Consultation on Draft National Building Energy
Standard-Setting, Assessment and Rating Framework
Submissions Guide and Template
The Draft National Building Energy Standard-Setting, Assessment and Rating Framework (the Draft Framework) has been
released for public consultation and is available at: www.climatechange.gov.au/government/submissions.aspx

Making written submissions
While comment is welcome on all elements of the Draft Framework for Consultation, comment is specifically sought on:
•

whether every rating tool used for regulatory purposes should use a 10-star rating scale;

•

whether there should be only one rating tool specified for compliance with building standards that require a minimum
star rating (i.e. whether it would be more beneficial to have only one house energy rating software tool that
incorporates the best elements of the three existing software tools);

•

whether residential building standards should be harmonised across all jurisdictions; and

•

whether any changes to existing governance arrangements could improve the development and administration of
rating tools used under the Framework.

We also seek your comment on indicative quantitative goals for future energy efficiency standards in 2015 and 2020, to
provide greater certainty over possible long term outcomes. The attached Pitt & Sherry report recommends an approach to
such goals on which we also seek your input, noting that:
•

Energy reduction goals may need to be varied for each specific building classification and climate zone around
Australia;

•

The Pitt & Sherry report provides some analysis of the use of photovoltaic cells (PVs). However, as this is a complex
issue, the inclusion of PVs in building standards requires much more analysis and consideration;

•

The energy reduction goal for residential buildings is not specified in terms of a star rating under the Nationwide
House Energy Rating Scheme (NatHERS) as the Framework proposes changing the nature of this rating to cover
‘whole-of-building’ energy use (i.e. including fixed equipment and fixed appliances) rather than just heating and
cooling loads; and

•

All future energy efficiency standards will be subject to a full regulatory analysis. For residential buildings, this
analysis will be informed by a study currently being undertaken into the effectiveness of the 5-star energy efficiency
standards incorporated into the Building Code of Australia in 2006.

A submissions template follows. It is advisable but not essential that you use this template in framing your submission.
Forward your submission:
•

via email (preferred) to: buildingframework@climatechange.gov.au OR

•

via mail to:

Building Framework Team
Buildings Energy Efficiency Branch
Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency
GPO Box 854
Canberra ACT 2601

Submissions should be received by close of business on 6 July 2012.
Any general enquiries should be directed to buildingframework@climatechange.gov.au.
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Consultation on Draft National Building Energy
Standard-Setting, Assessment and Rating Framework
– May 2012
Submission Template
Overview
This submission template should be used to provide comments on the Draft National Building Energy
Standard-Setting, Assessment and Rating Framework (the Draft Framework).

Contact details
Name of organisation

Australian Institute of Refrigeration Air Conditioning and Heating Inc. (AIRAH)

Name of author

Phil Wilkinson

Phone number

03 8623 3010

Email address

Phil@airah.org.au

Website

www.airah.org.au

Date

05/06/2012

dd/mm/yyyy

Confidentiality
All submissions will be treated as public documents, unless the author of the submission clearly indicates the contrary by
marking all or part of the submission as ‘confidential’. Public submissions may be published in full on the Department of
Climate Change and Energy Efficiency or other relevant Government websites, including any personal information of authors
and/or other third parties contained in the submission. If any part of the submission should be treated as confidential then
please provide two versions of the submission, one with the confidential information removed for publication.
A request made under the Freedom of Information Act 1982 for access to a submission marked confidential will be
determined in accordance with that Act.

Do you want this submission to be treated as confidential?

Yes

No

✔

Submission instructions
Submissions should be made by close of business on 6 July 2012. The Department reserves the right not to consider late
submissions. Additionally the use of the template is not mandatory, independent submissions can be made with this Cover
Sheet attached.
Where possible, submissions should be lodged electronically, using this template or other text based formats.
Submissions can be lodged using the buttons located on the final three pages of the template or via the email address buildingframework@climatechange.gov.au.
Submissions may alternatively be sent to the postal address below to arrive by the due date.
Building Framework Team
Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency
GPO Box 854
Canberra ACT 2601
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Please provide comments for the following criteria:
Should every rating tool used for regulatory purposes use a 10-star rating scale?
Rating tools need to be rational and promote the right behaviour in industry, i.e. the design, delivery and operation of
better performing buildings. The number of stars used in the tool is largely a non-technical or communication aspect of
the system. It is the performance level of the subject building that is of interest.
Current rating tools on the market (NABERS, Green Star) do not use a 10 star scale and AIRAH recommend that all
rating tools, existing and future, should be consistent in their approach and use a similar rating scale, similar
methodologies, similar metrics and similar defaults.
Having multiple tools containing multiple scales in the market will only serve to confuse the industry and reduce
compliance and uptake. New tools need to be built on and compatible with the existing tools.
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Should there be only one rating tool specified for compliance with building standards that require a minimum star rating?
AIRAH have a strong preference for a single rating tool for non-residential buildings and a separate rating tool for
residential buildings. Combining the commercial and residential rating tools is not recommended or supported. It is
noted that only the building fabric/envelope is currently rated in residential buildings while both the fabric and services
are rated in commercial buildings. AIRAH are unsure of how a single rating tool could be used for both applications.
In the non-residential sector the rating tool needs to be fit for purpose for the design and construction of a building and
for the operation of a building. The framework seems to largely skate over the issue of the fundamental differences
between operational assessment and design assessment, particularly the differences in what parameters can be
controlled and optimised cost effectively. The production of a single universal scale is unlikely to meet the needs of
both phases of a buildings life. AIRAH suggest that an appropriate separation here would be potential (i.e. simulated)
and actual (in operation) performance rating.
Whether a single tool can be developed to adequately address these two rating requirements is currently unclear.
AIRAH support the alignment of rating methodology, metrics and defaults wherever possible.
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Should residential building standards be harmonised across all jurisdictions?
While AIRAH is not deeply involved in the residential sector harmonising residential building standards across all
jurisdictions seems to be a sensible approach.
Certainly in relation to the non-residential sector, state specific appendices in the NCC Volume One and the application
of different versions of the NCC in different administrations/jurisdictions only serves to increase costs and confusion
and reduce compliance levels in the industry and in the delivery of buildings. This is a common cause of frustration in
the industry; that building standards are not harmonised across all jurisdictions. This was after all one of the original
primary aims of the BCA/ABCB.
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Could any changes to existing governance arrangements improve the development and administration of rating tools used
under the Framework?
Yes. Industry needs to have full and unrestricted involvement in the governance structure. It is not good enough for
government to dictate policy and offer snap shot consultations on draft policy documents. Industry needs to be
engaged within the policy development process at the highest level. Industry will not fully embrace these challenges
and changes unless industry feels it has ownership of the framework. Receiving policy dictates from government
departments isolated from the commercial and practical realities of the construction industry only serves to alienate an
industry that needs to be brought along on the energy efficiency journey not herded like cattle down particular
regulatory paths.
For instance, AIRAH question the policy of continuing increased stringency in building energy efficiency standards while
aspects such as commissioning, maintenance and high performance operation are largely ignored. In addition, the
actual outcomes of the previous increases in stringency have not been quantified in terms of actual costs and benefits
(and perverse outcomes). If we, government or industry, don’t know how effective previous stringency increases are,
on what basis can future stringency increases be designed?
Increasing NCC stringency appears to have been targeted as much for the convenience of the Australian
commonwealth/state/territory government administration arrangements as for the benefits and costs of the policy
approach. Had industry been involved in the development of this policy AIRAH is certain that the draft Framework
would look very different at this point. Some thinking outside of current regulatory structures may be what is needed.
Government (COAG and DCCEE) needs to engage with industry early in the development of policy not simply present
a draft policy for review and comment. This current approach is consultation by numbers rather than true collaboration.
Industry wants to collaborate with government in the development of this important policy area. AIRAH would be willing
to facilitate this process.
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Do you agree the approach taken by Pitt & Sherry in determining the quantitative goals?
What goals should be set for future energy efficiency standards in 2015 and 2020?
No, AIRAH do not agree with the approach taken by Pitt & Sherry in determining the quantitative goals. The Pitt &
Sherry report is based on the assumption that BCA 2010 provisions are correct, appropriate and achievable in practice.
AIRAH continue to question and disagree with that assumption. AIRAH are aware of considerable confusion and non
compliance in the market with regard to BCA 2010 Section J provisions and this is two years after the introduction of
those provisions.
AIRAH do not agree with many of the provisions of BCA 2010, the process/models that were used to develop and
justify those provisions, or the regulatory impact statement (RIS) that was used to validate the provisions. AIRAH are of
the opinion that the current RIS process overestimates benefits and under estimates real costs and therefore is canted
towards overly optimistic and unrealistic cost/benefit outcomes.
AIRAH have made this position known to the ABCB since the publication of BCA 2010 and have attempted to actively
engage with ABCB and BCC to make the BCA 2010 Section J provisions more practicable and hence achievable.
However all proposals for change are required to meet a ‘neutral stringency’ test which means that any proposal needs
to meet the theoretical 2010 performance level, even if that level is incorrect and unrealistic! Industry is continuing to
experience significant compliance costs (JV3 and other) to manage out aspects of the NCC that are considered not fit
for purpose. None of these compliance costs were included in the BCA 2010 RIS. The review process of new
regulations/stringency steps needs to have a ‘proper’ RIS process and should allow industry to input our practical
realities in regard to proposed changes. Current RIS processes should be reviewed
The goals for future energy efficiency standards in 2015 and 2020 can only be set when we, industry and government,
have a firm and accurate understanding of the actual energy efficiency effects, and the real costs and benefits of the
2006, 2008 and 2010 energy efficiency standards.
Continuing to build policy on energy efficiency models, that have been based on other models and assumptions that
have been based on other modelling and simplifications, without ever grounding the policy on actual data and real
building energy efficiency results, is an inappropriate approach to standards setting.
The first step that needs to be taken is to establish:
1. The level of compliance with the 2006, 2008 and 2010 energy efficiency standards
2. The true costs of the 2006, 2008 and 2010 energy efficiency standards
3. The true benefits of the 2006, 2008 and 2010 energy efficiency standards
It is only when this research has been completed, data gathered and information analysed can any meaningful
discussion on the future energy efficiency standards in 2015 and 2020 be entered into.
If the government continues building the framework, based on energy models, based on predictions and supported by
assumptions and estimates you may as well pick values for X%, Y% and Z% out of the sky, which appears to be what
this draft framework is advocating.
When delivering system or building energy efficiency or consumption improvements, AIRAH always recommends to
benchmark a starting point, set project goals, and measure and monitor outcomes against the project goals. The draft
framework would be significantly improved if it included commitments to:
• Benchmark where we are now, with real data;
• Decide what the outcome of the Framework is to be, in quantifiable terms;
• Put in place systems to measure that outcome; and
• Monitor results to ensure that policy is working and inform future improvement.
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General/overall comments on the Draft National Building Energy Standard-Setting, Assessment and Rating Framework
There is not enough space within this form to accommodate all of AIRAH's comments on the Draft National Building
Energy Standard-Setting, Assessment and Rating Framework.
These have been attached to the submission as a separate word file.
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Submit

General/overall comments - continued
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General/overall comments - continued
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