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This submission complements my comprehensive submission to the GEMS Discussion Paper. The 
comments and proposals in that submission should also be reviewed in finalising the GEMS Review 
recommendations. 

This brief submission focuses on the recommendations presented in the Melbourne consultation 
session and responds to the discussion in that session. 
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Agree. But it must have appropriate goals, linked to capturing maximum societally cost-effective 
emission reduction and cost savings.  

  

No it is achieving worthwhile progress, but it is not delivering anywhere near the full cost-effective 
societal cost and emission reduction potential in the appliance space. A much more ambitious 
approach is justified.   

Further, the impacts of broader Commonwealth requirements (eg the ‘offsetting’ of burden) and 
slow approval processes seem to have actually slowed progress towards objectives, not accelerated 
it as was originally intended. 

 

Agree. But more clarity on expansion of its scope and ambition is needed. For example, it should be 
placing more focus on identification of faulty and inefficient appliances and equipment in the stock, 
and early removal of that. While some other program do some of this, eg state run Retailer 
obligation schemes, GEMS should provide analysis and coordination so that maximum benefits are 
captured.  

The overall thrust of the Review focuses on ‘regulation’: there are many other policy tools available 
to drive improvement, such as public disclosure, RD&D, technology development, community 
engagement, financial incentives, etc. GEMS should be encouraged to utilise any effective 
approaches that help it to achieve its objectives, including working with state-level, industry and 
community programs. 



 

This graph shows that residential energy use is expected to increase beyond 2020. This is not 
consistent with Australia’s climate goals or cost-effective energy policy. GEMS should have a strategy 
to reduce energy use over the long term. 

Recommendations 3 to 16 are all worthwhile but, without specifying the level of ambition and 
target dates for outcomes, and providing guidance on the scale of resources that must be 
allocated, it is not clear that much will be achieved. As noted earlier, within the national context, 
the scheme should be aiming to achieve maximum societal cost-effective emission reduction and 
net financial benefits.  

It should be noted that the savings of up to $220/year per household sounds good, but actually 
shows that the scheme has not been pushing the boundaries of achieving maximum emission 
reduction – as there may be smaller financial savings if the program is achieving maximum cost-
effective emission reduction. ‘Savings’ from GEMS activities should be invested in even larger 
emission reductions where they can be achieved at lower cost than ERF and many other 
abatement programs. 

 

As I suggested at the consultation session, rapidly improving data analytics, as being applied by 
major energy retailers such as AGL and Origin, offer potential to monitor performance of large 
numbers of appliances in the field. This should assist compliance activity as well as identifying faulty 
and inefficient products for repair or replacement.  



 

Recommendations 22 to 26 are important, but lack specific timelines and measurable objectives 
for accountability. 

In particular, there should be a recommendation that GEMS program be extended to developing and 
implementing programs to identify and replace inefficient and faulty equipment in the existing stock 
in ways that complement and enhance existing state and Commonwealth programs.    

Recommendation 26 should be extended to include comparative analysis relative to the costs of 
other climate response mechanisms such as the Emission Reduction Fund and renewable energy 
incentive and R&D programs. Failure to allocate sufficient resources to GEMS and appliance 
efficiency, comparable to the costs of other emission reduction methods and a ‘societal cost per 
tonne of abatement’ basis, means we are wasting money. 

 

Again, recommendations 27 to 29 are worthwhile, but need timelines and measurable objectives, 
so government can be held to account. 

Further, a strong, independent, ongoing and well-resourced community voice is needed. My 
presentation to a recent Energy Consumers Australia summit makes some important points on the 
need for this (see below).  

The author of this submission was the only community representative at the Melbourne 
consultation. Review of the 19 public submissions to the Discussion Paper included 2 from 
individuals (one being mine), one from a consumer organisation (Choice), 2 from government 
agencies and one from a university-based consultancy. There were no submissions from community 
energy or environmental organisations.  

I strongly support the proposals from Choice, which are based on extensive involvement in the 
operation of the GEMS program over an extended period. However, Choice does not address all 
consumer-related issues, so it is essential that a wider range of community interest groups are 
encouraged and supported to engage in the ongoing development and implementation of GEMS, 
and are supported to pursue complementary action.  



There is a serious problem regarding effective involvement of the community in GEMS processes. 

  

 

 

 

  



PRESENTATION TO ENERGY CONSUMERS AUSTRALIA SUMMIT, SYDNEY 5 SEPT 2018 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



  

 

 

 


