto Insp. Syst Cedar Park X 5/27/97 A
45 Code Hearing Program Vemon Hills IL 5/27/97 9/8/97
46 Inter Local Agreement LaPeer Mi 5/27/37 A
47  Customer Service Program Vemon Hills L 5/27/97 A
48  Express Services Raliegh NC 5/28/97 9/8/97 10/8/97 11/6/97
49 1997 Dallas Development Guide Dallas X 5/30/97 9/8/97 10/8/97 11/6/97
50 Large Bidg Pemit Cards Tuskaloosa AL 6/2/97 A
51  Issue Permits by Computer Mandan ND 6/3/97 A
52  Where to Obtain Current Blidg & Middletown CT 6/3/97 A
53 No Information Huntley iL 6/3/97 A
54  HSS/CABO/NFPA Codes Study f Falls Church VA 6/4/97 9/8/97 10/8/97
55  Process Reform Sacramento CA 6/6/97 A
Tuesday, December 09, 1997 Page 2 of 4
A: Additional Information Required I:Inappropriate to Project

TG: Task Groups
NPRC: National Project Review Committee

RAC: Regulatory Affairs Committee




Code Title City State  Date Rec TG Rev. RAC Rev NPRC Rev
56  Code Enforcement Process Franklin NH 6/6/97 A
57  Educ of Bldg Inspectors in Utah West Jordan uT 6/9/97 9/8/97
58  Bldg Permits Auto Storage Martinsburg Wv 6/9/97 A
59  Automation of Permits/Insp Aurora coO 6/9/97 9/8/97
60  Better Comm. Between Boeing  Seattle WA 6/9/97 A
61  Customized Plan Review & Per  Phoenix AZ 6/9/97 9/8/97 10/8/97
62  Privatization of Bldg Reg Proces Melboume Aus 6/10/397 A
63  Bldg Permit Automation Rock Island IL 6/9/97 A
64  Bldg Processing Streamlining Irvine CA 6/17/97 A
65 Compr Land Use & Zoning Edwardsville KS 6/17/97 |
66  Designated Campus Fire Marsha Oakland CA 6/17/97 A
67  Proper Tribal Land insp for Cons Suttons Bay Mi 6/20/97 A
68  Expedited Plan Processing Fairfax VA 6/24/97 9/8/97 10/8/97
69  Elec Util Serv Entr Req Manual Ben Lomond CA 6/25/97 9/8/97
70  Reduction of Costs for Fire Sprin Highland CA 6/27/97 A
71  Castille-Perry Intermunicipal Coo Perry NY 6/30/97 A
72  Bangor Gas Works/Shaw's Supe Bangor ME 717197 |
73  Visual Presentation of Code Req El Segundo CA 7/15/97 A
74  Econ Dev Ation Team (EDAT) Fullerton CA 7/15/97 9/8/97 10/8/97
75  Residential Wall Sections Zanesville OH 7/21/97 A
76  Residential Pole Building Design Zanesville OH 7/21/97 A
77  Utah Affordable Housing Plannin Salt Lake City uT 7/28/97 9/8/97
78 Lead Poisoning Prev. Poplar Bluff MO 8/20/97
79  Minor Subdiv. Process Silver Spring MD 8/26/97
80  Expedited Envir. RFP Process  Alpine County CA 8/26/97
81  City of Springfield Coop. Permitti  Springfield MO 9/17/97
82  Deerfield Beach Public Safety Im Deerfield Beach FL 9/17/97
83 Dev. Review:Regulatory Reform Bellevue WA 9/24/97
84  Oceanside Dev. Perm. Streamlin Oceanside CA 9/29/97
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Code Title City State  Date Rec TG Rev RAC Rev NPRC Rev

85  Growth Management Planning R Olympia WA 10/1/97

86  Curing Minor Setback Violations Salem NH 10/3/97

87  Plans Management Branch Kansas City MO 10/15/97

88  Rehab, Hist Pres & Demo Montreal Que 10/16/97

89  Accessibility Montreal Que 10/16/97

90  Min. Habitability Stds Enforceme Montreal Que 10/23/97

91  Upgrading of Existing Bids Montreal Que 10/23/97

92  Building Permit Application Omaha NE 10/27/97

93  Building Permits-Town of Cromw East Berlin cT 10/27/97

94  Grand Prairie Planned Dev Sit Pl Grand Prairie ™ 11/4/97

95 Development Review Process Portage MI 11/4/97

96  Superior Special Area Mgmt Pla Superior wi 11/4/97
Tuesday, December 09, 1997 Page 4 of 4
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ATTACHMENT B

PROGRAMS FORWARDED TO TASK GROUPS




ACCESSIBILITY PROGRAMS FORWARDED

Code Title City State Govt Level Program Focus
10 Texas Accessibility Code Austin X State State Level Disability Code
40 Rules & Regs of Arch Access Boar Boston MA State State Level Disability Code
RB VRS T
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ADMIN, ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS FORWARDED

Code Title City State Govt Level Program Focus

4 Code Enforcement Bureau Alexandria VA Local Permit Process

8 PZ&B Permit Center W. PaimBeac FL Local Comprehensive Permit Process
11 Customer Oriented etc Fairfax VA Local Comprehensive Permit Process
14 MD Bidg Perf Stds Annapolis MD State Adoption of a State Wide Building Code
24 Process 2000 - San Dlego San Diego CA Local One Stop Automation
28 Private/Public Partnership for Bldg Code Complianc  Ellicott City MD Local Fast Permit Process for Priv. Entity
33 In-Plant Prog/Trust Acc- Washington County Hillsborg OR Local Fast Permit Process for Priv. Entity
41 Implementation of Bldg Code Guide LeMars 1A Local Code Compliance on Small Projects
42 Bar Codes for Bldg Inspectors Campbell CA Local Automated Bar Codes for Bidg Inspections
43 Permits By Mail Riverside CA Local Roofing Permits by Mail
45 Code Hearing Program Vernon Hills L Local Code Viiolation Notice Procedures
48 Express Services Raliegh NC Local One Day Plan Raview
49 1997 Dallas Development Guide Dallas X Local Comprehensive Development Review Process
54 HSS/CABO/NFPA Codes Study for Health Care Fac  Falls Church VA Regional Model Codes' Versions of Life Safety Code
61 Customized Plan Review & Perm App. Process Phoenix AZ Local Streamlined Plan Review
64 Bldg Processing Streamlining lrvine CA Local One Stop Permit Process
74 Econ Dev Ation Team (EDAT) Futlerton CA Local City Planning & Bldg Permit Process

e — — —
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AUTOMATION PROGRAMS FORWARDED

Code Title City State Govt Level Program Focus
4 Code Enforcement Bureau Alexandria VA Local Permit Process
8 PZ&B Permit Center W. Palm Beach FL Local Comprehensive Permit Process
11 Customer Oriented etc Fairfax VA Local Comprehensive Permit Process
24 Process 2000 - San Diego San Diego CA Local One Stop Automation
25 MD Bidg & Fire Code Computer Sys Crownsville MD State Data Base of State Building Codes
34 Automation - Washington County Hillsborg OR Local Inspections via Telephone Automation
42 Bar Codes for Bldg Inspectors Campbell CA Local Automated Bar Codes for Bldg Inspections
59 Automation of Permits/insp Aurora CO Local Inspections w/Hand Held Computers
—
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CONSTRUCTION CODES PROGRAMS FORWARDED

Code Title City State Govt Level Program Focus
8 PZ&B Permit Center W. Palm Beach FL Local Comprehensive Permit Process
14 MD Blidg Perf Stds Annapolis MD State Adoption of a State Wide Building Code
28 Private/Public Partnership for Blidg Code Complianc Ellicott City MD Local Fast Permit Process for Priv. Entity
41 implementation of Bidg Code Guide LeMars 1A Local Code Compliance on Small Projects
54 HSS/CABO/NFPA Codes Study for Health Care Fac  Falls Church VA Regional Model Codes’ Versions of Life Safety Code
69 Elec Util Serv Entr Req Manual Ben Lomond CA Regional Uniform Requirements for Elec Utilities

Tuesday, December 09, 1997
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EDUC/CERT PROGRAMS FORWARDED

Code Title City State Govt Level Program Focus
57 Educ of Bidg Inspectors in Utah Waest Jordan uTt State Education&Cert. Program for Inspectors
68 Expedited Plan Processing Fairfax VA Local Education/Certification/Plan Review

i I,
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ENERGY PROGRAMS FORWARDED

Code Title City State Govt Level Program Focus
5 Comcheck EZ Code compliance Washington DC Federal Envelope, Mech., Lghtg Compliance Guide
6 MECcheck Code compliance Washington DC Federal Model Energy Code
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ENVIRONMENTAL, FLOOD PLAIN PROGRAMS FORWARDED

Code Title City State Govt Level Program Focus
8 PZ&B Permit Center W. Palm Beach FL Local Comprehensive Parmit Process
49 1997 Dallas Development Guide Dallas ™ Local Comprehensive Development Review Process
AR
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HEALTH PROGRAMS FORWARDED

Code Title City State Govt Level Program Focus
8 PZ&B Permit Center W. Palm Beach FL Local Comprehensive Permit Process
54 HSS/CABO/NFPA Codes Study for Health Care F Falls Church VA Regional Model Codes' Versions of Life Safety Code
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INFRASTRUCTURE AND FEES PROGRAMS FORWARDED

Code Title City State Govt Level Program Focus
8 PZ&B Permit Center W. Palm Beach FL Local Comprehensive Permit Process
33 In-Plant Prog/Trust Acc- Washington County Hillsborg OR Local Fast Permit Process for Priv. Entity
49 1997 Dallas Development Guide Dallas TX Local Comprehensive Development Review Process
Tuesday, December 09, 1997 ™ r— Pe—
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LAND USE, ZONING PROGRAMS FORWARDED

Code Title City State Govt Level Program Focus
8 PZ&B Permit Center W. Palm Beach FL Local Comprehensive Permit Process
11 Customer Oriented etc Falrfax VA Local Comprehensive Permit Process
49 1997 Dallas Davelopment Guide Dallas X Local Comprehensive Development Review Process
77 Utah Affordable Housing Planning Salt Lake City ut State Zoning & Affordable Housing
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REHAB, HIST PRESERVATION, DEMO PROGRAMS FORWARDED

Code Title City State Govt Level Program Focus

49 1997 Dallas Development Guide Dallas ™ Local Comprehensive Development Review Process

St
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ATTACHMENT C

EXECUTIVE SUMMARIES




CASE STUDY #02
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
(REVISED)

KITSAP COUNTY BUILDING PERMIT PROCESS

The two major aspects of this program fall within the Administration &
Enforcement and Land Use & Zoning regulatory areas. The Administration &
Enforcement section is essentially a one stop building permit process and makes up the
bulk of the submittal.

Included in the single stop permitting program are five pages of flow charts.
These should have some accompanying information to clarify the processes they are
depicting. Some of the time estimates for the different flow chart (such as 68 days for
site Plan approval) do not appear to be within the overall goals of the Streamlining
project.

Following the flowcharts are several pages of “Guidelines” which clearly layout
the requirements for the building permit application forms. However, it also states that
separate applications and permits are required from other agencies. Among these are
Energy, Environmental, Public Works, Electrical permit (from the Department of Labor
and Industries), Health District, and Sewer & Water. Further information from Kitsap
County would be helpful in clarifying several concemns about the program.

Also submitted by Kitsap County is information regarding a Geographic
Information System (GIS) for maps that are required for each permit application. An
example of GIS is given at the end of the original program submittal, and is further
described on page 3 of the fax dated 3/31/97. This system could be adapted as part of an
Automation, an Administration, or a Land Use & Zoning model.




CASE STUDY # 04
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
(REVISED)

CODE ENFORCEMENT BUREAU - CITY OF ALEXANDRIA

This case study centers around a Task Force Report commissioned in 1992 by the City of
Alexandria due to broad dissatisfaction with the existing building permit and building code
enforcement procedures. The primary goal of the Report was to submit recommendations for
improving the City's Code Enforcement Bureau. The case study can be broken down into the
following parts (though they are not presented in the same order shown below):

1) A memorandum, dated 3/6/92, officially establishing the Task Force and outlining its
objectives.

2) The actual Task Force Report.

3) A memorandum, dated 3/11/93, listing the changes in the Code Enforcement Bureau
since the receipt of the Task Force Report (This memorandum immediately follows
the Task Force Report).

4) A one page guide of a "One Stop Shop For Tenant Improvements" program, dated in
1996.

The Task Force Report gives a well organized review of the Bureau's existing conditions
and problems. It then continues with seven pages of recommendations, including numerous
ways to streamline the existing processes.

The Report is immediately followed by the City of Alexandria Memorandum dated
March 11, 1993. This details the changes in the City's code enforcement since the submission of
the Report. The changes are broken down into the categories of Administration, Plans Review,
and Inspections. There are also City Wide Initiatives which include an Internal Permit Process
Committee, comprised of representatives of all departments involved in code enforcement, that
meets quarterly in an effort to continue to improve the coordination and streamlining of the City's
building permit process. Increasing the use of automated systems such as telephone answering
systems, fax machines, and computerization for processing and tracking permits and inspections
is also stressed.

Also included in the case study is the "One Stop Shop For Tenant Improvements"
program. This gives members of the business community with small tenant improvement
projects the opportunity to have their permit (if submitted properly ) approved within a forty-five
minute time frame.

It has been reported that most of the implemented reforms have proved successful in
saving time and monies. However no documentation depicting these improvements has yet been
submitted. Overall there are numerous positive streamlining suggestions contained in the Code
Enforcement Bureau case study that could be implemented in other local level jurisdictions either
individually or as a group.




CASE STUDY # 05
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
(REVISED)

COMcheck-EZ, Compliance Guidelines - US Dept. Of Energy

This case study is a compliance tool created by the Department of Energy to assist
builders in demonstrating compliance with energy codes. The package includes both a manual
and a DOS-based software program that address three areas of code compliance: (1) Envelope,
(2) Mechanical, and (3) Lighting. The manual includes guides to assist builders in navigating the
code compliance process. Also provided in the manual are several attachments including a Field
Inspection Checklist, Climate Maps of all 50 US states, and “Prescriptive Packages” containing
tables for determining insulation requirements, etc.

The software goes one step further, allowing the user to input their building location to
the city level, and displaying compliance information keyed to that jurisdiction. Users can also
take advantage of the program’s tables and arithmetic functions in assembling their own
personalized compliance packages. The program and its updates can be obtained from the
Department of Energy’s special web site, www.energycodes.org.

COMCcheck-EZ proclaims to meet or exceed requirements set forth by ASHRAE/IES. It
is meant for use by architects, engineers, designers, contractors, plans reviewers, inspectors, and
building officials. It appears to be both comprehensive and user friendly. When used for
projects involving simple buildings, no additional resources or reference books are necessary. A
drawback of the system is that it currently applies only to simple or small commercial buildings.



CASE STUDY # 06
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
(REVISED)

MECcheck Code Compliance
Materials & Software

The Model Energy Code (MEC) was originally designed by the Department of Energy
(DOE) and is maintained by the Council of American Building Officials (CABO). The materials
submitted with this Executive Summary were designed to help the user comply with the MEC.
The MEC contains energy related building requirements applicable to many new U.S. residences.
The main focus of the MEC are the provisions dealing with building envelope insulation and
window requirements as well as heating and cooling systems, water heating systems, and air
leakage. Presently the code is being enforced by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), the Rural Economic and Community Development (RECD), and several
states.

Included in the submitted package are:

1)  The MECcheck Manual, which gives an overview of the entire line of MECcheck
materials including forms to facilitate the compliance process. Chapters 6 and 7 are
specifically geared toward building department and enforcement personnel.

2)  The MECcheck Prescriptive Packages, which gives detailed directions on using the
prescriptive package approach. This includes all 50 state maps with climate zones
and corresponding insulation requirement tables.

3)  The MECcheck software and software user's guide. The software was designed to
quickly determine compliance for a particular building.

4)  Three examples of legislation from states that have, or are in the midst of, adopting
the MEC (attached to the Program Submission Form).

The MEC is a very detailed and comprehensive code. The materials included in this
package help clarify the implementation and enforcement of the code. The MECcheck Manual is
particularly well organized and descriptive. Included here are the basic energy requirements for
residential buildings, and the three different compliance approaches (Prescriptive Package,
Trade-Off, and Software). Not only is each Approach described, but each is also compared with
the pros and cons of others, as well as discussing how each is best applied.

It appears that the MEC could be adopted effectively at most levels throughout the US. If
such a program could be adopted on a large scale, the benefits of such uniformity should be
considerable. According to the DOE when implemented, the code could save the federal
government approximately $1,000,000 a year in operating costs alone. The requirements in the
MEC have been determined technologically feasible and justified economically and ecologically.




CASE STUDY # 08
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
(REVISED)

PALM BEACH COUNTY (Unincorporated Area) PERMIT CENTER

In order to simplify the building permitting process for both the users and the Palm Beach
government, the Planning, Zoning and Building (PZ&B) Department Permit Center (see attached
Users Guide) was created in 1995. The Permit Center allows building permit applicants to submit
required forms at a centralized permitting location, thereby eliminating multi-stop visits and
reducing application paperwork needed to be submitted to each reviewing agency. This case study
was created as a joint effort including the Palm Beach PZ&B Administrative Consultants and
several evaluation committees comprised of local regulators and industry representatives.

The Palm Beach County Permit Center case study is a “One Stop” centralized program. The
main strengths of this case study include the following: (1) the identification of all regulatory
agencies involved in the Building Permit Process, (2) the establishment of a comprehensive
application submission checklist for all categories of building occupancy and construction types, (3)
the establishment of the processes for routing and coordinating all affected agency reviews and
approvals, and (4) the establishment of responsibilities for inter-agency coordination and
documentation for the issuance of building permits.

One of the major accomplishments of this case study was to bring all the agencies involved in
the Palm Beach building permitting process together physically under one roof (or at least the roof
next door). The agencies involved include: Addressing; Building; Business and Professional
Regulations; Environmental Resources Management; Fire Rescue; Health Unit; Land Development;
Landscaping; and Zoning.

The centralized Permit Center allows for concurrent review in which regulatory agencies
process only applicable portions of a permit application necessary for approval. The Permit Center
coordinates, distributes, routes, and re-consolidates application packages when the permit is ready
for issuance.

The process includes the self certification of the permit package by the user. If done properly
this can save a considerable amount of time for all involved parties. However, if part of the package
is missing or done incorrectly the County Administrators have found that several long, inconvenient
delays can be experienced.

The most significant tool of the Permit Center is the Application Matrix. This is provided in
Appendix C of the Users Guide and explained on pages 66-67. The Application Matrix is a
checklist of requirements of the separate permit types that must be included in all permit
applications. This process can begin only after all required platting or rezoning approvals have been
secured. Following page 67 there are 10 pages of tables where an applicant can determine which




Type of construction their project is, the submittal requirements, and approximately how long the
permit process should take. Immediately following these are the required detailed Checklists for
each type of construction, as determined in the previous tables.

Although the case study is very detailed, it is difficult and imposing for a first time user or a
home owner. Someone new to this process may need several hours to understand and appreciate the
Permit Center case study.

Besides Administration and Enforcement, other Regulatory Areas included within the Palm
Beach County submission, and can be found on the pages shown below:

e Automation, pgs. 43-45

e Construction Codes, Appendix C (Permit Checklists)
¢ Environmental & Flood, pgs. 19-28, 31-37

e Health, pgs. 14-18

¢ Infrastructure & Impact Fees, pgs. 46-64(Appendix A)

* Land Use & Zoning, pgs. 38-42




CASE STUDY # 09
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
(REVISED)

MURRAY CITY, UTAH BUILDING INSPECTION POLICIES

This case study is comprised mostly of the forms utilized by the Murray City, Utah
Building Inspection Division. A list of each form is provided on the cover letter from Anne von
Weller, CBO, dated March 26, 1997.

The building permit process in Murray City is “one stop” in that the customer only has to
submit a complete set of stamped plans and permit application at one location, Public Works.
From Public Works the plans will be circulated to any other departments from whom approval is
required.

The remainder of the forms and checklists cover the requirements for any building project
in Murray City. Most of these forms are very detailed, self explanatory and are fairly typical of
most building departments. Several of these could be considered as potential models either
individually or with others.

Also included with the package of forms is the Insurance Services Office (ISO)
questionnaire, filled out for Murray City. This supplies a great deal of background data about the
jurisdiction including statistics regarding the building department.




CASE STUDY #010
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
(REVISED)

TEXAS ACCESSIBILITY CODE

In September of 1996 the US Department of Justice certified the Texas Accessibility
Standards (TAS) as meeting or exceeding the Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility
Guidelines (ADAAG). As a result, any building or construction project that complied with the
Texas statute would also be in compliance with the ADAAG. Any modifications or waivers to
the Texas code would not be considered in compliance with the ADAAG.

Local Texas jurisdictions are not required to adopt the TAS so several different
accessibility standards (such as; ANSI, or the three model codes) are presently being enforced at
the local level. Problems arise because of lack of uniformity and occasional noncompliance with
the ADAAG and the TAS. Ideally every local jurisdiction would adopt a single form of the
ADAAG, thereby ensuring uniformity of enforcement. This would benefit all involved agencies
and constituents. As it exists, the statewide code eliminates the federal level and can more
stringently and efficiently enforce the standards.

The fact that the Justice Department approved the Texas Accessibility Code is a strong
indication that the code is thorough and well detailed. The standards are closely based on the
ADAAG. Italics indicate a variation from the ADAAG. Within the case study, prior to the
actual accessibility standards, are two short sections (both are entitled “Architectural Barriers”)
which describe the state level management of the code. The first article is a Texas Civil Statute;
the second is the Administrative Rules of the Texas Department of Licensing and Regulation.
These define and refer to different administrative entities and functions.

The state of New Mexico has adopted a similar version of the TAS, and Nevada is also
considering adopting it in the near future.




CASE STUDY #011a
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
(REVISED)

FAIRFAX COUNTY RESIDENTIAL INSPECTION PROGRAM

During accelerated construction activity in the 1980's, the Fairfax County Department of
Environmental Management (DEM) received a mandate from the local governing body and the
construction industry to improve the building construction inspection program:

(D) By ensuring high quality code enforcement through increased inspection time,
2) By performing all inspections on the day requested, and
3) By implementing a cost-effective program.

Moreover, the sheer volume of construction in the burgeoning 400-square-mile urban
county compelled a change in operations. During the 1980's the average annual value of
construction was $1.5 billion; average annual building inspections, 340,000; average annual
permits, 30,000. It was not unusual for an inspector to carry a workload of 50 inspections per
day. County inspectors spent a disproportionate amount of time driving between inspection sites
versus actually performing inspections because inspectors from each of the four disciplines
(building, electrical. mechanical and plumbing) had to visit each site numerous times. If multiple
inspections could be performed on a single visit, significant savings in travel time and money
could result, and increased time would be available for inspections.

DEM developed a program to replace single-discipline inspections of the four trades with
multiple-discipline inspections. The combination inspection program was implemented
incrementally using positions vacated by attrition, and involved the design and conduct of an
intensive, six-month cross-training program leading to national certification of single-discipline
inspectors in all four trades. Inspectors who receive the required certifications are promoted.
Initial classroom training is performed by a contractor. Continuing training is provided through
DEM's state-accredited training center. An enhanced computer system separates combination
from conventional inspection requests, groups requests by geographic grid, and bundles
inspections. Quantifiable results include a decrease in mileage, an increase in inspection time,
and a reduction in rejected inspection and homeowner complaints. Over 95 percent of all
inspections requested are performed on the day the request is made. If the County were to
provide the same level of service with single trade inspectors over a twelve-year period, it would
have to expend an additional 12 million dollars.

There are currently 31 cross-trained inspectors on staff. Recently the program was
expanded and enhanced. Residential inspectors who obtained certifications in all commercial
trade inspection disciplines expanded their inspections responsibility. Residential inspection
staff now inspect woodframe multi-family construction. This expansion of responsibility has
allowed the Division to better balance its workload. Now, when residential inspection workloads
are low and commercial workloads are high, the multi-family projects can be performed by
residential staff or single trade commercial inspection staff.




To further enhance customer service, residential inspectors and supervisors are evaluating
an enhanced work schedule. Approximately half of the inspection staff volunteered to work a 4
day a week 10 hour a day rotating schedule. Others in the branch continued to work on the 8
hour per day 5 days week schedule. This enhanced work schedule created expanded field
coverage and resulted in a reduction in overtime worked. leave taken, and an increased
inspection time.

The results of the enhanced work schedule have improved inspection services to our
customers. Flexible work schedules prove to have positive impact on the quality of life for staff
at no additional costs to the County or its citizens.




CASE STUDY # 011b
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
(REVISED)

CODE ENFORCEMENT THROUGH TRAINING (CETT)

A municipality has a responsibility to regulate construction through code enforcement,
meaning that government employees review plans and inspect the resulting construction. When
deficiencies are observed, they are corrected by the designer or builder and reinspected for
compliance. This process, while effective, costs both the city and the builder time and money.
Both parties seek code compliance and will benefit if the road to such compliance is efficient.
Fairfax County implemented the CETT program, which focused on code compliance through
education, outreach, and training of the design and construction community. It is intended to
improve the quality of the plans submitted and the structures constructed without relying on the
old “reject and correct” method.

CETT involves three elements: (1) industry briefings, (2) printed brief sheets, and (3)
formal training. Industry briefings are conducted by County staff bimonthly. The meetings are
advertised widely among builders, owners, designers, material suppliers and private inspectors.
These meetings are used to introduce code requirements, explain recent code interpretations,
disseminate evaluation reports and discuss routine deficiencies or other current issues. Attendees
leave with a better understanding of the codes and of how problems are being addressed on other
projects.

Printed material takes the form of both informational letters to industry members and
handouts covering procedural and technical matters, such as retaining wall or residential deck
construction. Handouts are available at the permit application and plan review areas.
Informational letters explain code or policy changes and information regarding the acceptability
of construction materials.

Formal training of the industry is the most effective element of the CETT outreach
program. The County presents training in a classroom environment using adult education
techniques and covers new code adoptions, structural design, energy calculations, etc. In the last
two years, 425 industry representatives have received almost 2000 hours of training. The
training is prepared by the Department of Environmental Management's (DEM) technical experts
under the guidance of DEM's own Training Center's staff.

These elements have proven to be the key to code compliance for the construction
industry. CETT provides designers and builders with the knowledge and understanding of the
codes, where before they relied on a County reviewer or inspector to inspect, reject, and then
correct. Plans are approved in less time and projects are completed with fewer delays caused by
non-compliance.

Costs involved with this program are associated with the staff time needed to prepare for
and present training, prepare written materials and attend briefings. These costs are offset by the
staff time no longer used to reinspect deficiencies and re-view plans. CETT is viewed as a pro-
active and positive approach to code enforcement by the local design and construction
professionals. It redefines the role of code enforcement officials from a finder of code
deficiencies at the last and worse possible point in a construction time table to a co-partner and
valuable resource at the front end of a project.
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TARGETED INFORMATION BROCHURES

The targeted information brochures are one part of a comprehensive customer service
initiative instituted by the Fairfax County Department of Environmental Management (DEM).
The initiative also included eliminating unnecessary steps to the permit process, putting a green
dot on the permit applications of new customers to alert all review agencies that the customer
may not be familiar with County permit procedures, and providing counter staff with customer
service training.

When DEM evaluated the most effective way to provide permit information to citizens
and the development community, it chose to develop a series of brochures, each of which was
targeted to a specific audience. This approach was chosen as an alternative to a single
cumbersome book that addressed all aspects of the development process. For example:

. Homeowners: Fairfax County has an expanding residential population.
Consequently many homeowners apply for permits to build decks, additions and
swimming pools, finish basements, enclose carports, etc. To make the permit
process as painless as possible for citizens, DEM created specialized brochures
describing the documentation required and the procedures to follow to obtain
permits and inspections for each type of home improvement project. Several of
the brochures include sample plans that the homeowner may use in lieu of
preparing their own individualized plans.

. Businesses: The County also has a large office and retail sector, resulting in
numerous applications for tenant-layout permits. DEM experienced a high plan
rejection rate due to incomplete or non-code compliant plans. The department
created a brochure describing the building, electrical, mechanical and plumbing
components that must be included on tenant-layout plans. It also includes copies
of forms required by the Fire Marshal and other County Offices. The brochure is
useful for both laymen and professionals who apply for tenant-layout permits.

DEM has also developed a brochure aimed at the commercial building industry entitled
"How to Make the Permit, Plan Review and Inspection Process Work for You." The brochure
offers hints to help minimize the time spent during the permit application, plan review and
inspection phases of construction.

. Churches and non-profit organizations: Churches and non-profit groups often
utilize volunteers or persons unfamiliar with construction to obtain permits.
Frequently, they experience frustration maneuvering through the development
process. DEM created a guide to the development process which addresses the




