






 

 

3. Classification of vehicles 
○ The SEC strongly backs the government’s decision to include SUVs (MC 

category off-road passenger vehicles) in the passenger vehicle category. This 
is a critical part of the success of the NVES and should not be compromised.  

4. Technology credits 
○ Another key factor to the success of the NVES is the decision of the 

government to not include supercredits, air conditioning credits, or off-cycle 
credits. These would significantly compromise the effectiveness of the NVES 
and the SEC backs the decision to not have any technology credits available. 
Should there be any consideration of supercredits, they should be limited to 
Zero Emission Vehicles under strict circumstances.  

5. Penalties 
○ The proposed penalties in option B are too limiting for there to be a strong 

enough incentive for car importers to make a change to their fuel efficiency 
standards that is required.  

○ The SEC recommends that Australia adopts the penalty rate imposed by the 
EU currently, which is €95 ($185 expressed in Purchase Power Parity) per 
g/CO2. This should then be indexed at the rate of domestic CPI annually. 

6. Fleet limit curve (mass limit curves) 
○ The SEC applauds the proposed options B and C mass limit curves with 

breakpoints included to provide some flexibility around vehicle size; not 
penalising smaller cars. 

○ The SEC is concerned about the environmental and other impacts that 
heavier vehicles have, including the economic costs of heavier costs requiring 
more fuel, and damaging our roads at greater rates. 

○ Given these concerns, we recommend that the sizes of vehicles are carefully 
monitored, with a section in the first review of the NVES in 2026 to avoid 
unintended environmental and economic impacts. 

7. Credit banking, pooling and trading 
○ The SEC backs the proposed option C conditions as the preference, with 

option B also being viewed as acceptable standards. The ability for credits to 
be traded will greatly help to make more efficient vehicles, particularly EVs, 
more affordable for Australians. 





 

 

○ This information should not only be publicly and freely available, but also 
should be free from corporate interests influencing the data to show more 
favourable outcomes.  

○ As well as this, the SEC strongly recommends that independent fuel efficiency 
testing used to calculate the credits and penalties imposed on car importers 
is transferred from WLTP to real-world testing of cars. This should be done as 
soon as possible by expanding the program underway in conjunction with the 
Australian Automobile Association, which has already identified that only 
10% of cars tested achieved similar fuel consumption results to their lab 
tests. 

○ There should also be an entity to police and check the self-submitted data 
from the car manufacturers. 

9. Reviews of the targets 
○ Regular, periodic reviews of the targets need to be enforced for a regular 

cycle of every three years, with the option to either stick to the trajectory, or 
tighten the standards.  

○ The SEC recommends that at the first review of the NVES in 2026, there be an 
extension of the timeline, aligned to a point of zero emissions for the 
domestic transport industry that keeps Australia committed to a 1.5 degree 
global warming limit, based on a fair share distribution. 

■ As mentioned above in point 6, this first review should include a 
section on the size of vehicles, assessing whether the NVES has had 
any unintended consequences. 

 
There is no time for further delay. According to The Australia Institute, if the Government 
had introduced fuel efficiency standards in 2016, Australia would have saved more than $6 
billion in fuel costs, and avoided 4000 megalitres of imported fuel and nine million tonnes of 
greenhouse gas emissions – similar to the emissions footprint from domestic aviation.  
 
The longer Australians have to wait for strong mandatory fuel efficiency standards, the 
longer they are locked into substantially higher fuel costs and carbon emissions, with limited 
access to electric models.   









 

 

In the case of V2H and V2G, the EV functions as a mobile battery storage system for homes 
or businesses. Use of the EV battery can be optimized by, for example, charging EV 
batteries when solar output (especially directly from rooftop solar) is high, and discharging 
the battery at times when renewable generation is low. 

A meta-analysis by RACE for 2030 found that the median annual revenue for EVs providing 
V2X services could be $879/kw-year. The maximum was $1,817/kw-year (Figure 1).[11] 

Figure 1: Median potential revenue from various V2X revenue streams (RACE for 2030 2023) 

 

These revenue streams are a mix of consumer savings, and system wide benefits. 

For example, median revenue for residential bill management alone was $275/kW-year. This 
represents households optimizing their bills by charging their EV battery when prices are 
low, or they have surplus rooftop solar needs, and discharging for use in the home or grid 
when wholesale prices are high. 

Other revenue streams are related to overall reductions in cost across the energy system, 
such as deferred expenditure on new network or generation capacity assets. These cost 
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Organisation questionnaire response 
Privacy Setting: I agree for my response to be published with my name and position. 

What organisation do you 
represent?  
 
(required) 

Smart Energy Council 
 

What is your name?  
 
(required) 

Wayne Smith 
 

What is your position at the 
organisation?  
 
(required) 

External Affairs Manager 
 

Please rank the proposed options 
in order of preference. 
 
(optional) 

Option A - 3rd, Option B - 2nd, Option C - 1st 
 

Briefly, what are your reasons for 
your choice?  
 
(optional, 3000 character limit) 

The Smart Energy Council supports option C first and option B second.  
An assessment of the options (detailed in the attached submission) 
shows that option A is a ‘do nothing’ approach. There would be next 
to no positive benefit for Australians with this option and car 
manufacturers will essentially be able to continue dumping inefficient 
vehicles in Australia, pollution will continue to increase and it will be a 
damning statement on Australia on a global stage. This would result in 
a total CO2 intensity reduction of 14-34% in 2024-2029.  Option B, the 
government’s preference, aims for Australia to catch-up to the US 
standards by 2028 and then continue in-line with these. This would 
result in a total CO2 intensity reduction of 61-62% in 2024-2029. 
Option B provides the basis for a strong New Vehicle Efficiency 
Standard but does not provide sufficient urgency. The Smart Energy 
Council supports Option C, which is strong and ambitious, 
independent and robust   
 
Option C, stated as the fastest feasible approach, is a strong standard 
that is ambitious and efficient. This aims to meet the US standards 
around 2026 and exceed these in 2028 and 2029. This would result in 
a total CO2 intensity reduction of 74-77% in 2024-2029. Option C, our 
preferred option, strongly hits the cornerstones of timeliness, 
ambition and integrity.  It must be noted that key policy settings 
introduced in options B and C are strongly welcomed. These include 
the omission of supercredits & other loopholes, and including MC 
category off-road passenger vehicles as passenger vehicles. The 
integrity of these are essential for a NVES to be effective in Australia in 
combating climate change. More information can be found in our 
submission. 
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Do you support the Government's 
preferred option (Option B)?  
 
(optional) 

Yes 
 

Do you have any feedback on the 
analysis approach and key 
assumptions used?  
 
(optional, 3000 character limit) 

We identified that there is an absence of the benefits to be gained via 
vehicle-to-grid, vehicle-to-load and vehicle-to-home (collectively V2X). 
These benefits should be included in the benefits analysis which 
should make for a stronger argument for option C. Based on several 
studies, IEEFA estimates the full potential revenue streams from V2X 
for a household with an EV could be between $1,000-$5,000/year. 
Through V2X, EVs can also provide services across energy markets and 
networks that reduce costs for all consumers, not only EV owners. For 
example, enX estimates that if 10% of EV charging capacity is available 
for V2G in 2050, $94 billion in storage costs could be avoided. More 
information can be found in our submission. 
 

Briefly, describe how the NVES 
might impact your organisation  
 
(optional, 3000 character limit) 

The Smart Energy Council, as a peak industry body for the Smart 
Energy Industry including electric vehicles, is here for ambitious 
action. We’re bold partners and a vital voice for the industry, bringing 
a proactive, hands-on approach that drives real progress.   If a strong 
NVES is implemented, it would mean that the Smart Energy Council is 
able to further work for the country due to having more electric 
vehicles available on the market, along with the potentials for 
‘batteries on wheels’ that EVs pose as a benefit to households and the 
energy grid. 
 

Who should the regulated entity 
be?  
 
(optional, 3000 character limit) 

NULL 
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