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1 Executive Summary 

Meander Valley Council has implemented simple energy saving measures at three of its 

highest energy consuming facilities. Council received around $150,000 in funding from the 

Australian Government’s Community Energy Efficiency Program between 2013 and 2015 to 

help deliver quarter of a million dollar building energy efficiency project.  

The three buildings selected were the Council Offices in Westbury, as well as, the Visitor 

Information Centre, and the Community Complex in Deloraine. Prior to the upgrades these 

buildings consumed 85% of the total energy of Council owned buildings.  

The upgrades slashed the average energy consumption at the three Council facilities by 26%, 

with combined energy savings of 67,017 kWh in 12 months to September 2015. This 

reduction has saved Council $14,744 per year at an average cost of $0.22 per kWh, with a 

payback of about 15 years on the combined funds of $220,000. The result is an emissions 

reduction of 98 tonnes of CO2-e per year1 and improved amenity of the buildings for users.  

This was achieved through implementation of a range of energy saving technologies and 

measures, including: 

• Personal panel heaters 

• Air redistribution 

• Solar hot water systems 

• Insulation  

• Draught proofing 

• High efficiency LED lighting 

• Water saving shower heads 

• Downsizing hot water systems 

• Thermally efficient window film 

• Air curtain at main entries 

• Timers on appliances 

• Zone control 

These upgrades are especially valuable where the buildings are situated in Meander Valley 

because of the very cold winters experienced in the mountainous area.  This harsh 

environment made it challenging to design upgrades within the budget to improve and 

maintain acceptable indoor conditions. Though the project has been successful, 

supplementary heating will always be necessary. 

                                                 
1 Calculated using the emission factor of 1.467 kg CO2 per kWh of electricity consumed, from 

Calculating greenhouse gas emissions for your business, City of Port Phillip: 

http://portphillip.vic.gov.au/default/SustainableEnvironmentDocuments/Greenhouse_gas_emissions_c

alculator.pdf 



The main issue that we experienced was poor attendance at the ‘Save Energy, Save Money, 

Improve Comfort’ workshops. Communication was coordinated in partnership with the 

energy auditors Harkness Consulting, who in spite of widespread promotion had relatively 

few residents at the town hall meetings.  

The consensus reached by the consultants and the project team is that the lack of attendees 

was mainly due to timing. The workshops were held at the end of summer in March. In the 

case of the energy efficiency workshops, the ultimate scenario would have been to time 

them in early spring, when high winter electricity bills arrive in letterboxes and capitalise on 

homeowner’s responsive aspiration to reduce their energy use. The other way that that we 

could have maximised attendance would have been to coincide the sessions with existing 

community gatherings or events. However, timing was constrained to meet the project 

milestones that had been committed to as part of the funding agreement. 

Please note: the views expressed herein are not necessarily the views of the Commonwealth of 

Australia, and the Commonwealth does not accept responsibility for any information or advice 

contained herein. 

2 Objectives  

The objectives of the Community Energy Efficiency Program (the Program) are to:  

1. support a range of local councils and community organisations to increase the 

energy efficiency of different types of non-residential council and community-use 

buildings, facilities and lighting; particularly where this would benefit low 

socio-economic and other disadvantaged communities or support energy efficiency 

in regional and rural councils 

2. demonstrate and encourage the adoption of improved energy management practices 

within councils, organisations and the broader community 

In addition to the objectives above, the Program is expected to provide the following 

benefits:  

A. better services and improved amenity of buildings and community facilities  

B. minimising energy consumption and costs 

C. building the knowledge and capacity of the energy services and construction 

industry, and supporting competitive Australian energy efficiency technology and 

equipment manufacturers  

D. contributing to the national effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 

  



Table 1: the Energy Wise Warmth project undertaken by MVC has contributed to the CEEP objectives. 

MVC’s objectives Program 

objectives 

achieved 

Synergies 

Reduce energy usage in 3 council 

buildings via more efficient lighting, 

space heating/cooling and water 

heating 

Objective 1 

Benefit A, B 

& C 

The energy efficiency upgrades were 

applied to facilities in lower socio-

economic rural communities by local 

contractors 

Create healthier indoor environments 

for building users by improving 

temperatures, and reducing draughts 

Objective 1 

Benefit A 

Rural community members are 

enjoying the improved comfort 

Pass benefits of reduced operating 

costs on to local community via an 

‘efficiency fund’ which will help 

finance energy efficiency audits and 

upgrades to community facilities in 

the LSE region of Meander Valley 

Objective 2 

Benefit A, B 

& D 

Savings will be used to upgrade other 

community buildings and reduce 

emissions further 

Engage community with the benefits 

of energy efficiency and change 

behaviour for increased efficiency via 

building signage, media 

communications and interactive 

workshops around the region 

Objective 2 We’ve shared the message of our 

success with local 

community/business, contractors, as 

well as other councils and more 

broadly via promotion of our local 

government award 

3 Project Energy Efficiency Activities 

The energy efficiency activities that Council selected were based on recommendations from 

Harkness Consulting, who completed an energy audit at the start of the project in January 

2013. The recommended activities were judged by the specialist consultants to be those that 

would save the most energy and maximise the return on investment. After the energy 

efficiency measures were implemented, Harkness Consulting conducted a comparative audit 

to measure the impact of the upgrades. 

3.1 Facilities and measures 

Table 2: technologies and savings measures implemented at each site to improve energy efficiency, as 

follows: 

Westbury Offices Deloraine Visitor Centre 

 

Deloraine Community 

Complex 

 

Lighting upgraded 

throughout 

Lighting upgraded 

throughout 

Lighting upgraded 

throughout 

 

Insulation Insulation 

 

Stadium lighting - LEDs 

 

Draught proofing Zoning, draught proofing Air re-circulation system in 



Auditorium 

Solar hot water  Solar hot water  

 

Hot water – continuous flow 

gas and solar 

Heat transfer system, entry 

air curtains 

Heat transfer system, entry 

air curtains 

Turned off hot water re-

circulation pump 

Low flow showerheads Low wattage personal 

heaters 

Low flow showerheads 

 

Low wattage personal 

heaters 

Window films  

Window films   

 

The majority of the work was completed over 10 months and included the installation of 

energy reduction measures, such as improvements to heating, hot water, insulation, draft 

proofing, lighting and more – refer below for more details. 

3.2 Lighting 

Around 810 lights have been replaced with Light Emitting Diodes (LEDs). Though energy and 

financial savings were the primary focus, the greatest benefit for users is the superior quality 

light and uniformity. Of all the lighting replacements the standout has been removing 440W 

mercury halide high bay lights in the sports stadium at the Deloraine Community Complex 

and replacing them with 147W LEDs; refer Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1: the image above show the contrast between the old mercury halide high bays at the front and 

the replacement LED lights at the rear. 



3.3 Draft proofing & insulation 

External doors were draft proofed and insulation added to ceilings, under floors, and walls.  

Due to the age and construction of the buildings there were a number of roof spaces where 

insulation could not be installed. The measure that gained the most attention was the 

addition of colour matched, thermal panels below windows in the glazed corridors of the 

Westbury Office, where extreme temperature variations have been eliminated; refer Figure 2.  

 
Figure 2: the image on the left shows the insulated panels and glass in a glazed corridor, which 

when viewed using a thermal imaging camera as shown on the right reveals a 2 to 3 degrees 

Celsius temperature difference between windows (without film) and the insulated panels. 

3.4 Windows 

EnerLogic window films were installed at two of the sites to improve the thermal 

performance of the glass; refer Figure 3. The films proved to be the only viable option, as 

double glazing was too expensive and secondary glazing – with Perspex to create an air 

cavity – unworkable given the variety of window frame types throughout the Westbury 

Offices and Visitor Centre.  

 
Figure 3: The image on the left shows the lower left window pane without film, which when 

viewed using a thermal imaging camera as shown on the right reveals a 2 to 3 degrees Celsius 

temperature difference between windows with film and the window without (lower left 

window). 

Throughout the entire project there was only one contractor that did not deliver on an 

agreed design solution. The original project plan called for secondary glazing – Perspex 

inserts – to be installed on the windows at the Westbury Offices and Visitor Centre. Mere 

weeks before the secondary glazing was due for installation (and after 18 months of 



assurances it could be done) the contractor engaged to supply and install secondary glazing 

failed to fulfil their part of the agreement.  

As a result Council found an alternate solution in the form of EnerLogic window film that we 

believe has provided a similar thermal improvement to windows, plus reduced maintenance, 

decreased glare and enhanced the visual appearance. 

EnerLogic, is a commercial window film that can be applied to existing glass to provide 

insulating performance up to the efficiency of double glazing; refer 

http://www.enerlogicfilm.com/. We contacted two retailers in Launceston who supply and 

install EnerLogic. Tint a Car, the contractor with the best price of $26,523.90, and fastest 

response time for installation was awarded the job.  

Managing the change has actually resulting in Council saving around $3,000, while still 

completing installation of all activities within the agreed milestone period and achieving the 

thermal improvement of the windows for the two buildings. This experience is a good lesson 

that there is a good contractor with a quality solution, ready and willing to take the place of 

any businesses that can’t deliver.  

3.5 Heating 

The heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems were not altered at any of the 

sites due to financial constraints. Instead upgrades focused on the movement of air into, out 

of and within the buildings. Measures included air curtain into foyers to reduce the transfer 

of air at the main entries, as well as Airpear redistribution systems and ducted heating 

systems to recover heat for redirection to where it is needed. A clever application of simple 

heat redistribution was ducting hot air out of computer server rooms to aid with cooling the 

servers, reduce the load on reverse cycle air conditioners and – as a bonus – warm the 

adjacent public area to reduce the winter chill on building users. 

Another case of clever heat redistribution was in the Community Complex Auditorium. 

Harkness Consulting had proposed a large 5m diameter fan as a technological solution to 

redistribute warm air from the top of the room down to where it could benefit users. 

However this proposal proved to be impractical because the rotating fan blades would have 

caused a strobing effect as they passed in front of the existing downlights.  

To overcome these issues the project team and approved contractors – who were contracted 

to supply and install the large fan – identified an alternative solution called an ‘Airpear’ as a 

way to disturb the stratified air and achieve the same improvements to user comfort. 

In line with the contractor’s design, Council had four Airpears installed within ceiling tiles of 

the auditorium to draw hot air from the top of the room and push it towards the floor. The 

result has been a quiet and seemingly invisible air redistribution system, with a reduced 

upfront capital cost of around $500 for Council (cheaper than the large fan).  



 The lesson learned from this experience is that there are many technological solutions to 

achieve the desired result, but not all technology is suitable for every situation. 

3.6 Hot water systems 

The hot water systems at all facilities are used irregularly. Six 160L electric hot water tanks 

were replaced to reduce the losses from storing hot water. Three tanks were replaced with a 

mix of solar plate and evacuated tube hot water systems. An instantaneous gas system was 

installed to replace one tank where solar access was not possible. The remaining two 160L 

tanks were replaced with smaller 50L electric tanks with timers where low water volumes 

were required. To further reduce energy losses the tanks were wrapped with reflective 

insulation, all pipes and fittings were lagged and timers installed. 

 
Figure 4: 160L solar hot water tank wrapped with reflective insulation, with all pipes lagged 

and a Valve Cosy fitted to reduce standing heat losses  



4 Demonstration and Communications Activities 

Communications focused on sharing project outcomes and encouraging improved energy 

management practices in the organisation and the community. The objectives of the original 

communications plan were to: 

• Ensure that Council, user groups and the community are well informed of the purpose 

and scope of this project 

• Educate Council, user groups and the wider community including other councils and 

relevant industries of the benefits of efficient appliances and high performance building 

envelopes 

Internal communication was essential to successfully managing the project on time and 

within budget. To achieve this end the Project Manager regularly notified the project team 

members on activities in a timely manner through face-to-face meetings; refer CEEP Project 

Team Brief at Appendix 1.  

Council notified the local community of the works before, during and after they took place. 

The Save Energy, Save Money, Improve Comfort workshops were promoted via regular 

updates on: 

1.       Council’s website 

2.       Council’s Facebook 

3.       Council’s Twitter 

4.       Meander Valley Gazette (local newspaper) 

5.       Meander Valley Community Radio 

6.       Northern Tasmania’s Examiner Newspaper 

7.       Posters 

8.       Email distribution through networks 

9.       Council’s Community News 

10.    Digital displays 

Messaging focused on what equipment was up-graded, energy reductions, money saved, 

lower emissions, and associated user benefits.   

A key benefit of this project has been the improved amenity for building users, especially in 

winter.  Wider adoption of similar measures within homes and other community buildings 

will provide improved amenity beyond the scope of the project.  To lead a transition towards 

energy efficiency Council delivered ‘Save Energy, Save Money, Improve Comfort’ workshops 

to community throughout the lower socio-economic areas of the Meander Valley.  In total 11 

workshops provided information on behaviour change, energy reduction strategies and the 

associated financial savings to 74 attendees; refer Figure 5.   



 

Figure 5: poster for the community workshops showing times and locations throughout 

Meander Valley 

The upgrades are documented as case studies, which we shared with other councils online 

under Council’s ‘Sustainability’ tab at http://www.meander.tas.gov.au/page.aspx?u=628. This 

was combined with site tours so they could learn about the process, see the technology and 

experience the results first hand. 

An unexpected but greatly appreciated surprise was Council winning the Local Government 

Association of Tasmania (LGAT) Award for Excellence – Larger Councils; refer Figure 6. This 

was a state-wide competition among all of Tasmania’s larger council’s, which have 

populations over 15,000. The free and widespread promotion of the win meant that Council 



could reach a much larger audience that included Local Governments throughout Australia, 

but particularly Tasmanian councils.  

 

Figure 6: screen shot from the LGAT website outlining the reason MVC won the award, source: 

http://www.lgat.tas.gov.au/page.aspx?u=208&print=1 23/11/2015 

The award became a catalyst for additional enquiries from councils and their contractors. We 

were bombarded with requests for additional site tours, and also asked to present our 

winning project to the Local Government Managers Association workshop; refer attached 

presentation ‘LGMA Workshop – Energy Efficiency Upgrades presentation’. 



5 Outcomes and Benefits 

The following tables provide a summary of the energy reductions and efficiency 

improvements for the three buildings that have resulted directly from the upgrades. The 

analysis compares the energy use for the 12 months to September 2013 against the post-

upgrade energy use for the 12 months to September 2015. 

Table 3: Comparison in energy use and efficiency per area for the three building from the 12 

months to September in 2013 to post-upgrade levels for the 12 months to September 2015 

 Building  Area (m2) Before upgrades in 2013 After upgrades in 2015 

  Energy 

(kWh/yr) 

Efficiency 

(kWh/m2/yr) 

Energy 

(kWh/yr) 

Efficiency 

(kWh/m2/yr) 

Community Complex 1,957 80,674 41.2 59,457 30.4 

Visitor Centre 549 62,868 114.5 43,145 78.6 

Westbury Offices 1,951 133,556 68.5 107,478 55.1 

Total 4,457 277,098 220.5 210,081 164 

Table 4: Energy savings and efficiency improvements achieved in the 12 months to September 

2015, when measured against the same period for 2013 

Building Energy Savings 

(kWh/yr) 

Financial 

Savings ($/yr) 

Payback Period 

(yrs) 

Energy Savings 

(%) 

Community Complex 21,216          4,668             19.0  26.3 

Visitor Centre 19,723          4,339             17.7  31.4 

Westbury Offices 26,078          5,737               9.5  19.5 

Total 67,017 14,744           14.9  (average =26.0) 

Council has achieved combined energy savings of 67,017 kWh for the three buildings. At an 

average cost of $0.22 per kWh, this equates to cost reductions of $14,744 per year, with a 

payback of about 15 years on the combined funds of around $220,000. 

Meander Valley Council has achieved our stated objectives (refer Table 1 in Section 2): 

• Energy usage in the three council buildings has been reduced. Most building users 

are benefiting from healthier indoor environments as a result of stabilised 

temperatures, and reducing draughts 

• Council has raised awareness in the local community about the benefits of energy 

efficiency 

• Though behaviour change is difficult to measure we have anecdotal reports that staff 

and community members have applied some of the knowledge gained from 

workshops to their own homes – it’s worth noting that the bonus promotion for the 

Local Government award helped Council to influence the actions of a much larger 

audience then was initially planned or expected 

• Council has committed to pass on the benefits of reduced operating costs on to 

community in the LSE region of Meander Valley via the ‘efficiency fund’, however this 

will not begin until we have confirmed 12 months of savings. 

 



The Program objectives have also been met:  

1. With increased energy efficiency of non-residential, community-use buildings, in a 

low socio-economic rural council area 

2. As well as, encouragement of the broader Meander Valley community to adopt some 

of the energy management practices that reduced within Council’s energy use 

In addition to the outcomes above, the upgrades have provided:  

A. better services and improved amenity of buildings and community facilities  

B. minimising energy consumption and costs    

C. built the knowledge and capacity of the energy services and construction industry, 

and supported competitive Australian energy efficiency technology and equipment 

manufacturers 

D. contributed to the national effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 

When compared against the project plan from the funding application Council have 

achieved approximately half the forecast savings; refer Table 7. 

Table 5: Projected financial savings table from the funding application 

Building Energy Savings 

(kWh/yr) 

Financial Savings 

($/yr) 

Payback Period 

(yrs) 

Community Complex 21,216 9,396 7.1 

Visitor Centre 19,723 5,950 8.2 

Westbury Offices 26,078 12,438 6.7 

Total 67,017 27,784 7.4 

The forecasts were based on an overall energy reduction target of 44%. This target was 

unrealistic because the project works did not include any changes to the existing space 

HVAC systems. HVAC systems are a major energy burden in the cold conditions in Tasmania, 

often accounting for over 50% of the total winter electricity bill.  

The influence of disproportionately high space heating energy demand is shown in the 

graph below, refer Figure 7. At the onset of winter in April this year, a fault occurred with two 

of the four HVAC units at the Westbury Offices. Both of these units were forming solid ice 

around the radiator of the outdoor modules, which was stopping the movement of air. The 

defrost feature was unable to melt the ice, which led to a cycle of the module heating and 

defrosting, heating and defrosting.  

The rise in energy was a direct result of the faulty HVAC equipment, and not related to the 

CEEP upgrades. The proof can be seen by the significant decrease in electricity per month 

directly after the upgrades began in April of 2014. The trend towards lower energy use 

continued until the fault occurred with the HVAC between February and April of 2015, which 

is shown by the sudden spike in energy use in Figure 7. 



 
Figure 7: electricity usage at the Westbury Offices from January 2013 to September 2015, 

showing a significant increase during the winter of 2015 

The result has been cold offices, poor user comfort, significantly higher than usual energy 

use and correspondingly higher electricity bills. However, replacing HVACs can be 

prohibitively expensive, with an estimate from qualified heating specialists putting the 

replacement of the Westbury Office HVACs at around $280,000. 

We will resolve this unforeseen issue and offset some of the unavoidable disappointment by 

refocusing attention on the many beneficial outcomes that have been achieved – like 

reduced maintenance. Maintenance costs and inconvenience was particularly bad with high 

bay and other lights that used to require expensive scaffold/lift hire and contractors (certified 

to work at heights) every six months to replace only five or so globes at a time. Replacing 

mercury halide and other old light globes with new LED technology will provide us with over 

20 years of trouble free use, and a greatly improved quality of light. 

Council has demonstrated and communicated such outcomes through ‘Save Energy, Save 

Money, Improve Comfort’ workshops to community throughout the lower socio-economic 

areas of the Meander Valley.  In total, the 11 workshops provided information on behaviour 

change, energy reduction strategies and the associated financial savings to 74 attendees. 

MVC also targeted other Tasmanian Councils, by providing presentations and guided site 

visits to over 40 council recreational officers, facility managers, directors and Councillors. 

Additional reach was achieved through social media, with almost 500 people following MVC 

on Facebook. 

The strongest feedback about the project was from the council officers, see a sample 

comments below: 
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‘I cannot thank you enough for your assistance and guidance with the lighting and to me, 

you seem to have researched and done a lot of fantastic work with the lighting within 

Meander Valley Council.’ Erica Lowry, Development Services Administration Officer, Break 

O’Day Council 

Many of these officers have begun or committed to implementing similar energy savings 

measures at their own council facilities as a direct result of the savings that MVC have 

achieved. MVC’s project has influenced Break O’Day Council to design and install LED high 

bay lights in their new sports centre in St Helens, instead of the poor quality and high energy 

mercury halide lights they were initially considering. 

A number of the community members from the lower socio-economic areas of Meander 

Valley phoned the Project Manager after the workshops to request more information on 

saving energy in the home. Council has provided links to e-brochures on our website at 

http://www.meander.tas.gov.au/page.aspx?u=615 that cover topics like: 

• Changing power habits 

• Energy efficiency terms 

• Energy efficient star rating 

• Buying or renting an energy efficient home 

We also loan out Home Energy Audit Toolkits (HEAT) from our main offices in Westbury at 

no cost to householders and small business. The HEAT kits are a great way for ratepayers to 

conduct their own energy audits and discover easy ways to save money on energy; for more 

information or to the watch the HEAT kit video visit: 

http://www.meander.tas.gov.au/page.aspx?u=613.  

6 Project Budget 

The project has been completed over $6,000 under budget; refer Table 6. This saving is due 

mainly to the lower than expected project management costs, which were only $14,600 

instead of the $20,000 that was initially estimated.2 

  

                                                 
2 An excerpt from Council’s Capital Project Report and itemised list of all expenditure has been 

provided along with this report as an attachment. The items not tied to buildings, such as project 

management and community engagement, were incorporated into the budgets for the three 

buildings. 



Table 6: the following sets out a summary of expenditure in relation to activities for the three 

buildings 

Project Project Project Project 
####    

DescriptionDescriptionDescriptionDescription    Actual ExpensesActual ExpensesActual ExpensesActual Expenses    BudgetBudgetBudgetBudget    Remaining Remaining Remaining Remaining 
Budget (ex GST)Budget (ex GST)Budget (ex GST)Budget (ex GST)    

5122512251225122    Westbury Council Offices, 
energy efficiency  

$88,452.47 $88,108.08 - $344.39 

7648764876487648    Deloraine Community Complex, 
electrical upgrade 

$76,601.09 $76,445.59 - $155.50 

7824782478247824    GWT Visitor Centre, energy 
efficiency 

$54,369.80 $61,470.46 $7,100.66 

    TotalTotalTotalTotal    $$$$219,423.36219,423.36219,423.36219,423.36    $226,024.13$226,024.13$226,024.13$226,024.13    $$$$6,600.776,600.776,600.776,600.77    

Table 7: funding contributions summary 

SourceSourceSourceSource    Approved BudgetApproved BudgetApproved BudgetApproved Budget    Revised FundingRevised FundingRevised FundingRevised Funding    
CEEP FundingCEEP FundingCEEP FundingCEEP Funding    $151,024.00  $146,282.24 
MVC contributionMVC contributionMVC contributionMVC contribution    $75,399.00 $73,141.12 

TotalTotalTotalTotal    $226,423.00$226,423.00$226,423.00$226,423.00    $219,$219,$219,$219,423.36423.36423.36423.36    

The few items that were over budget – like insulating the Visitor Centre hot water cylinder 

with Bondor, ceiling insulation at the Westbury Offices and lighting installation in the 

Community Complex – were more than offset by the savings that we achieved in other areas. 

The biggest savings were achieved through the installation of window film in the Westbury 

Offices and Visitor Centre, which was over $3,000 cheaper than the secondary glazing that 

was initially proposed. 

There were a number of in-kind contributions of labour by other MVC officers that were not 

captured as part of the CEEP project expenditure. These included communications support 

from the Communications Officer, contractor supervision by the Property Officer, community 

engagement advice from the Community Development Manager, budgetary advice from the 

Accountant, as well as guidance from the members of the Sustainable Environment 

Committee. No attempt has been made to calculate these contributions, as working 

collaboratively as a team is considered a normal part of Council business, and done as a 

reciprocal arrangement. 

Overall, Council has delivered a project under budget that achieved combined energy 

savings of 67,017 kWh for the three buildings. At an average cost of $0.22 per kWh, this 

equates to cost reductions of $14,744 per year, with a payback of about 15 years on the 

combined funds of $220,000. This equates to a payback of only 5 years on Council funds, 

which is a great value for money for ratepayers.  

7 Project Operation, Mechanisms and Processes 

This project has been a great experience for those Council staff directly involved in the 

project coordination and management. Largely this is a result of the Program requirements 

for a clear communication strategy, project plan with stated objectives, allocated resources, 



agreed milestones, a realistic implementation plan and a process for ongoing monitoring 

and evaluation – including risk mitigation. 

Though Council would like to apply similarly rigorous methodologies to its entire project 

portfolio, the truth is the organisation cannot always resource staff to apply the time that is 

required to intricately plan and design projects in advance. Often the projects arise from 

external sources, budgets are quickly allocated, tasks are rapidly scheduled and 

implementation begins before communications, risks and resource availability is formally 

assessed. 

In hindsight, the decision to engage external consultants Ironbark Sustainability to assist with 

the funding application was a good one. Ironbark’s experience and success from the round 1 

CEEP applications was applied to the creation of MVC’s project plan, which made for a 

realistic approach based on sound project management principles. The subsequent decision 

to proceed with managing the project internally was equally good, as it has resulted in 

positive learnings for Council staff – particularly for the Project Manager. 

One of the key reasons for success was the requirement for formal agreement by sponsors at 

the design stage of the project. This encouraged the management team to commit the 

necessary internal resources to ensure tasks could be successfully delivered. 

The positive experience gained through delivering the CEEP project, along with other similar 

experiences, has inspired Council to establish a Project Management Office (PMO). The PMO 

will aim to define standards, create templates and ultimately help Council improve consistent 

completion of projects on time, within budget and according to plan. 

8 Conclusion 

Council had been planning a project to reduce energy consumption and emissions from its 

operations for some time prior to the CEEP funding opportunity. However, the scale of the 

undertaking was such that it was very difficult for the project to be prioritised for funding.  

Consequently Council was very pleased to receive assistance from the Australian 

Government that allowed us to complete the upgrades effectively and in full. As a result of 

the generous Australian Government contribution the building upgrade project has been a 

great success for Council and the Meander Valley community.  

The project outcomes have vastly improved the amenity of the upgraded buildings, 

benefiting people who use them on a daily basis. It has and will continue to provide 

significant long term cost reductions to Council.  

At the start of the project the aim was to reduce energy usage by 44%, emissions by 170T, 

costs by $28,000 per annum and provide a return on investment of less than 8 years. Though 

these projected savings have not been fully met, the 26% reduction in energy use and 



associated emissions that were achieved, are expected to increase significantly once the 

HVAC issue at the Westbury Offices is resolved and the resultant reduction in winter costs 

realised. 

Notwithstanding the unexpected HVAC issue, the three buildings are now considerably more 

energy efficient with greatly improved comfort levels and light quality for staff and visitors. 

The project has improved awareness amongst staff, other councils and all associated users of 

the facilities, of the considerable environmental and financial benefits that can be achieved 

through rigorously planned and proficiently implemented energy efficiency measures.  

The benefits of the project are continuing to be realised. A recent proposal for MVC to work 

collaboratively with other Tasmanian councils on an accelerated LED street light replacement 

program was unanimously supported by Councillors at a recent meeting. This support may 

not have occurred without the exposure that the CEEP project has created to the potential 

economic, environmental and social benefits that can be achieved via sustainability 

initiatives. 

The LGAT award has also been well received by Council’s managers. Since winning the award 

the General Manager has asked for the CEEP Project Manager to investigate the feasibility of 

other sustainability initiatives, including procurement of electric vehicles for the council fleet, 

sponsoring electric vehicle recharging infrastructure along the local touring route, as well as 

establishing a bioenergy and solar energy generation micro-grid at the Westbury industrial 

estate. 

MVC will apply many of the lessons learned from the CEEP project to future sustainability 

initiatives and build on the energy efficiency brand that we’ve created off the back of this 

successful project. 

  



9 Declaration 
The Authorised Officer of the organisation makes the following declarations:  

 

� I declare that I am authorised to submit this Final Report (including any attachments) on behalf of 

Meander Valley Council 

� I declare that the information provided in this Final Report is true and accurate. 

� I understand, and acknowledge that giving false or misleading information in this Final Report is an 

offence under the Criminal Code Act 1995. 

� I understand that final payment will only be made in accordance with the Funding Agreement including 

on satisfactory completion of Milestones.  

 

Authorised Officer Signature: ...............................................................  Date: 16/12/2015. 

 

Name: Rick Dunn 

 

Position: Director Economic Development & Sustainability   

 

Organisation: Meander Valley Council 

 

Witness Signature: ...............................................................................  Date: 16/12/2015 

 

Name: Craig Plaisted 

 

Position: Project Officer    

 

Organisation: Meander Valley Council 

 

The use and disclosure of information provided in this Final Report is regulated by the relevant provisions and penalties of the 

Public Service Act 1999, the Privacy Act 1988, the Freedom of Information Act 1982, the Crimes Act 1914 and the general laws of 

the Commonwealth of Australia. 

 

Information contained in the Final Report may be disclosed by the Department for purposes such as promoting the program 

and reporting on its operation and policy development. This information may also be used in answering questions in Parliament 

and its committees. In addition, the selected project information will be made publicly available. Public announcements may 

include the name of the grant recipient and of any project partners; title and description of the project and its outcomes; and 

amount of funding awarded. 

  



10 Appendices 

Appendix 1 

CEEP Project Team Brief Apr-Jun 2014 

The 3rd milestone report has been submitted and is awaiting approval by the Federal 

Government; expected early next month. Installations can begin as soon as report is 

approved. Our aim is to complete the bulk of the installs before winter, though Complex 

high bays may be 7-21 July holidays. 

Procurement (Jan-Mar 2014) 

1. Site inspections with contractors 

2. Quotes received and assessed 

3. Contractors selected 

Monitoring  

 

  



Appendix Removed for Publication 



Appendix 2 

A. Project Energy Efficiency Improvement Template 

PROJECT TITLE  
Energy Wise Warmth for Mountain 

Communities 
PROJECT ID CEEP2057 

FUNDING RECIPIENT Meander Valley Council DATE 
27 Nov 

2015 

 
Building, Facility or Site 1 

Name of Building, Facility or Site 

1 
Deloraine Community Complex 

Location (address) Alveston Drive, Deloraine 

Type of building, facility or site Sport and Function Centre 

Activity Type and Measure 
Installation of air redistribution systems, gas & solar hot water 

systems, low flow showerheads, LED lights 

Energy Efficiency Estimate 

Method 
Pre and post energy audits by qualified professionals 

Baseline Energy Usage 80,674 kWh per annum 

Baseline Energy Efficiency 41.2 kWh per m2  .annum 

Energy Efficiency Improvement Reduction 10.2 kWh per m2  .annum 

Reporting Data (Measuring 

Energy Efficiency and Additional 

Data) 

A total area of 1,957 m2  and no permanent occupants 

85 per cent average operational occupancy level 

Daily hours of operation: 6am to 10pm 

Building construction date 1978 

Cost of Activity $76,452.47 

Estimated Cost Savings $4,668 per annum 

Building, Facility or Site 2 

Name of Building, Facility or Site Deloraine Visitor Centre 

Location (address) 98 Emu Bay Rd, Deloraine 



Type of building, facility or site Visitor Information Centre 

Activity Type and Measure 

Installation of air redistribution systems, insulation, draft 

proofing, solar hot water system, personal panel heaters, LED 

lights, thermal window film, appliance timers, zone control 

door 

Energy Efficiency Estimate 

Method 
Pre and post energy audits by qualified professionals 

Baseline Energy Usage 62,868 kWh per annum 

Baseline Energy Efficiency 114.5 kWh per m2  .annum 

Energy Efficiency Improvement Reduction 35.9 kWh per m2  .annum 

Reporting Data (Measuring 

Energy Efficiency and Additional 

Data) 

A total area of 549 m2  and no permanent occupants 

85 per cent average operational occupancy level 

Daily hours of operation: 9am to 5pm 

Building construction date 1978 

Cost of Activity $54.369.80 

Estimated Cost Savings $4,339 per annum 

Building, Facility or Site 3 

Name of Building, Facility or Site Westbury Offices 

Location (address) 26 Lyall St, Westbury 

Type of building, facility or site Main Council Offices 

Activity Type and Measure 

Installation of air redistribution systems, insulation, draft 

proofing, foil board panels below windows, main entry air 

curtain, personal panel heaters, solar hot water systems, LED 

lights, thermal window film, appliance timers, low flow shower 

heads 

Energy Efficiency Estimate 

Method 
Pre and post energy audits by qualified professionals 

Baseline Energy Usage 133,556 kWh per annum 



Baseline Energy Efficiency 68.5 kWh per m2  .annum 

Energy Efficiency Improvement Reduction 13.4 kWh per m2  .annum 

Reporting Data (Measuring 

Energy Efficiency and Additional 

Data) 

A total area of 1,951 m2  and no permanent occupants 

42 FTEs average operational occupancy level 

Daily hours of operation: 8:30am to 5pm 

Building construction date 1978 

Cost of Activity $88,452.47 

Estimated Cost Savings $5,737 per annum 

 


