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ABSTRACT: Risk-assessment is seen as a tool for future refinement of performance-based building 
codes; the goal being to allocate consenting resources toward high-risk projects though risk-informed 
criteria. A literature review was conducted into building regulations, consenting processes and the role 
of professionals in a mixture of countries, states and cities internationally for elements of risk-based 
consenting with a purpose of providing comparison to the current situation in New Zealand. Broad 
similarities in regulations and codes were found, but a number of differences exist in approaches to 
consenting with differing levels of control, self-certification and private sector involvement. No 
jurisdiction has yet implemented a system of risk-based consenting, however a number of ad hoc 
elements of risk-assessment criteria for meeting codes found in each jurisdiction are identified. Many 
have made particular effort to simplify the process in cases of minor work. The roles and 
responsibilities of the authorities, building owners and building professionals are compared.  Together 
the results provide a summary of international similarities and differences in the current status of risk-
based consenting, building codes, roles of professionals and apportionment of liability. 

Conference theme: Construction, materials and technology 
Keywords: Building regulations, risk-based criteria  

 
INTRODUCTION 

Performance-based building regulation has fast become the norm across developed nations. Risk-based and risk-
informed regulation are seen by many as the next progression of performance based regulation, with the assessment 
of the level of risk in a building project to be used as a tool in the consenting and inspection process. Benefits allow 
the targeting of control by Building Consent Authorities toward projects with a high risk of adverse effects non-
compliance. This reduces the compliance burdens on projects where there is a low level of risk of non-compliance or 
negative effects (Meacham, 2010b).  

According to Meacham (2010b), risk-assessment criteria in building regulations can be classified as either risk-based 
or risk-informed. Risk-based refers to the use of quantitative risk values from well-defined information to derive a 
verification system. Risk-informed regulation takes this quantitative system as a factor together with qualitative 
societal and cultural factors to determine performance targets.  

A number of countries were selected for study with the criteria being for some similarity of issues to New Zealand in 
terms of adoption of performance-based regulation, seismicity and climate (particularly rainfall). In countries with 
locally specific regulations, a relevant state or city was selected. Those selected were: Victoria (Australia), Ireland, 
England, Sweden, Vancouver (British Columbia, Canada) and Seattle (State of Washington, USA). In addition to the 
jurisdictions selected for detailed study, there was also some analysis of other countries such as France and 
Germany.  

1. REGULATIONS AND CODES 

1.1 Adoption of Performance-Based Regulation 
All codes except Seattle’s and Vancouver’s are performance-based (Meacham, 2010a). Seattle’s code, while largely 
prescriptive, also includes some performance objectives (City of Seattle, 2010). Vancouver’s building code is officially 
described as an ‘objective-based’ code rather than a performance based code. However in terms of function and 
application it is similar to the performance-based codes studied (Bergeron, Desserud, & Haysom, 2004).  

  



Figure 1: Timeline of the adoption of legislation enabling performance-based building codes 

Changes in legislation for performance-based building regulation began in the 1980s with the Building Act 1984 in 
England, although the building regulations did not come into effect until 1991. Legislation in other countries then 
followed throughout the 1990s (Figure 1), with the regulations typically enacted the following year.  

The 2006 Vancouver Building By-Law (VBBL) is based on Canada’s 2005 National Building Code (NBC), and drew 
influence from a number of performance-based codes (Bergeron, Desserud & Haysom, 2004).  

Development of model codes in the United States by the International Code Council has now begun a shift toward 
performance-based codes. This is thought likely to take some time, and was slowed by a consolidation of many 
competing code development agencies (Meacham, 2010b).  

1.2 Regulating Authorities  
The authority setting building regulations varies from country to country from being set by national [central] 
government to being set local city governments. This is reflective of the variations in government structure.  Table 1 
outlines the delegation of regulatory responsibilities in the jurisdictions studied.  

Table 1: Allocation of governing authority and responsibility

 Victoria Ireland England Sweden Vancouver Seattle NZ 
Central 
Government 
 

C. Dev B. Reg C. 
Dev 

B. Reg C. 
dev 

B. Reg C. 
dev 

C. dev  B. Reg 
C. dev 
Prof. Reg 

State/Regional 
Government 
 

B. Reg Prof. 
Reg 
C. mod 

  Prof. Reg. Prof. Reg. Prof. Reg  

Local 
Government 

C & I C & I 
 

C & I C & I 
 

B. Reg  
C & I 
C. mod 

B. Reg C & I 
C. mod 

C & I 

Private Sector  C & I - C & I - C. dev -  

1.3 Development of Building Codes 
In the United States independent private bodies such as the International Code Council (ICC) develop a national 
model code which is implemented at the city or state level. Often codes are modified to suit local requirements. 
Building Codes devloped by the ICC are modified by the City of Seattle, with any modifications noted in the code. 

In Canada, states and territories modify the National Building Code to suit the individual requirements of each. The 
city of Vancouver adds further modification to the British Colombia Building Code (BCBC) to draft the VBBL (National 
Research Centre Canada, 2010). 

The Australian Building Code is a model code, which is modified by the Victoria State Government’s Building 
Commission for local use (Building Commission, 2006). 

Departments of Central Government government draft building codes for direct nationwide application in Sweden, 
England, Ireland and New Zealand (Boverket, 2010; Department for Communities and Local Government, 2012b; 
Environment Community and Local Government, 2007; Mumford, 2010).  

1.4 Review and Updating of codes 
The International Code Council has a systematic approach reviewing building codes, with a regular cycle of 
development leading to an updated code being published every three years (International Code Council, 2012). 
English legislation has recently changed to also incorporate a program of regular review of building regulations every 
three years (Department for Communities and Local Government, 2009); while the remaining jurisdictions studied 
have no regular program of building regulatory review with regulations being updated as required. 

Key: B. Reg : Set building regulations 
C. Dev: Develop building codes/model building codes C. mod: Adjust model codes for local use 
Prof. Reg: Control of regulation of building professionals C & I: Issuing of building consents and undertaking of inspections 



1.5 The ‘Nordic Model’ 
Initial Performance-based building codes used the ‘Nordic Model’ based on the NKB Hierarchy (Figure 2) developed 
by the Nordic Committee on Building Regulations first suggested in 1976. It sets out broad objectives based upon the 
needs and demands of society, which set the functional statements; the desired function of buildings and building 
elements described in qualitative terms. The next tier contains the performance requirements; more technical 
descriptions of the how the building and building elements need to function. These may be met either by acceptable 
or alternative solution (Meacham, 2010b).  

1.6 Acceptable Solutions  
A set of ‘acceptable solutions’ or ‘approved documents’ show a model published by a regulatory authority that if 
followed should be ‘deemed to satisfy’ the code. These are essentially a prescriptive method for achieving 
compliance code (Meacham, Performance-Based Building Regulatory Systems, 2010). 

1.7 Alternative Solutions 
Alternative solutions are a key component of performance-based codes and provide means of complying with the 
objectives and functional statements of the regulations by meeting or exceeding the performance requirements. 
Recent development toward risk-informed consenting has sought to provide greater definition of the level of 
performance required to better assess that the objectives are being met (Meacham, 2010b). 

In New Zealand and Australia alternative solutions are assessed through proof of adequate performance in 
accordance with the objectives of the building code by either: means of testing contained within the building code 
known as verification methods, comparison to the acceptable solution, expert evidence, examples of prior use of the 
alternative solution, or overseas approvals and certifications (Mumford, 2010).  

The Canadian ‘objective-based’ approach places a large emphasis on the role of acceptable solutions as a 
benchmarking tool. To comply with the performance objectives and functional requirements of the code an alternative 
solution must be proven to provide at least the same level of performance as the [prescriptive] acceptable solution 
(Bergeron, 2003). In Vancouver applications for alternative solutions must be prepared by an architect or engineer 
and submitted to the Office of the Chief Building Official for review. The application must reference the code 
objectives and prove how they are met (Office of the Chief Building Official, 2009). 

The Seattle Building Code has provision for alternative solutions to be approved by the building official provided they 
are at least as effective as the prescriptive solution in terms of public health safety and welfare (City of Seattle, 2010).  

2. ENFORCEMENT PROCESS 

There is involvement of local authorities in issuing buiding consents in each jurisdiction. Regulations require 
documentation of compliance. Approval and inspection is also required, with the balance and choice of local authority 
oversight, private certification and self-certification varying considerably.  

2.1 Consent application process  
In Victoria an application is made to the building consent authority, either a Municipal Building Surveyor at the local 
authority or a Private Building Surveyor. Applications must include documentation of compliance with the regulations 
and other relevant information. The plans are checked for compliance by the Building Surveyor and provided the 
documentation is accurate a consent must be granted or refused in 15 working days (Building Commission, 2005). 
New Zealand has a similar process with a maximum duration of 20 working days (Mumford, 2010).  

English regulation allows for applications for consents under two categories. The first known as full plans follows a 
process similar to the Victorian system. The Building Control Body, a local authority or a private company registered 

Figure 2: The NKB hierarchy of performance-based building regulation. Adapted from Mumford and Meacham



as an Approved Inspector assesses applications. Following this a building consent may be issued, further information 
requested, issued subject to certain conditions being met, or refused. Local authorities are required to make a 
decision in 25 working days (Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, 2005). In the seond category, Building notice, notice 
is given when construction is about to begin.  It does not require the deposit of any plans, allowing construction to 
begin more quickly. It may be used for small residential projects only, and any work found during inspections that 
does not meet the building regulations will need to be remediated (Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, 2005). The 
use of the building notice procedure is under review (Greenstreet Berman, 2012). 

Vancouver has a similar process where all applications must be submitted to the local authority (Vancouver City 
Development Services) with complete documentation. Submission is in person at a meeting with a project coordinator 
who liaises with the client throughout the process, including to seek further information or clarification. Once the 
application is found to comply a further meeting is arranged and a consent issued (City of Vancouver, 2010). Some 
larger projects may differ, with the local authority approving a permit based upon letters of assurance from certified 
professionals (Building and Safety Standards Branch, 2010).  This is essentially a small level of oversight over an 
otherwise self-certifying process.  

In Seattle, prior to a building permit application, a Preliminary Application Package is submitted to the local authority 
the (Department of Planning and Development DPD) with preliminary site plans and basic information about the 
project. The DPD responds with a list of requirements for the permit application including detailed plans and 
specifications documenting compliance. Applications must be submitted in person, and are screened to check the 
required documents are included.  Initial Review then takes place checking the documentation for compliance with 
the code. This may be followed with requests for further information or for corrections, and when the documentation 
is supplied a correction review takes place. There may be several rounds of correction review. Once the code 
requirements are satisfied a building permit is issued also listing the required inspections (City of Seattle, 2011).  

In Ireland applicants must notify the local authority that construction is about to begin either through a 
commencement notice between 14 and 28 days before construction begins, or a 7 day notice 7 days prior to 
construction. All buildings except houses and some agricultural buildings must also apply to their local authority for a 
Fire Safety Certificate and a Disability Access Certificate. Each requires the submission of plans and specifications to 
show compliance with the regulations for fire safety and disabled access.  They require two months to be issued and 
state that if constructed in accordance to the approved plans, the building will comply with the regulations for fire 
safety and disabled access (Environment, Community and Local Government, 2010). 

In Sweden the issuing of a building permit is based upon the local authority’s approval of the applicant’s plan for self-
inspection and control of the process to ensure compliance (Visscher & Meijer, 2005). 

2.2 Inspections by Building Control Authorities  
All except Sweden and Ireland have similar inspection regimes. The authority issuing the consent must carry out 
inspections throughout construction: typically at commencement, completion and other stages identified as critical on 
the consent. This is to ensure work is carried out in accordance with the consent, and must be arranged by the 
contractor or owner. Ireland differs as only 12-15 per cent of building projects are randomly selected for inspection.  

2.3 Inspections by self-certification  
In England some minor areas of building work such as installation of heating appliances and of replacement glazing 
are covered by the Competent Persons Scheme. This allows professionals registered by an accredited industry body 
to self-certify that their completed work complies with the building regulations. There are currently proposals to 
expand the scope of the scheme (Department for Communities and Local Government, 2009). 

With building projects in Ireland not among the 12-15% selected for inspection, ensuring compliance with the 
regulations is the responsibility of the building owner, architect and the builder. This essentially means the builder 
self-certifies building work backed by contractual arrangements and insurances for defects and liability (elios, 2010a). 

Sweden differs as while the local authority is involved in issuing a consent, it has no inspection role. At a preliminary 
meeting the local authority agrees a plan with the building owner, builder and designer for self-inspection or 
inspection by a private certification body to ensure compliance (Meacham, 2010a).  

The City of Vancouver allows registered architects and engineers to become Certified Professionals after completion 
of an accreditation course.  They are authorised to take a ‘code coordination’ role. This means they may check plans 
for compliance and carry out inspections. Based on a recommendation to the Office of the Chief Building Official, a 
building permit may then be issued for the work. It is then the responsibility of the Certified Professional to carry out 
inspections and to provide a report on the progress of construction to the Office of the Chief Building Official on at 
least a monthly basis (City of Vancouver, 1999).  



2.4 Private Sector Building Inspection in France and Germany 
Examples of a differing approach occur in France and Germany. In France many types of construction work may not 
require compulsory checking of plans when issuing a consent or any inspection of the building work. In cases where 
it is required (typically larger buildings with more stringent fire-safety requirements) the local authority will direct the 
applicant to find a private sector organisations to undertake plan review and inspections. Building owners will often 
have inspections carried out even when it is not required due to private insurance requirements. In Germany building 
consent authorities have the ability to contract out the checking of plans and site inspections to private third-party 
firms. This is frequently done for checking and inspection of building structural systems (Visscher & Meijer, 2005; 
Pedro, Meijer, & Visscher, 2010) 

3. RESPONSIBILITIES IN THE CONSENTING PROCESS 

The legal responsibilites of building consent auhtorities, building owners, designers and contractors are broadly 
similar across all jurisdictions (Table 2) with responsibility for compliance with regulation ultimately falling on the 
building owner. There is some variation in the level of responsibility of designers and contractors particularly 
regarding inspection and certification.  

Table 2: Roles and responsibilities in the consenting process
 Victoria Ireland England Sweden Vancouver Seattle NZ 
Consent 
Authority  

Chk. Doc 
Insp 

Chk. Doc  
Insp 

Chk. doc;  
Insp 

Chk. Insp. 
Pln 

Chk. Doc;  
Insp 

Chk. Doc;  
Insp 

Chk. Doc;  
Insp 

Regulatory Relationship  
Building 
Owner  

Ens. Comp Ens. Comp Ens. Comp Ens. comp Ens Comp. 
Arr. LOA 

Ens. Comp 
 

Ens. comp

Contractual Relationship
Designer/ 
Consultant  

Des. T Reg 
 

Ens. Comp. 
Adv. Reqs.  

 Insp. Des. T Reg. 
sign LOA 
Insp. 

  

Builder/ 
Contractor 

Bld T Reg. 
Arr. Insp. 

Ens. Comp Ens. Comp 
Arr. Insp 

Bld. T. Reg 
Insp. 

 Bld T. Reg Bld. T Reg. 

3.1 Legal responsibility for Building Work complying with regulations 
The building owner is to some degree ultimately responsible for ensuring that building work is undertaken in 
accordance with regulations and the building is compliant with them in all jurisdictions. 

In Victoria it is the responsibility of the building owner to obtain the required building permit for construction. It is also 
their responsibility when applying for a building consent to provide evidence of their builder’s registration and that 
they have the required insurance (Building Commission, 2005) 

In Ireland, the owner, builder or contractor and the designer are jointly responsible and the owner should ensure 
some form of inspection takes place (Louth County Council, 2011). The exact nature of these roles and 
responsibilities and the sharing of risk and liability is left to contract, but construction professionals are expected to 
certify that their work complies with the regulations. The designer or architect does not often have input during the 
construction stage, but is sometimes engaged in inspection or certification roles (elios, 2010a). 

Under the building regulations, responsibility for complying with the regulations of England applies to the person 
carrying out the building work, although owners are also able to be served with an enforcement notice requiring them 
to arrange correction of non-compliant work (Building Regulations 2010.) 

It is the responsibility of the building owner to ensure compliance with Swedish building regulations. The owner, 
contractor and designer must attend a meeting with the local municipal Building Committee to develop a plan for self-
inspection to ensure the work is carried out in accordance with the building regulations. Inspection by qualified third 
party professionals may be specified as a requirement. The owner is also required to appoint a Site Quality Manager 
to develop a quality management program and oversee this during construction (Meacham, 2010a; elios, 2010b).   

The VBBL requires letters of assurance to be submitted for all buildings covered under part 3 of division B [most 
buildings other than residential houses]. They are legal accountability documents in which registered design 

Key:  
Chk. Doc: Check documentation for code compliance Des T. Reg: Design according to regulations 
Insp: Carry out inspections of building work for compliance Adv. Reqs: Advise client of statutory requirements 
Chk. Insp:  Check self-inspection plan Sign LOA: Sign Letters of Assurance 
Ens Comp: Ensure compliance with the code Bld T Reg: Carry out work according to regulations 
Arr. LOA: Arrange Letters of Assurance Arr Insp: Arrange for inspections  



professionals state their responsibility for the design of a building, have carried out the required inspections and 
determined that the building work in their area of responsibility ‘substantially complies’ with code requirements. The 
owner is required to engage a coordinating registered professional to coordinate the design work, ensure other 
professionals complete inspections and their respective letters of assurance, and ensure the design ‘substantially 
complies’ with the code. The owner and coordinating registered professional must both sign a letter of assurance 
confirming this (Building and Safety Standards Branch , 2010). The VBBL states that both the Chief Building Official 
and the City of Vancouver do not have any duty of care to any other party, or that issuing a building permit 
guarantees that a building will comply with the By-Law and that compliance is the responsibility of the building owner. 
The owner must notify the Office of the Chief Building Official of the builder, designer and any inspection or testing 
agency involved in the project. They must also ensure the correct letters of assurance are submitted. The owner and 
builder are jointly and severally liable for the work (Office of the Chief Building Official, 2009).  

The Seattle Building Code states that compliance is the responsibility of the building owner and specifically absolves 
the City of Seattle of any liability and states minimum requirements of some professionals. A licensed architect in the 
role of registered design professional in responsible charge must ensure coordination of accurate plans compliant 
with the code are prepared while a licensed structural engineer as the structural engineer in responsible charge is 
responsible for coordinating and reviewing the primary structure of a building for code compliance. The contractor’s 
defined responsibility is to “perform all the work in conformance with the City-approved construction documents” (City 
of Seattle, 2010). Large residential or commercial projects valued above US$30,000 must have plans prepared by a 
professional designer or licensed engineer.  In these projects the plans submitted must carry the official seal of one of 
these licensed professionals who is appointed to the role of registered professional of record. This person is required 
to stay on for the duration of the project and liaise with the local authority technical (City of Seattle, 2011). 

4. EXAMPLES OF USE OF RISK-ANALYSIS AND RISK-BASED BASED REGULATON 

While no jurisdiction has yet implemented a system of risk-based consenting, there are a number of examples of risk-
assessment being used as a tool in the consenting process that have been developed on a piecemeal basis.  

4.1 Natural Hazard Events 
Meacham (2010b) has found many countries (including those studied) incorporate risk-informed criteria for many 
‘natural hazard’ events such as earthquakes, flooding and high winds. Criteria are based on factors such as the 
likelihood of the natural hazard event occurring, the amount of damage able to be inflicted, and whether society finds 
that level of damage tolerable. This is used to determine the level of performance expected from buildings and 
building components throughout their intended life.  

Following the ‘Black Saturday’ bushfires of February 2009 in Victoria there was a redesign of Australian Standard 
3959: Construction of buildings in bushfire prone areas which provides a means for residential buildings to comply 
with the fire safety requirements of Victoria’s building regulations and reduce the chance of ignition by a bushfire 
(Carroll, 2010). AS 3959 classifies a building site into one of six categories of Bushfire Attack Level (BAL) based 
upon the likely amount of heat flux it will be exposed to in the event of a bushfire. The criteria for determining the BAL 
is the assessment of surrounding vegetation for amount and density.  

4.2 Streamlining of Process for minor work 
A number of jurisdictions have measures to simplify and quicken the process for consent approval in the case of 
minor work. For example Seattle’s Subject-to-Field-Review (STFI) permit applications require a less extensive 
process for reviewing plans and require only one or two onsite inspections. These apply to simple building work such 
as simple repairs, non-structural alterations, some simple structural alteration in residential buildings and ground floor 
extensions or accessory buildings no more than 750 square feet [approximately 70m2] (Department of Planning and 
Development, 2011). Vancouver has a similar process for simple works and repairs in which an initial enquiry is 
made with the City Development Services processing centre. If the application is accepted for field review an 
inspector will meet the applicant onsite with plans, and provided the requirements of the code are met a permit will be 
issued (City of Vancouver, 2011).  

4.3 ‘Low-risk applicants’ Seattle   
Regular applicants for building permits can achieve the status of Consistently Prepared Applicant (CPA). This is 
achieved by maintaining a record of timely submission of the correct plans, documentation, forms, technical reports 
and by ensuring the project is well researched and sufficient documentation to show compliance with the building 
codes is provided.  This leads to some simplification of the application process by reducing the amount of pre-
application screening (Department of Planning and Development, 2010). 



4.4 English Risk Proposal 
England has a significant proposal for the incorporation of formal risk-assessment criteria for consenting into the 
building regulations. It was developed after extensive consultation and a pilot scheme testing with 11 Building 
Consent Authorities from December 2009 to April 2010. From this a proposed guideline for a risk-based consenting 
system was produced for the use of Building Control Bodies (Greenstreet Berman, 2012)  

The proposal is based upon the assessment of risk to determine the number of site visits needed, and is intended to 
be consistent, transparent and for the number of site visits to be proportionate to the risk posed by noncompliance. 
Risk assessment by building control officials (BCOs) use a system of assigning points to a project based upon: 

x The quality of the documentation submitted 
x ‘build risk’ – the builder’s prior experience, prior record with the BCB, evidence of competence for meeting 

regulations, membership of recognised industry bodies and the level of supervision and involvement of 
architects, engineers, surveyors and other relevant professionals  

x Size and complexity of the project, particularly any novel features or historic buildings  
x The score from the risk assessment then determines a recommended number of inspections. Further risk 

assessment using the building control official’s judgement should then prioritise at what stages of 
construction inspections should take place (Greenstreet Berman, 2012).  

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The adoption of performance-based building codes is a well-established system of building regulation. Of the 
countries studied, building regulations are the responsibility of differing levels of government. Geographically larger 
nations with more federal structures such as Australia or Canada tend to delegate more authority to regional levels 
and these countries’ building codes are typically adapted from model codes for local use. Enforcement and inspection 
is administered at the local level with regulations determining the degree of local authority involvement in the process.  

It is common that the building owner is ultimately liable for buildings complying with the regulations. Seattle and 
Vancouver notably use regulation to reinforce the building consent authority’s role which is seen as to provide a 
means for checking and to aid building owners in their responsibility for ensuring compliance.  

The role of professionals in the building consent process varies. Self-certification by professionals for some minor 
work is possible in England, whereas in Sweden the builder may be fully responsible for self-inspection under the 
control plan agreed between them, the building owner and building consent authority. Vancouver allows architects 
and engineers to take on a role in the building consent and inspection process through the Certified Professionals 
scheme. This is however complimented by the apportionment of legal accountability through Letters of Assurance. 

Elements of risk-based and risk-informed consenting are beginning to appear, in particular, recognition of simple 
building work such as small accessory buildings, small extensions and some repairs or maintenance as low risk 
building work which do not need to be subject to the full scrutiny of the consenting process. A successful example of 
use of risk assessment for projects of the lowest level of risk already exists with Seattle’s ‘subject to field review’ 
process. Analysis and classification of the level of risk posed by building professionals, particularly builders, is also a 
consistent trend with many areas requiring insurances to protect from defects liability. Compulsory licensing of 
building professionals in Australia and New Zealand is based upon the level of education, skill and experience.  

The combination of the findings of this study suggest that that while there is as yet no fully implemented system of 
risk-based and risk-informed building regulation, the dominant international trend is toward its use. Building 
professionals appear to be facing both increasing levels of requirements for registration and potential responsibility 
for self-certification of their work.  

In order to best target the resources of the consenting process the existing provisions should be strengthened with 
further risk assessment criteria as proposed in England.  Specifically criteria relating to the size and complexity of the 
build could be tailored to include already existing criteria such as AS 3959 related to the likelihood of natural hazard 
events. Seattle’s criteria regarding ‘consistently prepared applicants’ could be broadened to further reduce 
requirements of ‘consistently prepared applicants’ who have good standing with records of correct documentation 
and compliant projects. Together these provisions have the potential to focus consenting resources to the greatest 
risk of harm and noncompliance, encourage and reward engagement with the proper processes and reduce 
unnecessary burdens on low risk applications.   
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