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Appendix 1 - Options analysis for policy cost savings options, and assumptions and caveats
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1 For the purpose of costings, each option has assumed a 1 July 2026 commencement date. This is illustrative only and commencement timeframes should be based on the delivery estimates in column 6.
2 Costing ranges would be refined in future advice. This range does not account for any costs to implement the option (e.g. from FTE or IT requirements), or due to grandparenting arrangements if relevant.
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Modelling and delivery estimates: assumptions and caveats

All modelling estimates assume:

o Five-year forecast period from 2024/25 to 2028/29
1 July 2026 commencement date (for illustrative purposes only)
No flow-through impact to other assistance, e.g. hardship assistance
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All delivery timeframe estimates are illustrative. Costings and timeframes presented are individual to each proposal within each option, meaning that they represent the costings and timeframes if that proposal was

progressed on its own. Because of this, we will need further direction on your preferred options before we can provide a more accurate representation of the possible impacts. This includes savings, timeframes
flow-ons to other assistance, nature of regulatory changes, IT and other operational costs (e.g. FTE), and required trade-offs for implementation
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