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By emai I : EmissionsReductionSubmissions@environment,qov,au
To whom it may concern

Draft Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative) Methodology (Commercial Buildings)
Determination 2O14

I write to

provide feedback on the above mentioned Emissions Reduction Fund (ERF) methodology
which seeks to capture emissions reduction from existing commercial buildings which are able to
obtain a rating under the National Australian Built Environment Rating System (NABERS). This
includes shoppìng centres with a Gross Lettable Area Retail (Gl-AR) over 15,000m2. The Shopping
Centre Council of Australia (SCCA) is a member of the Depaftment's Emissions Reduction Fund
Reference Group and Building Energy Efficiency Technical Working Group and have been consulted
throughout the development of the methodology.

The SCCA has identified a number of barriers to entry under this methodology, and the ERF policy
framework more broadly, which will make it difficult for owners of existing commercial propefty,
shopping centre owners in particular, to pafticipate in the ERF.
Although some of the following comments relate to policy positions outlined in the Government's
ERF White Paper (and, therefore, possibly immovable at this stage), we think it is impoftant to
understand the barriers to entry in a broad context as it will be the combination of these barriers
which may preclude the participation of owners of existing commercial buildings, including shopping
centres. Some information that is relevant to the implementation of the ERF, specifically the
approach to how aggregation will be used under the methodology, is still pending, We make some
general comments as to what is required from Government in this regard so as to maximise the
opportunity for shopping centre owners to pafticipate in the ERF.

Methodology
As far as the SCCA can understand from the draft methodology and the accompanying Explanatory
Statement, the methodology would not be able to accommodate a building which, during the
crediting period, is the subject of a redevelopment which results in additional floorspace being added
to the building.

We don't think the methodology is intended to be applied when a building is redeveloped, and
floorspace is added. This means that the methodology won't apply if 1) the redevelopment and
additional floorspace is unrelated to the project which has been contracted under the ERF or, 2) the
redevelopment and additional floorspace is associated with, and incorporates/facilitates, the
emissions reducing project under the ERF. This was verbally confirmed by Depaftment Officials at a
meeting of the Technical Working Group on 14 October. As we understand the advice of the
Depaftment on this issue, a new, additional method would be required to accommodate these
scenarios,
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The requirement under this methodology for the buildings within an ERF project to remain the same
size over the life of a project conveyed on page 9 of the Explanatory Statement: "'.'the previous
NABERS energy rating îor-the building must cover the same area containing energy-consuming
equipment as-{he building in the meaõurement period". We note that this statement is made in the
context of the potential sn¡ft of emissions due to improved metering systems and speculate that, in
an attempt to close one perceived loophole, the Department is, in fact, taking the ERF off the table
as an opóortunity for any shopping centre owner considering a redevelopment of their centre in the
short or medium term.

The inability of the ERF methodology to accommodate additions to floorspace is problematic for
number of reasons:
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The second barrier to entry specific to the methodology rests with the requirement that minimum
abatement equivalent to one'star be met in addition to a 0.15 star annual 'business as usual'
reduction in baseline emissions. We understand this to mean that a building (and, as far as we
understand, every building in an aggregated scenario) must achieve the equivalent of a 1.15 star
emission improvement from the baðel¡né in year one, a 1.30 star emission improvement from the
baseline in year two, and so on. over a seven year crediting period, the emission improvement for
an existing .omrurðiul building would need to be equivalent to over two stars (2'05) in order to
continue to receive credits under the ERF. We understand that this is equivalent to close to the
equivalent of a 50% reduction in emissions over a seven year period' Owners may also want to
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In order to be effective, the policies which sit around aggregation need to be as flexible as possible
so as to accommodate a number of discrete and distinct activities to be undertaken over the poftfolio
of buildings (ie. the activity undertaken at one shopping centre to reduce emissions must be able to
be different to the activity at another in the aggregated project), the buildings must be able to be
different asset types (ie, a shopping centre, a cõmmercial oflice and an industrial shed must be able
to be aggregateä' into one pro¡ett¡ ãnd there must be flexibility around when in the reporting period
each NABERS assessment is undertaken (ie. not all NABERS assessments will be able to be
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02 9033 1941'
If you have any questions, please contact Kristin Pryce, senior Advisor, on

Members
The SCCA's members are AMP Capital Investor
Charter Hall Retail REIT, CFS Retail Property T

Yours sincerelY
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Angus Nardi

Executive Director
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