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“It’s actually the correction of a birth defect” – Interview with Dr. Volker Krieger 

As a long-standing member of the international working group ISO TC59/SC13/WG13 and a DIN 
representative, Dr. Volker Krieger has helped shape the ISO 19650 series of standards from the very 
beginning. The group is now working on its revision. The international comment period ended in late 
April 2026. In mid-June 2026, the working group will meet for the first time in Milan, Italy, to 
incorporate the comments. In an interview with bSD+, Volker Krieger explains why the revision 
essentially corrects a “birth defect” in the first version, what lies behind the new term “Information 
Production,” and why the market should trust the process 

ISO 19650 is widely known in the BIM community. What does the standard stand for? 

Dr. Volker Krieger: ISO 19650 is the overarching framework under which all other BIM standards can be 
categorized. Its most important achievement is the introduction of uniform terminology. The standard 
creates terms so that the construction industry knows what it is talking about. That sounds simple, but it 
isn’t. At conferences, I still find that “BIM” sometimes refers to the models and in other contexts means 
information management. Nowadays, you only need to mention these five digits (19650) and 
immediately everyone thinks they know what’s being discussed. That’s not actually the case, though. 
That’s why I strongly advise: Anyone working with ISO 19650 should actually have read it—especially 
Chapter 3. 

Why is the standard being revised, and what triggered the revision process? 

First, regarding the process: A five-year review is routine for every ISO standard. Each standard must be 
regularly assessed to determine whether it is still valid or needs to be revised. However, the fact that we 
are now in the year 2026 and Part 1 of DIN 19650 dates back to 2018 shows that this revision is anything 
but straightforward. In the meantime, however, we have also gained real-world practical experience. 
Over more than five years, it has become clear where the original structure had weaknesses. The 
revision is therefore both a formal obligation and a substantive necessity. 

If you had to summarize the draft that has just been created in a single sentence: What is its key 
change? 

Essentially, it is the correction of a fundamental flaw. The old but currently still valid series of standards 
has a Part 1 for concepts and terminology, as well as Parts 2 and 3, which are divided into a project 
management section and an asset management section. From today’s perspective, this is no longer a 
well-thought-out approach. This is evident from the fact that sections in Parts 2 and 3 are redundant. 
The more modern and appropriate perspective is the asset lifecycle. We have therefore decided to 
frame the entire 19650 series around the asset lifecycle and to view all concepts from this perspective. 
The terms do not change fundamentally, but they must be realigned within the paradigm of the asset 
lifecycle. 

“It is less about resolving a specific project problem and more about adapting the standard to reality.” 

Dr. Volker Krieger 



The asset lifecycle as a central paradigm: Can you explain this shift in perspective in a bit more detail? 

It is less about resolving a specific project problem. Rather, the standard should be adapted to reality. 
We know that 80 percent of all investments are in asset management and not in the project sector. 
Major developers have long been thinking in terms of asset management. The previous standard did not 
adequately reflect this. With the new version, we offer a framework that corresponds to these realities: 
Those approaching information management from the perspective of asset management should find the 
same terms they are familiar with from their own context. That is the core. 

Which changes in the draft do you consider truly significant? 

I wouldn’t describe the individual changes as dramatically significant. They are primarily logical. But one 
innovation has sparked a lot of discussion: the term “Information Production.” You simply cannot 
translate that as “Informationsproduktion.” That would be factually incorrect. An English-speaking 
person understands “production” to mean significantly more than we do in German; in the context of 
the standard, it also includes planning. This initially caused problems for our architects. 

However, there is a specific strategic rationale behind the introduction of this term: Anyone wishing to 
obtain ISO 19650 certification generally has two options available. One is management certification, 
analogous to ISO 9000. The other is product certification. The latter is significantly leaner and more cost-
effective. From the very beginning, our goal was to draft a standard in which information management 
is understood as information production, precisely to enable this certification path. For this, we need 
the term “Information Production” in the standard. 

Incidentally, this touches on a practical problem: Currently, there is only a single accredited certification 
body for ISO 19650 in Europe, and it is based in the United Kingdom. Due to this, it cannot operate on 
the European continent. Efforts are underway in various places to change this. But an accreditation 
process takes years. 

The draft is intended to move away from familiar acronyms such as OIR (Organizational Information 
Requirement), PIR (Project Information Requirement), AIR (Asset Information Requirement), and EIR 
(Exchange Information Requirement). Is there a different understanding of roles and processes behind 
this? 

That has not yet been decided, and I would like to clarify that. In Milan, this change is on the table. The 
options range from retaining the existing terms entirely to consolidating them under an overarching 
concept of the “information requirement par excellence,” similar to how ISO 29481 handles the 
“Exchange Requirement.” 

My personal view: I would retain the existing information requirements—regarding organization, 
project, and exchange. A sensible workflow has been established  
that is based on these terms. The market operates according to them. Changing these terms now would 
create new uncertainty. 

I would also like to warn against the phenomenon we are currently observing: Some are using the 
current draft, which has not yet been finalized, to push their own position into the debate. That is not a 
substantive contribution. 

“The draft clearly states that free and open standards should be preferred.” 

Dr. Volker Krieger 

How does the draft address open standards such as IFC? 



The draft clearly states that free and open standards should be preferred. The arguments are obvious: 
Free and open standards have been proven to promote the market, as demonstrated by the Internet 
Protocol or the World Wide Web. At the same time, the standard deliberately remains technology-
neutral. This is evident in its formal structure: The IFC standard (ISO 16739) and the IDM standard (ISO 
29481) do not appear in Chapter 2, the normative references, but only in the bibliography. This is a 
deliberate signal: recommended, but not mandatory. 

A colleague recently described what the modern understanding of BIM illustrates very well: If you’re 
working with an IFC editor and the 3D viewport keeps getting smaller because the information panels 
next to it are displaying more and more data, then you’re doing everything right. That is the paradigm 
shift. In modern BIM, I attach the geometry to the information, not the other way around. The newer 
software tools make this very clearly visible. 

Where do we stand currently? The comment period ended in late April 2026. 

We are in the “Draft International Standard” (DIS) phase, during which we are working on the technical 
review. The international comments have been received; so far, I am only familiar with the German 
ones. As a member of WG13, the comments will be made available to us before the meeting. They will 
not be presented for the first time in Milan. The first working meeting will take place in mid-June; three 
days are scheduled. 

I can’t yet estimate how many comments have been received in total. In 2018, we had around 1,500. 
That was a huge number. The situation finish, which is why we have already scheduled a second 
meeting for September. 

And I’ll say it openly: The current draft has technical shortcomings. It was cobbled together too quickly 
under time pressure. That annoyed everyone. In an extreme case, we’ll decide to draft a new one. That 
would take longer, but the goal isn’t a quick result, but a solid document accepted by the market. 

What role does DIN play, and where can the German professional community still exert influence? 

The professional community has already made its influence felt. We held four meetings with various 
associations. These were very intensive sessions, which resulted in the German comments. I believe we 
did a good job there. 

The decisive moment is now the meeting in Milan itself. There, we must represent and defend our 
German positions - with a willingness to compromise, but also with an eye for what is reasonable. It is 
important to know: At ISO, the consensus principle applies. Comments must be submitted in English and 
contain a proposed solution. A mere “I don’t like it” is not formally considered. With thousands of 
comments from dozens of countries, this is simply necessary. 

What does the roadmap look like from here? What should organizations do now? 

The DIS phase is followed by the “Final Draft International Standard” (FDIS) phase. No further technical 
changes are made during this phase; it focuses solely on grammar and editorial issues. Once the FDIS 
phase begins, market participants have technical certainty: this is what the standard will look like. That 
is the right time for organizational preparations. 

I expect the incorporation of comments to be completed by October or November 2026, followed by the 
FDIS phase. 

For now, the approach is: wait and see, observe, and steer clear of speculation. What circulates on social 
media is often unhelpful. It would be premature to initiate organizational measures based on an 
unfinished draft. The ISO process is well-structured and deserves the market’s trust at this stage. 



What specific changes would the revision bring for public clients, large private developers, and project 
organizations? 

Dr. Volker Krieger: Major developers and clients think in terms of asset management. This revision 
finally provides them with a set of standards that meets them on equal footing. 

Specifically, this means that more robust terminological foundations will be available for tenders, 
information requirements, and scope of work. In practice, this means that information requirements can 
be formulated more clearly in the future, scopes of work can be described in compliance with standards, 
and handover processes from the project to asset management can be defined consistently without 
having to bridge gaps. For project organizations, this means that the flow of information must be viewed 
more as part of a lifecycle and no longer as an isolated project with a data handover at the end. 

I also ask for your understanding: In our first attempt with Part 1 of 2018, we didn’t get everything right. 
We are correcting that now, and it will benefit everyone. 

“SMEs must be able to apply these descriptions to their own, smaller organizational realities.” 

Dr. Volker Krieger 

This is the classic structural problem of the German market: we operate in an environment dominated 
by SMEs. SMEs typically manage only certain parts of the asset lifecycle and must communicate 
effectively with those responsible for other phases. This requires a shared understanding of 
terminology, which takes time and effort to develop. 

I would like to highlight two specific challenges: First, SMEs must truly understand Chapter 3 of the 
standard—the definitions and terms. The following chapters, 4 through 12, explain these definitions and 
put them into context. This is required reading for any company that wants to work seriously with ISO 
19650. 

Second: The future Part 2 will describe processes and workflows in sufficient detail to know what needs 
to be done for good information management. SMEs must be able to apply these descriptions to their 
own, smaller organizational reality. 

The challenge for SMEs lies in applying these concepts to their own organizational reality. Even those 
responsible for only parts of the asset lifecycle must be able to speak the language of the entire cycle. 

How will we know in three to five years whether the revision was successful or missed the mark in 
practice? 

To be honest, I don’t expect the revision to miss the mark in practice. But I do expect market inertia. 
Many will initially say: Let’s keep working with the 2018 version for now. That’s legitimate. Because the 
old version won’t be withdrawn until we know for sure that the new one works in practice. 

Success will be measured by how quickly the new revision becomes the norm. I could imagine that this 
will happen quite quickly—perhaps within two to three years, most market participants will be following 
the new revision. The prerequisite for this is that we do a good job in Milan and beyond and present a 
document that is technically sound and perceived as a genuine improvement. 

Dr. Krieger, thank you very much for the interview. 

What are the biggest challenges for SMEs if the draft becomes a standard? 

What does “Information Production” mean? 



In German, the term “Information Production” suggests that it is a concept from the manufacturing 
sector. In ISO 19650, however, it represents something significantly more comprehensive: the entire 
process through which information is created, reviewed, coordinated, approved, and transferred within 
a project. This begins with the first planning step and only ends with the transfer of data to asset 
management. 

English-speaking audiences are familiar with “production” from industry, media, and the performing arts 
as a term for the complete value-creation process. This ranges from the initial idea to the finished result. 
In German, however, “planning” and “production” are conceptually distinct spheres; “production” or 
“manufacturing” typically refers to the physical execution in this context. 

In German architecture, there is an additional structural aspect: The HOAI (Fee Schedule for Architects 
and Engineers) divides architectural services into clearly defined service phases: planning comprises 
service phases 1–5, and execution comprises service phases 6–9. This culturally entrenched distinction 
initially led to “information production” being mistakenly attributed solely to the execution phase. The  
standard, however, refers to the entire process. 

Sources: UK BIM Framework - Guidance Part 2 (Edition 6); Abanda et al. (2025): Decoding ISO 19650 
Through Process Modelling, Buildings/MDPI; 12d Solutions: An Initial Guide to ISO 19650. 
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