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Message from the President
Building Momentum

I

n the last issue, I indicated that the
OBEC directors were looking at ways
to increase our association’s awareness, branding and our membership base.
We were also working on identifying strategies that will enable us to get beyond past
resource limitations so that we can realize
OBEC’s full potential in providing education and allowing our members to network
with leading industry professionals.
OBEC is happy to report significant
progress in these areas as follows:
•
We rolled out our student outreach program in concert with dinner meetings at Ryerson, Humber
College, and the University of
Toronto. Several students decided
to sign up for OBEC memberships
once they experienced first-hand
what we had to offer. Look for more
dinner meetings at Universities and
Colleges across the province as we
use this grass-roots approach to
build our membership base, build
our awareness, and recruit tomorrow’s leaders.
•
For the first-time ever, OBEC and
the OAA were pleased to offer Core
learning hours to OAA members attending our full day “Green Dream”
session at the Old Mill in Toronto
(Joint Session with CSC and AATO).
This is a landmark achievement for
OBEC given that few Architects
have traditionally attended our sessions and we have been attempting
to tap into this market for several
years. At the beginning of this year,
this task was assigned to a special
OBEC liaison (Sandra Burnell). We
thank her and Brian Abbey (OBEC
director) for making this happen.
•
We are working on a large proposal
that would provide funding for the
creation of several building envelope
related training modules that could

be delivered to several target audiences outside of OBEC’s current
reach. This would include building
owners/managers (commercial, retail, hospitality, and health care sectors), contractors, and developers.
•
The BSSO (Building Science
Specialist of Ontario) designation
has quickly become a benchmark
qualification for Building Science
practitioners. OBEC is working to
revamp the BSSO certificate/logo
to be consistent with this prestigious designation. New certificates
and pins will be awarded to all new/
existing BSSO’s once available.
•
OBEC issued a Request for Proposal
for an Executive Director. A volunteer organization often can’t see the
forest through the trees if they get
bogged down in day-to-day operations or administrative details. We
collectively decided that a paid executive director will allow the OBEC
directors to focus on overall strategic
direction and build off the momentum/opportunities we are creating.
The executive director will assist the
directors implement our marketing
and business plans and give us the
shot in the arm we need to grow the
association. Several proposals were
received and short-listed candidates
will be interviewed.
At this time, we also wish to remind the
membership that OBEC will be accepting
nominations shortly for the prestigious
President’s Award. This is your opportunity to recognize an individual who has
made important contributions to building envelope design, construction and/or
preservation.
In closing, please remember that
OBEC is here to serve its members. Your comments and suggestions
are always welcome!
n

OBEC will be accepting nominations shortly
for the prestigious President’s Award. This is
your opportunity to recognize an individual
who has made important contributions to
building envelope design, construction
and/or preservation.

David De Rose, P.Eng., BSSO
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Why Engineered
Reserve Funds?
By Peter Adams, Senior Project Manager at Morrison Hershfield Ltd.

Condominium Corporation requires, than what the Act stipulates.
Professional consulting engineers with knowledge of this field
are, by education, training and experience, the most knowledgeable authority on how a building works—and perhaps more importantly, when it doesn’t work—including how to fix it and for
how much. It is because of this that when an engineering firm
prepares the study, there is more assurance that the numbers
have meaning, and are appropriate for your building. Here are
some of the benefits an engineer brings to the study:

A

good title for this article could have been, “Why the
Law Requires Engineers to Complete Reserve Fund
Studies”, if it were true. Perhaps the law should require
engineers to complete Reserve Fund Studies, but, as someone
once said, you can’t always get what you want, or even what
the public may need. In fact, up until 2001 any eight year old
with a computer could have produced a slick looking report
with sinking-fund analysis numbers that may have left a Condo
Corporation, well…sinking.
Things did improve in 2001, and Section 32 of the Ontario
Condominium Act (O.Reg 48/01) limits the classes of persons
that are permitted to complete Reserve Fund Studies. This is a
start but does not go far enough to help protect owners of one of
the fastest growing building stocks in Ontario.
Let’s back up just a little. Every Condominium Corporation in
Ontario must maintain a pot of money (or reserve) to look after
their building(s) over the long term. Like any complicated system, a building is made up of many assemblies constructed with
different materials, having varying maintenance schedules, that
all have to work together. The preparation of a Reserve Fund
Study is intended to help the Condo Corporation effectively allocate monies for future capital repairs and replacements at their
building. The board wants to ensure that all of their buildings’
needs are planned for appropriately while maintaining low maintenance fees and protecting themselves from liability.
The tricky part of the study is that its success is primarily determined by how relevant the capital costs are, and whether all of
the potential major expenses have been captured. Unfortunately,
the appropriateness of the numbers is the most difficult aspect
to assess.
So, some of you may think that asking an engineer to list
the reasons why engineers should be conducting Reserve Fund
Studies to be a bit self-serving. But the truth is there are excellent reasons why, and they have more to do with what the

Knowing what elements to include. This might seem a simple
task, and ultimately it is up to the board of directors to decide
what is included and what is not. However, upon closer inspection it is not always so obvious. The point of the fund is to prepare
for major capital repairs and replacements, you have to know
what elements of your building and site services will need attention. Some of these are easy to foresee, such as roofs, fencing,
etc. However many elements are hidden, or the need for future
repair is not widely known.
No one can know everything that will need repair, but by
knowing the various systems, and through their continuing involvement in repairs, engineering firms remain current on what
needs fixing. Parking garages and balconies are one area of repair
that are fairly well known, but we still find condominium corporations that haven’t allocated sufficient funds for domestic hot and
cold water riser replacements, for example. And then there are
construction systems that are not generally well known outside of
engineering circles: pre-stressing tendons, basement level garage
columns, firestopping systems, to name a few. Replacement of
weather-stripping in operable windows is frequently overlooked,
but regular replacement can yield significant reductions in air
leakage, and hence, energy use.
Not all building systems will need repair, nor need they
all be incorporated into the fund, however the Board of
Directors needs to be made aware, and given the opportunity to make an educated decision on how to deal with them.
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Assign appropriate significance to defects or concerns. Our firm
is often called to comment on cracks that a property manager or
corporation member has noticed in a stairwell or parking garage.
More often than not, these defects are of no concern, though
sometimes they are significant. We have been able to advise some
boards that the repairs they are funding for will not be required.
Detect conditions or repairs not previously known. In conducting the site review, the engineer may find deterioration
that requires repair soon, or that may affect estimates of the
long-term performance of the element. For example, roof defects are often missed, even where there is a scheduled roof
inspection program. Unfortunately, roofs are typically not
looked at until they leak. Widespread seam failure on an
EPDM (rubber) roofing system may not be causing apparent
leakage, but it does indicate the need for repair, or perhaps a
shortened lifespan estimate so that funds can be allocated.
Assign a proper timetable for repair, based not on textbook
lifespan, but on present condition, exposure, use, original construction quality, history of the materials used, and other information known to an experienced engineer. The previous roofing
discussion is one example—the anticipated lifespan is not just 15
or 20 years by dropdown menu, but should be based on the type
of roof, membrane, the quality of drainage, and history of maintenance. Caulking replacement cycles depend on the type of sealant
used, the exposure, the quality of application, and the type of joint.

Assign more accurate repair or replacement costs, not necessarily what the textbook says, but what actual construction costs are,
and for the performance standard that would be appropriate for
your building. Roofing replacement is a good example of this.
Roofing costs will vary significantly depending on factors that
are not immediately apparent, including access to the site, height
above grade, the type of roof, etc. A high-rise residential tower
in downtown Toronto will cost much more to re-roof than a twostory building in the middle of a field in Chatham. In addition,
there has been tremendous variability in some construction costs
in recent years. Working directly with the constructors, engineers
have direct access to actual replacement and repair costs.
Allocate repair costs based on the appropriate repair method,
such as complete replacement versus refurbishing. Careful
consideration of these options and how the corporation actually functions, can save money. Budgeting for complete replacement every 20 to 25 years of the waterproofing membrane underneath the landscaped terrace is one example of
a textbook approach that may not represent a realistic projection of the way a building operates. In some circumstances,
periodic repair of critical portions, such as expansion joints,
has allowed the useful life of these systems to be substantially
increased—whereas complete replacement below mature trees,
plants and shrubs, can be exceedingly expensive.
Awareness of changing code and regulatory requirements can
help the condominium to plan in advance for otherwise unforeseen expenses, and possibly avoid scrambling for funds like special assessments. Past examples include retrofit fire and life safety requirements, retroactive enforcement of the balcony guard
requirements, garage lighting, painting and exiting requirements,
refrigerant restrictions, and designated substances restrictions.
Understanding of existing engineering and technical reports
can help the incorporation of existing information into the reserve fund study. Sometimes a Board has completed a study on
a particular system, such as make up air units, or a central chiller
plant. An engineer is better equipped to thoroughly understand
the contents of such reports, and be able to integrate the information into the building context.
This discussion assumes that the firm you hire is capable of
making the above determinations and does them as part of the
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Like any complicated system, a building is made
up of many assemblies constructed with different
materials, having varying maintenance schedules,
that all have to work together. Throw into the mix
that these are peoples’ homes, and the importance of
maintaining adequate funds is clear.
reserve fund study process. This, of course, is not always the case.
Choose carefully if you are going to spend money on an engineering firm to prepare your study, and make sure you are going
to get the value you are after. Past experience and on-going field
of specialization of the consultant you select are two important
factors in determining how current they are, and how successful
the study is—even for the most basic study.
Some properties may be extremely simple and the need for
a detailed review by an engineering professional may seem hard
to justify. In these cases, a competent and qualified person under the Act could prepare an appropriate Reserve Fund Study.
As the number of elements increases the building becomes more
complex and the need for the involvement of an engineer becomes more critical.

The Act requires that a Reserve Fund Study include a full
building review every six years, supplemented by an update of
the capital costs tables every three years in between. What an excellent opportunity to introduce your building to a professional
engineer—someone that fully understands the complexities of
how it functions and what it takes to keep it running properly.
These buildings are our homes, our investments, and use up a
tremendous proportion of our material resources and energy in
their construction, operation, and maintenance. They deserve to
be treated by engineers that understand.
n
Peter Adams, P.Eng. is a Senior Project Manager in the Buildings
& Facilities Division of Morrison Hershfield Limited, and a Past
President of the Ontario Building Envelope Council (OBEC).
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Community Housing
Corporations: How do
you “Green” a
Concrete Jungle?
By Brian Shedden, J. McBride & Sons, Ltd.

I

n the 1960s, when the vast majority
of the community housing high-rise
stock was constructed, gas and hydro
were inexpensive, insulation was just coming into vogue, huge single glazed horizontal sliders were the standard for windows
and air conditioning was not even a consideration. That was over 40 years ago.
Today these same buildings still stand
and serve the same function as when they
were built, but so much has changed. Sure,
it is politically sexy to bulldoze Regent
Park and re-build with current requirements in place, but that is very expensive
and certainly not a model for, “what do we
with the rest of the stock.”.
With climate change at the forefront of
most political agendas, coupled with the
very real and constantly increasing costs
of both maintaining and running these aging structures, the numbers of which are
nearly 100,000 units in Ontario alone, how
can we possibly afford to keep this situation going?
To put this into perspective, let’s take a
look at the standard conditions:
• TTW masonry;
• 1” of spray applied foam insulation;
• ½” drywall laminated to the foam;
• Exposed slab edges on al floors;
• Single glazed windows with exterior
storms, many opening to 24” or more;
• Face-sealed construction techniques;
• Rampant mould growth on the interiors;
• Free flowing air infiltration and
exfiltration;
• No drainage plane or flashings;
• Relative humidity > 50 percent;
• Corridor doors weather-stripped to keep
both pests and foul air out/in;
• Central heating with hot water
systems; and
• No central cooling, but hundreds of
window mounted AC units, rigged and
held in place by such innovative techniques as newspaper and
cardboard boxes.

14

Essentially, this is a
perfect storm of everything that the
building science
community has worked
to improve for the past 25
years.
It is also one of our greatest opportunities to both incorporate proven
building science techniques and address
the greening of the concrete jungle. At this
time, several prominent practitioners of
building science are involved in what has
been dubbed the Tower Renewal Project,
essentially an in-depth study of how best to
tackle these issues in the real world. This is
a major step in the right direction. We have
a “class” of buildings under the prevue of
the Community Housing Corporations,
and many others that are owned independently or otherwise who fit into this class.
They all suffer from the same issues, and
the” fixes” will generally be similar.
The driving impetus here is energy
consumption.
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There are few
who could argue
that the demolition of
these buildings and their
replacement with energy efficient buildings is the way to go. Of
course, as these buildings—at least as far
as those in the community housing sphere
are concerned—are always subject to the
increasing scarce commodity of “funding”,
a business case must be made for expending monies today, to save money tomorrow.

Now here is where it gets really interesting…think about actually
having a mechanical engineer sit down with a building science
specialist and designing a central heating, cooling and ventilation
system that does not require that all of the doors and windows be
thrown wide open nine months of the year?
Wow…this is really starting to get somewhere.
There are not too may politicians who
would like to stand up and say this. The
corollary to this is the situation when a
bridge is repaired vs. when a bridge is rehabilitated. A new bridge brings out the
politicians and the media. A repaired
bridge generally brings nothing but scorn
and budgetary stress.
So, as far a funding goes, what is the
return on investment? Well, the return on
investment for doing nothing is nothing.
In fact, doing nothing costs us substantially, specifically in terms of increased
electricity costs, gas costs and basic maintenance.
The return on implementing building
science based programs to restore these
towers will be significant. How can I say
that? Simple…math works! Take a look
back at the current situations in these
buildings. Remember TTW masonry with
1” of foam? How about over cladding this
building with 2” of extruded polystyrene

and either EIFS or metal, allowing us to
incorporate a proper air barrier, a drainage system, flashings, two stage sealants,
etc., etc, etc. Tripling or quadrupling the
energy efficiency of the walls, allowing the
masonry and exposed concrete to store energy, rather than transmit it and erode…
hey, it’s not rocket science!
Imagine taking a single glazed window
with a storm window, one which is leaky
enough from both an air and water perspective, to either blow out your match
or extinguish it with water and replacing
it with a properly rated system that could
take you from an R1 to perhaps an R5? I
like that math too.
Now here is where it gets really interesting…think about actually having a mechanical engineer sit down with a building science
specialist and designing a central heating,
cooling and ventilation system that does not
require that all of the doors and windows be
thrown wide open nine months of the year.

Now imagine living in one of these
units…both before and after! I bet that
even a politician would show up with the
media in tow!
Our great challenge in this 21st Century
is how to maximize what we have already.
Restoration or renewal is not the correct term. Those terms seem to suggest a
“turning back of the clock”. We have been
there and we have done that already.
What we need to do now is to take
these buildings and turn them into what
we need today; modern, energy efficient
and a modicum of “livability”. Let us call
this The Renaissance. We need to do this
for financial reasons, for environmental
reasons and for the purely psychological
benefits that program of this type would
evoke.
I’m ready…are you?
n
Brian Shedden, BSSO, is the V.P. of
Client Services for J. McBride & Sons, Ltd.

Pushing the Envelope 15

The Real Costs of Repairs
By Rob Rymell, PBS Consulting

nlike a car, no standard repair method and manual exists in this industry.
No two repair projects are identical.
Although we can use a range of standard parts
in repair projects, the application still remains
non standard. Understanding these basis issues
is a challenge, therefore when talking about the
cost of a project more often than not the total is
drastically underestimated. It must be remembered that costs are both tangible and intangible. For those that have been in the industry
for a long time, this is just common sense. For
others, such as owners and tenants, this may not
be true. For these individuals an understanding
can provide an explanation as to why costs are
what they are.

Next are the consultant and the sub-consultants, which will vary in number and discipline.
Their task is to design what the owner wants for
the best construction value while obtaining profitable fees at the least risk.
Working directly with the consultant is the
contractor and their subtrades. The contractors
task is to provide the building at the budgeted
costs while maximizing their profit and minimizing risk.
Finally the municipality is involved for many
reasons. The municipality derives income from
development fee, permits and taxes, so their
role is to obtain these incomes while ensuring
the building is constructed appropriately.
Even though each of the players has their
own viewpoint with respect to the project, the
bottom line is to make money and reduce risk
of losses.
In order to understand the costs to each party,
it must be realized that tangible and delayed or intangible costs are different for each of the players.
It is understood that eventually all costs can be analyzed to a dollar value, however at the time of the
project or in some cases this cannot be done until a
substantial time has passed.

View points
In a construction project there are many
players involved. Since a project should be a
team effort they shall be referred to as team
members. First is the owner, which could be
a corporation, a condominium corporation,
or an individual. This ultimately is the person
that pays the bill. Also directly related to the
owner is a possible tenant who will use the results of the project. The owner wants to build
a suitable building for the tenant at the best
cost in order to maximize returns with the least
amount of maintenance.

Owners costs
Tangible
• Permits fees;
• Project fees; and
• Costs of budgeting
Delayed or intangible
• Time spent dealing with future buyers
or tenants or their representatives;
• Loss of tenants due to schedule delays
or inability to meet tenants needs;
• Project cost overruns over runs; and
• Extra mortgage costs due to delay of
schedule.

U
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Consultants costs
Tangible
• Incurred time for the consultant and
sub-consultants;
• Inspections; and
• Normal operating overheads.
Delayed or intangible
• Quotation time;
• Unpaid reviews or meetings;
• Time incurred to appease client;
• Cost due to delay in receiving payment;
• Costs incurred by legislation demands;
and
• Training costs.
Contractor costs
Tangible
• Subtrades;
• Normal operating overheads;
• Own labour and tools or machinery, etc;
and
• Safety requirements.
Delayed or intangible
• Quotation time;
• Project rework due to errors;
• Rework in order to maintain
relationships; and
• Safety requirements.
Intangibles or delayed costs to everyone
• Lost time due to delay of project, incorrect scheduling, weather, stopping by
municipalities, violations, accidents, etc.;
• Cash flow problems due to
scheduling changes;
• Repairs to interiors or other property
claimed by tenants or unit owners;
• Losses due to material price increases;
• Losses due to fuel price increases;
• Legal fees for liens;
• Legal fees for settling disputes;

In the current market referrals make all the difference
and if involved in a project that has had problems, you are
part of the problem, whether you like it or not.
• Costs for collecting of unpaid invoices
regardless of the parties;
• Equipment damage (unforeseen not
wear and tear);
• Equipment or materials theft;
• Insurance increases due to above or
through legislation; and
• Most importantly, relationship losses.
As you can see from the above lists the delayed or intangible costs are by far the most
difficult to determine or evaluate and will
very quickly erode profit and turn a good project sour. Sometimes cost over runs are unpredictable due to unforeseen circumstances,
however it should not be perceived as an opportunity to realize the “golden egg..”
Unfortunately, in the recent couple years
legislation has had a direct negative impact
on everyone’s costs. Increased development
permit fees have affected the owner. Forced
insurance levels and requirements have affected the design community and unfortu-

nately it has also forced an increase in the
underground economy.
Safety, regrettably, becomes the item that
is reduced in competitive situations…which
should never happen. The realization by the
owner community of this can be alarming.
In a recent project during inspections we
found the contractor to be severely deficient
in meeting safety requirements and each
day they were documented and reported.
The owner, at the end of the project, though
aware of the situation was grateful for the
20 percent lower pricing than everyone else.
Not to sound like a preacher, but safety is absolutely everyone’s responsibility and there
are related costs.
Aside from safety the most import intangible to always be aware of and take responsibility for, is that of maintaining the
relationships within the team. If allowed to
go unchecked then everyone pays. In the current market referrals make all the difference

and if involved in a project that has had problems, you are part of the problem, whether
you like it or not.
It is also important to make sure that those
at the periphery of a project also understand
the impact of these factors on project costs
and how their actions will affect the success
of the project.
You can please some of the people some
of the time but you can’t please all of the
people all of the time, but everyone can certainly be reasonable in settling differences.

n
Rob Rymell is the President of RBS
Consulting. He is a professional engineer and
registered consulting engineer licensed to practice in Ontario and Alberta and is on the executive board of the Construction Specifications
Canada, the Ontario Building Envelope
Council and the Canadian Condominium
Institute.
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Fact or				
								 Fiction
The Green Dream:
By Brian L. Abbey, M.A.A.T.O. BSSO. AMSST. CSC. BCQ.

The Old Mill Inn, Toronto, Ontario – Wednesday, April 16, 2008
Wow…it happened and what an amazing success it turned
out to be! For those of you that didn’t make it, you will be kicking your backsides for months to come. The good news is that
some of the presentation slides and (hopefully) audio recordings
will be available on the OBEC website in the very near future!
Back in September 2007—when I first suggested to the OBEC
board that the joint one-day seminar of the Ontario Building
Envelope Council (OBEC), Construction Specifications Canada,
Toronto Chapter (CSC) and the Association of Architectural
Technologists of Ontario (AATO) should have the theme of
Green and Sustainable Building—everyone was sceptical and
thought I was completely mad. This, of course, made me even
more determined to prove everybody wrong!
With OBEC being this year’s host, our first objective was to
form a committee to come up with a catchy title, a full agenda
for the day’s events and a suitable venue. I want to thank Brian
Shedden for his initial and timely input into the creation of “The
Green Dream…Fact or Fiction?” title.
In addition to putting together the theme, the venue and
the agenda for the event, the whole package needed branding,
marketing and an advertising campaign and for this I want to
thank Nancy Wiskel for her timeless hours of work in putting
together all the artwork
and materials that were
required to make this
all come together
so successfully.
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The big day
The big day started at 7:00am with the arrival of our much appreciated sponsors, to set up their table top presentations that were
displayed in the registration area and the Brule “A” Room. OBEC
would like to recognize and thank Premier Levaque Inc., Morrison
Hershfield and Viana Roofing for their Gold Sponsorship; J. McBride
& Sons, Dryvit, Icynene and Engineered Assemblies for their Silver
Sponsorship; R J Burnside, Halsall and the Consulting Group for
the Lunch Sponsorship; CGC Inc for the Breakfast Sponsorship and
Adtek Building Consultants for the Morning Break Sponsorship.
At 8:00am a continental breakfast was served and registration of
delegates commenced. I want to thank Jennifer MacDonald (OBEC),
Donna Fournier (CSC) and Shilpa Mukund (AATO), our respective
association administrators, for their assistance throughout the day with
all the arduous, behind the scenes, tasks that they carried out.
At 8:30am David De Rose, President of OBEC, took to the podium
and gave a brief introduction to the days events, thanked the faculty
and introduced me, Brian Abbey, as the moderator for the day. With
no further ado, I introduced our first presentation; “Lessons from the
Past/Lessons for the Future” by Paul Sandori and Sandra Burnell from
Revay and Associates Ltd. Their presentation took a look at energy
efficiency and sustainable design from a different perspective with an
attempt to inject a note of caution remembering the lessons of the seventies oil embargo and more recent lessons with the environment biting back when you least expect it and finally their lesson for the future
focused on a form of architecture that is more defensive than passive.
This was followed by the second presentation; “Greenwash & EcoBling versus the Challenge of Sustainability” by Dr. Ted Kesik from
the faculty of Architecture, Landscape and Design at the University of
Toronto. His presentation was given with the normal sense of humour
and cynicism that everyone has come to expect from Ted. He began
with the question of how green are green buildings and how sustainable is green building. He then gave a synopsis of the current state of
the green movement and forecasts for the future and then went on
to examine the real building performance targets needed to achieve
sustainable development in Canada.
Following the morning break came the third presentation,
“The Green Dream is Already Here” by Stephen Pope with
Natural Resources Canada. His presentation maintained that
the “Green Dream” is already a reality for some, although it still
does not apply to most of our current building stock and practices. He asked the question whose dream is it anyway—is it the
building owners, the tenants of the building or the local municipalities and local government and how is the dream going to be
expressed?
At this point the seminar broke for lunch. During the luncheon
I made the point of recognizing and thanking all of the sponsors for
their contributions and their time spent in making this event possible. Afterwards delegates were entertained by the well renowned
comedian, Simon B. Cotter.
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Following the luncheon everyone settled back in for the afternoon session and I introduced the fourth presentation of the day,
“The Green Dream—Housing and Community Design” by Mark
Salerno with the Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation.
Mark started his presentation with an animated video highlighting the effects of global warming and the work of the green
movement on planet Earth from the perspective of the crew of
Star Trek’s Starship Enterprise! He then continued his presentation with slides that illustrated the factors defining the palette
of “green”—what are the pushing and pulling factors driving
the green market transformation, who are the market leaders in
the “green team” and what are the tools and resources that help
them become market leaders?
This was followed by the fifth presentation of the day, “The
Current Revolution in Office Design” by Dermot Sweeny,
Principal of Sweeny Sterling Finlayson & Co Architects. Dermot
gave a brief explanation of the current revolution in the design
for new office buildings, where it has come from and where it’s
currently heading. He used several of his designs to illustrate
what is driving the changes from the perspective of both the landlord and the tenant.

He asked the question; whose
dream is it anyway? Is it the
building owners, the tenants
of the building or the local
municipalities and local
government and how is the
dream going to be expressed.
Following the afternoon break, the sixth presentation,
“Transforming Toronto into a Green Economy” was supposed
to be delivered by Franz Hartman, Executive Director of the
Toronto Environmental Alliance (TEA) but due to unforeseen circumstances Frantz had to fly to the UK on family business. However, Franz managed to come up with a very equable
and knowledgeable substitute by the Name of Katrina Miller,
Campaigns Director for TEA. Drawing from their academic and
activist experience, they addressed the opportunities and challenges facing Toronto as it tries to build a green economy.
The presentations were followed by an open forum to
ask questions (half an hour of very interesting questions
were fired at the panel and the answers were equally meaningful). After thanking everyone for taking the time to attend, I called on David De Rose, President of OBEC to
come forward. He thanked everyone involved for making
this event happen. He also thanked Sandra Burnell and
myself for making it possible for architects to obtain seven
and a half learning hours through the OAA’s CON-ED programme for this seminar and any other approved event for
the next two years.
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I then called on Catherine Watson, vice president of CSC
Toronto Chapter (standing in for John Dyk, president). She
also thanked everybody and gave a brief overview of what
CSC has been up to and what to expect in the coming months
including education, seminars and dinner meetings and in
particular the CSC National Annual Conference being held in
Halifax, Nova Scotia, May 28 -31 2008. As Andrew Bennett,
president of the AATO could not attend, I changed hats for
the occasion and, as Treasurer of the AATO, I made a short
speech to advise the delegates that the AATO is making every
effort to reach out and collaborate with other Associations
with similar interests and our goal is to work together on
issues of common interest and the sharing of knowledge and
expertise in the pursuit of green and sustainable building while
maintaining complete autonomy. I advised that our efforts
have brought us close to the point of drafting Memorandums
of Understanding with these other groups in the foreseeable
future and that we are open to any suggestions that will help
to improve the lines of communication. I reminded everyone
that the AATO will be hosting this event in 2009 and although
a theme has yet to be decided it will probably be a related
topic and done in the same format and that they should check
out the AATO website from time to time for information.
Following the final addresses I declared the seminar
over, wished them a safe journey home and hoped they all
will be leaving the room with the feeling that the day’s event
was both interesting and informative as well as worth the
time and effort. 
n

Tools of the Trade:

Solar Walls

Victoria Hollick, VP of Operations at Conserval Engineering, talks about
what the power of the sun can do for you.

Q
A

With the environment making headlines worldwide, has there been an increase in the interest for
solar options?

Yes, governments and corporations are looking for proven
energy solutions and solar air heating is ideally suited to
commercial, industrial, manufacturing, agricultural (i.e.
crop drying), and institutional clients—which are the largest consumers of energy and emitters of CO2 emissions. It also makes
economic sense for businesses looking to stabilize some of their
operating costs because it functions as a hedge against escalating
and volatile energy costs. You pay for the heating equipment and
then that equipment generates free energy for the rest of the life
of the building.

Q
A

What are the capabilities of a solar wall?

SolarWall® systems displace the energy required to heat
ventilation air, which in any climate where heating is required, can represent the single largest energy expenditure for a commercial and industrial building. This explains why
the technology presents such a compelling ROI. It is such an easy
and cost effective way to generate energy that countless people,
when they learn about it, say, “why isn’t this a standard building
product on every south facing wall!”

Q
A

What exactly is the SolarWall® technology?

The concept behind the technology is simple. The allmetal solar collector panel consists of thousands of
tiny perforations and is mounted approximately 6 to 12
inches out from the exterior south-facing wall, where the sun

Brown SolarWall® panels were curved around this Toronto area
Health Canada laboratory to heat the high volume of air required
in the building.
exposure is the greatest. As the sun shines, a ventilation fan
draws the warmed air from the boundary layer on the surface of
the wall through the perforations into an air cavity. The heated
fresh air is then distributed throughout the building by the conventional ventilation system or through ducting. On sunny days,
SolarWall® heating systems can raise the air temperature by 16o
to 35o C (30o to 70o F), depending on the flow rate.

Q
A

How significant are the energy savings?

SolarWall® heating and ventilation systems deliver one
of the fastest energy ROIs in the commercial and industrial sector. Typical payback is 1 to 3 years in new construction, and 3 to 8 years in retrofit, with savings that range from
$4-$10/ft2. In addition, the system is eligible for a 50 percent
grant in Ontario (25 percent from the federal ecoEnergy grant
and 25 percent from the Province of Ontario) which means that
if you have a new building under construction, it can actually be
less expensive to install a SolarWall® wall system than a regular
metal wall!

Q
A

When installing a SolarWall® system, is it a “one size
fits all” scenario or is each building assessed differently for its needs and capabilities before installation?

Factors we consider when looking at a job include: available south or south-ish facing wall; ventilation requirement; type of conventional fuel that will be displaced;
and how the heated ventilation air will be brought into the building (i.e. through an HVAC system or thought a fan and ducting
system). We design and size the system according to the ventilation and heating requirements of the building and match that
against budgetary considerations to put together an energy solution for the client that will satisfy their objectives.
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A Focus on Bricks and Mortar
Obscures the
Picture
By Paul Sandori, OAA FRAIC BSSO

Big

“If there’s a problem in complex litigation, it’s that you lose the big picture for the detail.
The detail is important. But through it all, the challenge is to maintain for the judge…the
story. The picture.”
Beverley McLachlin, Chief Justice of Canada (Feb. 2005)`

“

This has been a long and extremely complicated
case,” said Judge Skitsko of the Alberta
Provincial Court in his decision in Laforce v.
Kaye. If anything, that’s an understatement.

The trial took seven full days, dispersed over some 18 months,
from June 2004 to December 2005. The decision was handed
down more than a year later, in January 2007, approximately six
years after the construction work in question was completed. The
286 paragraphs of the judgment are a difficult read, reflecting the
judge’s struggle with a lot of building science, as well as the holy
scripture of the Alberta Building Code and various Canadian
standards.
It need not have been so complicated. The parties made it so,
by narrowly focusing on bricks and mortar. As so often happens,
the conflicting and overlapping opinions of the experts diverted
attention from The Big Picture. That would have revealed the
real issue at stake—which was quite straightforward.
The dispute
The facts of the case, in a nutshell, are as follows.
In 2001, Kaye hired Laforce to build brick veneer walls on the
ground floor of Kaye’s new home, with vinyl cladding on the floor
above to be installed by another contractor. The total contract
amount was approximately $12,000.
Kaye, a professional engineer, designed the home himself, and
was acting as his own general contractor. He also completed some
of the work during construction, including the membrane around
the windows, the shelf angles for the masonry, and the flashings.
Once completed, the house leaked. Kaye refused to pay
Laforce in full, alleging that moisture damage inside the home
was caused by deficient masonry. He cited violations of the
Alberta Building Code, poor quality mortar, mortar droppings
in the wall cavity, and a host of other deficiencies. Laforce sued
for the unpaid balance of less than $4,000. Kaye countersued for
more than ten times that amount, as the cost of pulling down and
rebuilding all the masonry.
The experts
A well-known masonry expert appeared for Laforce. He
testified that the masonry work was within applicable standards.
Some minor remedial was all that was required. The moisture
damage, in his opinion, was caused by Kaye’s own work.
Kaye produced an impressive line-up of experts:
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•
•
•
•
•
•

A masonry expert;
A mortar expert;
A building envelope expert, with two assistants;
A building science expert;
An engineering technologist and construction expert;
And finally, in what might be a first in construction litigation:
the plaintiff’s ex-wife.
For the judge, the ex-wife was the only witness whose testimony
was easy to deal with. Not surprisingly, he, refused to accept it:
“Her disdain for her husband clearly showed her bias. Succinctly
put, the Court’s time taken by Ms. Laforce’s subjective testimony
was wasted having regard to her personal predicament. The
questions relating to Mr. Laforce’s behaviour, drug use, threats
and alleged domestic violence had no place in this trial.”
Exit ex-wife.
The testimony of the remaining witnesses for Kaye was far
more difficult to digest. Many pages of the decision discuss their
findings and opinions in much detail. In essence, they all agreed
that Laforce did a lousy job, and that the walls would have to be
replaced.
The decision
Laforce described Kaye as somebody who would have been
impossible to please in any event. No wonder. According to the
judge, Kaye, “was an absolute stickler for details… he even knew
precisely how many bricks were used in the construction of his home,
5678.” This may have made life difficult for Laforce, but it helped
Kaye in court. Judge Skitsko said: “Due to his minute attention to
detail he was able to provide detailed evidence of problems with
the masonry work…”
Furthermore, Kaye provided, “… evidence as to the litany
of complaints on the job site, all of which save and except the
lapping of the paper [sheathing] membrane and breaches thereto
were visible and very evident.”
Of course Kaye could do that. He was the general contractor
on the job, after all, and could see what was going on. That too
helped him in court: “I found his role as general contractor only
added to his credibility in this case,” said the judge. He didn’t
explain why.
There was evidence that some of Kaye’s own work was so bad
that it may have caused the leakage, or at least contributed to it.
No matter. The judge relied on Duncan v. Blundell, an English
decision going back to 1820.
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In that case, a tradesman installed a stove in a shop for the owner
and laid a tube under the floor to carry off the smoke. The plan
failed entirely, and the stove could not be used. The tradesman
tried to show that the failure was due to some particular directives
given to him by the owner. The judge in that case was not buying
this kind of excuse: “Where a person is employed in a work of skill,
the employer buys both his labour and his judgment; he ought not
to undertake the work if it cannot succeed and he should know
whether it will or not ...”
Kaye won a resounding victory. Judge Skitsko concluded: “It is
my conclusion in this case that the evidence of Mr. Kaye is more
believable. The totality of the evidence of the experts simply makes
Mr. Kaye’s evidence more plausible and more worthy of belief. His
evidence, while wordy and extensive, was not exaggerated: “I am
satisfied in the end result that Mr. Kaye has indeed demonstrated
on a preponderance of the evidence that it is reasonable under
the circumstances to reconstruct the walls at the estimated costs
provided to the Court.”
Obviously, Laforce did not get his $4,000. Kaye’s damages
included $20,000 for demolition and removal of the existing wall,
and another $22,000 to $31,000 to build new walls (However, the
total award was only $25,000 i.e. the Provincial Court maximum.)
Legal and expert costs—just imagine!
The big picture
So what was the real issue here that was missed?
A masonry wall is not a product installed in the house that may,
or may not, be defective. The construction of a wall is a process, and
also a component part of a larger process—in this case, the building
of a house. This larger process, when properly set up, anticipates
that a component process may fail, and includes a mechanism to
deal with such failure. It is called “general review” by the consultant,
and “supervision” by the general contractor.
If a masonry wall is defective and causes the completed house to
suffer moisture damage, it is primarily a failure of the construction
process. Nobody presented that picture to the judge. As a result,
the key issue—who was in charge of the process—never came up
in court.
All of the evidence focusing on the walls alone was, to a
large extent, irrelevant. Let us assume, for the sake of argument,
that the bricklayer was indeed a drug addict, wife beater, and
quite incompetent—or whatever. It happens. Forget the $4,000
deficiency holdback. The $50,000 or so in damages claimed for the
reconstruction of the walls is another matter.
The following are some of the questions that spring to mind:

1. There were “visible and very evident” deficiencies in the masonry.
Why was the incompetent bricklayer allowed to complete all the
walls? The first few rows of deficient masonry are the bricklayer’s
fault. Completed but badly defective walls on an entire project
are the fault of the consultant and general contractor.
2. So where was Kaye, the engineer, when it mattered? How could
this “stickler for details” fail to inspect the wall sheathing and the
rest before the brick veneer went up? How could he count the
bricks, all 5678 of them, and not notice the missing weep-holes
and bad mortar?
3. And where was Kaye, the general contractor? How could he fail
to notice that the bricklayer was ignoring the deficient work of
Kaye, the tradesman, who badly installed the shelf angles or the
peel-and-stick membrane, or whatever? How could he not see
that his subcontractor was quite useless?
The venerable Duncan v. Blundell generally makes sense, but not
in the circumstances of this case. Kaye the homeowner might have
been dependent on the bricklayer to tell him what could or could not
be done—but surely not Kaye the engineer and Kaye the general
contractor. They, as a matter of routine, should have checked the
substrate before allowing Laforce to lay the first brick!
Were the engineer and the general contractor temporarily blind?
“Due to his minute attention to detail [Kaye] was able to provide
detailed evidence of problems with the masonry work,” the judge had
found. The wonderfully observant engineer and contractor provided
all this detailed evidence in court—but did nothing about it while
work was in progress!
Thus, even a quick look at the big picture reveals that the
defective house was the result of the reviewer and supervisor not
doing their jobs. In other words, Kaye the homeowner should have
sought damages from Kaye the engineer and Kaye the general
contractor. But those two never showed up in court. Only Kaye the
homeowner was there, Kaye the helpless victim of the bricklayer.
But even Kaye the homeowner was far from blameless.
Ultimately, the whole mess was his fault. It was he who failed to
engage a skilled engineer and competent general contractor. For
a house, a professional builder could have done the job of both of
them.
None of this was pointed out to the judge, and it never
occurred to him either. He was obviously impressed with Kaye the
homeowner, and identified with him. He probably felt, “That’s the
way to do it. If I decided to build my own house, that’s how I would
proceed.” And he probably would. Most homeowners would, and
many do. Aye, there’s the rub, as Hamlet put it many years ago, in a
different context.
n

Pushing the Envelope Wants YOU!
PTE is looking for authors to write articles for future issues of the magazine. So, if you’d
like to lend your expertise on issues related to the building envelope industry, PTE would
like to feature you as an author. We’re currently looking for: case-studies on Ontario-based
projects; legal articles; opinion pieces for the magazine’s regularly featured Back to You
department; suggestions for crossword puzzle themes; reviews or technical pieces on new
industry technologies and practices; and news for the Regional Roundup department.
Contact the magazine’s editor at shannonl@matrixgroupinc.net.
All topics/articles are subject to approval by the OBEC Board of Directors.
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Presidential Profile
Gerald Genge, President of GRG Building Consultants
Gerald (Gerry) Genge, 2nd President
of the Ontario Building Envelope Council
(OBEC) from 1988 to 1989, was so devoted
to the organization that his employer at
the time raised concerns about the amount
of time OBEC was taking from his other
duties. His response: “promoting OBEC
will result in promotion of the firm’s
business—they are the same industry.”
During the time Genge was President,
he recalls prepping hundreds of
newsletters to mail to members. He says
that along with Dale Kerr (newsletter
editor), late nights would be spent
preparing, printing and stuffing the paper
into envelopes. “Finding content was not
always easy, so I created a 1988 version of
the ‘blog’—called the President’s report,”
he says. “Perhaps it rambled from time-totime, and even went off topic, but when
you have to fill four pages, you have to fill
them with something.”
It’s not that there weren’t issues to
discuss though. Genge recalls that in 1986
the Ontario Building Code had separately
identified the air barrier as part of the
building envelope, distinct from the
vapour barrier. “It received a line unto
itself, so to speak. Part 5 of the building
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code may have only been 2 1/2 pages long
at the time but it represented a sizeable
portion of the cost of a building. I recall
that anywhere from 20 to 25 percent of
the cost of the building was swallowed up
by the building envelope—more if granite
or marble was used as cladding material.
We’d often muse that the building structure
cost about the same amount in a new
building but warranted about ten times as
much code text as the envelope. Yet many
‘structural’ design firms, mine included
(Morrison Hershfield at the time), were
earning larger fees repairing building
envelopes than they were designing new
buildings. In response, we established a
separate engineering discipline and went
after the large projects in the Greater
Toronto Area. I feel honoured to be able
to add projects like the SkyDome, and
BCE Place to my resume. Without the
focus by OBEC on the building envelope,
those assignments may not have benefited
from a building envelope consultant.”
Now, looking towards the future, Genge says there are still a few
hurdles to overcome. He explains,
“what is interesting to me is that the
post-secondary schools already get it.
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Gerald Genge
There are building science programs
generating graduates at undergraduate
and graduate level who are getting a
head-start on the science. However, we
retreads with 30 or more years of experience are a curious bunch. We ‘get’ the
science—some of us even teach it—but
we don’t necessarily have the university
degree that supports our claim to knowing it. So, one area that remains a hole
in the industry is a professional accreditation. While the BSSO designation
provides acknowledgement of achievement and is well-worth obtaining, the
Professional Engineers Association
(PEO) still does not recognize the field
of building science or building engineering as a discipline unto itself. When
people ask me about my field of practice, I say building engineering. They
still ask what it is. I say it is the senior
science involving some structural design, some architecture, some heating and ventilation design, and some
materials science. There are still a few
furrowed brows after that but most get
it. PEO should be lobbied to ‘legitimize’ the field. After all, some of us have
based most of our practice on it.”
For more information, go to
www.grgbuilding.com.
n
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