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Who we are  
The Australian Institute of Building Surveyors (AIBS) is recognised nationally and internationally as 
the peak professional body representing building surveying practitioners in Australia. 

 
Our Mission 
AIBS is committed to ensuring a safer Australia through continuous improvement and development 
of the profession of Building Surveying. The overarching objective of the Institute can best be 
summarised as follows: 
 
To achieve the highest standard of professionalism through Professional Development, such as 
education pathways and training, and Advocacy in representing the profession and establishing 
standards. 
 
 
Professional Standards   
The Australian Institute of Building Surveyors (AIBS) Professional Standards Schemes for Building 
Surveyors operates across all states and territories and is a legislative instrument that obliges 
AIBS, to monitor, enforce and improve the professional standards of members under the Scheme, 
thereby reducing risk for consumers of professional services. 
 
The AIBS Professional Standards Scheme upholds the professional standards of Scheme 
Members, who are building surveyors, and ensures that clients have access to appropriately 
qualified and skilled building surveyor practitioners for representation and advice.  
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Preparation 
 
This submission has been prepared in response to a public call for submissions on the interim 
report. 
 
 

Overview 
 
AIBS notes that the interim report contains several references to the submission made by AIBS in 
the preliminary stages of the Queensland Productivity Commission’s investigation into 
opportunities to improve productivity of the construction sector in Queensland. We are grateful of 
the consideration of our views and input and trust that this further submission will similarly be 
helpful in the work being undertaken. 
 
AIBS notes the main reform themes of the interim report. In many instances, AIBS is able to offer 
support for elements of the proposed approaches, however; not in all instances. AIBS notes also 
that there remain significant gaps in the interim report which, if addressed in the report going 
forward, would capitalise in this rare opportunity to understand how best to regulate construction 
activities in Queensland. 
 
For example, the impact of building defects and their remediation on sector productivity appears 
not to have been featured in the interim report, a point AIBS believes is a glaring omission with 
potential to significantly change the recommendations the Commission may wish to make in 
subsequent reports.  
 
Three of the four broad areas of reform identified in the interim report will very likely lower the 
standard of practitioner that is supported to participate in the sector. Should the proposed 
approaches to reform proceed into implementation, these will contribute to factors that will make it 
more likely that defective work is performed, thus further hampering productivity of the sector.  
 
AIBS contends that it is likely that incremental benefits of each of the proposed reforms will be 
overrun by a quantum detraction from productivity via reallocation of resources to defect 
remediation which will occur at higher rates than is currently being experienced across the sector.  
 
If the proposed investment in productivity improvement was to be reallocated toward augmenting 
existing compliance mechanisms, the lift in productivity from the resulting reduction in defective 
work would easily justify the proposed investment. AIBS estimates that there are gains to be made 
that could approach 1% of the current production of the sector – a gain approaching approximately 
$2 billion per annum nationally. 
 
AIBS urges the Queensland Productivity Commission to do what is necessary to properly 
understand this aspect of construction sector productivity in order that it can satisfy itself of the 
quantum of opportunity that is presented by tackling the rate of defective building work that is 
occurring in Queensland, and from this knowledge, to make a better informed set of 
recommendations on how to address the core issues it is charged with investigating.  
 
The following section of this submission provides details supporting the points outlined above as 
well as AIBS’s responses to the specific recommendations, areas for reform and information 
requestions contained in the interim report. We would be pleased to assist the Commission further 
with this inquiry should this be sought. 
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In Detail 
 
The following section of this submission provides details supporting the points made in the 
overview and specific responses to the recommendations, areas for reform and information 
requests set out in the interim report. 
  
The costs of defective construction in Queensland 
 
In 2021, the Australian Building Codes Board (ABCB) commissioned the Centre for International 
Economics (CIE) to conduct a high-level assessment of implementing the recommendations raised 
by the Building Confidence report prepared by Professor Peter Shergold and Ms Bronwyn Weir in 
2018 (BCR). Subsequently the CIE published the “Building Confidence Report – A case For 
Intervention” in July 2021. The ABCB had commissioned this report as part of work it had itself 
been commissioned to undertake by the Building Ministers regarding implementation by the States 
and Territories of reforms aimed at addressing the 24 recommendations contained in the BCR.  
The CIE report provided considerable detail regarding the extent to which defective building work 
was occurring and demonstrating the need to implement reforms that had been recommended 
some three years earlier. It put the cost per annum of building defects throughout Australia at 
around $2.5 billion, and noted that these costs could be avoided with implementation of the 
recommendations contained in the BCR.  
 
These costs were compared with estimates made by the CIE of the cost of implementation of the 
BCR beginning with $121 million and with ongoing costs of around $712 million deriving a cost 
saving to the Australian economy measured in multiples of billions of dollars per year.  
The CIE also provided a breakdown of the net benefit by jurisdiction and notably for Queensland, 
some $891 million of avoided costs of defects could be realised per year. Additionally, benefits 
from time savings from a nationally consistent approach to regulation of the sector were indicated 
as $495 million per year for Queensland giving a total benefit to Queensland of $1.386 billion per 
year.  
 
In terms of costs of implementation, the total costs for Queensland were reported as $730 million, 
giving a net benefit for Queensland of $656 million per year or a benefit to cost ratio of 1.9.  
 
The productivity impacts of defective work in Queensland 
 
For every hour spent undertaking remedial work, there is an hour that cannot be spent undertaking 
new work. As noted in the QPC Research Paper, Housing Construction Productivity: Can we fix it? 
(Housing Study), over the last 30 years, there has been a decline in productivity across the 
construction sector.  
 
Around 30 years ago, several Queensland, like most Australian jurisdictions, embarked on a phase 
of reforms focused on deregulation combined with privatisation of statutory building surveying 
functions, and in 2008 inclusive of reform of local government resulting in amalgamations. These 
changes have generally reduced the capacity of regulators throughout Australia to be effectual in 
how they regulate the sector and Queensland is little different in that respect.  
 
Nationally as in Queensland, the number and frequency of inspections of building work in progress 
has fallen, both where those inspections were traditionally carried out by local government but 
particularly so where a level of audit inspection had previously been conducted by the State or 
Territory acting in its capacity as a building regulator. The QBCC is one of the few entities 
nationally that has maintained its capacity to undertake audit inspections and is regularly doing so. 
 
In this context, the value of a construction license or registration has diminished. Arguably, it is little 
more than a revenue generation centre for State and Territory governments because it is so rare 
for a practitioner who has not performed appropriately or has underperformed for a protracted 
period to be challenged with respect to their suitability to continue to participate in the sector. In 
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this sense, all that one needs to do to continue to practice in the sector is to pay the renewal fee 
and fill in the forms, with no concern about past performance impacting that process.  
 
The effects of this multi-faceted erosion of capacity to effectively regulate the sector has taken time 
to aggregate. As regulatory capacity has reduced, the possibility of defective work being detected 
and addressed during construction has also diminished. Consequently, the rate of consumer 
complaint about building defects has steadily risen over the same period. 
 
Over the last 30 years, it is postulated that the decline in sector productivity that has been 
observed is likely directly proportional to the increase in defective work that has gone undetected 
during construction. These building defects often impact the ability to use the building for its 
intended purpose, resulting in a need for remedial work to be undertaken to ensure the intended 
purpose of the building and so that the return on investment in establishing the building can be 
realised.  
 
It is this relationship that is likely behind a substantive portion of the productivity loss that has been 
observed. AIBS is not able to confirm this relationship owing to the limitations of the data it has 
access to. It was not part of the commission that CIE responded to, and the Housing Study didn’t 
consider this, so that there is not sufficient information available to AIBS to make reasonable 
judgement of this relationship. 
 
Having said this, every hour worked in remediation is an hour that cannot be undertaken on new 
work so that the sector is less productive. It is therefore hard to deny the logic of the anecdotal link 
between the rate of building defect requiring remediation and the loss of productivity across the 
sector.  
 
Solutions to productivity impacts of building defects 
 
The current requirement for the undertaking of mandatory inspections of stages and aspects of 
work undertaken is not sufficient to be effectual at detecting and addressing defective work. The 
very nature of a mandatory inspection program results in a predictable presence of persons who 
can cause work to be remediated during the construction process. Consequently, it is rare for work 
that is visible at these times to be significantly at variance from requirements. It is the work that is 
not subject to mandatory inspection that is more likely to be defective.   
 
This point is born out in the rates of defect observed within the CIE report. Table 1 prepared by 
AIBS compares the mandatory stage and aspect inspections with the classification of defects that 
were quoted in the CIE report.  
 
For types of work where the rate of defects has been observed in the CIE report as highest, 
mandatory inspections are not required. It is not reasonable to assume that the regime of 
mandatory inspection requirements has been incorrectly established so that areas of low need are 
inspected ahead of areas of high need. It is far more likely that the absence of inspection results in 
a lower standard of work being performed.  
 
It would also be wrong to assume that this means that the areas where high levels of defect are 
observed should also be subject to mandatory inspection. AIBS contends that instead, building 
surveyors should be encouraged by the regulatory system to undertake inspections of any stage of 
work they choose within a broadened scope of mandatory notification of completion of elements of 
work. In this way, a level of inspection can be mandated within which a building surveyor can 
exercise professional judgement about what is inspected for any individual project.  
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The reality of the way in which inspections are undertaken in Queensland will however obstruct this 
idealised approach. The Queensland government provides guidance on the conduct of inspections 
and the reliance on Competent Persons to undertake inspections on behalf of the building surveyor 
for aspects and stages of work that must be inspected. The guidance is insufficiently clear about 
which of the aspects and stages of work must be inspected by the certifier for the work and the 
extent to which this is not required. 
 
Consequently, most inspections of stages and aspects are not undertaken by the statutory building 
surveyor engaged for this work. Instead, the building surveyor relies on certificates of inspection 
from Competent Persons who undertake an inspection of very specific elements of the work on 
behalf of the building surveyor. The people who do this work are usually specialist trades or 
engineers in relation to footing and other structural inspections. Because the people doing these 
inspections are specialist in their area, they are often not capable of detecting defects in work 
outside of their specialist area and as such the rate of defect that is allowed to progress through 
the construction process increases. 
 
This approach to construction compliance verification arose with private participation and has 
grown due to the effects of competition driving ways to find the lowest cost basis on which the 
statutory building surveying service can be delivered. Building surveyors engaged as certifier see 
this approach as a means of shifting risk to those who provide certificates as competent persons, 
and this view encourages building surveyors to seek out certificates wherever possible. 
 
It is not clear if the rate of defect would be different if building surveyors were directly responsible 
for the conduct of inspections. This is however a reasonable assumption to make when the 
competencies of a building surveyor are applied to the general state of a project during attendance 
at any stage or aspect inspection.  
 
With a wider spread of mandatory notification of work stages, persons undertaking building work 
will be motivated to ensure their work will not be viewed as defective. Consequently, there will be 
an increase in the cost of construction. People will have to pay for what they expect to receive, a 
building that is fit for purpose, where currently they are paying for the cheapest possible delivery of 
a building.  
 
There will be a cost to regulators arising from increasing activity around challenging poor 
performers to justify continued participation. There could be an increase in costs of building 
surveyors performing inspections should they be compelled to do this work directly, a point that 
would also raise resource constraint issues as well. These costs are estimated by AIBS to be small 
relative to the productivity benefits that are likely to be derived.  
 
AIBS therefore recommends that the QPC investigates the costs and benefits to be derived from 
increasing rates of inspection, improved construction compliance verification, and linking inspection 
outcomes to licensing renewal processes. AIBS also recommends that in the event the QPC 
determines there is a benefit from increased levels of compliance, a recommendation is made to 
review inspection requirements to find an optimal means of undertaking inspections without 
increasing costs of inspection activities beyond what is necessary to affect the result. 
 
The following section of this submission contains AIBS’ responses to the QPC interim report 
recommendations, reform areas and information needs. 
 


































































