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Executive summary
The Australian Government is seeking stakeholder feedback on the proposed Home Energy Rating Software Protocol, which would establish a single, consistent framework for software used to assess new and existing homes under the Nationwide House Energy Rating Scheme (NatHERS). The proposed Protocol consolidates software accreditation and assurance requirements to reduce duplication, improve consistency and support innovation while maintaining the integrity and reliability of NatHERS ratings.
Key proposals include:
· Extend the centralised software model (currently used for existing homes) to new homes, with third-party software connecting to the CSIRO platform for rating calculations and certificate generation. This would improve consistency and data integrity, reduce duplicated development and testing, enable many calculation updates to flow through centrally, streamline accreditation and quality assurance, and allow software providers to focus more resources on user experience, data capture and innovative functionality
· Introduce or strengthen requirements for: 
· software accreditation, monitoring, updates and versioning
· artificial intelligence and data-capture technologies
· security and privacy
· assessment evidence
· training
· accreditation renewal.
Consultation will seek feedback on whether the proposed requirements are clear, practical and proportionate, identify implementation issues, gaps and unintended consequences, and consider whether the Protocol appropriately balances innovation with scheme integrity. Feedback will inform refinement of the Protocol and support assurance arrangements before consideration by the NatHERS Steering Committee and Energy Efficiency Working Group.
The consultation paper:
· provides background and context for the proposed Protocol
· explains the issues being addressed and the proposed responses
· groups proposed changes into: 
· overarching changes applying to new and existing homes – section 4. 
· changes specific to new homes – section 5. 
· changes specific to existing homes – section 6. 
· provides a range of consultation questions to test whether the proposed Protocol requirements are clear, practical and proportionate. 
[bookmark: _Toc243462434][bookmark: _Toc243377621]Consultation snapshot
[bookmark: _Toc243462435][bookmark: _Toc243377622]About this consultation
NatHERS is seeking feedback on the draft Home Energy Rating Software Protocol.
The draft Protocol brings together requirements for software used for new and existing homes into a single framework. It covers areas including software accreditation, governance, security, privacy, testing, evidence, system integration and ongoing monitoring.
Your feedback will help NatHERS determine whether the proposed requirements are clear, practical, proportionate and capable of implementation, while maintaining the integrity and assurance of the NatHERS scheme.
[bookmark: _Toc243462436][bookmark: _Toc243377623]Consultation documents
The consultation package includes:
· the draft Home Energy Rating Software Protocol
· the draft Software Protocol Appendices and
· the Software Protocol Consultation Paper.
These documents should be considered together when providing feedback.
[bookmark: _Toc243462437][bookmark: _Toc243377624]What we are seeking feedback on
We welcome feedback on the overall proposed framework and on individual requirements. In particular, we are interested in your views on:
· integrating requirements for new and existing homes software
· software accreditation and lifecycle arrangements
· software updates, change control and reaccreditation
· testing and accuracy requirements
· assessor auditing and ongoing software monitoring
· security, privacy, consent and access controls
· AI-enabled functionality and data-capture technologies
· training and user support
· implementation and transition arrangements and
· any gaps, inconsistencies, unnecessary burdens or unintended consequences.
Where you identify an implementation issue or suggest an alternative approach, please explain the practical implications and, where possible, provide supporting evidence or examples.
[bookmark: _Toc243462438][bookmark: _Toc243377625]What you can comment on
You do not need to respond to every consultation question or every part of the consultation package.
You may provide feedback on:
· the consultation questions (section 7. Consultation questions)
· specific issues or proposed requirements relevant to you or your organisation
· any aspect of the consultation documents and
· any other matters you consider should be addressed before the Protocol is finalised.
All feedback is welcome, including comments on requirements you support as well as areas you believe should be changed.
[bookmark: _Toc243462439][bookmark: _Toc243377626]How to make a submission
Please provide your submission in Word format and include, where applicable:
· your name and contact details
· your profession or the type of organisation you work for or represent
· whether you are responding as an individual or on behalf of an organisation and
· any relevant conflicts of interest.
Providing contact details will allow NatHERS to contact you if clarification or further information about your submission is required.
Please email submissions to UIP@nathers.gov.au by 21 December 2026.
For questions about the consultation, contact UIP@nathers.gov.au.
[bookmark: _Toc243462440][bookmark: _Toc243377627]Consultation period
Consultation will be open for six weeks on Monday 9 November and close at 5pm on Monday 21 December 2026.
Following consultation, NatHERS will consider the feedback received and use it to inform refinement of the draft Protocol.
[bookmark: _Toc243462441][bookmark: _Toc243377628]How your feedback will be considered
Feedback will help NatHERS to:
· assess whether the proposed requirements and implementation arrangements are workable
· identify implementation impacts, risks and unintended consequences
· understand impacts on different stakeholder groups
· identify areas requiring clarification, guidance or further technical work and
· refine the requirements before the Protocol is finalised.
In considering feedback, NatHERS will have regard to:
· technical and operational feasibility
· impacts on software providers and users
· security, privacy and data risks
· regulatory and compliance implications
· implementation effort and proportionality
· impacts on NatHERS integrity and assurance and
· the need for transitional arrangements, guidance or further technical work.
[bookmark: _Toc243462442][bookmark: _Toc243377629]What happens next
Following consultation, NatHERS will 
· review feedback - collate submissions and identify key themes and issues 
· clarify feedback - contact respondents where further information is required 
· refine proposals - consider feedback and make changes where appropriate 
· finalise and launch - the final Software Protocol will proceed through the NatHERS governance and approval process (including endorsement from the NatHERS Steering Committee and approval from the Energy Efficiency Working Group) and launch in 2027, with appropriate transition arrangements.

[bookmark: _Toc243290883][bookmark: _Toc243377630][bookmark: _Toc243462240][bookmark: _Toc243462443][bookmark: _Toc243462448][bookmark: _Toc243377635]Background, scope and proposed approach
[bookmark: _Toc243462449][bookmark: _Toc243377636]Overview and consultation purpose
Energy rating software tools are a key element of the Nationwide House Energy Rating Scheme (NatHERS) as they ensure that information about a home is uniformly treated to create ratings and certificates. The software tools provide a ‘measuring tape’ for rating the energy performance of Australian homes.
The Australian Government is seeking feedback on a proposed Home Energy Rating Software Protocol for software tools used under NatHERS. The proposed Protocol would bring together requirements for software tools used for new and existing homes into one clear and consistent framework.
The aim is to make it easier for software providers, assessor and software auditors, and the NatHERS Administrator to understand what is required, how software tools will be assessed, and how scheme integrity will be maintained. The draft Protocol sets out proposed requirements for software tool governance, security, privacy, testing, evidence, system integration and ongoing monitoring. It is intended to reduce duplication between existing documents, support consistent decision-making, and make future updates easier to manage.
This consultation is an opportunity for stakeholders to comment on whether the proposed Protocol is clear, practical and proportionate. Feedback is particularly sought on whether the requirements support reliable energy ratings while allowing software providers to innovate and participate in the market. Submissions will help shape the final Protocol and the supporting assurance arrangements for NatHERS energy ratings across new and existing homes.
[bookmark: _Toc243462450][bookmark: _Toc243377637]Background
[bookmark: _Toc243462451][bookmark: _Toc243377638]NatHERS background and current context
The Nationwide House Energy Rating Scheme (NatHERS) governs how Home Energy Rating assessments are delivered for homes across Australia. NatHERS is overseen by the Australian, state and territory governments, and administered by the Australian Government (as the NatHERS Administrator) on behalf of all state and territory governments.
For more than three decades, NatHERS has provided the tools and policies that households, builders, designers and policymakers need to assess and rate the energy efficiency of homes.
Home Energy Rating (NatHERS) for new homes and major renovations can be used to meet the energy efficiency requirements of the National Construction Code (NCC) and around nine in ten new homes use this approach. NatHERS also provides home energy ratings for existing homes, including guidance on actions households can take to improve energy efficiency.
 Key supporting legislative and policy mechanisms include:
National Construction Code (NCC)
NatHERS is the most common way of demonstrating compliance with NCC energy efficiency requirements. NCC energy efficiency requirements intend to improve the efficient use of energy in residential building design and construction, as well as the energy usage by key equipment installed in a building. NatHERS includes star ratings to demonstrate compliance with thermal performance requirements and Home Energy Ratings (Whole of Home) for energy usage requirements.  Around 90 per cent of new home designs demonstrate NCC energy efficiency requirements using NatHERS software tools. The NCC is adopted by States and territories for implementation and may be varied by jurisdictions for their particular context for residential energy efficiency.
Home Energy Ratings Disclosure Framework (Version 2, 2024) 
The Disclosure Framework specifies NatHERS will provide ratings for dwellings for disclosure purposes.
Home Energy Rating also plays a critical role in the Home Energy Ratings Disclosure Framework, which was released in December 2024, as an initiative under the Trajectory for Low Energy Buildings. 
The Disclosure Framework sets out a national approach to implementing home energy rating disclosure schemes across Australia. It does this by:
· defining how energy ratings are provided to households at the point of sale or lease
· outlining policy parameters for disclosure schemes that governments can implement
· giving guidance on developing a supportive market environment.
NatHERS Strategic Plan 2026-2030
The Strategic Plan sets out the vision, goals and priorities for NatHERS for the years ahead. It provides a roadmap that guides how the scheme will adapt to new technologies, align with government policy and respond to the needs of industry and households.
Key objectives include:
· strengthening the consistency and credibility of ratings across Australia
· supporting the transition to more energy-efficient, sustainable housing
· expanding the scheme to cover existing homes
· ensuring data and insights from assessments inform national housing and energy policy.
The Scheme is at a critical stage of maturation, with the Existing Homes stream now entering a scale‑up phase. This involves rapid development, including expanding a skilled assessor workforce, supporting third-party software tool development, and supporting state and territory uptake of disclosure policies that rely on NatHERS Home Energy Ratings.  
The Department is constantly monitoring, reviewing the scheme and developing scheme updates to ensure that it is fit for purpose and meeting the needs of consumers. 
[bookmark: _Toc243462452][bookmark: _Toc243377639]Benchmark Tool and centralised and decentralised software model
Third-party software seeking NatHERS accreditation is assessed against the NatHERS Benchmark Tool, managed by CSIRO. The broader CSIRO platform includes AccuRate Enterprise (ARE), the Chenath calculation engine and the HStar portal. Under the preferred model, this cloud-based platform performs rating calculations and generates certificates, while competing third-party software provides front-end interfaces for data collection, customer services and other innovative functionality. This model was set out in NatHERS for existing homes consultation paper  consulted on in 2024.

Currently, under the Software Accreditation Protocol (SAP), software providers implement and maintain parts of the NatHERS calculation methodology within their own software – this is the decentralised software model. The new proposed centralised model, allows third-party software tools to access CSIRO platform-managed calculations rather than independently implementing the same calculation functionality.
This model was introduced for existing homes through the User Interface Protocol (UIP) in July 2025, which established requirements for third-party interfaces connecting to the centralised NatHERS calculation platform.
Extending the centralised model could provide broader benefits across NatHERS. A single CSIRO-managed calculation and certificate-generation platform could:
· improve consistency and comparability by reducing variation in how NatHERS methodologies are implemented
· enable calculation and scheme updates to be implemented centrally and made available to connected software through coordinated releases
· reduce duplicated development, testing and accreditation effort
· allow software providers to focus investment on user experience, workflow efficiency, data-capture technologies and other innovative functionality
· support more efficient quality assurance, monitoring, investigation and reporting, including the transfer of consistent data to the Australian Housing Data Portal.
Table 1 compares key features of the decentralised model under the current SAP for new home tools with the centralised model under the UIP for existing home tools. Under the decentralised model, key functions are performed within each software provider’s tool, whereas under the centralised model, key functions are performed through the CSIRO platform, with software providers primarily responsible for the user interface. A more detailed comparison is provided at Appendix 1: Difference between centralised and decentralised model.
This paper proposes that new home tools are included in the centralised model.

[bookmark: _Ref242790598]Table 1: Decentralised versus centralised model
	Feature
	Decentralised model
(Software Accreditation Protocol)
	Centralised model based on CSIRO platform
(User Interface Protocol for existing homes)

	Software role
	Supplies the full software tool, including the user interface and a significant proportion of calculation functionality
	Supplies the user interface which connects to the CSIRO platform for central functions.

	Calculations
	Performed within each software tool
	Performed through the CSIRO platform

	Certificates
	Generated by the software provider’s tool[footnoteRef:2] [2:  The new home software tool BERS Pro by Energy Inspection is the exception and uses CSIRO’s Hstar portal to generate certificates.] 

	Generated through the CSIRO platform

	Data and evidence
	Assessment data and evidence are primarily managed and stored by the assessor.

	Assessment data and evidence are managed and stored through the software and/or CSIRO central platform, as applicable.

	Updates
	Separate updates required to individual software tools.
	Changes to calculation functionality are implemented through the CSIRO platform, reducing the calculation-related changes required in individual software tools.


[bookmark: _Toc243462453][bookmark: _Toc243377640]Why change is needed
NatHERS software requirements are currently spread across the SAP for new homes and the UIP for existing homes. These documents were developed at different times and for different software delivery models, resulting in duplicated or inconsistent requirements, separate accreditation processes and unnecessary maintenance effort.
The existing arrangements also do not fully address the changing software environment, including cloud-based delivery, centralised calculations, artificial intelligence, automated data-capture technologies, cybersecurity, privacy and ongoing software monitoring. Extending the centralised model to new homes provides an opportunity to modernise and align software requirements across the scheme.
A single Software Protocol is therefore needed to provide a clearer, more consistent and adaptable assurance framework for software tools used for both new and existing homes. It would reduce duplication, distinguish common and stream-specific requirements, support more consistent accreditation and monitoring, and enable innovation while maintaining the integrity and reliability of NatHERS ratings.
[bookmark: _Toc243462454][bookmark: _Toc243377641]Proposed approach and objectives
Developing a single new Software Protocol setting out software tool requirements that consolidate the current SAP for new homes and the UIP for existing homes will deliver significant strategic, operational and governance benefits.
A single consolidated Software Protocol would establish a formal software assurance framework, supporting consistent implementation, accreditation and compliance at a whole of scheme level.
The Protocol will reduce duplication, inconsistencies and maintenance effort while making requirements easier for providers, auditors and the NatHERS Administrator to understand and apply. It will translate policy and accreditation obligations into clear, testable requirements covering governance, technical, security, privacy, integration and verification controls.
A consolidated Software Protocol will streamline accreditation, updates and reaccreditation activities by providing a consistent assessment methodology supported by traceability, testing and audit evidence. It will also strengthen change management through version control, dependency tracking and controlled updates to a single central platform. The new Software Protocol will be structured around accreditation modules covering application programming interface (API) integration, calculation accuracy, data capture technologies, privacy and cyber security, interface and output requirements, software tool governance and ongoing assurance.
The new Protocol will make it easier and cheaper for software providers to innovate and improve tools - the focus shifts from updating calculations to updating and improving user experience and functionality, improve transparency and market participation by giving providers a clear understanding of technical, security, privacy and certification obligations. It will also enable common requirements across new and existing homes to be managed together, while preserving stream-specific requirements where necessary.
[bookmark: _Toc243462455][bookmark: _Toc243377642]Scope
[bookmark: _Toc243462456][bookmark: _Toc243377643]In scope
The consultation is focused on the requirements for accrediting, operating, updating and monitoring software tools used to deliver NatHERS assessments for new and existing homes. It includes related requirements for security, privacy, testing, evidence, training materials, artificial intelligence, data-capture technologies and transition to the proposed centralised software model.
[bookmark: _Toc243462457][bookmark: _Toc243377644]Out of scope
The consultation does not cover the:
· broader assessor and data collector training and competency framework
· matters being developed through separate legal, policy, technical or governance processes including funding, charging, license agreements, commercial or procurement arrangements
· changes to the current accreditation arrangements for existing NatHERS new homes software tools accredited under the SAP
· changes to any calculation methods, rating calculations, star banding, changes to the CSIRO Benchmark Tool or any National Construction Code requirements
· broader data governance and disclosure policy including decisions about access to NatHERS data
· broader certificate and non-accredited rating report policy including certificate validity periods, status, amendments and disclosure policy
· review of the 2024 Existing Homes Assurance Strategy to include new homes.
[bookmark: _Toc243462458][bookmark: _Toc243377645]Current and transitional arrangements
[bookmark: _Toc243462459][bookmark: _Toc243377646]Continuity of the SAP
The proposed Software Protocol will not change current arrangements under the SAP at this stage. Any future changes affecting software tools accredited under the SAP will be consulted on.
[bookmark: _Toc243462460][bookmark: _Toc243377647]Terms and Conditions for the current UIP
The existing UIP remains applicable until the outcome of this consultation has been concluded. However, the originally published terms and conditions for the existing UIP have recently been revised and reissued. 
The Terms and Conditions have been changed to be a ‘deed and schedule’ format, to clarify accreditation agreement conditions. Key updates to the content of these documents include:
· Data rights and disclosure framework
· Data clauses to support scheme administration and NatHERS purposes.
· Clarification that NatHERS may publish or disclose ratings and related dwelling information, including at an individual dwelling or address level, subject to privacy, consent and other legal requirements.
· Privacy and consent
· Strengthening of consent, notice and record-keeping requirements
· Audit, compliance and integrity
· Broader audit rights for the NatHERS Administrator and nominees
· Expanded quality assurance, investigation and compliance mechanisms
· Cyber security and incident management
· Changes to notification obligations
· Liability, indemnities and insurance
· Introduction of data-related indemnity concepts
· Consideration of cyber insurance requirements
[bookmark: _Toc243462461][bookmark: _Toc243377648]Structure of consultation paper
The proposed changes or new issues for accreditation are described in the following sections:
Section 4. Proposed changes – overarching
· The issues outlined in this section are common to both new homes and existing homes. They include proposed new requirements and amendments to existing requirements in the current SAP and current UIP
Section 5. Proposed changes - new homes
· This section outlines proposed departures from the SAP for new homes, including new requirements and amendments to existing requirements.
· Software tools currently accredited under the current SAP will not be impacted at this time.
Section 6. Proposed changes - existing homes
· This section outlines proposed changes to the UIP for existing homes, including new requirements and amendments to existing requirements.
· Software tools being accredited under the current UIP will transition to the new requirements through a staged implementation approach designed to minimise disruption.
Section 7. Consultation questions
· Please address some or all of the questions in your submission.
[bookmark: _Ref242265010][bookmark: _Ref242265013][bookmark: _Toc243462462][bookmark: _Toc243377649]Proposed changes – overarching
The issues in this section are common to both new homes and existing homes.
[bookmark: _Toc243462463][bookmark: _Toc243377650]Establishing a single unified document
	Issue
	The current requirements are set out across multiple protocols, creating duplication, inconsistent workflows and unnecessary maintenance effort (the protocols require regular updates, maintaining several documents is inefficient).

	What we propose
	A consolidated Software Protocol will improve industry understanding, support consistency across new and existing homes, and make it easier for Software Providers to enter the market. By providing a clear pathway for software tools to include functionality for both new home and existing home ratings, the Protocol would reduce duplication and support innovation through more efficient tool development.
Many requirements are conceptually identical across both streams, including authentication and access control, audit logging, data governance, security controls, privacy obligations, change management, incident management and accreditation processes.
Rather than maintaining multiple versions of similar requirements, a consolidated Software Protocol would allow common requirements to be shared, with stream-specific requirements only added as needed, and the overall maintenance burden reduced.


[bookmark: _Toc243462464][bookmark: _Toc243377651]Document structure
	Issue
	The SAP and the UIP rely heavily on written paragraphs meaning the developers must dig through lengthy text to identify the requirements. This increases the risk of developers misinterpreting subtle functional expectations and increases the time it takes to review and correct tools.

	What we propose
	The new Protocol structure does not change policy intent. Instead, it restructures requirements into a standardised, uniquely identified and testable format that supports software tool development, accreditation, compliance, monitoring and change management.
Each requirement is assigned a unique identifier and, where relevant, includes a verification method and evidence requirements. This improves traceability, testing, auditability and the consistent application of requirements.


[bookmark: _Toc243213578][bookmark: _Toc243217667][bookmark: _Toc243221070][bookmark: _Toc243229675][bookmark: _Toc243229818][bookmark: _Toc243462465][bookmark: _Toc243377652]Software tool monitoring 
	Issue
	Software tools accredited under the SAP are reviewed only when a minor update is submitted and during the three-year reaccreditation cycle. 
The UIP does not establish any ongoing software tool monitoring requirements. As a result, assurance activities are heavily concentrated at the point of accreditation, with limited mechanisms to verify that software tools continue to comply with protocol requirements throughout its operational life.

	What we propose
	We propose to develop a software tool monitoring program over the course of 2027 and 2028 which we would consult on with targeted stakeholders. Part of this proposal is to move to software tool monitoring which will provide ongoing, risk-based assurance that accredited software tools continue to comply with applicable requirements and produce accurate, secure, auditable and reliable rating outcomes. 
Monitoring applies routine targeted checks and corrective action processes to identify and address emerging, significant or systemic risks throughout the software tool lifecycle. 
In the interim, we propose to introduce a structured monitoring approach combining software provider self-monitoring and reporting with risk-based monitoring by the NatHERS Administrator. Software providers would provide monitoring reports at least every six months, where practicable aligned with scheduled CSIRO software updates, covering software tool changes, rating alignment, security matters, helpdesk trends, training and compliance with relevant Technical Notes. Claims of compliance would need to be supported by appropriate evidence.
Software providers would also be required to promptly report material issues, defects, security vulnerabilities and rating inaccuracies, support NatHERS-initiated monitoring and investigations, and address identified issues within agreed timeframes. Enhanced monitoring would apply during the initial accreditation period, with monitoring subsequently adjusted having regard to identified risks and compliance outcomes.
NatHERS initiated monitoring may include targeted reviews of high-risk functionality in response to emerging issues such as integration of AI features, data capture technology and integration of additional software into accredited software tool that may affect ratings, privacy, security or the scheme integrity.
Changes to the Terms and Conditions of the SAP and UIP have already been made to account for tool access and audit monitoring. The proposed approach here for consultation seeks feedback on how such work might be done. 


[bookmark: _Toc243462466][bookmark: _Toc243377653]Assessor compliance and auditing
	Issue
	Assessors are required to comply with requirements set out in the NatHERS Technical Note. Currently assessors rely on their training, experience and reference materials to achieve compliance; and NatHERS implements post assessment risk-based assessor audits to monitor overall alignment. This approach is appropriate for managing individual assessor non-compliance and leads to whole-of-scheme quality improvements overtime. 

	What we propose
	The use of sophisticated software tools has the potential to uplift assessor compliance with the NatHERS Technical Note before assessments are completed and certificates generated.
We propose that software providers build in automated checks to identify inputs that do not comply with NatHERS Technical Note requirements and assist assessors to comply wherever feasible. Examples include checking that consent forms are fully completed, or that photographic evidence includes the required metadata.
The software may also include risk- or outlier-based analysis to assist assessors and assessor audits, such as identifying and flagging inputs outside expected ranges.
Software providers shall additionally work with the NatHERS Administrator to flag anomalous user behaviour, such as unusually high numbers of rapid-fire certificate generations, which may indicate erroneous or fraudulent assessments.
Automated checking and risk-based input checking will both improve the quality of assessments and lower post-assessment audit burdens.  



Software tool training
	Issue
	The current software tool training requirements for training accredited assessors in the use of additional software tools are not sufficiently or consistently defined across new and existing homes and provide limited guidance on minimum training content, delivery expectations or ongoing support functions. 
The requirements, where present, differ between new and existing homes creating potential inconsistency in training quality and assessor preparedness. 
For new homes, the software tool training requirements for training in an additional tool for new homes are currently listed in the Assessor Accrediting Organisation Protocol version 2.2 Appendix C. These requirements include detailed review and endorsement of trainers and training by the NatHERS Administrator.
For existing homes, the current UIP requires software providers to provide training resources for their tools. However, it does not specify minimum requirements for training resources or how the training resources will be assessed to ensure they are fit for purpose if/when assessors switch to a new tool. 
Training in software is managed by RTOs who offer the minimum training required to become a new and/or existing homes assessor. For new homes, trainees gain experience in a NatHERS-accredited software tool as part of completing the Certificate IV in Home Energy Efficiency and Sustainability (CPP41126).
For existing homes, trainees correctly receive training in magicplan and Accurate Enterprise when completing the unregistered training unit Conduct Home Energy Ratings in Existing Homes. This training is delivered by Registered Training Organisations (RTO) contracted by the Department. Trainees are required to demonstrate competency by completing 3 NatHERS assessments using the software which are assessed by the RTO. 

	What we propose
	The proposed Protocol would establish consistent minimum obligations for software providers to develop, maintain and make available appropriate training and guidance material for their accredited software tool, for new and existing homes. The requirements would focus on ensuring that training and guidance materials adequately support users to understand the functionality and correct use of the software tool.
This Protocol consultation seeks feedback on the minimum training and guidance material requirements (refer to Software Protocol Appendices document) that should apply to software providers for upskilling accredited assessors and data collectors who wish to learn to use additional software tools for new and existing homes. 
Minimum software training and competency requirements to achieve accreditation are outside the scope of the Software Protocol. This includes requirements relating to who may deliver training, trainer endorsement, competency assessment, evidence required to demonstrate competency. These arrangements are managed under the relevant NatHERS training and accreditation policy framework.
Software providers may choose to liaise with Registered Training Organisations (RTOs) to determine the format, delivery method and training materials used to provide software training through the Certificate IV for new home assessors and the training required for existing homes assessors.


[bookmark: _Toc243462467][bookmark: _Toc243377654]Artificial intelligence
	Issue
	The current protocols do not include explicit requirements regarding AI-enabled functionality. This creates a governance gap because software providers may implement AI inconsistently or without controls that align with Australian Government policy, scheme assurance needs and recognised good practice.

	What we propose
	The proposed Software Protocol introduces new requirements regarding the use of AI within accredited NatHERS software tools. These requirements are intended to ensure that AI-enabled functionality is implemented transparently, accountably and in a controlled manner. This includes ensuring compliance with relevant Australian Government AI policies, documentation of AI functionality and associated user guidance, and appropriate human oversight of AI-assisted inputs and outputs.
Accredited assessors and data collectors must be able to review, accept, reject, modify or override AI-generated content before it influences assessment or certification outcomes. The software tool must record and retain these review actions in audit logs, providing traceability of how AI-assisted information has been considered by the user. 
Software providers must also notify the NatHERS Administrator of material changes or updates to AI functionality, and of AI-related errors, malfunctions or defects that may affect assessment or rating outcomes. Providers must investigate and remediate identified issues to ensure AI functionality does not compromise the accuracy, auditability, compliance or integrity of NatHERS assessments and certificates.
Software providers must also provide information to the NatHERS Administrator about how assessment data is processed by AI-enabled functionality, including whether the data is retained, shared with third parties, or used to train or improve AI models.


[bookmark: _Toc243462468][bookmark: _Toc243377655]Data capture technology 
	Issue
	The current UIP contains only limited requirements relating to automated data capture and does not provide a comprehensive framework for assessing technologies such as LiDAR, image recognition, automated floorplan generation, external plug-in applications, document extraction and AI-assisted data collection. The SAP contains no requirements. As these technologies become more prevalent, additional requirements are needed to ensure they generate accurate, repeatable and auditable assessment inputs, maintain appropriate cybersecurity and privacy protections, and support ongoing accreditation, monitoring and assurance activities.

	What we propose
	We propose to introduce technology-neutral, outcome-based requirements for automated and assisted data-capture technologies used with NatHERS-accredited software tools. The requirements would apply to technologies such as LiDAR, image recognition, optical character recognition, automated floorplan generation, document extraction, imported datasets, AI-assisted functionality and external integrated tools.
Software providers would be required to demonstrate that these technologies are fit for purpose, tested under representative operating conditions and capable of producing repeatable, traceable, reviewable and auditable assessment information. Automatically captured, generated, inferred or extracted information would need to be identifiable and linked to its source or derivation method. Information that cannot be reliably determined would need to be flagged for user review.
Accredited assessors retain responsibility for verifying assessment information before it is relied upon or used to generate a certificate. Software tools must therefore allow authorised users to review, correct, reject or override automatically generated information and retain sufficient records to support accreditation, monitoring, audit and investigation activities. The proposed requirements would not mandate a particular technology, device, vendor or data-capture method, allowing innovation while maintaining the accuracy, transparency and integrity of NatHERS assessments.
See Software Protocol Appendices document.


[bookmark: _Toc243377656][bookmark: _Toc243462266][bookmark: _Toc243462469][bookmark: _Ref243036881][bookmark: _Toc243462476][bookmark: _Toc243377663]CSIRO platform software update process
	Issue
	CSIRO and NatHERS share product ownership of AccuRate Enterprise (ARE) and are jointly accountable for business ownership of ARE regulatory versions, including prioritisation of backlog work items, alignment with program objectives, and acceptance of delivered functionality.

	What we propose
	CSIRO and NatHERS have drafted a mutually agreed standard operating procedure (SOP) for planning, testing, approving and releasing ARE changes, including accreditation-related changes. The SOP sets out the end-to-end process for identifying, assessing, developing, testing, approving, communicating and releasing changes.


[bookmark: _Toc243462477][bookmark: _Toc243377664]Software tool readiness at submission
	Issue
	The current accreditation process does not explicitly require software tools to meet minimum readiness criteria before assessment commences. Consequently, tools may be submitted with incomplete functionality, unresolved defects or insufficient testing, shifting development and troubleshooting into the accreditation process. This increases assessment effort, delays accreditation and can lead to repeated remediation and reassessment. Accreditation should verify the compliance of an assessment-ready software tool, rather than serve as part of its development or debugging.

	What we propose
	Software providers shall be required to demonstrate that a software tool and its supporting materials are sufficiently mature, functional, independently tested and compliant with applicable requirements before submitting the tool for accreditation or reaccreditation. This should include quality assurance testing by accredited assessors, documented testing outcomes, and written confirmation that the tool can produce repeatable and efficient ratings in accordance with NatHERS requirements.
Accreditation will assess the compliance of an assessment-ready product and will not form part of the provider’s development, debugging or troubleshooting processes. Software tools that do not meet the assessment-readiness requirements will be returned to the provider for remediation before assessment proceeds.


[bookmark: _Toc243462478][bookmark: _Toc243377665]	Three-yearly accreditation renewal
	Issue
	Reaccreditation currently occurs every three years under the SAP and by exception or every 5 years (whichever occurs sooner) under the UIP. For a new and evolving centralised model, this may be too infrequent to respond effectively to changes in contractual arrangements, provider implementation, governance requirements, scheme settings and technology.

	What we propose
	Three-yearly reaccreditation is proposed during the initial implementation of the centralised model, recognising that both the model and associated software requirements will continue to evolve. The three-year period establishes a formal accreditation cycle that provides some assurances on the accreditation period but still allows updates of software requirements during that period. Changes to software requirements may be introduced within an accreditation cycle through an established change process, consistent with the existing approach under the UIP Terms and Conditions which may or may not require a change to the Terms and Conditions. Reaccreditation will also provide a formal opportunity to address broader governance, contractual, platform, scheme and compliance matters. This is an interim arrangement and once all consultation feedback has been considered and the centralised model is established and operating as intended, the frequency of reaccreditation will be reviewed.


[bookmark: _Toc243462479][bookmark: _Toc243377666]	Software versioning framework
	Issue
	Under the current SAP and UIP, software providers must retain current and retired major and minor software tool versions in a usable form for seven years so that assessments can be recalculated if required. This approach was designed for stand-alone desktop software, where a discrete software version can be retained and reinstalled. This approach is not practical for the cloud-based delivery model. Accredited software tools will comprise a user interface connected to the CSIRO platform, and the user interface may itself rely on multiple software components and third-party services that change over time. Requiring providers to retain every historic user interface configuration in an operational form would therefore be impractical and impossible, particularly as user interfaces will need regular updates to maintain security, functionality and interoperability. 
However, simply relying on only the current software tool version creates other issues. Historical projects will need to be reopened or re-simulated, particularly for long-running new-home projects. While expected to be kept within tolerance, re-simulating an historical assessment using the current software tool may also produce a different result from the original assessment because of subsequent software changes. Clear version traceability is therefore still needed to support audit, assurance and investigation of historical certificates.

	What we propose
	We propose to establish an interim version management framework while NatHERS, software providers, and the ABCB gain experience operating under the proposed Software Protocol and the cloud-based delivery model. The interim arrangement is intended to support continuity of operations, audit and assurance activities, and the management of historic projects.
We propose a two-layer version management framework that distinguishes between the accredited software tool and the CSIRO platform.
0. Accredited software tools would be able to update as necessary to maintain appropriate project compatibility, functionality, security and interoperability. Providers will record sufficient version and configuration information to identify the software used for an assessment but are not required to retain historical user interfaces. Rating files must remain usable in newer versions through backwards compatibility i.e. there is functionality to open, edit and assess projects in a newer version, ensuring users retain access to their existing projects when software updates are released. Assessment inputs, evidence and other information required for audit and assurance would continue to be retained.
0. The CSIRO platform, as the central calculation and certificate-generation layer, would be subject to more stringent version controls. CSIRO would retain and archive versions and associated assessment and simulation data so that an earlier version can be retrieved and used for re-simulation. Software tools would support backward compatibility by allowing previous project files to be opened, viewed and transferred to the current version and re-simulated using the current platform. Transitional arrangements, such as keeping a previous version of the platform available to software tools via API’s, will be implemented for significant changes, and NCC transitions and long-running projects where maintaining continuity cannot reasonably be achieved through the upgrading to the current version alone.


Data retention
	Issue
	Under the centralised cloud-based software model, historic software versions may not remain operational or accessible, meaning historical simulations and certificate presentations may not be exactly reproducible easily. Although previous versions of the CSIRO platform, assessment inputs, outputs and certificate-generation data may be retained, this creates challenges for audit and assurance of historical ratings, including determining what evidence and version information must be retained.
Long-term record retention also places an ongoing burden on assessors and software providers. Current arrangements generally require assessment records to be retained for seven years or longer, requiring secure storage, backup, cybersecurity protection, data management and retrieval capability. These costs and responsibilities may increase as assessment volumes grow, and software systems change.

	What we propose
	We propose to establish a long-term record retention and historical assurance framework that ensures sufficient information is available to verify, audit and investigate historical assessments without requiring software providers to keep historic software interfaces operational.
The framework would define the minimum assessment data, evidence, certificate information, software and platform version information, and other records that must be retained to support future assurance activities.
We are seeking stakeholder feedback on three potential approaches to long-term storage:
· Software provider retention: software providers retain required assessment records and evidence for the full retention period.
· Centralised retention: required records and evidence are transferred to and retained by the NatHERS Administrator.
· Hybrid retention: software providers retain records for an initial period while assessments are more likely to require active access, after which specified records are transferred to the NatHERS Administrator for longer-term retention.
Regardless of the storage model adopted, the framework could also establish requirements for:
· a defined minimum historical record sufficient to understand and verify the assessment, rather than requiring historic software interfaces to remain operational
· recording the software tool and CSIRO platform version associated with each assessment
· maintaining the link between assessment inputs, evidence, outputs and the certificate issued
· ensuring retained records remain accessible, readable and exportable throughout the applicable retention period
· appropriate security, privacy, integrity and access controls for retained records
· arrangements for the transfer or preservation of records if a software provider exits the NatHERS market or ceases operating
· clear allocation of responsibilities between software providers, CSIRO and the NatHERS Administrator for retaining different categories of information.





[bookmark: _Ref242265143][bookmark: _Ref242265148][bookmark: _Toc243462480][bookmark: _Toc243377667]Proposed changes - new homes
[bookmark: _Toc243462481][bookmark: _Toc243377668]Including new homes rating software tools in the centralised model
	Issue
	The desktop approach to new homes software accreditation under the SAP is no longer considered fit for purpose. It was developed for a different software environment and does not adequately address emerging issues such as: cloud-based and AI-enabled functionality; the shift towards a centralised calculation model used under the UIP; or the need for more explicit privacy and cyber security requirements.

	What we propose
	We propose that future new homes software tools be included in the centralised model already established for existing homes. Under this model, accredited third-party software tools would provide the assessor-facing interface and connect to the CSIRO platform for rating calculations and certificate generation.
A centralised model would:
· improve the consistency, integrity and comparability of ratings by applying calculations and certificate rules through a common platform
· reduce duplicated coding, testing and maintenance across software providers
· enable many calculation and scheme updates to be implemented centrally and flow through to connected software tools through a coordinated release process
· streamline accreditation, reaccreditation and quality assurance by shifting the focus from duplicated calculation implementation to interface functionality, integration, security and compliance
· improve the availability and consistency of certificate and rating data for assurance, monitoring and government analysis
· reduce technical barriers for new market entrants and allow software providers to focus on user experience, workflow efficiency, data capture and innovative functionality.
This approach reflects benefits identified in the existing homes UIP including reduced administrative and technical complexity, more efficient software updates, streamlined quality assurance and improved data availability.
Note that new home software tools currently accredited under the SAP will continue to operate under those arrangements for the time being.


[bookmark: _Toc243462482][bookmark: _Toc243377669]Centralised certificate design and generation
	Issue
	Certificate generation is currently distributed across multiple provider-managed portals, including CSIRO's Hstar Portal, HERO and FirstRate5. This creates duplication, inconsistent certificate formats and increased assurance risks.
Data must be transferred between multiple independent systems, which can delay reporting, monitoring and display to the Australian Housing Data Portal and increase the risk of incomplete or corrupted certificate data.

	What we propose
	Certificate generation will be limited to the CSIRO Hstar portal (a component of the CSIRO platform) to ensure consistent certificate layout and consolidate rating data in a single location. Centralising certificate generation will support future enhanced functionalities including consistent management of certificate history, certificate status and future disclosure requirements. 


[bookmark: _Toc243462490][bookmark: _Toc243377677]Security, privacy and access control
	Issue
	The accreditation terms and conditions address security and privacy only at a high level. The SAP lacks specific requirements, creating a gap in risk management.

	What we propose
	The security, privacy and access control requirements in the draft Software Protocol are proposed to be applied to new homes software tools under this model, providing a consistent framework for authentication, authorisation, audit logging, encryption, incident management, data management, personnel security and supply-chain risk management across both streams.


[bookmark: _Toc243462491][bookmark: _Toc243377678]Reaccreditation triggers and frequency
	Issue
	The SAP specifies that reaccreditation occurs every 3 years in line with the update of the National Construction Code. Reaccreditation is a rigorous review and assessment of each third-party software tool. Because independent software tools required extensive, custom code, they carry a high risk of errors and data discrepancies—especially during National Construction Code (NCC) updates.
The UIP specifies that reaccreditation occurs when a reaccreditation event is triggered or after 5 years, whichever occurs first.

	What we propose
	It is proposed that all accredited software tools be subject to reaccreditation every three years from its accreditation anniversary. For new homes software tools, the reaccreditation cycle would be decoupled from the NCC amendment cycle. NCC-related changes would continue to be implemented as required, primarily through updates to the CSIRO platform, with the NatHERS Administrator responsible for ensuring NatHERS software changes remain aligned with NCC amendments. This approach would avoid concentrating reaccreditation activities around NCC updates and provide a more manageable, staggered accreditation workload.
Where no additional assessment is necessary, reaccreditation would be limited to the execution of updated Terms and Conditions and a Deed of Accreditation.


[bookmark: _Toc243462492][bookmark: _Toc243377679]Exclusion of non-accredited assessors and certificates
	Issue
	Including functionality for non-accredited assessors and certificates in the first version of the Software Protocol is not proposed at this stage. This would require CSIRO software development and governance arrangements, including controls for the increased use of AI in software tools. It would also require extensive consultation with state and territory governments about regulation of assessor accreditation and potential updates to the NCC. Given current timeframes, this added complexity is not workable for the first release.
From a scheme-governance perspective, non-accredited assessors present quality assurance, accountability, compliance and reputational risks. This is because they operate outside the accreditation framework NatHERS uses to verify competency, monitor performance, manage assurance and respond to non-compliance.

	What we propose
	We propose to first incorporate new homes into the Protocol, test how the requirements operate in practice, and refine the relevant processes before making further changes.
Future consultation would be required to consider whether non-accredited assessors and rating reports (non-accredited certificates) could or should be brought within the Protocol.
In the meantime, non-accredited assessors may continue to generate NatHERS rating reports using software tools accredited under the SAP.


[bookmark: _Toc243462493][bookmark: _Toc243377680]Software update tolerances and procedures
	Issue
	Under the current SAP, accredited software tools may implement minor updates between reaccreditation cycles. Minor updates are subject to tighter rating tolerances than reaccreditation testing and are assessed against the software tool’s existing accredited version rather than directly against the Benchmark Tool.
The minor update process is resource intensive. Where the same change is required across multiple accredited software tools, testing is repeated for each software, resulting in staggered releases and temporary inconsistencies between accredited software.

	What we propose
	ARE updates remain subject to minor update tolerances. Updates that exceed these tolerances will be assessed separately by the NatHERS Administrator, including any ABCB impact assessment requirements, before being incorporated through the standard software update process (section 4.7. )
Software provider updates must also meet these tolerances against ARE with each update to maintain alignment.


[bookmark: _Toc243462494][bookmark: _Toc243377681]Assessment evidence storage
	Issue
	Under the current new home modelling arrangements, evidence required by the Technical Note is retained by the assessor, and the certificates and rating reports and associated floor plans must be accessible to the Administrator or their agent and AAOs for quality assurance purposes.

	What we propose
	Software tools for both new and existing homes will be required to store assessment evidence, with each evidence item linked to the relevant assessment input, feature, calculation or justification. ARE is currently exempt from this requirement. 
AAOs, the AASP, QA reviewers and the NatHERS Administrator will be able to access assessment data, including:
· assessment data, excluding evidence, from CSIRO and
· assessment data and associated evidence from software providers.
The Technical Note for new homes will be updated to reflect separate evidence storage arrangements for software tools accredited under the SAP and future software tools accredited under the proposed Protocol.


[bookmark: _Toc243462292][bookmark: _Toc243462495][bookmark: _Toc243462496][bookmark: _Toc243377682]Assessor auditing 
	Issue
	The SAP mentions supporting AAO quality assurance activities generally, but does not specify audit access, export capability, retention requirements or anomaly detection.

	What we propose
	Apply the existing homes assessor auditing requirements to new homes software tools, including requirements for audit access, data export, record retention and anomaly detection.


[bookmark: _Toc243462497][bookmark: _Toc243377683]Chenath licence with CSIRO
	Issue
	Software providers currently need a separate CSIRO Chenath licence to complete energy rating calculations initiated within their software tool.

	What we propose
	A separate Chenath licence will no longer be required. Software providers will instead access Chenath calculations through their CSIRO ARE API licence agreement.


[bookmark: _Toc243213612][bookmark: _Toc243217701][bookmark: _Toc243221104][bookmark: _Toc243229709][bookmark: _Toc243229852][bookmark: _Toc243290927][bookmark: _Ref242265174][bookmark: _Ref242265180][bookmark: _Toc243462499][bookmark: _Toc243377685]Proposed changes - existing homes
[bookmark: _Toc243462500][bookmark: _Toc243377686]Including data collectors
	Issue
	While the data collector role is established within the NatHERS framework, training and accreditation are not yet available. Work is underway to implement the training and accreditation arrangements required to support the role, with training to be available from late 2026 and accreditation to be available in early 2027. Until these arrangements are finalised, the software requirements needed to support data collectors, including use roles, permissions, workflows and data transfer requirements are not fully defined. 

	What we propose
	Introducing data collectors to the existing home stream will require additional mandatory and API schema input fields in the software tool, authorisation controls, user roles and workflow requirements. The first version of the Protocol will include the minimum requirements for supporting data collectors and their interactions with accredited assessors within the NatHERS assessment process. Further details will be added in future updates once they have been finalised. 


[bookmark: _Toc243462501][bookmark: _Toc243377687]Provisional accreditation removed
	Issue
	The provisional accreditation pathway was introduced to manage implementation risk during the early rollout of the UIP. However, the distinction between provisional accreditation, minimum viable product requirements and the requirements for progression to full accreditation is not sufficiently clear. This creates uncertainty for software providers about what must be demonstrated at each stage and increases administrative complexity for the NatHERS Administrator.

	What we propose
	We propose to remove provisional accreditation as a separate accreditation stage. Instead, software providers would be required to submit a functioning minimum viable product that meets defined entry criteria before NatHERS assessment commences. The Software Protocol will set out clear accreditation gates, including application completeness, technical readiness, testing, field validation, issue rectification and final approval.
Under this approach, a software tool would only be accredited once the NatHERS Administrator is satisfied that all mandatory requirements have been met. Any issues identified during assessment would be managed through documented corrective actions, testing evidence and approval conditions, rather than through a separate provisional accreditation status. This would simplify the accreditation pathway, reduce ambiguity for software providers, and maintain NatHERS oversight of software tool quality, assessment integrity and scheme assurance.


[bookmark: _Toc243462502][bookmark: _Toc243377688]Data capture (LiDAR) accuracy
	Issue
	Dimensional accuracy of data capture tools is a problematic requirement because it assumes LiDAR or other scanning-derived measurements can be assessed against a single fixed tolerance without accounting for the practical variability of real-world data capture, scan conditions and assessor technique. A strict LiDAR tolerance such as ±0.05 m or ±0.10 m may be difficult to verify consistently, may impose a technical performance standard that is disproportionate to the material impact of small dimensional differences on rating outcomes. 

	What we propose
	It is proposed to remove the metrics for tolerances. A more appropriate approach is to ensure the technology produces measurements that are repeatable, traceable, reviewable and auditable. Assessors and data collectors would remain responsible for careful, accurate data collection and software tools may be subject to audit.



[bookmark: _Toc243462503][bookmark: _Toc243377689]Definition: “optimisation”
	Issue
	The term “optimisation” is ambiguous because the UIP uses it to describe a broad range of software features that simplify or automate assessor inputs, while also using it more specifically for software-calculated inputs that are not directly entered by the assessor. This creates uncertainty about what constitutes an optimisation, how it differs from a standard setting or simplification, and therefore which features require specific NatHERS approval and testing.

	What we propose
	An optimisation is a software feature, simplification, automation, default, inference, calculation, workflow enhancement or data-processing method implemented within a software tool or connected technology that reduces data entry effort, improves efficiency, consistency, usability, or functionality. Optimisations may derive, infer, transform, pre-populate, or calculate assessment data. Where an optimisation affects assessment data, data exports, or rating outcomes, it must be identified, documented, tested, and approved in accordance with the Software Protocol. Optimisations that do not affect assessment data, data exports, or rating outcomes may be implemented without specific approval, provided they remain consistent with NatHERS requirements.



[bookmark: _Toc243462504][bookmark: _Toc243377690]Accreditation assessment readiness
	Issue
	

	What we propose
	Introduce explicit assessment-readiness requirements for software tools submitted for accreditation or reaccreditation. Software providers will be responsible for ensuring that software tools and supporting material are sufficiently mature, functional, independently tested and compliant with all applicable requirements before submission. Providers will be required to confirm assessment readiness in writing.
The accreditation process will assess compliance of an assessment-ready product. It will not be used as part of the provider’s software development, debugging or troubleshooting process. Software tools that are not sufficiently developed or complete to undertake the accreditation assessment will be returned to the provider for remediation before assessment proceeds.
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[bookmark: _Ref243315034][bookmark: _Toc243462505][bookmark: _Toc243377691][bookmark: _Toc430782151]Consultation questions

Stakeholders are invited to comment on the following questions. You do not need to respond to every question and may provide feedback on any other aspect of the proposed Software Protocol.
[bookmark: _Toc243462506][bookmark: _Toc243377692]Overall requirements
1. Are the proposed Software Protocol requirements clear, practical and proportionate? If not, which requirements should be changed and why?
2. Which requirements, if any, are likely to present significant implementation challenges or costs? What changes or transitional arrangements would make these requirements more workable?
3. Does the proposed Software Protocol appropriately balance innovation and flexibility for software providers with the need to maintain the integrity, consistency and reliability of NatHERS ratings?
[bookmark: _Toc243462507][bookmark: _Toc243377693]Centralised software model
The consultation paper proposes bringing new homes software into the centralised model, under which third-party software tools would use the CSIRO platform for rating calculations and certificate generation. 
4. What benefits, risks or implementation issues should be considered in moving new homes software to the proposed centralised model? What transitional arrangements, if any, would be required?
[bookmark: _Toc243462508][bookmark: _Toc243377694]Accreditation and assessment readiness
The proposed Protocol would require software tools to be sufficiently mature, functional, tested and compliant with applicable requirements before it is submitted for accreditation assessment. Refer to Software Protocol Appendices.
5. Are the proposed assessment-readiness requirements appropriate? What evidence should software providers provide to demonstrate that their software tool is ready for accreditation assessment?
[bookmark: _Toc243462509][bookmark: _Toc243377695]Software tool monitoring
The proposed approach combines software provider self-monitoring and regular reporting with risk-based monitoring undertaken by the NatHERS Administrator. 
7. Is the proposed approach to ongoing software tool monitoring practical and proportionate? What information or evidence should routinely be included in software tool monitoring? 
Assessor compliance and auditing
The proposed approach seeks that software providers embed background automated checking of assessor inputs for compliance with NatHERS Technical Note requirements wherever feasible with the aims of improving assessment quality before assessments are completed and certificates generated and hence reducing post assessment audit burden.
7. To what extent can automated checks be built into the software to assist assessors to comply with the NatHERS Technical Note and/or identify inputs that may be outside expected ranges?
[bookmark: _Toc243462510][bookmark: _Toc243377696]Software updates and change management
The proposed Protocol establishes requirements for software updates, impact assessment and change classification, including determining when additional assurance or reaccreditation may be required. 
8. Are the proposed software update and change-management arrangements workable? Are the circumstances in which changes require notification, additional assurance or reaccreditation sufficiently clear and appropriate?
[bookmark: _Toc243462511][bookmark: _Toc243377697]Reaccreditation
The consultation paper proposes a three-year accreditation renewal cycle, together with event-based triggers that may require earlier reaccreditation. 
9. Is the proposed three-year accreditation renewal cycle appropriate? Are the proposed event-based triggers for reaccreditation appropriate, or should any triggers be added, removed or clarified?
[bookmark: _Toc243462512][bookmark: _Toc243377698]Software versioning and historical assessments
The proposed version-management framework seeks to maintain access to historical assessment information without requiring software providers to retain historical user interfaces in an operational form. 
10. Is the proposed approach to software versioning and access to historical rating files workable? What arrangements are needed to support audits, historical assessments and long-running projects when software or CSIRO platform versions change?
11. Are there alternative approaches that can be taken that will allow access to historical assessments and rating settings?
[bookmark: _Toc243462513][bookmark: _Toc243377699]Artificial intelligence
The proposed Protocol introduces requirements relating to AI documentation, human review and control, traceability, audit logging and notification of material AI-related issues. 
10. Are the proposed requirements for AI-enabled functionality appropriate and proportionate, particularly those relating to human review, traceability, audit logging and incident reporting? If not, what alternative controls should apply?
[bookmark: _Toc243462514][bookmark: _Toc243377700]Automated and assisted data-capture technologies
The proposed Protocol establishes requirements for technologies such as LiDAR, image recognition, automated floorplan generation, document extraction and AI-assisted data collection. 
11. How should NatHERS assess the accuracy and reliability of automated and assisted data-capture technologies? Should requirements prescribe specific accuracy thresholds, focus on demonstrated fitness for purpose and assessment outcomes, or use a combination of these approaches?
[bookmark: _Toc243462515][bookmark: _Toc243377701]Optimisations and automated inputs
The draft Protocol seeks to clarify the treatment of optimisations and distinguish assessor or data-collector inputs from imported, calculated, inferred, automated, defaulted and AI-assisted values. 
12. Is the proposed approach to optimisations, standard settings, defaults and other automated inputs sufficiently clear? What information should be recorded or made available to support transparency, testing and audit?
[bookmark: _Toc243462516][bookmark: _Toc243377702]Evidence storage, record retention and audit access
The proposed arrangements include software storage of assessment evidence, links between evidence and relevant assessment inputs, retention of assessment records, and access and export capabilities for authorised assurance activities. 
13. Are the proposed requirements for assessment evidence storage, record retention and audit access practical and proportionate? Are the respective responsibilities of software providers, assessors, CSIRO and assurance bodies sufficiently clear?
14. Who should be responsible for the long-term storage of assessment records and evidence needed to support audit and assurance activities? Please comment on the costs, benefits and practical implications of:
· software providers retaining all records
· the NatHERS Administrator retaining all records or
· [bookmark: _Toc243462517][bookmark: _Toc243377703]a hybrid approach where records are transferred to the NatHERS Administrator after a specified period.
Security, privacy and access control
The proposed Protocol includes requirements addressing authentication, authorisation, audit logging, data management, encryption, incident management, personnel security and cyber supply-chain risk management. 
15. Are the proposed security, privacy and access-control requirements practical and proportionate? Where a specific requirement cannot reasonably be met, should equivalent alternative controls be accepted where they provide appropriate assurance?
[bookmark: _Toc243462518][bookmark: _Toc243377704]Software training
The consultation seeks feedback on minimum software-specific training requirements for software providers, including training and guidance for assessors and data collectors and arrangements for assessors transitioning to additional software. 
16. Are the proposed minimum software training requirements appropriate? 
What minimum training content, outcomes and evidence of completion should be required, including when an accredited assessor transitions to additional software tools?
[bookmark: _Toc243462519][bookmark: _Toc243377705]Other matters
17. Are there any gaps, inconsistencies or unintended consequences in the proposed Software Protocol that should be addressed before it is finalised?


[bookmark: _Toc168487937][bookmark: _Toc243462520][bookmark: _Toc243377706]Glossary
	Term
	Definition

	Accreditation Deed 
	The deed executed between the NatHERS Administrator and the Software Provider establish the framework by which the NatHERS Administrator Accredits the Software Provider’s Software Tool, and that the Software Provider and Software Tool will comply with the relevant Terms and Conditions, Accreditation Notice and Protocols.

	AASP
	Accredited Assessor Service Provider - An organisation authorised under NatHERS to provide accreditation and oversight services for existing homes assessors and, where applicable, data collectors undertaking NatHERS existing homes assessments, including quality assurance and ongoing accreditation management. 

	AAO
	Assessor Accrediting Organisation - An organisation approved by the NatHERS Administrator to accredit and oversee new homes NatHERS assessors, including administering accreditation and quality assurance requirements. The current AAO Protocol confirms that organisations apply to the NatHERS Administrator for approval and are responsible for assessor accreditation and quality assurance arrangements.

	API
	An API, or application programming interface, is a set of rules or protocols that enables software applications to communicate with each other to exchange data, features and functionality.

	ARE
	AccuRate Enterprise

	Benchmark Tool
	The NatHERS Benchmark Tool is the term given to the tool against which other NatHERS tools are assessed for accreditation, as defined in the SAP. The Benchmark Tool for new home assessments and ratings is AccuRate Home. The Benchmark Tool for existing homes assessments and ratings will be ARE (existing homes mode). 

	Certificate
	See Home Energy Rating Certificate and NatHERS Certificate

	Energy performance
	Energy performance includes:
energy efficiency – using less energy to do the same thing
demand flexibility – varying when and how energy is used
electrification or fuel switching – swapping to electricity-powered technologies or other cleaner sources of energy.

	Energy rating software tools
	Software tools used to interpret design or dwelling data to produce energy ratings and certificates. This includes both desktop and cloud-based tools, third-party accredited tools. 

	Home Energy Rating Certificate
	The Certificate that will be generated by NatHERS energy rating tools for an existing home assessment and rating.

	NatHERS
	Nationwide House Energy Rating Scheme

	NatHERS Administrator
	NatHERS is administered by the Australian Government on behalf of all states and territories. 
The role of NatHERS Administrator sits with the Australian Government DCCEEW. The primary responsibilities of the National Administrator are: 
· scheme management, including managing updates to the NatHERS Benchmark Tool 
· software tool accreditation 
· assessor accreditation 
· scheme communications. 
The NatHERS Administrator reports to the NatHERS Steering Committee.

	NatHERS Certificate
	The certificate that is generated by NatHERS software tools for a new home assessment and rating and primarily used to show compliance with the NCC.

	NatHERS Steering Committee (NSC)
	The NatHERS Steering Committee oversees NatHERS. The NatHERS Steering Committee provides strategic advice about NatHERS activities and makes decisions in relation to NatHERS operational activities. The NatHERS Steering Committee consists of representatives from the Australian Government and all state and territory governments.

	NCC
	National Construction Code. 
The National Construction Code is Australia’s primary set of technical design and construction provisions for buildings.

	SAP
	Software Accreditation Protocol. 
All new home, desktop-based energy rating software tools used to produce NatHERS energy ratings must be accredited in accordance with the relevant NatHERS SAP. The SAP outlines the requirements and processes for the accreditation of new software tools and for updates to new versions of previously accredited tools. This ensures that software tools meet standard requirements and produce consistent results when assessing and rating dwellings.

	Software Protocol
	All user interface tools used to produce NatHERS energy ratings will need to be approved in accordance with the Software Protocol (subject of this consultation). The Software Protocol will detail requirements and processes to ensure all user interface tools are consistent and trustworthy when assessing and rating dwellings.

	Software provider
	A party who is responsible for a software tool approved under the Software Protocol

	Software tools
	For this document, a software tool is a ‘front-end’ tool used to input data into the CSIRO platform (in either new home or existing home mode) and will facilitate the way a person can collect, enter and store the data. Calculations to generate the ratings and certificates will be completed by CSIRO platform and sent back to the software tool.

	UIP
	User Interface Protocol

	Whole of Home rating
	The NatHERS Whole of Home rating assesses the energy requirements of a home, including:
hot water, heating and cooling systems
pool and spa equipment
lighting and plug in appliances
solar energy generated onsite and battery storage.
The Whole of Home rating is out of 100. 




[bookmark: _Ref243027989][bookmark: _Toc243462521][bookmark: _Toc243377707]Appendix 1: Difference between centralised and decentralised model
Difference between centralised and decentralised model
	Feature
	Decentralised software model under the SAP for new homes
	Centralised software model – UIP, for new and existing homes

	Overall architecture
	Each accredited third-party software tool functions as a substantially independent system, with direct access to the desktop-based Chenath Engine and responsibility for implementing specified calculation components.

	All third-party software connect to a single CSIRO-managed, cloud-based calculation platform (AccuRate Enterprise, the Chenath engine and Hstar portal). All updates to the CSIRO platform flow on to the third-party software tools with each scheduled update in a shared CSIRO/NatHERS managed process.

	Primary function of third-party software
	The software provides the user interface and is responsible for rating calculations, rules, constants and output (including certificates) functions.
	The software facilitates and optimises data collection via external plug-in software and mobile applications (apps) and simulates rating results via the CSIRO platform.

	Thermal calculations
	Each software implements parts of the thermal calculation process, including preparation of the Chenath scratch file, storing material and climate data, and behavioural settings.
	Software simulate thermal calculations centrally via the CSIRO platform accessed via CSIRO APIs.

	Whole of Home calculations
	Whole of Home calculations are coded and occur in the backend of each accredited software tool, using Chenath outputs and the Whole of Home Calculation Method.
	Software simulate Home Energy Rating calculations, including relevant Whole of Home calculations via the CSIRO platform. 

	Evidence collection and storage
	Evidence collection and storage is not a core software function and remains the responsibility of individual assessors for new home assessments. The certificates and rating reports and associated floor plans must be accessible to the Administrator or their agent and Assessor Accrediting Organisations (AAOs) for quality assurance purposes for New Home assessments
	Accredited software must support the collection and storage of photographic evidence, with evidence retained to support verification and audit of existing-home assessments. No change to current New Home assessments process

	Calculation consistency
	Because calculation components, rules and constants are managed separately by each provider, differences or errors may arise between tools. 
	Every software uses the same central calculation engine, reducing potential variation and supporting reliable, consistent and comparable ratings.

	Certificate design
	Individual accredited software tools design and reproduce NatHERS certificate layouts for accredited assessors and rating reports for non-accredited raters. 
	The software tool sends assessment data to ARE, which generates the rating and produces the certificate, with information returned to the UI for the user. 

	Certificate infrastructure portal
	Certificate functions and portals may be implemented separately by individual software providers. There are multiple certificate portals under this model.
	Certificate generation is centralised through the CSIRO platform.

	Assessment data flow
	Data flows from the individual tool to the Chenath Engine (desktop version) and back to the tool. The tool performs additional processing before and after the Chenath Engine calculation, producing the final rating outputs. 
	Data and evidence are entered through the software tool, transmitted to the CSIRO platform for processing, and the rating and certificate information are digitally returned to the software tool.

	Reaccreditation approach
	Reaccreditation generally occurs every three years to maintain alignment across independent software tools.
	Reaccreditation is event-based and may be triggered by material changes to the CSIRO platform, the Software Protocol, accreditation terms and conditions, assessment methods or the software tool itself. 

	Software updates
	Each provider separately develops, tests and submits updates to its software. Similar changes may therefore need to be implemented and assessed across every accredited software tool. 
	Central calculation or policy changes are implemented in the CSIRO platform. Software providers update their tools according to the CSIRO ARE API Licence Agreement.

	Accreditation administration
	The NatHERS Administrator must assess each software tool’s extensive separately implemented calculations, datasets, certificates and updates.
	Accreditation is streamlined and simplified because of the centralised CSIRO calculation platform.

	CSIRO’s role
	CSIRO maintains the Benchmark Tool, licenses and the Chenath Engine for desktop installation, must facilitate integration of digital service providers rating data to provide rating data for the Australian Housing Data portal
	CSIRO manages ARE, the Chenath engine and Hstar portal - it performs central calculations and certificate generation, maintains the Benchmark Tool and collects rating data.

	Primary model benefit
	Supports multiple independently developed, full-function software tools, but requires duplicated implementation, testing and maintenance.
	Provides a common calculation and certificate platform while allowing multiple competing UIs and innovative data collection services. This is intended to improve consistency and reduce administrative complexity.
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