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Abstract: The Building Code of Australia (BCA) energy-efficiency regulations for houses provide deemed-to-
satisfy acceptable construction solutions, and verification using computer simulation software approved by the 
Nationwide House Energy Rating Scheme (NatHERS). From 1st May 2009 only second generation software is 
referenced in the BCA. In 2006 NatHERS introduced a substantially upgraded “second generation software” 
package AccuRate (Version 1.0) developed by CSIRO.  A software Accreditation Protocol allows other software to 
be used in NatHERS.  FirstRate5, developed and marketed by the Victorian Government’s Sustainable Energy 
Authority and BERS Pro, developed by SolarLogic in Queensland have been granted provisional accreditation.  
In several jurisdictions any of these programs may be used to demonstrate building code compliance therefore the 
consistency of results is of utmost importance.  
The first part of this paper introduces some background to the NatHERS scheme and the accredited software. 
Then, to gauge the consistency of results a number of standard project dwellings are assessed using the three 
programs and the results compared. Secondly, using a benchmark BESTEST type building model, results for the 
three accredited programs are compared for a number of variations in configuration and construction. These 
include the effects of zoning (including attics and sub-floor zones), as well as, the effects of thermal mass and 
insulation, solar gain via windows, window-shading, infiltration, etc.  

The paper concludes with a discussion of the results and the implications for using the software to demonstrate 
regulatory compliance. 

INTRODUCTION 
The Building Code of Australia energy-efficiency regulations provide deemed-to-satisfy acceptable construction 
solutions, and verification using computer simulation software approved by the Nationwide House Energy Rating 
Scheme (NatHERS).  In 2006 NatHERS introduced a substantially upgraded “second generation software” package 
AccuRate (Version 1.0) developed by CSIRO.  A software accreditation protocol allows other software to be used in 
NatHERS. 
Information on the NatHERS website says, 

“The Nationwide House Energy Rating Scheme (NatHERS) provides a framework that allows various computer 
software tools to rate the potential energy efficiency of Australian homes. All software tools are required to assess 
the same minimum set of design features, and must produce a consistent rating.  NatHERS requires each 
software developer to demonstrate the compatibility of their software with specific minimum standards described 
in the Software Accreditation Protocol. The choice of software tools allows assessors to use the data input 
interface that best suits their needs, whilst ensuring consistent results.” 

The NatHERS Accreditation Protocol Part A (NatHERS National Administrator 2007) applies to software that 
incorporates the Australian Government endorsed calculation engine, AccuRate. A Part B of the Protocol intended for 
accrediting any appropriate energy calculation program is referred to however it has never been released. 

At the time of writing this paper three software programs are referenced by NatHERS. These are, 

AccuRate (current version 1.1.4.1)  - The Australian Government developed and endorsed program  
BERS Pro - granted provisional accreditation 8 November 2007 
FirstRate5 - granted provisional accreditation 31 August 2007  

From 1st May 2009 only second generation software is referenced in the BCA. In several jurisdictions any of these 
programs may be used to demonstrate building code compliance. The issue of consistency of results is therefore of 
utmost importance and is the issue addressed by this paper, particularly as on 30 April 2009, the Council of Australian 
Governments (COAG) announced “an increase in energy efficiency requirements for new residential buildings to six 
stars, or equivalent, nationally in the 2010 update of the Building Code of Australia, to be implemented by May 2011”. 
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1. BACKGROUND 
In order to gain some background information for this paper we investigated the process for gaining provisional and full 
accreditation. It is obvious from reading Protocol A (NatHERS National Administrator 2007) that the procedure for 
accrediting software was intended to be controlled but open to scrutiny. A standard set of test houses together with 
standard assumptions were to be available online and the results of testing publicly available. However, many of the 
processes referred to in this document appear either to not exist or to not be publicly available. 

In order to clarify the situation an e-mail was sent to the NatHERS National Administrator seeking answers to several 
questions about the procedure for accrediting house energy rating software. The text of the e-mail and the reply is given 
in the Appendix of this paper. 

This correspondence establishes among other things that no official comparison of the three software tools is available. 
This paper therefore most likely provides the first side by side assessment of these programs.  

2. THE SOFTWARE 
The following provides a brief background description to the three programs accredited to provide House Energy Rating 
under NatHERS. 

2.1 AccuRate 

The AccuRate software, and in particular the simulation engine, has its beginnings in the work of Roy Muncey in the 
1960s and 1970s at CSIRO, Division of Building Research in Highett, Melbourne. Muncey developed the mathematics 
for the calculation of a total building response factor (Muncey 1979) that is the basis of the AccuRate heat flow 
calculations. 

The first program written by CSIRO to perform the heat flow calculations using this methodology was STEP. It operated 
on a main frame computer, did a single zone calculation at hourly intervals for an entire three days. An expansion of 
STEP for the calculation of multiple zones occurred in the mid-1970s. This program, ZSTEP3, used measured climate 
data at hourly intervals over a 12 month period to determine the temperatures in buildings, or the energy loads required 
to maintain a set temperature profile. The necessary weather data was available for a very limited number of sites. Some 
advances in calculation solutions for heat flow through concrete slab-on-ground constructions were also incorporated into 
this version of the program. In 1980 CSIRO, DBR put forward a proposal to the National Energy Research Development 
and Demonstration Council (NERDDC) to sponsor the establishment of a “climatic data bank suitable for simulations of 
heat transfer processes in buildings and renewable energy systems”. By 1982 a data bank of hourly values for a “typical 
year” for 18 locations was available (Walsh et al. 1982) as input to thermal simulation programs. 

With the advent of the micro-computer in the 1980s ZSTEP3 was migrated to run interactively (in MsDOS mode) on a 
PC-compatible microcomputer. This version was called CHEETAH (at a time when CSIRO was naming all its software 
after animals). It could calculate hourly temperatures and/or heating and cooling loads in up to ten zones of a building. A 
feature of CHEETAH was the inclusion of a library of the thermal properties of common building materials and building 
elements. 

When the Nationwide Home Energy Rating Scheme (NatHERS) was introduced in 1998 the simulation engine was an 
upgraded version of the CSIRO CHEETAH program and referred to as CHENATH.  

The NatHERS software (or more correctly the CHENATH simulation engine) was the subject of limited empirical and 
inter-program validation (Delsante 1995a, 1995b). One of these exercises, the IEA BESTEST (Judkoff; Newmark 1995), 
tests the ability of a program to model the thermal physics related to many typical building features such as thermal 
mass, windows, shading devices, orientation, internal gains, mechanical ventilation, and thermostat set point variation. 
The method allows a software developer to evaluate the accuracy of whole-building energy simulation programs, and to 
identify and diagnose differences in simulation predictions that may be caused by algorithmic differences, modelling 
limitations, coding errors, or input errors. These test cases are applied in a single-zone modelling context, except for one 
test case for modelling a sunspace that interacts with a conditioned zone via a common wall. The results of other 
detailed state-of-the-art whole-building energy simulation programs from around the world provide the target 
assessments. Within the limitations of the validation methods CHENATH performed well, but many simulation details 
remained unevaluated. eg. heat flow to ground, shading, etc. 

The original NatHERS program was criticised for not giving adequate credit to designs that promoted natural ventilation 
to maintain comfort. This was perceived as a particular problem in sub-tropical and tropical areas because the easiest 
way to conform to the rating requirements was to produce an air conditioned ‘sealed box’ design. 

It was in response to this and other criticisms that the Australian Greenhouse Office (AGO) contracted CSIRO 
Manufacturing and Infrastructure Technology Division to develop the “2nd Generation” simulation tool that is now known 
as AccuRate. Enhancements not only included improved modelling of natural ventilation but also improved modelling of 
roof spaces, sub-floor spaces, windows, skylights. With the enhancements incorporated in the software the 1995 
BESTEST comparisons were re-run using the simulation engine and overall the results were found to be “very 
satisfactory” (Delsante 2005). It should be noted however that neither the 1995 diagnostic analyses, nor the subsequent 
BESTEST improvements, can test the natural ventilation model. 

 



 
43rd Annual Conference of the Architectural Science Association, ANZAScA 2009, University of Tasmania 

2.2 FirstRate5 
FirstRate5 (FR5) is house energy rating software developed by Sustainability Victoria in line with the NatHERS Second 
Generation Accredited Software Protocol. The program incorporates the AccuRate calculation engine. The most 
significant feature of FR5 is the plan tab which gives users the ability to enter data through drawings and enables 
individual rooms to be rated as separate zones. By incorporating various simplifying assumptions the front end allows 
easier data entry (compared with AccuRate). A feature not yet operational will also provide information for optimising 
designs. FirstRate 5 was first released in August 2007. Since then there have been a number of Builds released to 
correct bugs and improve performance of the software. 

2.3 BERS 

BERS Professional (BERS Pro), developed by SolarLogic in Queensland is also based on the AccuRate calculation 
engine. The user interface of the program is graphics based. Information about the building, the climate type and the 
conditions of use are selected from icons displayed on the screen. Floor plans can be imported and traced with a mouse 
eliminating, as with AccuRate, the need for manual entry of dimensions, orientations, adjacent zones etc. In theory data 
entered this way should be more exact. Calculated data is displayed in graphic form as well as being written to files. 

2.4 Using the three programs 

For people involved in thermal assessment of buildings the three programs have a number of seemingly minor 
differences that make using them, and moving between them, frustrating. 

Of the three, AccuRate is most time-consuming as it requires information to be measured from drawings and then 
entered into the AccuRate data input sheets. Volumes and areas have to be calculated. For FR5 and BERS Pro 
information is entered by combination of drawing, entering text in text boxes, and, for FR5, text in zone information page.  
Areas are calculated automatically and reported and volumes appear to be calculated but not reported. 

AccuRate has a library of construction materials that are defined in terms of properties. Building elements can be 
‘constructed’ by selecting the different layers and entering the thickness of each layer. This allows a wide range of 
material combinations to be entered. FirstRate5 and BERSPro have a library of common building elements and when 
assessing a building that has a material not included in the library, either ‘the next best’ has to be substituted or another 
program used. 

There is a default setting for internal window coverings in AccuRate and FR5 but not for BERS Pro. Many other aspects 
are treated differently including internal doors, wing walls, sub-floors and roof spaces. As part of this research two 
interesting anomalies were discovered, first, the so called generic windows are different in each of the programs and 
secondly the climate files were not necessarily identical (see below).  

AccuRate reports heating, cooling (sensible and latent) and the total energy load plus the area-adjusted energy load. 
Stars are given in 0.1 increments and 5 stars in Adelaide (Climate file 16) as specified in NatHERS is 125MJ/m2. BERS 
Pro only reports stars in 0.5 increments. FR5 reports stars in 0.1 increments but 125MJ/m2 is 4.9 stars (5 stars is 124.75 
MJ/m2).  

There are bugs in the software that have been identified some time ago but not rectified. For example, allowing for 
permanent openings has no effect and does not work in AccuRate. In all three programs the values for windows do not 
reflect the values on the WERS (Window Energy Rating System) site.  Allowing for seasonal shading in FR5 gives 
inconsistent results. 

Each program also has annoying operational features (or lack of features).FR5 for example has no “undo” facility if data 
is discovered to be incorrectly entered and AccuRate sometimes crashes when no error has been detected in the input 
data.  

There is a frustrating lack of up-to-date, comprehensive documentation for all programs. The FR5 Manual available on-
line refers to an earlier version of the software and some current features are not included. The AccuRate help file is very 
basic and there is little documentation of many of the assumptions or definitions of terms.  

Many of these issues may not arise for people using only one program or who only use the programs occasionally. 
However they are an on-going source of irritation in an office where many assessments are done each day, and where 
all three programs are used to inform advice (often very costly advice) on design modifications to meet compliance 
requirements. 

 

3. COMPARISON OF SIMULATION RESULTS 
3.1 Actual House Comparisons 

In order to assess the potential implications of using the three programs in practice a sample of 12 typical dwellings were 
chosen for assessment. Brief details of the houses are given in Table 1. 

Data were input by an accredited HER operator and checked through the normal office QA practice. There appears to be 
no obvious pattern in the differences seen in the total energy loads. However, in the majority of the cases AccuRate 
produces lower total energy load values. The difference between AccuRate and FR5 ranges from -13.3% to +49.8% and 
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between AccuRate and BERS -21.1% to +104.2%. The average lower AccuRate total energy load values translate into 
AccuRate producing on average a Star rating 0.3 higher compared with the other programs. The implication ‘on the 
ground’ of this result for people having their house rated can equate to considerable cost differences depending on which 
program is being used. 

 

 
Figure 1 : Comparison for 12 Sample Houses – 

Total Energy Load (MJ/m2) 

 
Figure 2: Star Ratings 

 

Table 1: Details of Houses Assessed 

House 
ID Style External wall 

A Symmetrical cottage with extension 
Cavity brick 110+110mm / Brick veneer 
R1.5 Glasswool for extension (double 

brick 110mm to subfloor) 

B Renovated Symmetrical Cottage 
Cavity brick 110+110mm / Brick veneer 

R1.5 Glasswool for extension (single 
brick 110mm to subfloor) 

C Single detached Cottage Cavity brick 110+110mm 
D Mid Rise Home Unit Brick Veneer + R1.5 
E High Rise Home Unit Brick Veneer + R1.5 

F Single detached cottage Brick Veneer + R1.5, Brick Cavity to 
subfloor 

G Home Units Brick Veneer + R1.5, Brick Cavity to 
subfloor 

H Ranch Colonial Style Cavity brick 110+110mm + PB 
I Duplex Brick Veneer + R1.5 
J Development Brick Veneer + R1.5 / Brick uninsulated 
K Townhouse Brick Veneer + R1.5 
L 7-8 star house Brick Veneer + R1.5 

 

3.2 BESTEST Type Comparison 

Simulations of whole houses involve complex input and it can be difficult to determine the impact of different factors.  In 
order to try and narrow down some of the differences a BESTEST type building model was developed to compare the 
three programs. This model is essentially a single zone “building” 8m by 6m and 2.7m high. Attic and sub-floor zones 
were added to the basic zone as required for particular variation tests. The basic model consists of a concrete slab-on-
ground, flat ceiling with R3.0 insulation, external weatherboard walls with R1.5 insulation and aluminium-framed windows 
with 3mm clear, 40% opening. Initially this window was thought to equate to CSIRO Generic Window 01 in each 
program. 

In rating mode AccuRate requires that there be at least one kitchen/living zone. This was assumed as the default in the 
one zone building for all runs. Runs were conducted by systematically changing one factor at a time, including 
construction (BT), orientation (OR), window type (WS), shading (SG) and ventilation (IN). Table 2 gives a summary of the 
variations. 
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Table 2: BESTEST Variations 

BT1 default construction, concrete slab-on-ground, flat roof/ceiling 

BT2 as for BT1 but with attic roof 

BT3 as for BT1 but with timber suspended floor 

BT4  as for BT3 but with attic roof 

OR1/OR2/OR3/OR4 Orientation - windows facing south, west, north & east 

WS1/WS2/WS3  Window type – single glazing default), low-e, double glazing 

SG1/SG2/SG3 Window shading - eaves 0 (default), 450mm, 900mm 

IN1/IN2/IN3  Infiltration/ventilation, opening 40% (default), 0%, 70% 

 

All runs were conducted for the NatHERS climate zone 16 that corresponds to Adelaide (postcode 5000). One interesting 
observation discovered by chance was that the AccuRate climate zone16 file was different to the climate 16 file supplied 
with FR5. This difference could not be explained by the AccuRate or FirstRate5 developers. When used with the “other” 
program the different climate files resulted in small load differences. 

 

Within NatHERS an area adjustment factor (AAF) is 
applied to calculated energy loads; houses with a 
smaller area are given some advantage while houses 
greater than 200m2 are penalized. The NatHERS 
software Protocol says “The AAFs are determined by 
the Scheme and published by the National 
Administrator on the Scheme website 
www.nathers.gov.au.” A thorough search of the 
NatHERS website failed to find these factors. 

Adding to possible confusion between the three 
programs is the manner in which they report the energy 
loads. AccuRate reports both the unadjusted and the 
area adjusted heating and cooling energy loads. FR5 
reports only the adjusted loads, while for the BERS Pro 
version used initially for this study the unadjusted loads 
and a “correction” factor were reported. From the 
AccuRate results for this BESTEST model the AAF can 
be determined as 0.71, however BERS Pro reported a 
value of 0.77. 

 

 

 
Figure 3 : Basic BESTEST Building Model 

 

Examining the results shown in Figures 4 & 5 it is seen that BERS Pro shows significant variations compared with 
AccuRate and FR5 for all orientations of the windows other than north facing. This inconsistency was confirmed by re-
running BERS Pro but starting with the model entered for a different orientation and then rotated. A BERS Pro 
representative confirmed the results and a subsequent examination of the front-end code found a previously undetected 
bug. This was corrected and a new version of the program immediately released. The results of AccuRate and FR5 runs 
were much closer but perhaps surprisingly did show variations of up 10% for heating (eg BT3-4/OR1) and 8 % for cooling 
loads (eg IN3/OR3/SG1). BT3 & BT4 were runs with a suspended timber floor, and IN3 was a run with 0% window 
opening. Reasons for all variations were examined and in particular input data files were checked but no obvious errors 
could be detected. 

When translated into Star ratings the maximum difference between AccuRate and FR5 was 0.3 but between AccuRate 
and BERS Pro the difference was up to 2.5 Stars. 

We were unable within the scope of work for this paper to conduct a thorough debug of the programs but certain 
differences were uncovered. First, and most significantly, the CSIRO generic windows used for the runs were discovered 
not to be consistent. To overcome this discrepancy subsequent runs were performed using standard windows from a 
large manufacturer.  Figures 6 & 7 show the BESTEST results using the new version of BERS Pro and after the window 
data was made consistent. As can be seen the results are now much closer with the maximum difference between 
AccuRate and FirstRate5 being 6.8% and between AccuRate and BERS Pro 8.5%. 
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Figure 4: BESTEST Area Adjusted Heating Loads 

 

 
Figure 5: BESTEST Area Adjusted Cooling Loads 

 

 

 
Figure 6: BESTEST-Amended Results: Area 

Adjusted Heating Loads 

 

 
Figure 7: BESTEST-Amended Results: Area 

Adjusted Cooling Loads 

 

4. DISCUSSION 

There has been considerable research over many years into thermal performance simulation validation and accuracy. 
For example, Neymark, J. et al. (2001) reported differences between software simulating the same building in the order 
20-45%. These differences were attributed to a variety of causes including programming bugs, differing capabilities of the 
programs and different user assumptions. Various researchers have focused on the role of the user. Bloomfield (1986), 
asked 25 users to simulate the same building with the same software and found differences in the range -46% to +106%. 
Similarly Guyon (1997) asked 12 users to simulate a residential building with the program CLIM2000 and found 
variations in the range -41% to +39% with no consistent variation depending on expertise of user, either occasional or 
expert consultant. As shown above the results of the present comparison exercise produced similar results. 

The use in practice of thermal performance simulation, especially when it has significant resource and legal implications, 
must take these research findings into account. As reported above inter-modal BESTEST comparisons indicated that 
initially the present programs did not meet the standard validation expectation. The comparison of results for the 12 
typical houses shows that the results far exceeds the tolerance of ±5% for the sum of heating and cooling loads 
demanded by the NatHERS Software Protocol.  

To add to this unsatisfactory situation the proposed 2010 BCA Acceptable Construction Practice Section 3.12.1.1 
released for public comment states that, 

To reduce heating and cooling loads, a building must have an energy rating to the Nationwide House Energy 
Rating Scheme using a calculation method that complies with the ABCB Protocol for House Energy Rating 
Software of not less than – 

(i) 6 stars, or …….. 

The ABCB Protocol for House Energy Rating Software (as opposed to the NatHERS Software Protocol) states in Section 
6, Testing, Validation and Quality Assurance, 
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Energy rating software, including any update or new version, is required to undergo appropriate testing, validation 
and quality assurance before being used for regulatory purposes. Records of testing and quality assurance must 
be kept and made available.  

Simulation software must be validated in accordance with ANSI/ASHRAE Standard 140-2001 'Standard Method of 
Test for the Evaluation of Building Energy Analysis Computer Programs. The outcomes should be within the range 
of results from programs that are generally accepted as indicated in the Standard. While outcomes that fall outside 
this range are not necessarily incorrect, the sources of the differences must be investigated, documented and 
made known to the appropriate approval authorities.  

Correlation software, or software based on correlating the results from complying simulation software, must 
undergo an appropriate testing regime to demonstrate its correlation to the complying simulation software. 

ASHRAE Standard 140-2001 is based on the IEA BESTEST methodology developed at the US National Renewable 
Energy Laboratory (Judkoff; Neymark 2006). Since 1995 when the computational engine CHENATH was examined the 
IEA BESTEST has expanded the assessment cases and now includes tests for inter-zonal conduction heat transfer, 
multi-zone shading including building self shading, internal windows between zones, multi-zone air flow, and most 
recently slab on grade analysis. 

ASHRAE Standard 140-2001 was updated in 2004 to incorporate the latest test capabilities. We are not aware that any 
software presently being used to demonstrate Volume II building code compliance has been validated in accordance with 
this Standard. This must call into question the legality of any Star Rating. 

While inter-modal or comparative validation is a necessary condition to show correspondence between various 
simulation packages it is not sufficient to provide a truth statement of the simulation results. Only detailed empirical 
validation can demonstrate the relationship to reality of model predictions. Comprehensive empirical validation will 
include both testing the physical modelling assumptions (eg work at the University of Tasmania), and as well, through 
post-occupancy evaluations, modelling assumptions such as weather data, material properties, and user behaviours. 
Again for the NatHERS programs this has not been done in a systematic or comprehensive way. 

CONCLUSIONS 
From its very inception the development of NatHERS has been dogged by misunderstandings and misconceptions on 
the nature and use of how thermal simulation may be employed as an aid in achieving better (more energy efficient) 
buildings. A major issue has been the lack of funding and resources applied to the project to carry out the work 
necessary to provide a robust scheme. This includes the development of the reference software AccuRate. The 
implications are significant and mean that at the national level meeting overall policy objectives cannot be ensured, and 
at the individual household level wrong design signals may be given that mean wrong design decisions are being made. 
At both levels resources are potentially being mis-allocated.  

It is clear from the work presented in this paper that the state of the so called NatHERS 2nd Generation software as 
incorporated within the Building Code compliance regime presents a far from satisfactory state of affairs. The NatHERS 
protocol for approving software is dysfunctional and none of the software (provisionally) approved for the scheme have 
been thoroughly validated.  
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APPENDIX 
We plan to present a paper at the forthcoming ANZAScA conference in Tasmania. The paper aims to compare the 
three Accredited 2nd generation NatHERS software tools. We are sure you will agree the topic of this paper is 
potentially of great interest to many in the building industry. The results could also have significant implications for 
Building Code compliance, particularly in South Australia where all three programs are now permitted to be used. 

We note that Procedure For Accrediting Software Under The Nationwide House Energy Rating Scheme (published 
April 2007) states that, Energy rating software, including any update or new version, is required to undergo 
appropriate testing, validation and quality assurance before being accredited under the Scheme and specifically that 
a declaration by the Principal Representative of the software development organisation (software provider) must be 
provided stating that the software complies with this Software Accrediting Procedure. 
  
We therefore ask, 
1) within the context of the Procedure for Accrediting Software what is the meaning and significance of provisional 
accreditation?  Since it is stated that "The primary aim of the Software Accrediting Procedure is to provide a legal 
basis for accrediting a house energy rating software product for use under the Nationwide House Energy Rating 
Scheme", who provides "provisional accreditation" and under what authority is it granted? 
 
2) the Protocol states "Software must be tested using a standard set of base building designs and associated 
specification sheets as detailed in Attachment A."  How does one obtain Attachment A? Can you please send us a 
copy. Also in the Protocol it is stated "All test results should be compared to the related building assessments 
published on www.nathers.gov.au and evidence documented as described in Section 9." Could you please tell us 
where these assessments are published. 
 
3) have the BERS & FirstRate5 developers applied for NatHERS Accreditation? If so when do you expect full 
accreditation to be forthcoming? 
 
4) if the BERS & FirstRate5 developers have applied for accreditation, or have submitted their software to validation 
under the Protocol, is the documentation and/or any declarations submitted by the developers publicly available for 
inspection? 
 
5) if not, can you make it and other relevant documents and correspondence available for examination as part of our 
research? (10 May 2009) 

After several promptings the following reply was received. 

Thank you for your enquiry regarding the role of the National Administrator in approving Software for Accreditation 
and I apologise for the delay getting back to you. The officer who would generally handle these issues has just left 
DEWHA for a position with the South Australian Government. 
'Provisional Accreditation' is provided by the National Administrator and in this case has been offered to BERS Pro 
and FirstRate5 following their submissions. Both software providers have questioned a number of interpretations 
with the house plan set and these questions have led to issues around zoning protocols amongst other things. The 
resolution of these issues is a high priority and we are currently waiting on a consultants report to help resolve this 
matter. These issues were not enough to stop the software being using 'provisionally' pending final quality 
assurance work. 
When all the testing, validation work and quality assurance on the files has been completed following granting of 
final accreditation, then the results will be published on www.nathers.gov.au 

Unfortunately it is not possible, given that quality assurance work is still going on, to provide you with any documents 
or correspondence on this matter. We believe that the details in the "Procedure for Accrediting Software under the 
Nationwide Home Energy Rating Scheme" and the fact that provisional accreditation has been provided to the two 
software packages who have submitted material for accreditation, will be enough to inform your papers audience of 
the current state of play for the available software. (30 June 2009) 

 




