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1 Background 

The Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (DDA) gives authority to the Attorney General to provide 

disability standards in relation to areas like accommodation, public transport, employment, 

education and premises. Disability standards were published for Public Transport (2002) and 

Education (2005) and in 2004 the Draft Disability (Access to Premises – Buildings) Standards were 

released.  

In 2009 the House of Representatives Standing Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs 

released its report on the ‘Inquiry into Draft Disability (Access to Premises – Buildings) Standards’.  

This report was called the Access All Areas report and after some five years of debate and 

discussion cleared the way for mandatory accessibility requirements for new and renovated 

buildings.  Its first recommendation was:  

“The Committee recommends that the Premises Standards be introduced without delay. Any 

issues which cannot be finalised without causing delay should be considered at a later 

date.”  

The Premises Standards access requirements (the Access Code) were built into the National 

Construction Code (NCC) to give the building industry minimum requirements that would provide 

access that met the requirements of the DDA. The Premises Standards are scheduled for review 

every five years. 

2 Premises Standards Review 

In April 2016, the five-yearly review of the Premises Standards was completed following significant 

input from government, the building and construction industry and the disability sector. The review 

was supposed to address many of the unresolved issues from the 2009 Access All Areas report. 

The review found the Premises Standards, National Construction Code and Transport Standards 

could be better aligned in places and that there is an inadequate understanding and awareness of 

the Premises Standards.  There was also a lack of a coordinated approach to performance-related 

data collection and a lack of coherent governance structure for progressing reform of the 

Premises Standards. Overall there was not a lot of change proposed in the Review with a significant 

number of recommendations referred to expert panels for more consideration and questions from 

Access All Areas report deferred or shut down. 

On 3 March, 2017 the Federal Government released its response to the 2016 Review noting that it 

has either supported, supported in principle, or noted almost all of the recommendations for further 

review, minor technical changes and governance issues. Indeed, only two recommendations were 

not supported and these were administrative in nature. 

The government’s media release says the recommendations set out “reforms to be made to the 

Standards to improve their effectiveness and clarity, as well as new measures to assist with their 

application and evaluation by government and industry”.  The reality is that little real progress has 

been made since 2009 with most activity pushed until the next five-year review. 
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3 What is the impact? 

3.1 Hotels  

• No change in the proportion of accessible hotel rooms required. 

• There will be no mandatory guidance on the fixtures and fittings within a hotel room. 

• The Review concluded that more data was required on the benefits of accessible tourism 

and better marketing of accessible hotel rooms.  

3.2 Accessible Toilets 

• The Review found that “There is little evidence locking or restricting of accessible sanitary 

facilities is widespread” and “complaints about restricting access to and locking toilets can 

still be made under the DDA.” 

• Expert guidance is now being sought on Changing Places style toilets and an appropriate 

definition of a ‘bank of toilets’ as there is currently some confusion. 

3.3 Path of Travel 

• Anecdotal evidence says that wheelchairs are getting bigger and mobility scooters are 

becoming more popular despite Government-commissioned research to the contrary. An 

expert advisory group to investigate whether changes to the 80th and 90th percentile 

wheelchair dimensions should be considered.   

3.4 Lifts 

• The review re-enforced that stairway platform lifts are not popular and should only be 

installed as a last resort.  This style of lift will be reviewed again at the next five-year review. 

• No mention was made of Destination Control Lift Systems which are increasingly common 

and not very accessible. 

3.5 Swimming Pools 

• There was a mixed understanding reflected in submissions about the Premises Standard 

requirements.  Consequently, there were no real changes for access to swimming pools.  An 

expert advisory group will be asked to further consider swimming pool access and adult 

change facilities. 

3.6 Accessible Parking 

• No change to the current ratio of accessible parking spaces of parking space design. 

• A significant majority of submissions claimed the ratio of accessible car parking spaces 

specified in the Premises Standards will be insufficient by the next five-year review. An 

expert group will consider the issue of data in relation to carparking permits versus number 

of accessible carparks and whether this ratio should change.  

• Many submissions sought better clarity on: how bollards in shared spaces should be 

constructed; the designation of entry/exit space for rear vehicle access for the unloading and 

loading of wheelchairs; and that accessible carparking spaces to be further designated with 

a vertical sign. 
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• The Review suggests guidance on accessible carparking be developed as part of the 

development of an updated guideline for the Premises Standards; this may also include 

reference to AS/NZS 2890.6-2009. 

3.7 Public Transport Buildings 

• Inconsistency between Transport Standards and Premises Standards were highlighted and 

the Government will consider ways to harmonise the Transport Standards with the Premises 

Standards where appropriate and revise guidance material on the subject. 

• Expert advisory group to consider how a “whole-of journey” approach to accessibility 

planning may be promoted and encouraged through guidance material. 

3.8 Wayfinding 

• The main concern in this area was the chaotic implementation (and maintenance) of Tactile 

Ground Surface Indicators (TGSIs) we see in so many built environments. The Government 

‘Supported in Principle’ that an expert advisory group should consider options for 

incorporating the new wayfinding standard by Standards Australia into the Premises 

Standards. 

3.9 Hearing Augmentation 

• This is an area which is often not done well, or manages to be left out, in many new 

constructions.  

• The Review calls for a clearer definition of some key terms in the Premises Standard which 

should help.  It also creates some pressure for the AS 1428.5-2010 Design for access and 

mobility - Communication for people who are deaf or hearing impaired (AS 1428.5-2010) to 

be revised as the Government has supported inclusion of a revised standard in the NCC and 

Premises Standard. 

3.10 Emergency Evacuation 

• The Access All Areas report made a range of recommendations in relation to emergency 

evacuation of people with disability, some of which have been brought into the NCC over the 

last few years.  The most significant suggestion was that two options be evaluated to provide 

safe, dignified and independent evacuation: Option 1) five ‘Deemed to Satisfy’ proposals in 

the NCC including things like visual alarms, visual and tactile alarms in SOUs, co-location of 

fire-isolated exits with lifts, accessible paths of travel to an exit, accessibility of fire-isolated 

exits, or Option 2) A non-mandatory handbook. 

• The Australian Building Codes Board (ABCB) determined this matter in March 2015 and 

determined that “The cost of implementing Option 1 is however considered large and the 

intangible benefits are unlikely to outweigh the costs”.  Organisations such as Association of 

Consultants in Access Australia, Vision Australia, Australian Institute of Architects (AIA), Fire 

Protection Association (FPA) and Victorian Metropolitan Fire Brigade all supported Option 1. 

• ACBC did not commit to developing a non-mandatory handbook (and hasn’t done so) and 

yet the Review into the Premises Standards seems to think that they did. Overall, this is 

really a poor result for people with disability. 

• There is nothing stopping progressive organisations from building safe evacuation of all 

employees into their plans for new (and existing) buildings. 
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3.11 Exemption and Concessions 

• The Premises Standards allow that certain buildings containing 3 storeys (or less) and with a 

floor area for each storey, excluding the entrance storey, of 200 m2 or less to not install lift 

access. The Review has supported the idea that the 200m2 should exclude areas that are 

deemed unsafe or unsuitable for people with disability (a BCA Section D3.4 exempt area). 

• More work will be done to look at the Lessee concession (individual lessees are not required 

to upgrade access from the principle entrance to their tenancy) to provide greater access to 

ground floor shopfronts where appropriate. 

• No changes planned for the unjustifiable hardship provision. 

3.12 Governance 

• It is clear that the Reviewers had access to limited data and no viable way of assessing 

whether the Premises Standards were doing a good job. The quote of the review goes to the 

South Australia’s Office of the Commissioner for Equal Opportunity who noted in its 

submission that: “It does seem, however very difficult to gauge the impact of the Standards 

when there are no mandatory inspection requirements under the Act, no reporting, and 

seemingly no tracking done at any level.” 

• The Government has supported a proposal for an expert advisory group to address the 

purpose of collecting and reporting data, what to measure, how to measure, collect and 

report and who should collect and report data. 

• A proposal to align the review cycle of the Premises Standards with the review cycle of the 

NCC was not supported by the Government, which means continued confusion when the 

two fallout of alignment.  

 

Government Press Release:  

Link to Government press release 

Review and Government response:  

Link to Government reports and more information on the Premises Review 

 

http://minister.industry.gov.au/ministers/sinodinos/media-releases/disability-access-standards-reforms-set-improve-access-public
https://industry.gov.au/industry/IndustrySectors/buildingandconstruction/Pages/PremisesStandardsReview.aspx
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4 Appendix 1 – Recommendations and Responses 

4.1 Boarding houses (Type 1b buildings) 

• The Review considered whether the way in which rooming or boarding houses are specified 

(4 bedrooms available for rent) in the Premises Standards have impacted the supply of 

accessible boarding house facilities. 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

An expert advisory group consider whether conversion of 

Class 1a buildings to specified Class 1b rooming/boarding 

houses has been affected by the Premises Standards and the 

extent of any such effect and, if required, what further actions 

should be undertaken. 

 

Supported in principle 

 

4.2 Hotels (Type 3 buildings) 

• The Premises Standards increased the number of accessible rooms required for most hotel 

sizes. The review looked at 2013 evidence that accessible rooms had a lower occupancy 

rate (45.5%) compared to other rooms types (65.9%).  Claims that there was a glut of 

accessible rooms were countered by people’s submissions saying that a good accessible 

room was hard to get. 

• Tourism and Transport Forum submission: “…. the industry’s main concern is with the ratio 

of accessible rooms in Class 3 accommodation buildings, which far exceeds the room stock 

needs of disabled visitors. These vacant rooms incur a critical operational cost and make 

development and refurbishment of accommodation properties, especially smaller properties 

as well as those in regional locations, unviable.” 

• During consultations, Professor Simon Darcy from the University of Technology highlighted 

the European Commission report published in 20141 which showed that in 2012, trips by 

people with access needs within Europe contributed 8.7 million jobs and €394 billion to the 

economy. The European Commission also suggested that if further accessibility was 

implemented an additional €142 billion could be contributed to GDP and 3.4 million jobs 

created. 

• Amongst other interesting parts of the Accommodation review was the point that the 

Premises Standards don’t give any guidance on accessible fixtures and fittings in an 

accessible hotel room.  The Access All Areas Report suggested that guidance should be 

given (Recommendation 4: The Committee recommends that consideration be given to the 

development of disability standards in relation to building fit out and places other than 

buildings). The 2016 Review declared “it is not possible for the Premises Standards to 

                                                

1 Economic Impact and Travel Patterns of Accessible Tourism in Europe – Final Report, European Commission 2014. 
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regulate such requirements because the fit-out of hotel rooms, including the size and 

positioning of furniture, takes place after the building certification process.” 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

The tourism and accommodation industry in collaboration with 

the disability sector undertake to improve the marketing of 

accessible rooms 

 

Noted 

Further work be undertaken to update data on the economic 

value of accessible accommodation in Australia. 

 

Noted 

 

4.3 Accessible Sanitary Facilities 

• The main issues identified through the submission process were:  

o adult changing facilities (as these are not envisioned within the Premises Standards or 

Australian Standards). 

o the definition of a ‘bank of toilets’ (which is quite vague, but importantly drives the 

requirements for how many accessible toilets are required). 

o restricting access to toilets where there are multiple tenancies (this relates to the 

experience where a lobby toilet is always locked). 

• The Review noted: “There is little evidence locking or restricting of accessible sanitary 

facilities is widespread. The review team considers that in most instances it is a matter for 

building management rather than an issue that can be controlled at the point of building 

certification. However, the review team notes that complaints about restricting access to and 

locking toilets can still be made under the DDA.” 

 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Expert advisory group to investigate whether, and how, 

accessible adult changing facilities should be included in the 

Premises Standards.  

Supported in principle  

Expert advisory group to consider developing a workable 

definition of “bank of toilets” and determine whether changes to 

specifications may be needed. 

 

Supported in principle 
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• Technical recommendations 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Extend the concession to not provide sanitary facility signage 

to also apply to sole occupancy units in aged care buildings 

and remove the reference to Class 1b SOUs. 

 

Supported 

Provide a definition of a bank of toilets 

 

Supported in principle 

Limit the concession to not upgrade old toilets to new parts of 

a building rather than new or affected parts of a building. 

 

Supported 

Remove the requirement for ambulant and accessible toilets to 

be installed at a bank of toilets containing junior pans in a 

Class 9b early childhood centre. 

 

Supported in principle 

Review the requirement for minimum luminance contrast for 

accessible toilets. 

 

Noted 

 

4.4 80th and 90th Percentile Wheelchair Dimensions 

• The Premises Standards adopt a mix of 80th and 90th percentile wheelchair dimensions for 

passageways and other building features. The 80th and 90th percentile dimensions refer to 

the dimensions of building features required to allow the adequate manoeuvring of 80 per 

cent or 90 per cent of wheelchairs. 

• In response to claims that the wheelchair dimensions used in AS 1428.1-2009 no longer 

reflected the size of wheelchairs currently in use, the Australian Government funded 

research into wheelchair spatial dimensions in 2014.2 In early 2015, the results of the 

research were published and the research report (the Caple report) concluded that most of 

the specified dimensions in the Australian Standards and referenced in the 

Premises Standards are still suitable. 

• Submissions contested elements of the Caple report, requested that the 90th percentile be 

used in all situations to include more people and that Mobility Scooters be specifically 

included in the consideration of the Premises Standards. 

                                                

2 Government Response to Access All Areas, 2009, p.6. 
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Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Expert advisory group to investigate whether changes to the 

80th and 90th percentile wheelchair dimensions should be 

considered. 

Noted 

 

4.5 Passenger Lifts 

• In response to Access All Areas, the Australian Government agreed that the Premises 

Standards should explicitly restrict stairway platform lifts to situations in which they were the 

only practical option. The inquiry also recommended urgent technical advice be sought on 

whether there were safe alternatives to locking off lifts and the use of constant pressure 

devices (“hold to use” devices). 

• From submissions received, it can be concluded that stairway platform lifts are not well 

regarded by people who use them. This aversion is largely based on safety concerns and 

concerns that the lifts are undignified to use because they are locked off and difficult for 

some people with disability to operate independently once unlocked. 

• The review team considered that it would be useful to revisit the issue at the next five-year 

review to see if any new technologies have entered the market that satisfy the safety 

requirements of the lift standards and which could be a good alternative to stairway platform 

lifts. 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

The Premises Standards be updated to reflect revisions to the 

specification of passenger lift types in the NCC. 

 

Supported 

 

• Technical recommendations 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

To maintain consistency between the Premises Standards and 

the BCA the definitions will be aligned. 

 

Supported 
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Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

It is proposed that in calculating the floor area of a storey to 

determine whether the concession for small buildings is 

applicable, areas not normally occupied or inappropriate for 

access should not be included. 

 

Supported 

 

4.6 Swimming Pools 

• Many submissions made to the Review did not understand that the requirement for a pool to 

be accessible is based on its perimeter rather than its length.  There was also a divergence 

of views about the most appropriate ways to make a pool accessible in a dignified way 

(especially as regards to slings). 

• “Based on the variety of views expressed in submissions, along with instances of 

misinterpretation of the perimeter threshold, it is not possible for the review team to 

determine the appropriateness of the swimming pool threshold at this time.” 

 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Section D3.10(3) of the Premises Standards be amended to 

provide clarification by removing the words “in length”. 

 

Supported 

An expert advisory group consider ways to improve the 

understanding of accessibility issues in swimming pool design 

in any updated guideline. 

 

Noted 

Consideration of whether, and how, accessible changing 

facilities should be included in the Standards as part of the 

larger body of work regarding accessible adult changing 

facilities. 

 

Supported in principle 

 

  



 

12 
 

• Technical recommendations 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Clarify the intent of thresholds involving the perimeter of the 

pool by removing the words “in length”.  

 

Supported 

Remove the maximum gradient specified for zero depth 

swimming pool entry. 

 

Supported 

Update the definition of “swimming pool” for consistency with 

the same definition in the BCA. 

 

Supported 

Amend Figure D5.7 in the Access Code to align with the better 

drawing in Figure 5 BCA Specification 

 

Supported 

 

4.7 Accessible Parking 

4.7.1 Availability of Accessible Carparking 

• Regardless of the mixed views on changes to availability, a significant majority of 

submissions claimed the ratios of accessible car parking spaces specified in the 

Premises Standards will be insufficient by the next five-year review. This was primarily on 

the basis that the number of people with disability will grow as the population ages. 

4.7.2 Distance to the Building Entrance 

• The review team considers that the AHRC Guidelines are appropriate. It remains the case 

that the most appropriate location of accessible carparking depends on the function and use 

of a building and is best determined on an individual basis. 

4.7.3 Specifications of AS/NZS 2890.6-2009 

• The submissions called for: 

o the definition of a bollard to include its thickness, height and placement. It was 

claimed some bollards are too low for people to see and people are backing into 

them. Further, there were calls for columns not to be used as bollards as these can 

make shared zones inaccessible. 

o the entry/exit space for rear vehicle access for the unloading and loading of 

wheelchairs be designated to promote awareness of potential encroachment onto the 

area shared with vehicles. It is claimed a growing number of people use rear-loading 

vans for transporting people with wheelchairs and mobility scooters. It is suggested 
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the lack of markings, such as unbroken lines, on the space shared with vehicles is 

creating safety concerns. 

o accessible carparking spaces to be further designated with a vertical sign. 

 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Guidance on accessible carparking be developed as part of 

the development of an updated guideline for the Premises 

Standards; this may also include reference to AS/NZS 2890.6-

2009. 

Noted 

An expert advisory group on data consider the issue of data in 

relation to carparking permits versus number of accessible 

carparks. 

 

Check 

Prior to the next five-year review, research should be 

undertaken to clarify whether the current ratio is sufficient as a 

minimum standard or whether consideration needs to be given 

to changing the ratio. 

 

Supported in principle 

An expert advisory group consider the specifications within the 

AS/NZS 2890.6-2009 to determine whether there is a need to 

consider requesting changes to the standard (re maximum 

distance to building entry points).  

 

Supported in principle 

An expert advisory group consider an editorial amendment to 

D3.5d, replacing “designated” with “identified with signage” and 

clarifying the intended meaning of D3.5d related to signage 

and shared zones. 

 

Supported in principle 

 

• Technical recommendations 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Amendment to D3.5d, replacing “designated” with “identified 

with signage” and providing revised guidance to clarify the 

Supported 
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Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

intended meaning of D3.5d related to signage and shared 

zones. 

 

 

4.8 Public Transport Buildings 

• The Premises Standards specify the requirements for disability access to public buildings 

while the Transport Standards apply to operators and providers of public transport services 

and specify requirements for the accessibility of the premises, conveyances and 

infrastructure. 

• At present, the Premises Standards and the Transport Standards are not identical in their 

requirements, mainly because the Transport Standards reference older Australian Standards 

– for example, AS 1428.1-2001 rather than AS 1428.1-2009. These inconsistencies were not 

deliberate but were the result of timing: the Transport Standards were enacted in 2002, with 

the first review commencing in 2007 prior to the release of AS1428.1-2009, while the 

Premises Standards passed into law in 2010.  

• Concerning service animal relief areas, the review team notes that the Aviation Access 

Forum, run through the Department of Infrastructure and Regional Development, 

encourages airport operators to consider providing such facilities through Disability Access 

Facilitation Plans (DAFP).  

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

The Department of Industry, Innovation and Science to work 

with the Department of Infrastructure and Regional 

Development to consider ways to harmonise the Transport 

Standards with the Premises Standards where appropriate. 

Supported 

Revise guidance material to provide more clarity on instances 

where the Premises Standards and the Transport Standards 

interact and differ and on which structures related to transport 

buildings are classified as Class 9b or Class 10. 

 

Noted 

Expert advisory group to consider how a “whole-of journey” 

approach to accessibility planning may be promoted and 

encouraged through guidance material. 

 

Noted 
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4.9 Wayfinding 

• The main concern was the lack of provisions concerning consistent signage for wayfinding 

and poor installation of TGSIs. 

• The review team considered it would be beneficial to delay any changes to the wayfinding 

requirements in the Premises Standards until the new wayfinding standard is finalised. 

Following this, an expert advisory group should consider how the wayfinding standard might 

be incorporated into the Premises Standards. 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Following finalisation of the new wayfinding standard by 

Standards Australia, an expert advisory group should consider 

options for incorporating the standard in the 

Premises Standards. 

 

Supported in principle 

Expert advisory group to consider further information to be 

included in a guideline to promote the best practice installation 

of TGSIs.  

 

Supported in principle 

 

• Technical recommendations 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Wording anomaly to be corrected in Standards - “Sentence 

Case” or “Title Case” 

 

Supported 

Align Premises Standards to NCC requirements for braille and 

tactile signs on doors 

 

Supported 

Correct the reference for domed buttons on handrails from AS 

1428.1 to AS 1428.4.1 and adjust other minor wording 

 

Supported 

Defer rationalisation of sign requirements (overlaps and 

inconsistencies between BCA and AS 1428.1) until after 

Wayfinding Standards 

Supported in principle 



 

16 
 

 

 

4.10 Hearing Augmentation 

• Although the NCC and Premises Standards include a number of prescriptive parameters for 

the installation of a hearing augmentation system, they do not consider a number of critical 

factors such as sound reverberation and the acoustic quality of finishes, background noise, 

sound source distances, volume and shape of rooms.  

• There are buildings that have been built to meet the DtS provisions of the NCC, but where 

the final installation may not be appropriate for people who are hearing impaired. For 

example, installing a hearing loop system within a large public hall with poor acoustics may 

not be effective. 

• The ACAA submission called for referencing AS 1428.5-2010 as a mandated standard for all 

hearing augmentation uses; however, the ABCB suggested that that the standard would 

need to be reviewed to be suitable for use in regulation through the NCC, including an 

assessment of potential costs and benefits. 

 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

An expert advisory group consider a workable definition of 

inbuilt amplification system. 

 

Supported in principle 

If AS 1428.5-2010 Design for access and mobility - 

Communication for people who are deaf or hearing impaired 

(AS 1428.5-2010) is revised and is in a suitable format for 

inclusion in the Premises Standards and NCC, the expert 

advisory group considers how the standards might be 

incorporated. 

 

Supported 

4.11 Emergency Egress 

• Access All Areas recommended that fire-isolated stairs and ramps provide accessibility as 

far as practicable, with particular consideration given to tactile ground surface indicators, 

luminance contrast stair nosings and second handrails. The NCC was amended to include a 

number of requirements aimed at improving emergency egress, including changes to the 

accessibility of thresholds, handrails, door hardware and Braille and tactile signage for fire 

isolated exits. In addition, a non-mandatory handbook, Lifts Used in Evacuation, and an 

associated new Performance Requirement in the NCC (DP7), were introduced. 

• Access all Areas also recommended that the Australian Building Codes Board undertake 

further research to identify ‘Deemed to Satisfy’ provisions for emergency egress for people 

with disability. In response, two options were proposed: 
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• Option 1: Inclusion of five ‘Deemed to Satisfy’ proposals in the NCC. 

o Proposal 1 – visual alarms 

o Proposal 2 – visual and tactile alarms in SOUs 

o Proposal 3 – co-location of fire-isolated exits with lifts 

o Proposal 4 – accessible paths of travel to an exit 

o Proposal 5 – accessibility of fire-isolated exits 

• Option 2 – a non-mandatory handbook. 

• The Board of the ABCB considered that the benefits of a Deemed to Satisfy approach were 

considered unlikely to outweigh the associated cost and supported the development of a 

non-regulatory handbook where the proposals outlined in Option 1 would be documented for 

reference and available for use on a case-by-case basis by governments and the building 

industry.  

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Update the Premises Standards to include any revised 

emergency egress provisions (including DP7) of the NCC.  

 

Supported 

Consider any new methods for quantifying the benefits of 

additional emergency egress options (as costs and 

technologies may change over that time), at the next five-year 

review. 

 

Supported in principle 

 

• Technical recommendations 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Editorial correction to DP6 Supported 

 

Inclusion of performance requirement DP7 in the 

Premises Standards. 

 

Supported 
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4.12 Exemptions, Concessions and Exceptions 

4.12.1 Small Buildings 

• Provision D3.3(f) provides an exemption for Class 5, 6, 7b and 8 buildings of no more than 

three storeys, where each floor (except the entrance floor) is not more than 200m2, from 

requirements of providing a lift or ramp. 

• The review team found that the small building exemption for Class 5, 6, 7b and 8 buildings, 

including the 200m2 threshold, remains an appropriate compromise between cost and 

accessibility. In coming to this finding, the review team considered not only the initial cost of 

installing a lift or ramp but the significant space constraints of providing a lift or ramp in these 

types of smaller buildings.  

 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Expert advisory group to consider whether there is a case to 

amend the exception at F2.4(i) to refer only to wheelchair 

accessible sanitary facilities and to clarify that ambulant toilet 

amenities are still required on floors other than the entrance 

level where appropriate. 

 

Supported in principle 

 

4.12.2 Floor Area calculation when part of the area is D3.4 

• The review team considers that if a floor has areas that are exempt under D3.4 (an area 

unsafe for people with disability), those areas should not be included when calculating floor 

area for the purposes of accessing the small building exemption. For example, where an 

upper or lower floor of a building is 250m2, but the floor is occupied in part by a 60m2 

plantroom, then the plantroom would be exempt under clause D3.4 and the floor space 

within scope would be 190m2 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Amend clause D3.3(f)(ii) so that the floor area threshold of 

200m2 for each storey only applies to the parts of each storey 

available to occupants and not exempted by clause D3.4. The 

review has included this matter in Appendix 7: Proposals for 

Change in the Premises Standards, to be considered by an 

expert advisory group. 

 

Supported in principle 
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4.12.3 Lessee Concession 

• Section 4.3 of the Premises Standards provides a limited concession from the requirement 

to upgrade the path of travel from the entrance of a building to areas of new work where the 

lessee occupies only a part of a building and is not the owner of the building. The 

concession does not apply if the entire building with the new part is leased to only one 

person. It is available so lessees are only responsible for accessibility improvements in the 

area they lease. 

• It was the review team’s view that the lessee concession should be amended to ensure that, 

where not overly onerous, ground level access is provided to shopfront premises with 

exclusive access to the street.  

 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Expert advisory group to explore options to revise the lessee 

concession to provide greater access to ground floor 

shopfronts where appropriate. 

 

 

Supported in principle 

Expert advisory group to advise how best to include 

subdivisions and strata title holders in the Premises Standards.  

 

Supported in principle 

 

4.12.4 Unjustifiable Hardship Exception 

• The unjustifiable hardship exception was included in Section 4.1 of the Premises Standards 

to preserve the exemptions provided by sections 21B and 29A of the DDA where avoiding 

discrimination would impose unjustifiable hardship on the discriminator. In some 

circumstances, it may be unreasonable to require full compliance, particularly when 

undertaking new work on existing buildings. 

• From the anecdotal evidence provided during the review and the low number of applications 

recorded, it could be inferred there is no great demand for the unjustifiable hardship 

exception and that people are working around it to resolve building access issues.  

• However, there were also counter-claims that projects, especially those involving heritage 

buildings and those in remote and regional areas, are not proceeding because the process is 

too onerous, costly and does not provide sufficient certainty that a future complaint on non-

compliance with the DDA will not occur. 

• The review team concludes that better education and training on the purpose of the 

exemption, the role of Access Panels and the application process would provide 

stakeholders with more confidence and certainty that buildings are compliant with the 

Premises Standards and will not be faced with a complaint under the DDA. A consistent 

approach to applying and assessing applications of unjustifiable hardship would serve to 

provide stakeholders with more confidence and certainty.  
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4.13 Interaction of the Premises Standards with State and Territory Regulation 

• Changes to the NCC since the introduction of the Premises Standards need to be reflected 

back in the Premises Standards. 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

All new access-related provisions within the NCC be included 

in the Access Code of the Premises Standards (refer to 

Appendix 7 for proposals categorised “Alignment with NCC”) 

 

Supported in principle 

New guidelines be developed to better explain the 

requirements of the Premises Standards.  

 

Noted 

 

4.14 Compliance and enforcement 

• Application and enforcement of the Premises Standards at the state and territory level 

entrenches the lack of consistent application and enforcement. This is exacerbated by the 

fact that, despite the intent of the Premises Standards, interpretation and stringency appears 

subjective rather than objective. 

• South Australia’s Office of the Commissioner for Equal Opportunity noted in its submission 

that monitoring and compliance are the responsibility of the state government, and that:“1(i) it 

does seem, however very difficult to gauge the impact of the Standards when there are no mandatory 

inspection requirements under the Act, no reporting, and seemingly no tracking done at any level.”3  

4.15 Inconsistencies in the Interpretation and Application of the Premises Standards 

4.15.1 Understanding and Using the Premises Standards 

• The content and application of the Premises Standards, as a legal and technical document, 

can be difficult for people who are not building professionals to understand. Further, the 

Premises Standards heavily reference Australian Standards, which are neither freely 

available nor universally accessible 

• The format of the Premises Standards and the referenced documents, such as the 

Australian Standards, is inaccessible to many, particularly people with vision impairment. 

• The cost of accessing referenced Australian Standards and their limited accessibility, 

particularly when using screen readers, creates an additional barrier to better understanding 

the Premises Standards for people with disability and the broader community. However, this 

issue is outside the scope of the Premises Standards and this review. 

                                                

3 Submission 355. 
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4.15.2 Training in Application of the Premises Standards 

• In summary, the submissions proposed that training and other resources be developed to 

promote awareness and understanding of the Premises Standards and target:  

o the building industry, including the functional purpose of particular access features, 

giving consideration to making such training a component of mandatory CPD for 

relevant professionals 

o those with responsibility for ongoing maintenance of accessible features and 

o people with disability and disability organisations to better understand the 

requirements of the Premises Standards and compliance issues. 

4.15.3 Impediments to Using Alternative Solutions 

• Main impediments cited were the legal implications and cost penalties in the event of a 

successful claim under the DDA, inconsistent advice from consultants and hesitancy by 

building certifiers to exercise their discretionary judgement. 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Develop guidelines to provide greater clarification and 

understanding of the Premises Standards. 

 

Noted 

Improve education and training material available for different 

stakeholder groups, to raise awareness of issues covered by 

the Premises Standards. 

 

Noted 

 

4.16 Data Collection Activities and Audits 

• There is no consistent data framework in place to quantitatively assess the effectiveness of 

the Premises Standards. Some building authorities have developed tools to identify areas of 

non-compliance, but these are still in early stages of implementation. The purpose of 

collecting data, how and what data should be collected and the method of collection need to 

be considered in consultation with state and territory governments and stakeholders more 

broadly. 

 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

Establish an expert advisory group (comprising state and 

territory building authorities, the AHRC, the Australian Council 

of Human Rights Agencies (ACHRA), local government, 

Supported in principle 
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Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

people with disability and access consultants) to develop 

guiding principles for Premises Standards measurement 

requirements for consideration by the Commonwealth. Matters 

to be considered would include the purpose of collecting and 

reporting data, what to measure, how to measure, collect and 

report and who should collect and report data. 

 

Establish processes for the systematic and coordinated 

collation and analysis of data on implementation of the 

Premises Standards to improve monitoring and to inform future 

reviews. 

 

Supported in principle 

State and territory building authorities consider ways to 

improve the transparency of decisions on questions of 

unjustifiable hardship and accepted Alternative Solutions. 

 

Noted 

4.17 Review cycle of the Premises Standards 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

Government Response 

An expert working group consider whether it is necessary to 

amend the current five-year review cycle for the 

Premises Standards to fit in with the new three-year 

publication cycle of the NCC 

Not supported 

 

Jason Barker 

Principal, Design for Dignity 

 
Jason is an Associate Member of ACAA 

  

https://www.access.asn.au/
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5 Appendix 2 - Technical Recommendations and Government 

Responses 

 

# Item Change Review team 

recommendation 

Government 

Response 

1 Concession for 

Sanitary Facility 

Signage 

 

Part D3.6(a)(i) 

Extend the concession to not 

provide sanitary facility 

signage to also apply to 

SOUs in Class 9c buildings 

and remove the reference to 

Class 1b SOUs. 

 

Editorial correction 

supported. 

Supported 

2 Concession for 

Sanitary Facility 

Signage 

 

D3.10(3) 

Swimming pools 

 

Amend Section D3.10(3) of 

the Premises Standards by 

removing the words “in 

length”.  

 

Editorial correction 

supported. 

Supported 

3 Performance 

Requirement for 

Access and 

Egress 

 

Part D - DP6 

 

Clause DP6 does not apply 

to a Class 1b or Class 10 

building, or the internal parts 

of a sole-occupancy unit in a 

Class 3 building. 

 

Editorial correction 

supported. 

Supported 

4 Designated 

Carparking 

Spaces 

 

D3.5d 

 

Amendment to D3.5d, 

replacing “designated” with 

“identified with signage” and 

providing revised guidance to 

clarify the intended meaning 

of D3.5d related to signage 

and shared zones. 

 

Where an accessible car park 

is provided where there are 

fewer than five car parking 

spaces, signage and 

Editorial correction 

supported. 

Supported 
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# Item Change Review team 

recommendation 

Government 

Response 

markings designating that 

particular accessible car park 

are not required. All other 

requirements such as a 

shared zone must still be 

provided 

 

5 Braille and 

Tactile Signs – 

Sentence or 

Title Case 

 

Part D4.3(2) 

 

Part D4 currently requires 

sentence case; however, the 

description given for 

sentence case ("uppercase 

for the first letter of each 

main word and lower case for 

all other letters") is a 

description of title case. This 

anomaly should be corrected 

by changing the requirement 

to title case. 

 

Editorial correction 

supported. 

Supported 

6 Limitations on 

the Use of 

Stairway 

Platform Lifts 

and Lifts for 

Persons with 

Limited Mobility 

 

Part E3 Table 

E3.6a 

Aligns wording such that 

Stairway Platform Lifts and 

Lifts for Persons with Limited 

Mobility 

can’t be used in a high traffic 

public use area such as a 

theatre, cinema, auditorium, 

transport interchange, 

shopping centre or the like 

Editorial correction 

supported. 

Supported 

7 Seating in 

Class 9b 

Assembly 

Buildings 

 

Part D3.9 and 

Table D3.9 

 

Corrects and error in 

Standards. Correction 

establishes that  

accessible seating in 

cinemas with more than 800 

seats needs to be 

representative of different 

seating types. 

Correct supported Supported 
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# Item Change Review team 

recommendation 

Government 

Response 

8 Definition and 

Application of a 

Continuous 

Accessible Path 

of Travel: 

Compliance with 

AS 1428.1 

 

Part A1.1 and 

Part D3 

 

Consideration be given to 

including a provision clearly 

specifying that buildings 

required to be accessible 

must comply fully with AS 

1428.1, except where 

specifically exempted or 

varied by the Code. 

Supported Supported in 

principle 

9 Accessible 

Sanitary 

Facilities 

 

Part F2.4 

 

Provide a definition of a bank 

of toilets 

 

F2.4 and Table F2.4(a) use 

the term “bank of toilets” for 

the purpose of determining 

when and where accessible 

unisex sanitary 

compartments and sanitary 

compartments suitable for a 

person with an ambulant 

disability are required. 

For consideration by an 

expert advisory group 

including an 

assessment of any 

impact(s) that a 

definition may have on 

the 

Premises Standards. 

The review notes that 

adoption of this 

definition may require a 

RIS. 

Supported in 

principle 

10 Toilet 

concession 

 

4.5(2)(b) 

 

Remove “affected part” from 

4.5(2)(b). 

Clause 4.5(2)(b) to be 

amended as follows: 

4.5 Toilet Concession 

(1) … 

(2) For subsection (1) to 

apply, a sanitary 

compartment mentioned in 

paragraph (a) or (b) must: 

(a) comply with AS 1428.1—

2001, Design for access 

and mobility, Part 1: 

General requirements for 

Supported 

The inclusion of the 

concept the “affected 

part” was intended to 

enable people to get 

from the entrance of the 

building to a specific 

part of the building 

where new work was 

being undertaken, and 

only at that point where 

new work was being 

undertaken would 

accessible facilities be 

necessary. 

Supported 
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# Item Change Review team 

recommendation 

Government 

Response 

access—New building 

work; and 

(b) be located in either a new 

part, or an affected part, 

of a building. 

 

11 Accessible 

Sanitary 

Compartments 

in Class 9b 

Childcare 

Buildings 

 

Part F2.4 

Accessible 

Sanitary 

Facilities 

 

 

Remove the requirement for 

ambulant and accessible 

toilets to be installed at a 

bank of toilets containing 

junior pans in a Class 9b 

early childhood centre. 

This proposed change 

will resolve a conflicting 

set of requirements. For 

consideration by an 

expert advisory group 

(in conjunction with a 

definition of a “bank of 

toilets”). 

Supported in 

principle 

12 Class 3 

buildings – 

Order of 

Requirements  

 

Part D3 Table 

D3.1 Class 3 

 

Relocate the requirements for 

the location and 

representative nature of 

Class 3 SOUs (i.e. “not more 

than two SOUs...”  and – 

“where more than 2 SOUs...”) 

to follow the requirements for 

the number of accessible 

SOUs. 

 

Requiring SOUs to be 

accessible and determining 

the number that needs to be 

accessible logically comes 

before what to do with a 

particular number of them. 

 

Supported Supported 

13 Gradient for 

Zero Depth 

Remove the maximum 

gradient specified for zero 

depth swimming pool entry 

Supported Supported 
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# Item Change Review team 

recommendation 

Government 

Response 

Swimming Pool 

Entry  

 

D3.10(2)(b) 

 

from D3.10(2)(b). The 

specifications for swimming 

pool entry ramps, including a 

zero depth entry, are 

contained in Specification 

D5.3 – Accessible water 

entry/exit for swimming pools. 

Therefore, there is no need to 

specify the gradient in 

D3.10(2)(b). 

 

14 Definitions – 

Early Childhood 

Centre - Part 

A1.1 

 

Update the definition of “early 

childhood centre” for 

consistency with the same 

definition in the BCA 

Supported Supported 

15 Definitions – 

Reference to 

BCA 2009 - Part 

A1.1 

The Access Code currently 

refers to the 2009 edition of 

the BCA. In the definition of 

“BCA” update the edition to 

refer to the edition current at 

the time of enactment of any 

revised version of the 

Premises Standards 

Supported Supported 

16 Definitions – 

Swimming Pool 

- Part A1.1 

Update the definition of 

“swimming pool” for 

consistency with the same 

definition in the BCA 

Supported Supported 

17 Definitions – 

Access and 

Egress - Part D 

Inclusion of performance 

requirement DP7 in the 

Premises Standards. 

Supported Supported 

18 Definitions – 

Passenger Lifts 

- Part A1.1 and 

Part E3 Tables 

E3.6(a) and (b) 

 

To maintain consistency 

between the 

Premises Standards and the 

BCA the definitions will be 

aligned. 

 

Supported Supported 

19 Signage  - Part 

D3.6 (a) 

Add to D3.6 the NCC 

requirement for each door 

required by E4.5 to be 

Supported Supported 
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# Item Change Review team 

recommendation 

Government 

Response 

accessible provided with a 

braille and tactile exit sign 

and state– 

(A) “Exit”; and 

(B) “Level”; and either (aa) 

the floor level number; or (bb) 

a floor level descriptor; or (cc) 

a combination of (aa) and 

(bb) 

20 Table 1 

Referenced 

Document and 

Clause 

References - 

Part A3.1 Table 

1 

 

The current list of referenced 

documents should be 

updated to reflect the editions 

referenced in the BCA. Also, 

references to clauses where 

standards are referred to are 

not complete and should be 

updated once all changes to 

the Access Code, including to 

referenced documents, are 

completed. 

Supported Supported 

21 Definition of 

Class 10 

Building -  Part 

A4.1 (NCC 

A3.2) 

 

Update the definition of a 

Class 10 building to reflect 

the inclusion of Class 10c 

private bushfire shelters 

Supported Supported 

22 Referenced 

Standards - Part 

A2.2 

 

• Add a new subclause 

(4) as follows: 

 

(4) Where the Access Code 

references a document under 

clause A2.1 which is subject 

to publication of a new edition 

or amendment not listed 

under clause A3.1, the new 

edition or amendment need 

not be complied with in order 

to comply with the Deemed to 

Satisfy Provisions. 

Supported Not Supported 
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# Item Change Review team 

recommendation 

Government 

Response 

 

The purpose of this change is 

to align the Access Code with 

the similar provision in the 

BCA. The purpose of this 

subclause is to prevent 

changes to requirements 

being imposed through 

amendments to secondary 

referenced documents 

without proper regulatory 

scrutiny. 

 

23 Swimming Pool 

Sling Lift 

Figures - Part 

D5 Figure D5.7 

Amend Figure D5.7 in the 

Access Code to align with 

Figure 5 BCA Specification 

D3.10. Figure 5 (BCA) in the 

BCA is an updated and 

clearer version of the similar 

figure used in the Access 

Code. 

 

Supported Supported 

24 Inconsistent 

References to 

Class 9c - A1.1; 

D3.8(3), Table 

F2.4(a) and 

Table F2.4(b) 

Update references to 

“Class 9c aged care 

buildings” to “Class 9c 

buildings” wherever they 

occur in the Access Code. 

Supported Supported 

25 Handrails and 

Domed Buttons 

(Tactile 

Indicators)  -  

Part D3.8(c) 

 

In D3.8(c), change the 

reference for domed buttons 

from AS 1428.1 to AS 

1428.4.1 and remove 

reference to “requirements 

for stairway handrails”, as 

AS 1428.4.1, which does not 

contain ‘requirements for 

stairway handrails’. 

 

Supported Supported 
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# Item Change Review team 

recommendation 

Government 

Response 

26 Signage - Part 

D3.6 

Rationalise sign requirements 

(overlaps and inconsistencies 

between BCA and AS 

1428.1). 

 

Defer until the 

wayfinding standard 

has been completed. 

For consideration by an 

expert advisory group 

as it affects not only the 

Premises Standards 

but also AS1428.1 and 

the wayfinding 

standard. 

Supported in 

principle 

27 Carpet Pile 

Height  - Part 

D3.3(g) and (h) 

D3.3(g) and (h) were added 

to the Access Code in 

response to concerns raised 

that the specifications for 

carpet pile height in AS 

1428.1 were too restrictive. 

At the time it was not 

possible to have AS 1428.1 

amended for the finalisation 

of the Premises Standards. 

The opportunity should now 

be taken to move these 

requirements into AS 1428.1. 

Supported – refer to 

Standards Australia to 

amend AS 1428.1 for 

this proposal to take 

effect. 

Review comment: the 

provision in the 

Premises Standards 

overrides the 

AS 1428.1. 

Supported in 

principle 

28 Accessible 

Switches and 

GPOs in SOUs - 

AS 1428.1 

Clause 14 

 

Amend Clause 14.2 of AS 

1428.1 so that it applies only 

in accessible sanitary 

facilities and accessible 

residential sole-occupancy 

units rather than to all sole-

occupancy units. 

Supported – refer for 

consideration by an 

expert advisory group 

to consider implications 

for the 

Premises Standards 

before providing to 

Standards Australia for 

amendment. 

 

Noted 

29 Accessible 

Unisex Toilet – 

Luminance 

Contrast Toilet 

Seat - AS 

1428.1 – 

15.2.3(e) 

Review the requirement for 

minimum luminance contrast 

for accessible toilets. 

 

To satisfy the luminance 

contrast requirement, 

suppliers are installing 

For consideration by an 

expert advisory group 

Noted 
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# Item Change Review team 

recommendation 

Government 

Response 

 coloured seats (see picture) 

While it is understood that the 

intent is to make the seat 

more visible for people with 

low vision, it has been 

suggested that: 

 

1. People with low vision are 

more likely to use a 

standard toilet rather than 

an accessible toilet. 

Standard toilets are not 

required to have 

luminance contrast. 

2. Their appearance in 

accessible SOU in 

Class 3 or 1b buildings 

contributes to the 

reluctance of some 

patrons to use those 

rooms.  

3. Their use accentuates 

'difference' and makes 

accessible facilities stand 

out as ‘special’ rather 

than being inclusive. 

 

30 Small Building 

Concession – 

Calculation of 

Floor Area - 

Part D3.3(f) 

It is proposed that in 

calculating the floor area of a 

storey to determine whether 

the concession for small 

buildings is applicable, areas 

not normally occupied or 

inappropriate for access 

should not be included. 

For consideration by an 

expert advisory group 

as recommended in 

Section 3.1 of this 

report. 

Supported 
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