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Supplementary Fact Sheet – Methodology to calibrate the new DIY tool 

In addition to the new heating and cooling caps, the BASIX thermal comfort section will provide a new 
DIY tool that is aligned to the new caps.  This fact sheet is to outline how the new DIY tool is 
calibrated and how it compares with the simulation method. 

METHODOLOGY TO CALIBRATE THE NEW DIY TOOL  

• Calibration of the new DIY tool to align with the new heating and cooling caps was co-ordinated by 
Dr Kevin Yee from the BASIX team.  The methodology and results of the calibration were peer-
reviewed by Associated Professor Terry Williamson of the University of Adelaide and Dr Mark 
Dewsbury of the University of Tasmania. 

• A total of 21 test houses constructed in various locations in NSW were selected for the calibration.  
Total floor areas of the test houses range from 84 m2 to 312.2 m2.  Around half of the test houses 
have a second storey. 

• Using AccuRate (version 1.1.4.1), the heating and cooling loads of each of the houses were 
obtained based on insulation levels that match the minimum requirements from DIY. 

• By varying the wall, floor, ceiling and roof construction and insulation of the test houses, simulation 
results of a larger set of test house cases were generated. 

• Aggregate conductance and solar heat gain of the glazing of the test houses were evaluated using 
the 2010 BCA Glazing Calculator.  Aggregate conductance is referred to as the glazing heating 
score in the calibration, and aggregate solar heat gain the glazing cooling score.  According to the 
BCA, their maximum allowable levels (referred to as glazing caps in the calibration) are dependent 
on the BCA climate zone and floor constructions. 

• To calibrate the BCA glazing calculator results with the simulation results, values of a number of 
parameters were evaluated to align the sensitivity of the ratio of the glazing scores and simulated 
loads to their respective caps.  The glazing scores were also adjusted based on the effects of 
construction types on heating and cooling loads. 

• The calibration aims to reduce the discrepancy between the heating and cooling loads from 
simulation and DIY tools.  The process of calibration is subjected to the constraint of reducing the 
number of test house cases that fail the thermal comfort section under simulation but pass by using 
the DIY tool. 

• A sample of 50 current BASIX-compliant projects that will fail thermal comfort with the new DIY tool 
was selected.  The selected projects were analysed to evaluate the implications on design from the 
new DIY tool.  68% of the projects require slight changes to glazing or shading, and 26% of them 
require significant upgrades to glazing or a review in design.  The remaining 6% will require an 
overall review of the design. 
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COMPARISON OF NEW DIY TOOL WITH THE SIMULATION METHOD 

• DIY tool is not a substitute of simulation to evaluate the thermal comfort performance of dwellings.  
It provides less flexibility to design variations and cannot account for the effects of having insulation 
higher than the minimum required levels. 

• Based on the minimum insulation requirements of the DIY tool, up to 80% of the test house cases 
show consistent thermal comfort outcomes between the DIY tool and Simulation method (Figure 
1).   

• Less than 4% of the cases fail the thermal comfort section using simulation method but pass with 
the DIY tool with a discrepancy of over 10% between the results. 

• Heating and cooling load estimates from the DIY tool are on average 6.1% and 5.6% higher than 
their respective estimates from the simulation method. 

• In terms of NatHERS star rating, the DIY tool is slightly more stringent than the simulation method 
by an average of 0.14 stars. 

• The higher stringency of DIY tool is demonstrated by 12% of the test house cases passing the 
thermal comfort section with simulation method but failing with the DIY tool (Figure 1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 Comparison of thermal comfort outcomes between simulation and DIY methods 
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