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Australian National

Audit Office

Canberra ACT
29 July 2026

Dear President
Dear Mr Speaker

In accordance with the authority contained in the Auditor-General Act 1997, | have
undertaken an independent performance audit in the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Forestry. The report is titled Cost Recovery for Biosecurity in the Department of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. Pursuant to Senate Standing Order 166 relating to the
presentation of documents when the Senate is not sitting, | present the report of this audit
to the Parliament.

Following its presentation and receipt, the report will be placed on the Australian National
Audit Office’s website — http://www.anao.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

Dr Caralee McLiesh PSM
Auditor-General

The Honourable the President of the Senate

The Honourable the Speaker of the House of Representatives
Parliament House

Canberra ACT
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A Audit snapshot

Auditor-General Report No.4 2026-27
Cost Recovery for Biosecurity in the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

Q Why did we do this audit?

Australia’s biosecurity system protects its
environment, economy and way of life.

The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry (DAFF) applies fees and charges to
recover the costs of regulating Australia’s
biosecurity and agricultural exports from the
industries creating the demand for these
services. Cost recovery from biosecurity
activities makes up the majority of DAFF's cost
recovery revenue.

DAFF's ability to effectively perform its
regulatory functions is reliant on effectively
recovering these costs.

This audit provides assurance to parliament

over the effectiveness of DAFF's biosecurity
cost recovery arrangements.

>

Biosecurity cost recovery

The value of Australian agriculture, fisheries
and forestry production was $100.3 billion in
2024-25.

DAFF's biosecurity cost recovery fees and
charges were reviewed and updated in 2023
after being largely unchanged since 2015.

$425.1m

revenue in 2024-25.

81%

Prices set in 2023—24 that fully or
largely matched DAFF's
modelled prices.

P whatdidweind?

» DAFF's administration of its biosecurity
cost recovery arrangements is partly
effective.

» DAFF's arrangements for estimating costs
and calculating prices for its cost recovery
arrangements are partly effective. The
arrangements limit DAFF's visibility of the
costs of delivery and its ability to ensure
that the prices charged reflect the
minimum efficient cost.

» DAFF's implementation of its cost
recovery arrangements is partly effective.
Not all the prices charged are clearly
linked to the prices calculated by DAFF's
pricing model. DAFF is not managing the
risk of under- or over-recovery.

] s
§= What did we recommend?

» The ANAO made six recommendations to
DAFF related to improving visibility of
prices and ensuring they reflect the
minimum efficient cost to deliver services.

» DAFF agreed to four recommendations
and agreed in principle to two
recommendations.

/0%

Proportion of total cost recovery
revenue from biosecurity cost
recovery in 2023-24 and 2024-25.




Summary and recommendations

Background

1. Australia’s biosecurity system is essential for the protection of our environment, economy
and way of life. The value of Australian agriculture, fisheries and forestry production has increased
by 45 per cent in the last 20 years in real terms?! from $69.3 billion in 2004—05 to $100.3 billion in
2024-25.%2 The Centre of Excellence for Biosecurity Risk Analysis estimated that:

In the absence of a biosecurity system we forecast that approximately AS671.94 billion in damages
attributable to newly introduced pests and diseases would be incurred by [assets vulnerable to
biosecurity hazards] over the next 50 years. Instead, we estimate that these damages would
decline by approximately A$325.26 billion (the benefit) to A$346.67 billion in response to the
system’s operation ...3

2. Biosecurity cost recovery arrangements were reviewed in 2015 to coincide with the
commencement of the Biosecurity Act 2015. The prices set in 2015 remained largely unchanged
until 2023, despite the changing biosecurity environment and increasing costs for DAFF.

3. From July 2021 to December 2022, DAFF conducted a ‘comprehensive review of the
biosecurity cost recovery arrangement to determine adjustments needed to stabilise the cost
base’ (2021-22 review). The review proposed changes to existing prices to align them with the
actual cost to deliver biosecurity and imported food activities. The 2021-22 review found that the
cost base had grown by $121 million between 2015-16 and 2023-24 due to the impact of inflation
(562.8 million), implementation of government measures ($38.5 million) and increased effort and
system costs ($19.7 million).

4, On 7 June 2023, the minister approved the final 2023-24 Biosecurity Cost Recovery
Implementation Statement (CRIS), incorporating the new fees and charges. Legislative
amendments required to implement the changes passed in June 2023. The changes, including a
provision for indexation of fees and charges, came into effect on 1 July 2023. Following the
changes made to the biosecurity cost recovery arrangements for 2023—-24, DAFF’s cost recovery
revenue for biosecurity has been higher than its expenses.

Rationale for undertaking the audit

5. DAFF applies fees and charges* to individuals and industry to recover the costs of its
regulatory services. DAFF’s ability to perform its regulatory functions is reliant on effectively

1 Expressed in 2024-25 dollars.
Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, ABARES Insights, Issue 1 | February 2026, DAFF, Canberra,
2026, available from https://daff.ent.sirsidynix.net.au/client/en AU/search/asset/1037941/0/ v1.0.0.pdf
[accessed 30 April 2026].

3 Centre of Excellence for Biosecurity Risk Analysis, Key Result Summary: Valuing Australia’s Biosecurity System,
CEBRA, Melbourne, August 2020, available from https://cebra.unimelb.edu.au/research/past-
projects/building-scientific-capability/value-of-australias-biosecurity-system [accessed 30 April 2026].

4 For more information regarding DAFF’s fees and charges, see Table 2.2 and Department of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry, Fees and Charges, available from https://www.agriculture.gov.au/about/fees
[accessed 2 July 2026].
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recovering its costs. Recovered costs should reflect the accurate and efficient costs of regulation
to minimise the impact on regulated industries.

6. This audit provides assurance to the Parliament on whether the department is effectively
administering its cost recovery arrangements.

Audit objective and criteria

7. The objective of the audit was to assess whether the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Forestry (DAFF) is effectively administering its biosecurity cost recovery arrangements.

8. To form a conclusion against the objective, the following criteria were adopted:

° Has DAFF established effective arrangements to support cost recovery?

° Has DAFF effectively implemented its cost recovery arrangements?

9. The audit focuses on DAFF’s cost recovery arrangements for its biosecurity activities. Cost

recovery for its biosecurity activities comprises the majority of DAFF’s cost recovery revenue (see
Table 1.1).

Conclusion

10. The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry’s administration of its cost recovery
arrangements for biosecurity is partly effective. Under the Australian Government Cost Recovery
Policy, efficiency and effectiveness depends on a charging model that accurately measures and
reflects costs, while balancing precision with the cost of developing and maintaining a more
complex model.> Although DAFF has established a charging model, it could not demonstrate that
the prices it sets reflect actual or minimum efficient costs, and its charging model was not applied
consistently in setting prices.

11. DAFF’s arrangements to estimate costs and calculate prices to support its cost recovery
arrangements are partly effective. DAFF has established a charging model to estimate the cost of
its outputs and to inform the prices for its fees and charges. It has not mapped or assigned costs
to the key business processes required to deliver outputs. This limits DAFF’s visibility of the cost
of delivering its activities and increases the risk that the estimated costs of its outputs do not
accurately represent DAFF’s actual costs. As a result, DAFF’s ability to ensure prices reflect
minimum efficient costs is reduced, as is its capacity to demonstrate to stakeholders that
cost-recovered activities are delivered at minimum efficient cost. DAFF conducted three reviews
regarding the effectiveness of its charging model in 2024. The reviews identified risks related to
the accuracy of DAFF’s cost estimates and prices. DAFF engages with stakeholders regarding
changes to biosecurity fees and charges.

5 Department of Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, Finance, Canberra, 2025,
paragraphs 24-25, available from https://www.finance.gov.au/government/managing-commonwealth-
resources/implementing-charging-framework-rmg-302/australian-government-cost-recovery-policy [accessed
26 June 2026].
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Summary and recommendations

12. DAFF’s implementation of its cost recovery arrangements is partly effective. Eighty-one
per cent of biosecurity prices were directly or largely® informed by the calculations of DAFF’s
charging model. DAFF did not advise the secretary or minister how biosecurity prices that were
not directly informed by its model were calculated when seeking approval for the prices. These
prices were then indexed for 2024-25 and 2025-26. DAFF’s biosecurity cost recovery revenue
was higher than its expenses in 2023-24, 2024-25 and 2025-26.” DAFF’s ability to effectively
manage the risk of cross subsidisation is limited. It is not effectively managing the risks of under-
or over-recovery. DAFF is publicly reporting on the financial and non-financial performance of
biosecurity cost recovery.

Supporting findings

Arrangements to support cost recovery

13. DAFF has established a charging model to estimate the cost of its outputs and to inform
the prices for its fees and charges (levies). DAFF has assigned costs to outputs for specific activities
but has not mapped or assigned costs to the key business processes required to deliver the
outputs. This means that DAFF has limited visibility of the cost of delivering its activities. This
increases the risk that the estimated costs of its outputs and the prices charged to users may not
accurately represent DAFF’s actual costs. This limits DAFF’s ability to ensure that the prices for its
fees and charges (levies) reflect the minimum efficient costs of delivering the outputs. (See
paragraphs 2.2 to 2.71)

14. DAFF reviewed the biosecurity cost recovery arrangement in 2021-22 and conducted
three reviews regarding the effectiveness of its charging model in 2024. Reviews of the model
identified risks related to the accuracy of DAFF’s cost estimates; transparency of its cost base; and
cross subsidisation — where over recovery for some activities subsidises the under recovery of
other activities. DAFF engaged with stakeholders regarding changes to biosecurity fees and
charges. DAFF’s charging model limits its ability to ensure and transparently demonstrate to its
stakeholders that its cost recovered activities are being delivered at the minimum efficient cost.
(See paragraphs 2.72 to 2.105)

Implementation of cost recovery

15. Thirty-four per cent of the biosecurity prices set in 2023—-24 were not directly informed by
DAFF’s charging model’s calculations of the cost for the delivery of those activities. The secretary
and minister were not advised that these prices were not directly informed by the model, or of
the reasoning for not using the model’s calculations, when the department sought approval for
the prices. The 2023-24 prices were indexed for 2024-25 and 2025-26. DAFF’s cost recovery
revenue for biosecurity was higher than its expenses in 2023-24, 2024-25 and 2025-26.2 DAFF’s

6 The eight prices (15 per cent) that were assessed as ‘largely’ informed by the calculations of the charging
model did not match due to the impacts of a change made to the model to address an error identified during
stakeholder consultation. The eight prices listed in the 2023-24 CRIS were between $5 less and $6 more than
the amount calculated by the model after the error was rectified. 2023-24 actual volumes for these charge
points ranged from 0 to 120,698.

7 In June 2026, DAFF reported that April 2026 year to date cost recovery revenue for biosecurity was
$21.3 million higher than its expenses. The 2025-26 full financial year forecast was that cost recovery revenue
for biosecurity would be $18.3 million higher than its expenses (see Table 3.3).

8 ibid.
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ability to effectively identify, understand and address areas of under- or over-recovery and
effectively manage the risk of cross subsidisation is limited. Without clear identification and
assessment of risks relating to cost recovery revenue collection, DAFF’s ability to effectively
monitor and respond to risks of under- and over-recovery is limited. (See paragraphs 3.4 to 3.56)

16. DAFF is publicly reporting on the financial and non-financial performance of biosecurity
cost recovery. DAFF’s biosecurity Cost Recovery Implementation Statements (CRISs) include the
elements outlined in the Cost Recovery Policy and Resource Management Guide 302.
Non-financial performance measures and results reported in the CRISs match information
presented in DAFF’s annual reports. DAFF undertook Charging Risk Assessments for biosecurity
cost recovery arrangements in 2023-24 and 2024-25. In 2023-24 and 2024-25, DAFF published
Biosecurity Funding and Expenditure Reports. (See paragraphs 3.60 to 3.70)

Recommendations

Recommendation no. 1 The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry improve
Paragraph 2.13 visibility and monitoring of the minimum efficient cost of key
business processes required to deliver its outputs.

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry response:
Agreed in principle.

Recommendation no. 2  The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry improve the

Paragraph 2.28 accuracy of effort-based cost drivers that are used to inform the
allocation of costs, including ensuring consistency in estimation
methods between cost centres, where appropriate.

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry response:
Agreed.

Recommendation no. 3  The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry finalise its
Paragraph 2.67 Cost Recovery Policy and the Charging Guidelines.

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry response:
Agreed.

Recommendation no. 4  The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry:

Paragraph 3.27 (a) consistently apply its charging model in the setting of cost

recovery prices, to ensure that prices are informed by the
estimated costs of delivering the activities; and

(b) document reasoning and inform decision-makers and
stakeholders when prices are set outside of the model.

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry response:
Agreed in principle.
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Summary and recommendations

Recommendation no. 5 The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry ensure that
Paragraph 3.38 the increase in prices delivered by the application of indexation
aligns with the estimated cost of delivering biosecurity activities.

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry response:
Agreed.

Recommendation no. 6 The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry assess the

Paragraph 3.57 risks relating to under- or over-recovery of cost recovery revenue
and apply appropriate controls and treatments to effectively
manage these risks.

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry response:
Agreed.

Summary of entity response

17. The proposed report was provided to the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry (DAFF) and an extract was provided to the Department of Finance (Finance).

18. The summary response for DAFF is reproduced below and the management response is at
Appendix 1. Finance confirmed that they had not identified any errors of fact or omissions in the
extract. Improvements observed by the ANAO during the course of this audit are listed in
Appendix 2.

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

The department welcomes the Australian National Audit Office’s (ANAQO) proposed audit report -
Cost Recovery in the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. The department is
committed to complying with the requirements of the Australian Government Charging
Framework (the Framework).

Over the past three years we have taken significant steps to strengthen and uplift our cost recovery
maturity and aim to ensure our practices are in alignment with the elements of the Framework.
This includes completing a comprehensive review of biosecurity and exports fees and charges,
implementing annual pricing reviews and consultative processes, investing in a new cost modelling
system and building internal capability.

The department continues to take targeted steps to mature our processes in line with best practice
examples in the Framework, including assessing where the benefits of monitoring costs at the
business processes level outweigh the cost. As part of this work, the department is establishing a
Regulatory Efficiency Program to drive more systematic identification of efficiencies. Consistent
with the requirements of the Framework and the expectations of those we regulate, there will
always be an ongoing need to balance the level at which we analyse the efficiency of costs against
the administrative effort. As these administrative costs form part of the cost base, we endeavour
to minimise them wherever possible for industry.

The department acknowledges the six recommendations, which focus on strengthening alignment
with the Framework, the need to continue to ensure prices align with the minimum efficient costs
of delivering regulatory activities and applying appropriate controls and treatments to manage the
risks of under or over recovery.
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The department has been taking proactive steps to move to examples of best practice outlined in
the Cost Recovery Policy, as set out in Resource Management Guide No: 302: Australian
Government Charging Framework (RMG 302) to further improve visibility of the minimum efficient
cost of delivering biosecurity activities. The department will continue to enhance cost visibility
through a phased and risk-based approach, prioritising high-value and high-risk activities. Bottom-
up costing and process-level analysis will be applied selectively where the benefits outweigh the
administrative and system costs, consistent with proportionality principles in RMG 302.

The department acknowledges that historical decisions to set prices outside of the model resulted
in the department not passing on the full cost of the regulatory effort to industry. The variances in
prices identified by the ANAO represent approximately 3.2% of the 2025-26 April year to date
biosecurity cost recovered revenue. The department acknowledges that historical decisions to set
prices outside of the model should have been more appropriately documented. The department
will continue to strengthen governance by ensuring any deviations from modelled prices are
clearly documented, justified and communicated to decision-makers, while retaining flexibility to
apply policy judgement where required.

As outlined above, the department has not sat idle in maturing our cost recovered processes,
methodically investing in our cost recovery capability to address improvement opportunities. The
department’s current cost recovery improvement program will strengthen standardisation,
documentation, quality assurance and supporting evidence, while maintaining a proportionate
approach that reflects operational realities and system capability. It will also provide targeted
investment through the Regulatory Efficiency Program to ensure the efficiency of expenditure and
identification of efficiency opportunities.

This feedback has been provided to the ANAO and we thank them for their engagement
throughout the audit process.

Key messages from this audit for all Australian Government entities

19.

Below is a summary of key messages, including instances of good practice, which have

been identified in this audit and may be relevant for the operations of other Australian
Government entities.

Policy/program design

Mapping the costs of the key business processes that are used to deliver cost recovery
outputs enables entities to effectively assess and demonstrate the minimum efficient costs
for the delivery of cost recovered activities.

Australian Government policy and guidance documents should clearly and consistently
articulate requirements to support entities to effectively comply with government
expectations regarding cost recovery.

Governance and risk management

Balancing the precision and accuracy of estimated costs with the expense of establishing
and maintaining detailed and complex cost models is essential in ensuring that cost
recovery arrangements are administered efficiently.

Entities should actively manage the risks and monitor the impacts of under- and
over-recovery of cost recovered activities.
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Audit findings
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1. Background

1.1 Australia’s biosecurity system is essential for the protection of our environment, economy
and way of life. The value of Australian agriculture, fisheries and forestry production has increased
by 45 per cent in the last 20 years in real terms® from $69.3 billion in 2004-05 to $100.3 billion in
2024-25.19 The Centre of Excellence for Biosecurity Risk Analysis estimated that:

In the absence of a biosecurity system we forecast that approximately AS671.94 billion in damages
attributable to newly introduced pests and diseases would be incurred by [assets vulnerable to
biosecurity hazards] over the next 50 years. Instead, we estimate that these damages would
decline by approximately A$325.26 billion (the benefit) to A$346.67 billion in response to the
system’s operation ...1!

1.2 The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF)’s biosecurity regulatory
activities ‘occur onshore, offshore and at the border’ and ‘are associated with measures and
controls to manage and minimise the risk of pests, weeds and diseases entering, emerging,
establishing or spreading within Australia.’*?

1.3 The Government’s policy is for biosecurity to be fully cost recovered. The Biosecurity Cost
Recovery Implementation Statement (CRIS) states that the ‘Australian Government continues to
affirm full cost recovery as the appropriate level of cost recovery from regulated entities through
the portfolio budget statements and budget processes each year.”'> DAFF uses both cost recovery
fees and levies, which it calls charges, in its biosecurity price model.**

Cost recovery

1.4 The Australian Government Charging Policy (AGCP) states that ‘where an individual or
organisation creates the demand for a government activity, they should generally be charged for it,
unless the Government has decided to fund the activity.” It explains this policy is a
‘whole-of-government charging framework’ and ‘applies to all corporate and non-corporate

Commonwealth entities in the Government General Sector’.1®

9 Expressed in 2024-25 dollars.

10 Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, ABARES Insights, Issue 1 | February 2026, available from:
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/products/insights [accessed 24 June 2026].

11 Centre of Excellence for Biosecurity Risk Analysis, Key Result Summary: Valuing Australia’s Biosecurity System,
CEBRA, Melbourne, August 2020, available from https://cebra.unimelb.edu.au/research/past-
projects/building-scientific-capability/value-of-australias-biosecurity-system [accessed 30 April 2026].

12 Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Biosecurity cost recovery implementation statement
2025-26, p. 2, DAFF, Canberra, 2025, available from https://www.agriculture.gov.au/about/fees/biosecurity-
cris#tdaff-page-main [accessed 1 May 2026].

13  ibid.

14  For more information regarding DAFF’s fees and charges, see Table 2.2 and Department of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry, Fees and Charges, available from https://www.agriculture.gov.au/about/fees
[accessed 2 July 2026].

15 Department of Finance, Australian Government Charging Policy, Finance, Canberra, 2023, paragraphs 1-3,
available from https://www.finance.gov.au/government/managing-commonwealth-resources/implementing-
charging-framework-rmg-302/australian-government-charging-policy [accessed 1 May 2026].
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Background

15 The Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy (CRP), which ‘must be applied by all
non-corporate Commonwealth entities and by selected corporate Commonwealth entities'® states
that:

Cost recovery involves the Australian Government charging the non-government sector some or
all of the efficient costs of a specific government activity. That activity may include the provision
of goods, services or regulation, or a combination of them.

Cost recove ry can:

. promote equity, whereby the recipients of a government activity, rather than the general
public, bear its costs

. influence demand for government activities

. improve the efficiency, productivity and responsiveness of government activities and
accountability for those activities

) increase cost consciousness for all stakeholders by raising awareness of how much a
government activity costs.’

1.6 The Charging Framework consists of the AGCP and the CRP. The Department of Finance’s
Resource Management Guide'® 302 (RMG 302) provides guidance to entities on implementing the
charging framework.?

1.7 There are inconsistencies in the terminology used in the documents that comprise the
charging framework and the guidance supporting its implementation. For example, when discussing
models that inform government charging activities:

° AGCP uses the terms ‘charging model’ and ‘pricing model’, but does not explain how they
are related (for instance, whether they are interchangeable terms or whether a pricing
model is a component of the charging model);

° CRP uses the term ‘cost recovery model’; and

° RMG 302 uses the term ‘charging model’, which it states comprises a ‘cost model’
(‘expected costs to the entity’) and a ‘price model’ (‘price to the user’).

1.8 In March 2026, the Department of Finance (Finance) advised the ANAO that ‘The terms “cost
recovery model” in the Cost Recovery Policy (CRP) and “charging model” in the RMG 302 Charging

16  Where the Finance Minister has made a government policy order that applies the Australian Government Cost
Recovery Policy to them. From Department of Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, Finance,
Canberra, 2025, paragraph 7, available from https://www.finance.gov.au/government/managing-
commonwealth-resources/implementing-charging-framework-rmg-302/australian-government-cost-
recovery-policy [accessed 15 April 2026].

17 ibid., paragraphs 2-3.

18 The Department of Finance website notes that Resource Management Guides (RMGs) ‘are guidance
documents’. It explains that ‘The purpose of an RMG is to support PGPA Act entities and companies in
meeting the requirements of the PGPA framework. As guides, RMGs explain the legislation and policy
requirements in plain English. RMGs support accountable authorities and officials to apply the intent of the
framework.’

19 Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide 302: Implementing the Charging Framework, Finance,

Canberra, 2025, available from https://www.finance.gov.au/government/managing-commonwealth-
resources/implementing-charging-framework-rmg-302 [accessed 15 April 2026].
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Framework are intended to refer to the same, single concept of a cost and price model.’ It explained
that:

Historically the term ‘cost recovery’ referred to regulatory activities (refer introduction of
2014 CRP) and the term ‘charging’ covered regulatory and non-regulatory activities (refer
introduction of 2015 Charging Policy).

The RMG 302 Charging Framework was updated in 2023 to make the guidance simpler and easier
for entities to understand the charging implementation steps and reviewing cycle, and the related
policies.

1.9 For the purposes of this report, the ANAO has used the terminology from RMG 302, using
the term ‘charging model’, which comprises a ‘cost model’ and a ‘price model’.

1.10 There are also inconsistencies in the requirements outlined in the documents. RMG 302
provides guidance on implementing the AGCP and the CRP, including the requirements detailed
within these policies. However, there are instances where RMG 302 indicates that a matter is
mandatory (‘must’), where the matter is not mentioned in the policies or the policies indicate the
matter is non-mandatory (‘should’).

1.11 These and other issues identified in the charging framework policies and guidance are
outlined in Appendix 3. Inconsistencies in government frameworks, policies and guidance limit
entities’ ability to effectively comply with government policies and apply guidance.

1.12  Finance is undertaking a review of the cost recovery framework and its supporting guidance.
In March 2026, it advised the ANAO that ‘The current review of the Charging Framework seeks to
ensure that the policies are fit for purpose and improve the guidance where possible.” Finance
advised that:

Stakeholder consultation is completed on the current review of the Charging Framework. Finance
is now seeking to provide the results of the consultation of the draft revised policy to the Minister
for Finance for agreement in the first half of 2026.

Cost recovery in the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

1.13  DAFF applies fees and charges to recover the costs of regulating Australia’s biosecurity and
agricultural exports from the industries creating the demand for these services.?® Regulatory
activities for which DAFF recovers its costs include:

° inspections of imported goods;

. husbandry?! of live animals and plants in quarantine;

° issuance of permits and export certifications; and

° development of systems and policy to support compliance with requirements.

1.14 Figure 1.1 is a generalised example of a regulatory process that is cost recovered by DAFF,
shown from the perspective of a customer seeking to import a cat into Australia in 2025-26.

20 For more information regarding DAFF’s fees and charges, see Table 2.2 and Department of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry, Fees and Charges, DAFF, Canberra, available from https://www.agriculture.gov.au
/about/fees [accessed 8 May 2026].

21 DAFF defines husbandry as activities relating to the care of plants and animals it is responsible for, including
transport, housing, monitoring, feeding, cleaning of facilities, administering of medication, bookings and client
assistance.
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Figure 1.1:

Background

Example — process for import of a cat

Apply for import permit

Import

permit is
required®

Permit application
charge = $130

DAFF assesses your
permit application

Import
permit
granted

Permit assessment
fee = $473

DAFF officer inspects the cat

Book post-entry

to make sure it is healthy and
free from diseases or pests of
biosecurity concern

Inspection fee = $40/
15 mins

Cat arrives in Australia
and is transported by
biosecurity officers to
Mickleham quarantine
facility in Victoria

guarantine (PEQ) stay
Reservation
charge = $269

Importation
charge = $1,078

Source:

Document assessment
fee = $40/15 mins

DAFF officer assesses the
cat’s import documents to
check the cat complies with
import conditions

certificate conditions.

quarantine or other services.

Cost recovery arrangements

Biosecurity

Cat is quarantined in the

origin and biosecurity risk®

PEQ husbandry fee =
$53/animal/day

facility, with duration
depending on country of

Cat completes
quarantine and is
released to the
owner®

: Animals from some countries or territories may not require an import permit if they meet the standard health

: Minimum quarantine period differs between countries from no mandatory quarantine period to 10 or 30 days.
. Additional fees may apply if the animal needs extra parasite treatments, veterinary care, an extended stay in

ANAO representation based on DAFF publicly available information.??

1.15 The Australian Government commenced partial cost recovery for biosecurity activities in
1979, moving to full cost recovery from 1 January 1991.23

or more information regarding the process to import a cat into

Australia, see Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Step-by-step guides to bring your cat or dog
to Australia, available from https://www.agriculture.gov.au/biosecurity-trade/cats-dogs/how-to-import/step-

22  This example is for illustrative purposes only. F
by-step-guides [accessed 15 April 2026].
For more information regarding DAFF fees and
23

charges, see DAFF, Fees and Charges.

DAFF, Biosecurity Cost Recovery Implementation Statement 2025-26, p. 4.
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1.16 Biosecurity cost recovery arrangements were reviewed in 2015 to coincide with the
commencement of the Biosecurity Act 2015. The prices set in 2015 remained largely unchanged?®*
until 2023, despite the changing biosecurity environment and increasing costs for DAFF. This
contributed to an increasing funding shortfall for DAFF (see paragraphs 1.24 to 1.28).

1.17 From July 2021 to December 2022, DAFF conducted a ‘comprehensive review of the
biosecurity cost recovery arrangement to determine adjustments needed to stabilise the cost base’
(2021-22 review). The review proposed changes to existing prices to align them with the actual cost
to deliver biosecurity and imported food activities. The 2021-22 review found that the cost base
had grown by $121 million between 2015-16 and 2023-24 due to the impact of inflation (562.8
million), implementation of government measures ($38.5 million) and increased effort and system
costs ($19.7 million).

1.18 On 7 June 2023, the minister approved the final 2023—-24 Biosecurity Cost Recovery
Implementation Statement (CRIS), incorporating the new fees and charges. Legislative amendments
required to implement the changes passed in June 2023. The changes, including a provision for
indexation of fees and charges, came into effect on 1 July 2023.

Exports

1.19 The Export Control Act 2020 established the current legislative framework for the regulation
of exported goods, including the recovery of the costs of the department’s regulatory activities from
exporters. The legislation replaced the existing legislative framework for agricultural exports, which
had developed over the previous 35 years through various acts and legislative instruments.

1.20 The 2020-21 Budget included funding of $71.1 million over three years ‘to improve the
financial sustainability of export certification services by returning to full cost recovery of these
services over time’. Following modelling undertaken in 2021-22, prices were legislated with
stepped increases from 2021-22 through to 2024-25 with the intention of returning export cost
recovery arrangements to full cost recovery by 2023-24.

1.21  In 2023-24, the department was provided with funding to sustain the delivery of key export
and trade regulatory functions, while it developed an ongoing sustainable funding model. Pricing
remained as legislated until 2024-25. In 2024-25, additional funding was provided to continue to
sustain export regulatory services, allowing further time for consultation on a sustainable funding
model. DAFF reported in its 2024-25 agricultural exports CRISs that, ‘in recent years the rate of
change in Australia’s export trade landscape has accelerated’, and that ‘it has become clear that the
modelling and assumptions used to inform the prices now in legislation differs from reality’.

1.22  This audit has not reviewed cost recovery arrangements for agricultural exports, given the
Government announced new cost recovery arrangements for export regulatory services in the
2025-26 Mid-Year Economic and Fiscal Outlook (MYEFO). This included a phased return to full cost
recovery over three years for most export cost recovery arrangements. In April 2026, the
Government announced a decision to defer the transition for 12 months to 1 July 2027 due to the

24 During this period, some changes were made to cost recovery arrangements:
. In 2018, increases to vessel arrival charges and approved arrangements fees.
. In 2020, increases to Full Import Declaration (FID) and vessel arrival charges.
° In 2023, increase to the Sea FID charge.
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Background

impact of global events. On 12 June 2026, DAFF published the 2026-27 Cost Recovery
Implementation Statements for agricultural exports.

Revenue from cost recovery

1.23 Table 1.1 shows DAFF’s cost recovery revenue, as reported in its financial statements from
2020-21 to 2024-25. Cost recovery from biosecurity activities comprises the majority of DAFF’s cost
recovery revenue, comprising approximately 70 per cent in 2023-24 and 2024-25.

Table 1.1: Revenue from cost recovery, 2020-21 to 2024-25

Cost recovery 2020-21 2021-22 2022-232 2023-24 2024-25
activity $m and $m and $m and $m and $m and

(%) of total (%) of total (%) of total (%) of total (%) of total
Biosecurity 282.8 286.3 295.5 362.5 425.1
arrangement (70.3) (68.9) (66.7) (70.3) (70.8)
Food export 78.7 81.0 89.3 91.9 107.1
arrangement (19.6) (19.5) (20.1) (17.8) (17.8)
Plant export 18.1 23.0 28.2 29.2 30.7
arrangement (4.5) (5.5) (6.4) (5.7) (5.1)
Live animal 5.7 7.6 12.1 145 14.1
:’r(rg‘:]gemem (1.4) (1.8) 2.7) (2.8) (2.4)
Other cost 17.1 17.6 18.2 17.3 23.2
recovery (4.3) (4.2) (4.1) (3.3) (3.9)
Total 402.5 415.5 443.2 515.3 600.2

Note a: From 1 July 2022, the relevant department changed from the Department of Agriculture, Water and the
Environment (DAWE) to DAFF due to a Machinery-of-Government change.

Source: DAFF and DAWE financial statements.
Cost recovery and financial sustainability

1.24 In early to mid-2023, there were reports that DAFF was experiencing significant financial
challenges, with media revealing that the department was cutting back on contractors, travel and
training in an effort to reduce spending.

1.25 Inthe 2023-24 Budget, the government provided DAFF with $127 million in supplementary
funding, to meet a shortfall predominantly related to cost recovered activities, and increased
biosecurity operations including frontline border operations and import clearances’.

1.26 The Department of Finance commissioned an independent review to examine DAFF’s
financial position and report on findings and recommendations. The independent review identified
four root causes of DAFF’s financial and operational challenges: basic financial systems and hygiene;
cost recovery program sustainability; competing priorities; and financial and corporate capability.

1.27 The independent review found that, of DAFF’s $127 million operating loss for 2022-23,
$70.8 million (55.7 per cent) comprised under-recovered expenses under cost recovery
arrangements. Of the $70.8 million operating loss attributed to cost recovery, under-recovery in:
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° biosecurity arrangements comprised $51.4 million (72.6 per cent);
° exports arrangements comprised $10.0 million (14.1 per cent); and
. other cost recovery arrangements comprised $9.4 million (13.3 per cent).
1.28 A further $17.6 million was attributed to biosecurity digital projects.

Past audits

1.29 Auditor-General Report No. 38 2018—19 Application of Cost Recovery Principles was tabled
in May 2019.%° The audit assessed whether the Australian Maritime Safety Authority; Department
of Agriculture and Water Resources; and Department of Health (for the Therapeutic Goods
Administration) effectively applied the cost recovery principles of the Australian Government’s cost
recovery framework.

1.30 The audit found that the three entities had been ‘partially effective in implementing the cost
recovery principles of the Australian Government’s cost recovery framework’.%® It stated that:

There is no assurance that entity charges recover the efficient costs of their activities, although
Agriculture has benchmarked some of its costs. Entities’ cost recovery policies and cost recovery
methodologies are at varying levels of being fit for purpose, with Health’s approach for the TGA
the most complete.?”

1.31 The report made one recommendation specifically directed to the Department of
Agriculture and Water Resources, which the entity agreed to:

The Department of Agriculture and Water Resources:

(a) uses the current review of its charging arrangements to align its fees and levies with the Cost
Recovery Guidelines; and

(b) develops a cost recovery model that aligns the prices, expenses and revenues of outputs within
regulatory activities to the efficient cost of providing those outputs.?®

Rationale for undertaking the audit

1.32 DAFF applies fees and charges to individuals and industry to recover the costs of its
regulatory services.?® DAFF’s ability to effectively perform its regulatory functions is reliant on
effectively recovering its costs. Recovered costs should reflect the accurate and efficient costs of
regulation to minimise the impact on regulated industries.

1.33  This audit provides assurance to the Parliament on whether the department is effectively
administering its biosecurity cost recovery arrangements.

25 Auditor-General Report No. 38 2018-19 Application of Cost Recovery Principles, ANAO, Canberra, 2019,
available from https://www.anao.gov.au/work/performance-audit/application-cost-recovery-principles
[accessed 4 May 2026].

26 ibid., paragraph 7.

27 ibid., paragraph 9.

28 ibid., Recommendation no.4, paragraph 3.63.

29 For more information regarding DAFF’s fees and charges, see Table 2.2 and DAFF, Fees and Charges.
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Audit approach

Audit objective, criteria and scope

1.34 The objective of the audit was to assess whether the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Forestry (DAFF) is effectively administering its biosecurity cost recovery arrangements.

1.35 To form a conclusion against the objective, the following criteria were adopted:

° Has DAFF established effective arrangements to support cost recovery?
° Has DAFF effectively implemented its cost recovery arrangements?

1.36 The audit focuses on DAFF’s cost recovery arrangements for its biosecurity activities. Cost
recovery for its biosecurity activities comprises the majority of DAFF’s cost recovery revenue (see
Table 1.1).

1.37 The audit does not assess DAFF’s cost recovery arrangements for agricultural exports (see
paragraphs 1.19 to 1.22). However, as DAFF uses the same cost model to estimate its costs for its
biosecurity and agricultural export activities, many of the findings in this report may be applicable
to DAFF’s current and future cost recovery arrangements for agricultural export activities.

Audit methodology

1.38 The audit methodology included: review of relevant DAFF records and data; meetings with
relevant DAFF staff; and engagement with the Department of Finance to understand relevant
requirements.

1.39 The ANAO received four submissions via the citizen contribution facility on the ANAO
website.

1.40 The audit was conducted in accordance with ANAO Auditing Standards at a cost to the ANAO
of approximately $984,000.

1.41 The team members for this audit were Casey Mazzarella, Se Eun Lee, Lorcan Stevens, Liset
Campos Manrique, Alexandros Soundias, Nancy Jin, Alyssa McDonald, Madigan Paine and
David Tellis.
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2. Arrangements to support cost recovery

Areas examined

This chapter examines whether the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF)
has established effective arrangements to support biosecurity cost recovery.

Conclusion

DAFF’s arrangements to estimate costs and calculate prices to support its cost recovery
arrangements are partly effective. DAFF has established a charging model to estimate the cost
of its outputs and to inform the prices for its fees and charges. It has not mapped or assigned
costs to the key business processes required to deliver outputs. This limits DAFF’s visibility of
the cost of delivering its activities and increases the risk that the estimated costs of its outputs
do not accurately represent DAFF’s actual costs. As a result, DAFF’s ability to ensure prices
reflect minimum efficient costs is reduced, as is its capacity to demonstrate to stakeholders
that cost recovered activities are delivered at minimum efficient cost. DAFF conducted three
reviews regarding the effectiveness of its charging model in 2024. The reviews identified risks
related to the accuracy of DAFF’s cost estimates and prices. DAFF engages with stakeholders
regarding changes to biosecurity fees and charges.

Areas for improvement
The ANAO made three recommendations for the department to:

e improve visibility of the minimum efficient cost of key business processes required to
deliver its outputs;

e improve the accuracy of effort-based cost drivers that are used to inform the allocation of
costs; and

e finalise its Cost Recovery Policy and the Charging Guidelines.

2.1 The Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy (CRP) outlines three cost recovery

principles that ‘must be applied across all stages of the cost recovery process

30.

efficiency and effectiveness — described as ‘making the proper use of available resources
(people, money and other supplies) to achieve government policy outcomes’;

transparency and accountability — described as ‘openness, two-way communication and
a willingness to explain activities and actions’ and ‘documenting key information about
the activity, such as the policy approval, statutory authority to charge and cost recovery
model, in an accessible way for those who pay charges and for other stakeholders’; and

stakeholder engagement — described as engaging ‘actively with stakeholders throughout
all stages of the cost recovery process, from policy development through to
implementation and review’.3!

3

3

0 Department of Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, Finance, Canberra, 2025, paragraph 15,
available from https://www.finance.gov.au/government/managing-commonwealth-resources/implementing-
charging-framework-rmg-302/australian-government-cost-recovery-policy [accessed 15 April 2026].

1 ibid., paragraphs 24-32.
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Arrangements to support cost recovery

Has DAFF established an appropriate charging model?

DAFF has established a charging model to estimate the cost of its outputs and to inform the
prices for its fees and charges (levies). DAFF has assigned costs to outputs for specific activities
but has not mapped or assigned costs to the key business processes required to deliver the
outputs. This means that DAFF has limited visibility of the cost of delivering its activities. This
increases the risk that the estimated costs of its outputs and the prices charged to users may
not accurately represent DAFF’s actual costs. This limits DAFF’s ability to ensure that the prices
for its fees and charges (levies) reflect the minimum efficient costs of delivering the outputs.

2.2 The CRP states that ‘A well-developed cost recovery model enables entities to’:

) measure and improve efficiency

. minimise over- and under-recovery of costs

. manage costs and monitor performance

) justify how cost recovery charges have been calculated and how they relate to the costs
of the activity (stakeholders who pay cost recovery charges expect to receive value for
money).*

2.3 The Department of Finance Resource Management Guide 302 (RMG 302) provides guidance
to entities on implementing the CRP. RMG 302 uses the term ‘charging model’, which it states is
made up of two separate components:

. a cost model to determine the expected costs to the entity; and

° a price model to determine the price to be charged to the user (individual or
organisation).33

Cost model

2.4 DAFF utilises two tools to determine, track and report on the costs of administering its
regulatory activities:

° an Excel-based model, referred to as the ‘CRIS model’3*, which is the primary tool that
DAFF uses to estimate costs and prices for its cost recovered activities during its budget
and planning processes; and

° a system based on the Oracle Hyperion Profitability and Cost Management (HPCM)
software product (Oracle system), which reflects the estimated costs from the CRIS model,
and is used to track and report on actual expenditure as activities are delivered throughout
the year.

2.5 Figure 2.1 illustrates DAFF’s cost recovery business cycle and how the two models are used.

32 Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, paragraph 74.
33  Finance, Resource Management Guide 302: Implementing the Charging Framework.
34  CRIS refers to the Cost Recovery Implementation Statement. See paragraphs 3.64 to 3.66.
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Figure 2.1: DAFF cost recovery business cycle and cost model
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Source: ANAO representation of DAFF processes based on entity documentation.

2.6 DAFF uses the Excel-based CRIS model to estimate the costs for its cost recovered activities.
There are four stages in the cost modelling process, summarised in Figure 2.2. The process involves
allocating the estimated costs of each cost centre to activities and programs, and then to a
chargeable service, based on the values of ‘cost drivers’.

2.7 Cost drivers are a ‘percentage-based representation of the underlying activity’ that dictates
where costs should be allocated. DAFF’s cost model uses three types of cost drivers.

° Resource Drivers are used to allocate costs in indirect (corporate) cost centres to direct
cost centres. They represent the estimated ‘usage’ of relevant resources such as number
of employees or IT assets by the relevant cost centre.

° Activity-Program Drivers are used to allocate costs in direct cost centres to an activity the
department delivers and its associated program stream. Activity-Program Drivers are
based on estimated ‘effort’ to deliver the relevant activity by each cost centre.

. Service Drivers are used to allocate costs in each Activity-Program to specific chargeable
services. Each service maps to an item code in DAFF’s financial management information
system (FMIS), which enables tracking of actual expenditure against planned expenditure.
Service Drivers are also based on estimated ‘effort’ directed to deliver the relevant service.
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Figure 2.2:
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Alignment with government policy

2.8 The CRP outlines five elements an entity’s cost model ‘should’ include.?> Table 2.1
summarises the ANAQ’s analysis of DAFF’s cost model against these elements.

Table 2.1: ANAO assessment of DAFF’s cost model against elements in CRP

Element Rating | ANAO assessment

Identify outputs and business DAFF has identified the outputs (services) of its cost recovery
processes of the activity activities. It has not disaggregated the outputs into key
business processes that are used to produce those outputs.

This limits DAFF’s visibility of the cost of delivering its
activities and increases the risk that the costs of its outputs
(and ultimately the prices charged to users) may not
represent the minimum efficient costs of delivering its
activities. For more detail, see paragraphs 2.9 to 2.12.

Accurately measure and DAFF has assigned costs to outputs but has not mapped or
assign costs to outputs and assigned costs to key business processes.
business processes DAFF determines the unit cost of each output by allocating

estimated costs down from relevant cost centres to outputs
via a percentage-based estimation of ‘effort’, divided by
estimated volume of demand for the activity (see Figure 2.2).

There is a risk that, where the assumptions underlying the
effort allocations are misaligned with practice (for example, if
an activity requires greater effort than estimated), the costs of
the relevant outputs may not be reflective of actual costs.

Reliance on management estimates of effort rather than
more evidence-based methods, such as detailed timekeeping
data or time and motion studies, may increase the risk of
inaccuracy of estimated costs. For more detail, see
paragraphs 2.16 to 2.31.

Use relevant proxies for the ‘ DAFF uses ‘resource drivers’ (see paragraph 2.7) to allocate
allocation of indirect costs indirect costs to direct cost centres (see Figure 2.2).

For example, corporate IT cost centres may use the number
of IT assets as the resource driver, whereas HR or division
executive may use FTEs or headcount.

Track the degree of DAFF prepares monthly reports on cost recovery expenses
alignment between expenses and revenue using data extracted from the Oracle system,
and revenue which are included in the Chief Finance Officer (CFO) report

provided to the Executive Board.

DAFF uses the CRIS model for cost modelling and planning
and the Oracle system for tracking and reporting on actual
expenses and revenue (see paragraph 2.4).

Using two different tools for planning and monitoring
increases the risk of inaccuracies in the tracking of estimated
costs and actual expenses and revenue, due to possible
misalignment in cost drivers between the Oracle system and
the CRIS model.

There is a risk that misalignment may occur due to irregular
updates of the Oracle system following changes to the CRIS

35 Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, paragraph 73.
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Element ‘ Rating ‘ ANAO assessment

model (or vice versa), human error when inputting updated
data, or other differences in assumptions between the two
systems. For more detail, see paragraphs 2.32 to 2.44.

Produce relevant and timely ‘ DAFF reports publicly on its financial and non-financial
performance reports for the performance via the biosecurity CRIS, the annual biosecurity
activity budget and expenditure reports, and the annual reports. For

more detail, see paragraphs 3.60 to 3.70.

Key: @ Fully aligns with CRP element; 4 Partly aligns with CRP element; ® Does not align with CRP element.
Source: ANAO analysis.

Identify outputs and business processes of the activity

2.9 The CRP states that entities ‘should break down the activity into distinct outputs (e.g.
registrations, audits, or the development of standards) and the key business processes that are used
to produce those outputs’.3®6 The CRP states that ‘techniques for identifying business processes
include process modelling, performance measurement and workflow analysis.” An example adapted
from the CRP is illustrated in Figure 2.3.

Figure 2.3: Example of breaking down activity into outputs and business processes

Output —> Processes
Output 1: . . .
NEe Ll e — aReI?ciI\}clign E Clri]::tli(on | aASIi?::;Son 1 Dﬁg:'g[ieon | aN(I)itcl:ont
appicaion PP | PP | pp | pp | ppl
$100 + [cost
of other $100 —> $10 T $10 T $40 T $20 T $20

output(s)]

Source: Adapted by the ANAO from Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, Figure 9.

2.10 DAFF has identified the outputs that it provides to regulated entities. These outputs have
not been disaggregated down further into the key business processes used to produce the outputs
via techniques such as process modelling or workflow analysis.

2.11 Using the example illustrated in Figure 2.3, DAFF has identified an output for assessing
applications for import permits and has used its cost model to calculate a unit cost for the
assessment of each application (see Figure 2.2). DAFF has not mapped or assigned costs to the
business processes required to deliver the output — such as receiving, checking, assessing, and
deciding on the application, and then notifying the applicant.

2.12  This limits DAFF’s visibility of the cost of delivering its activities and increases the risk that
the costs of its outputs (and ultimately the prices charged to users) may not represent the minimum
efficient costs of delivering its activities.

36 ibid., paragraph 77.
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Recommendation no. 1

2.13 The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry improve visibility and monitoring
of the minimum efficient cost of key business processes required to deliver its outputs.

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry response: Agreed in principle.

2.14 The department has been taking proactive steps to improve its alignment with elements
of the Cost Recovery Policy, as set out in Resource Management Guide No: 302: Australian
Government Charging Framework (RMG 302) to further improve visibility of the minimum
efficient cost of delivering biosecurity activities.

2.15 The department will continue to enhance cost visibility through a phased and risk-based
approach, prioritising high-value and high-risk activities. Bottom-up costing and process-level
analysis will be applied selectively where the benefits outweigh the administrative and system
costs, consistent with proportionality principles in RMG 302. While this approach focuses on
monitoring the efficiency of costs, it is less likely that the outcomes will result in cost reductions
for industry given the administrative burden in monitoring costs at this granular level, which
would need to be included in the cost base.

Accurately measure and assign costs to outputs and business processes

2.16 The CRP states that ‘Once entity staff have broken down the activity into outputs and related
business processes, the relevant costs need to be identified and attributed to the outputs and
processes’. It explains that:

The approach used to cost the activity, and the level at which it is costed (e.g. activity, output or
process), should be proportional to the complexity, materiality and sensitivity of the activity and
be based on clear methods for:

° categorising costs into direct and indirect costs
° measuring direct and indirect costs
o attributing costs to the activity processes and outputs.*’

2.17 RMG 302 notes that ‘there are several options for demonstrating costs’. It outlines two
techniques for identifying outputs and business processes:

° a ‘bottom-up approach’, which ‘attributes cost, effort, and resources per unit output to
determine the unit cost’ and then aggregates this to get the total cost for the cost recovery
program; and

° a ‘top-down approach’, which uses the total cost of the cost recovery program and ‘divides
it by expected demand “down” to get an average output cost’.3®

2.18 Figure 2.4 illustrates the two approaches, adapting an example from RMG 302.

37 Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, paragraph 79.

38 Department of Finance, Implementing the Charging Framework (RMG 302), Stage 2, Finance, Canberra, 2023,
available from https://www.finance.gov.au/government/managing-commonwealth-resources/implementing-
charging-framework-rmg-302/stage-2-develop-charging-model [accessed 7 April 2026].
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Arrangements to support cost recovery

2.19 RMG 302 states that ‘entities are encouraged to consider using the “bottom-up approach”
as it enables the price to be based on the minimum efficient cost for delivery of actual activity, not
the average cost.”*? It explains that:

In addition, a ‘top-down approach’ does not capture the effort variation between users for the
same output or the difference between average expense and actual cost.

Using a ‘bottom-up approach’ provides transparency that assists in avoiding:
. cross subsidisation between users

. charging being perceived as taxation (for example, charging an individual more than the
cost of the output the individual caused).*

39 ibid.
40 ibid.
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Figure 2.4: Cost modelling approaches

Bottom-up approach

Cost of cost recovery program

Total cost of delivering cost
recovery activities
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Activity 2 ...)
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Output 1: Permit application
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Receive
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[ ] Steps in bottom-up approach
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Source: Adapted by the ANAO from RMG 302, Figure 3.
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Arrangements to support cost recovery

2.20 Generally, as RMG 302 states, using the ‘bottom-up approach’ would produce a more
accurate calculation of costs, as it would involve calculating the costs of individual tasks or process
steps required to produce a certain output, and aggregating this to calculate the activity’s total cost.
This approach also supports greater efficiency, as it allows the entity to consider the cost of its
existing business processes and how they contribute to the unit costs of outputs, as well as whether
they can be made more efficient.

2.21 As outlined at paragraph 2.10, DAFF has not disaggregated its outputs into ‘business
processes’ used to produce those outputs, as would be required for a ‘bottom-up’ costing approach.
Instead, DAFF uses the ‘top-down’ approach to determine the unit cost of each output — by
allocating estimated costs down from relevant cost centres to outputs via a percentage-based
estimation of ‘effort’, divided by estimated volume of demand for the activity.

2.22  As the estimated cost of DAFF’s outputs are not based on detailed costing of the key
business processes of each output, the importance of the accuracy of its effort estimates increases.
There is a risk that, if the assumptions underlying the effort allocations are misaligned with practice
(for example, if an activity requires greater effort than estimated), the costs of the relevant outputs
may not be reflective of actual costs. This would result in either under-recovery (cost is greater than
estimated), or over-recovery (cost is less than estimated).

2.23  Recent reviews of DAFF’s charging model (see paragraphs 2.89 to 2.94) indicate that the risk
of inaccurate cost estimation may have been realised for some biosecurity fees and charges. In July
2024, DAFF commissioned*! the development of a pilot ‘bottom-up’ costing approach to compare
the costs set by DAFF in its CRIS, against the likely actual costs of delivering the relevant activities
for two biosecurity functions: Post Entry Quarantine (PEQ) and Import Permit Assessment (the pilot)
(see paragraphs 2.91 to 2.94).

2.24  The pilot found that there was broad under-recovery across both biosecurity functions, with
actual costs for most of the activities likely higher than the costs calculated via DAFF’s current ‘top
down’ costing approach. For example, the daily husbandry fee for a cat in post-entry quarantine in
2024-25 was set at S52 per day, but the pilot estimated that the actual cost of undertaking
husbandry tasks for a quarantined cat by DAFF biosecurity officers was $105 per day.

2.25 Examples of how DAFF’s cost centre managers may estimate ‘effort’ include:

. Time spent by FTE on activities
. Volumes of item codes processed
. Timesheets or other timekeeping system.

2.26 Reliance on management estimates of effort rather than more evidence-based methods,
such as time and motion studies, may increase the risk of inaccuracy of estimated costs. This risk is
further increased if the way the effort is estimated is not consistent for cost centres that are
delivering similar activities. In Auditor-General Report No. 38 2018-19 Application of Cost Recovery
Principles, the ANAO noted that ‘[e]ffort data that are based on management estimates are not
evidence-based. Ideally, timesheet data capture should be used to validate all driver data.’

41 AusTender, Contract Notice CN4082911, available from https://www.tenders.gov.au/Cn/Show/02a91fe0-
adee-4519-9617-2a4225b56faa [accessed 4 May 2026].

The value of the contract was $295,508 (original $198,970).
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2.27 DAFF advised the ANAO in June 2026 that ‘the benefits of more detailed timekeeping data
or time and motion studies must be weighed against the cost of implementing such measures,
which would ultimately be passed on to industry’.

Recommendation no. 2

2.28 The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry improve the accuracy of
effort-based cost drivers that are used to inform the allocation of costs, including ensuring
consistency in estimation methods between cost centres, where appropriate.

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry response: Agreed.

2.29 The department acknowledges the need to continue to strengthen the processes that
support the accuracy and consistency of effort-based cost drivers. The department notes that
management estimation remains an accepted and necessary approach in environments where
direct measurement is not always feasible, as evidenced in the charging framework.

2.30 The department’s current cost recovery improvement program will strengthen
standardisation, documentation, quality assurance and supporting evidence, while maintaining a
proportionate approach that reflects operational realities and system capability.

2.31 In April 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that it is currently planning a project to review and
enhance its processes supporting the estimation of effort. DAFF advised that the project is expected
to commence in April 2026 (see paragraphs 2.95 to 2.96).

Track the degree of alignment between expenses and revenue

2.32 Asoutlined in paragraph 2.4, DAFF uses the Excel-based CRIS model for cost modelling and
planning, and the Oracle system for tracking and reporting on actual expenses and revenue. In
March 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that the reports from the Oracle system are considered ‘the
single source of truth for cost recovery revenue and expense’.

2.33  DAFF extracts monthly reports on cost recovery expenses and revenue from the Oracle
system, which are collated into a CFO report provided to the Executive Board to track the financial
performance of cost recovery arrangements. Reporting arrangements are examined further at
paragraphs 3.60 to 3.70.

2.34 Using two different tools for planning and monitoring increases the risk of inaccuracies in
the tracking of estimated costs and actual expenses and revenue, due to possible misalignment in
cost drivers between the Oracle system and the CRIS model. For example, this misalignment could
occur due to irregular updates of the Oracle system following changes to the CRIS model (or vice
versa), human error when inputting updated data, or other differences in assumptions between the
two systems.

2.35 The findings of DAFF’s June 2024 review of its cost model (see paragraphs 2.89 to 2.90)
indicate that this risk may have been realised. The review concluded that there were ‘divergences
in driver allocation rules’ between the CRIS model and the Oracle system, which resulted in a
number of biosecurity cost centres ‘having program drivers which are not reflective of current
actual underlying activity’. Examples of divergences included ‘similar activities not being allocated
consistently across the program, or allocations not being carried over across models following the
transfer of functions within the program’.
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2.36  Figure 2.5 illustrates an example of how a variance between planned and actual cost
recovery might occur due to cost driver misalignments between the CRIS model and the Oracle
system.

Figure 2.5: Example of how variance could occur due to cost driver misalignments

Planned expenditurein Actual expenditure tracked
CRIS model through Oracle system

Cost Centre 1 Cost Centre 1

planned actual
expenditure = expenditure =
$100,000 $100,000
60% 40%
80% 20%
$60,000 $40,000 $80,000 $20,000
Cost Non-cost Cost Non-cost
recovered recovered recovered recovered
activity activity activity activity
Variance: Variance:
+$20,000 -$2
CRIS model $ | 3 O,|OOO
Cost centre budget is allocated to activities
based on estimated effort required to deliver |
them. During planning via the CRIS model, a Total net variance for
60-40 splitin effort was estimated. Cost Centre 1 =$0

Oracle system
The estimated 60-40 split in effort between the two activities did not bear out in practice.
The actual effort split was closer to 80-20.

In total, the cost centre reports a net nil variance (i.e. it has spent its full planned
budget). However, amount allocated to cost recovered and non-cost recovered activities
differed.

Source: ANAO adaptation of variance example in June 2024 review report.

2.37 Inthe example at Figure 2.5, during CRIS planning, DAFF may estimate that 60 per cent of
planned expenditure for a cost centre is cost recoverable and 40 per cent is not and would therefore
be funded by appropriations. However, the split between the actual expenditure was 80 per cent
cost recoverable and 20 per cent not cost recoverable. This may be due to the Oracle system having
more contemporary driver information reflective of the actual effort than the CRIS model —
resulting in misalignment between planned and actual expenditure.

2.38 In the example at Figure 2.5, the overspend in cost recovery activity was offset by a
corresponding decrease in appropriations-funded expenses, resulting in net nil variance for the cost
centre overall. If, for instance, similar patterns of misalignment exist for other cost centres, it may
be difficult for DAFF to determine why there has been an overspend (or an apparent
under-recovery) if variations are not apparent at the cost centre level.
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2.39 The issue grows more complex if there are also differences in overall expenditure. For
example, Cost Centre 1 may only spend $75,000 instead of the expected $100,000, due to slower
recruitment or procurement than expected, or lower than expected volume of activities. Then the
cost driver variation may allocate this expenditure in a way that does not reflect the estimated
60-40 split (if this is not revisited in the variation), resulting in unexpected levels of variation in cost
recovered and non-cost recovered activities, and for the cost centre overall.

2.40 In July 2024, DAFF implemented a ‘retrospective reallocation of costs (true-up)’ for the
2023-24 financial year. This included amending cost allocations for 12 cost centres, following
consideration of the June 2024 review’s findings; as well as another four cost centres, following the
‘standard end of year’ true up process, which comprises the ‘review of cost drivers where the effort
appears to diverge significantly from the approved cost driver’.

2.41 DAFF also updated the 2024-25 cost drivers for the above cost centres, using the 2023-24
actual activity as a proxy for estimated effort for 2024-25.

2.42  On 18 February 2026, DAFF engaged Xaana.Al for the provision of a new costing system.*?
In the approval minute, DAFF identified the risks and limitations of its current system, explaining
that:

The Department’s current Activity Based Costing (ABC) system is an Oracle-based solution that has
reached end-of-life and is no longer supported. The system requires substantial manual
intervention, relies on multiple disconnected applications, and integrates poorly with
TechnologyOne CiA (TechOne). In addition, a separate Excel-based cost model is required for cost
modelling and pricing activities, increasing the administrative burden and the potential for error.

The limitations of the current ABC system, particularly its manual processes, lack of automation,
and limited integration pose ongoing risks to data accuracy, timely reporting, and compliance with
cost recovery requirements.

2.43  The approval minute outlined DAFF’s plans to address these risks and issues through the
procurement of a new system:

To address these issues, the Department has approached the market for a modern, automated
ABC solution that seamlessly integrates with TechOne. A contemporary solution will streamline
cost allocation, reduce manual data entry, and enhance the accuracy and reliability of cost
modelling and financial reporting. Improved automation and integration will also reduce the risk
of human error associated with multiple manual touchpoints and spreadsheet-based modelling.

2.44  In May 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that work on the ‘ABC2 Project’ was in progress.

42 AusTender, Contract Notice CN4221837, available from https://www.tenders.gov.au/Cn/Show/cOb4eaef-
5a5d-41d8-b4f1-40bf59f68ch6 [accessed 12 May 2026].

The value of the contract was $700,015.53.
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Arrangements to support cost recovery

Price model
2.45 The Australian Government Charging Policy (AGCP) states that:

Once the decision to charge is made, the type of activity will influence the pricing model that
should be used. This will also need to take account [sic] other government policy considerations
(e.g. community service obligations may result in a subsidised price).*®

2.46 The AGCP outlines two pricing models for regulatory activities: cost recovery fees; and cost
recovery levies. Depending on government policy, entities may recover the full or partial costs of
administering their regulatory activities via charging fees, levies, or both. Table 2.2 summarises the
definition of cost recovery fees and levies, and examples of each.

Table 2.2: Cost recovery fees and levies

Type of charge | Definition from AGCP Examples from CRP
Cost recovery A charge for a good, service or e The issue of permits, licences and
fees regulation (in certain circumstances) to a registrations.

specific individual or organisation. « Inspections as part of issuing permits,

licences and registrations.

e The approval of deviations from
common standards.

e The accreditation of agents or

facilities.
Cost recovery A charge imposed when a good, service | ¢ Compliance audits.
levies or r_e_gulatlon is proylde(_j to a group of « Investigations.
individuals or organisations rather than .
to a specific individual or organisation. ¢ Development and promulgation of

A cost recovery levy is a tax and is regulatory standards.

imposed via a separate taxation Act. It e Policy development.
differs from general taxation as it is « Drafting of legislation.
‘earmarked’ to fund activities provided to

the group that pays the levy. e Development and promulgation of
advisory material.

e Advice to the government and the
Parliament.

Source: ANAO summary of cost recovery fees and levies.**

2.47 DAFF uses both cost recovery fees and levies (which it calls charges) in its biosecurity price
model. The 2025-26 Biosecurity Cost Recovery Implementation Statement (CRIS) states that ‘The
Australian Government continues to affirm full cost recovery as the appropriate level of cost
recovery from regulated entities through the portfolio budget statements and budget processes
each year.#

43  Finance, Australian Government Charging Policy, paragraph 15.

44 Department of Finance, Australian Government Charging Policy, ‘Australian Government Pricing Models’,
Finance, Canberra, 2023, available from https://www.finance.gov.au/government/managing-commonwealth-
resources/implementing-charging-framework-rmg-302/australian-government-charging-policy [accessed
9 April 2026].

Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, Figure 12: Composition of cost recovery charges.

45  DAFF, Biosecurity cost recovery implementation statement 2025-26, p. 2.
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2.48 Relevant authorising legislation contains a specific list of ‘fee-bearing activities’, that can be
charged a fee, and biosecurity matters that can be recovered via a charge (levy). DAFF publishes a
list of current fees and charges annually alongside its CRIS.*® A high-level summary of the biosecurity
activities funded through fees and charges is in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3: Biosecurity cost recovery activities by charge (levy) or fee

Charges (levy) Fees

e Full import declaration charges e Assessment

e Self-assessed clearance (SAC) charges? e Issue Approval Certification
e Approved arrangements ¢ Inspection

e Vessel arrival charges e Treatment

e Permit application e Audit

e Importation charges (PEQ) e Husbandry

Note a: Listed in 2025-26 Biosecurity Cost Recovery Implementation Statement.

Source: Biosecurity cost recovery activities listed in Table 2 of the 2023-24, 2024-25 and 2025-26 Biosecurity Cost
Recovery Implementation Statements.*”

Alignment with government policy

2.49 The CRP outlines five elements that cost recovery charges ‘should’” meet.*® Table 2.4
summarises the ANAQ’s analysis of DAFF’s price model against the key elements in the CRP.

Table 2.4: ANAO assessment of DAFF’s price model

Element Rating ‘ ANAO assessment ‘
Clear and easy to ‘ DAFF’s biosecurity CRIS sets out the prices for its biosecurity
understand regulatory activities in a table format which is clear and easy to

understand, specifying: the type of charge; estimated total cost
to the department; the service being charged to users; unit of
measurement; price per unit; estimated volume; and estimated
total revenue.

Closely linked to the DAFF has assigned costs to outputs for specific activities but
specific activity has not mapped or assigned costs to the key business
processes required to deliver the output to a specific individual
or organisation (for fee-for-services), or group of individuals or
organisations within a sector (for charges/levies).

DAFF determines the unit cost (and price) of each output by
allocating estimated costs down from relevant cost centres to
outputs via a percentage-based estimation of ‘effort’, divided
by estimated volume of demand for the activity (see Figure
2.2).

This increases the risk that the price being charged may not
closely link to the actual costs of delivering the specific cost
recovery activity. For more detail, see paragraphs 2.50 to 2.52.

46  For a full list of current fees and charges see Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Biosecurity
cost recovery implementation statements, DAFF, Canberra, 2025, available from
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/about/fees/biosecurity-cris [accessed 11 May 2026].

47  DAFF, Biosecurity Cost Recovery Implementation Statements.
48 Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, paragraph 36.
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Element Rating ‘ ANAO assessment ‘
Set to recover the full Biosecurity is intended to recover the full efficient costs of its
efficient costs of the activities.?

specific activity, or at the DAFF has assigned costs to outputs for specific activities but
level set by the has not mapped or assigned costs to key business processes

Australian Government
if partial cost recovery
has been agreed

that are used to deliver the output.

This limits DAFF’s visibility of the cost of delivering specific
activities and increases the risk that the costs of its outputs
(and ultimately the prices charged to users) may not represent
the minimum efficient costs of delivering its activities. For more
detail, see paragraphs 2.9 to 2.31 and paragraphs 2.53 to

2.55.
Efficient to determine, DAFF’s Cost Allocation Policy states that ‘the department’s
collect and enforce cost allocation methodology has been designed to ensure a
balance between accuracy, efficiency of administration and
transparency’.

There is no evidence that DAFF has determined the cost of
developing and implementing a more precise model or how
this would compare with the current costs of administering its
cost and price models. For more detail, see paragraphs 2.56 to

2.57.
Set to avoid volatility, In 2023-24, indexation was introduced to allow biosecurity
while still being flexible regulatory prices to be increased annually by the Consumer
enough to allow for Price Index (CPI).

changes based on Regular price increases via annual indexation may provide a
fluctuations in demand measure of certainty for regulated entities. However, without a
or costs clear cost base representing the minimum efficient costs of
delivering activities, there is a risk that indexation of prices
could result in prices diverging from the actual costs of
delivering the activity.

This may result in more significant corrections and volatility in
the future. For more detail, see paragraphs 2.59 to 2.63.

Key: @ Fully aligns with CRP element; /. Partly aligns with CRP element; B Does not align with CRP element.

Note a: Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Biosecurity cost recovery implementation statement
2025-26, DAFF, Canberra, p. 2, available from https://www.agriculture.gov.au/about/fees/biosecurity-
cris#tdaff-page-main [accessed 1 May 2026].

Source: ANAO analysis.

Closely linked to the specific activity

2.50 As detailed in Figure 2.2, DAFF determines the unit cost (and price) of each output by
allocating estimated costs down from relevant cost centres to outputs via a percentage-based
estimation of ‘effort’, divided by estimated volume of demand for the activity.

2.51 DAFF has not mapped or assigned costs to the key business processes required to deliver
the output to a specific individual or organisation (for fee-for-services), or group of individuals or
organisations within a sector (for charges/levies) via techniques such as process modelling or
workflow analysis. This increases the risk that the price being charged may not closely link to the
actual costs of delivering the specific cost recovery activity.

2.52  For example, one of DAFF’s fee-for-services, ‘Husbandry fee — cat or dog or animal not
covered by another item of this table’, was charged at $52 per animal per day in 2024-25. This price
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is a percentage-based amalgamation of effort directed to the relevant activity-program by three
cost centres, divided by expected volume of daily activities — rather than a breakdown of actual
costs required to care for an animal in post-entry quarantine.

Set to recover the full efficient costs of the specific activity

2.53 DAFF has assigned costs to outputs for specific activities but has not mapped or assigned
costs to key business processes that are used to deliver the output. This limits DAFF’s visibility of
the cost of delivering specific activities and increases the risk that the costs of its outputs (and
ultimately the prices charged to users) may not represent the minimum efficient costs of delivering
its activities. For more detail, see paragraphs 2.9 to 2.31.

2.54 As noted at paragraph 2.23, recent reviews of DAFF’s charging model indicate that the risk
of inaccurate cost estimation may have been realised for some biosecurity fees and charges, with
the ‘bottom-up’ pilot modelling in 2024 (see paragraphs 2.91 to 2.94) finding that there was broad
under-recovery across Post Entry Quarantine (PEQ) and Import Permit Assessment, with actual
costs for most of the activities likely higher than the costs calculated via DAFF’s cost model.

2.55 This also limits DAFF’s ability to ensure and transparently demonstrate to its stakeholders
that its cost recovered activities are being delivered at the minimum efficient cost.

Efficient to determine, collect and enforce

2.56 RMG 302 states that ‘For a regulatory activity, efficiency also relates to whether it is efficient
to provide the activity on a charging basis (that is, the costs of administering charging should be
proportional to the charges for and potential revenue from the activity)’.*° It explains that:

This requires a balance between developing a more precise, but more complex and hence more
expensive costing model, and developing a simpler and less expensive, but less precise, costing
model.>°

2.57 DAFF’s Cost Allocation Policy states that ‘the department’s cost allocation methodology has
been designed to ensure a balance between accuracy, efficiency of administration and
transparency’. There is no evidence that DAFF has determined the cost of developing and
implementing a more precise model or how this would compare with the current costs of
administering its cost and price models.

2.58 In June 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that its ‘bottom-up’ pilot modelling in 2024 (see
paragraphs 2.91 to 2.94) ‘implies a rudimentary estimate for a complete review of the biosecurity
cost recovery arrangement of comparable detail to be in the ballpark of $2.6m’. DAFF noted that
‘such activities come at a cost which if continued, would need to be included in the cost base and
result in higher fees and charges.’

Set to avoid volatility, while still being flexible enough to allow for changes

2.59 RMG 302 states that ‘Entities should ensure that the price model has appropriate
mechanisms in place to ensure that the decision on the price reflects any change in costs, including

49 Department of Finance, Implementing the Charging Framework (RMG 302), Regulatory Activities, Finance,
Canberra, 2023, available from https://www.finance.gov.au/government/managing-commonwealth-
resources/implementing-charging-framework-rmg-302/regulatory-activities [accessed 7 April 2026].

50 ibid.
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increases or decreases due to demand, indexation, process changes or technological
developments’. It explains that:

This review of alignment of price to the decision should occur at least annually and on a shorter
time frame where evidence exists that the price may not be reflecting the true cost of the effort.

2.60 In2023-24, indexation was introduced to allow biosecurity regulatory prices to be increased
annually by the Consumer Price Index (CPI). DAFF’s impact analysis statement for the change stated
that the annual indexation:

should provide industry with a greater degree of certainty on the timing and value of price
changes, as well as reduce the need for amendment of legislation each time prices change.

2.61 Regular price increases via annual indexation may provide a measure of certainty for the
regulated entities. However, without a clear and accurate cost base representing the minimum
efficient costs of delivering activities, there is a risk that indexation of prices could have little effect
on long-term pricing certainty or even result in prices diverging further from the actual costs of
delivering the activity.

2.62 Forexample, as outlined in paragraphs 2.91 to 2.94, DAFF commissioned>! the development
of a pilot ‘bottom-up’ costing approach to compare the costs set by DAFF in its CRIS, against the
likely actual costs. The pilot concluded that the daily husbandry fee for a cat in post-entry
quarantine in 2024-25 was set at $52 per day, but its ‘bottom-up’ calculation of actual costs of
undertaking husbandry tasks for a quarantined cat by DAFF biosecurity officers was $105 per day.
Indexing the price may not make a significant difference if a large price correction is required in the
future so that DAFF can fully recover its costs.

2.63  Conversely, if a price currently being charged is greater than the minimum efficient costs of
delivering the activity, indexing the price annually will result in increasing divergence from the actual
costs of delivering the activity. This may result in more significant corrections and volatility in the
future.

Policies and procedures

2.64 The CRP states that ‘Accountable authorities are responsible for the implementation of cost
recovered activities, consistent with the Australian Government policy approval, relevant
legislation, the CRP and the broader resource management framework’.>? It explains that:

This involves:

. establishing internal controls (e.g. systems and procedures to monitor and report on the
production of outputs of the activity against financial estimates and performance targets)

. ensuring that staff have the skills to manage the cost recovered activity and continue to
improve those skills.>

2.65 DAFF has established some policies and procedures to guide the implementation of cost
recovered activities. Its Accountable Authority Instructions (AAls) provide a high-level overview of

51 AusTender, Contract Notice CN4082911, available from https://www.tenders.gov.au/Cn/Show/02a91fe0-
adee-4519-9617-2a4225b56faa [accessed 4 May 2026].

The value of the contract was $295,508 (original value $198,970).
52  Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, paragraph 108.
53 ibid.
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the department’s charging practices, which align with the Australian Government Charging
Framework and Cost Recovery Policy. However, its key departmental cost recovery policy and
guidelines are incomplete.

° The department’s Cost Recovery Policy, intended to outline the principles for recovering
costs associated with the delivery of services and regulatory activities, was last updated in
2015. A draft new policy was created in 2025.

° The Departmental Charging Guidelines, intended to set out details of the specific
requirements for cost recovery of activities, have been withdrawn since 1 July 2024
following concerns identified in an internal review.

2.66 In May 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that its new Cost Recovery Policy would be finalised
by 30 June 2026, and that new operational charging guidelines would be completed by November
2026. The absence of a clear policy outlining DAFF’s approach to cost recovery, especially following
significant changes to cost recovery prices in 2023, leaves a gap in DAFF’s internal control
framework relating to its regulatory arrangements. The lack of centralised and approved guidance
for staff performing and charging for the relevant regulatory activities for an extended period of
time increases the risks of staff reliance on unapproved and/or incomplete reference material.

Recommendation no. 3

2.67 The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry finalise its Cost Recovery Policy and
the Charging Guidelines.

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry response: Agreed.

2.68 The department notes that redevelopment of policy and guidance was intentionally
sequenced following the 2023 reforms, to ensure alignment with updated cost recovery
arrangements.

2.69 The department is expecting to finalise and implement the updated Cost Recovery Policy
in June 2026 to consolidate existing practice, clarify roles and responsibilities, and strengthen
internal controls.

Training

2.70 RMG 302 states that ‘Accountable authorities are responsible for the implementation of
charging activities, consistent with the Government policy approval, PGPA Act and Rule, other
relevant legislation, and the broader resource management framework’. It explains that this
involves ‘ensuring that staff have the skills to manage the charging activity and continue to improve
those skills’.>*

2.71 In September 2025, DAFF developed a ‘Cost Recovery Introduction’ eLearning module for
use in internal training programs. In May 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that further cost recovery
training modules had been developed and were scheduled for release in June and July 2026. DAFF
also developed cost recovery guidance materials for publication on its intranet.

54  Finance, Resource Management Guide 302: Implementing the Charging Framework.
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Is DAFF regularly reviewing and evaluating the effectiveness of its
charging model?

DAFF reviewed the biosecurity cost recovery arrangement in 2021-22 and conducted three
reviews regarding the effectiveness of its charging model in 2024. Reviews of the model
identified risks related to the accuracy of DAFF’s cost estimates; transparency of its cost base;
and cross subsidisation — where over recovery for some activities subsidises the under
recovery of other activities. DAFF engaged with stakeholders regarding changes to biosecurity
fees and charges. DAFF’s charging model limits its ability to ensure and transparently
demonstrate to its stakeholders that its cost recovered activities are being delivered at the
minimum efficient cost.

2.72 The AGCP states that ‘Government entities must regularly review and evaluate charges to
assess their impact and whether they are contributing to government outcomes’.>> RMG 302
explains that:

Entities may need to make changes to their charging as a result of changes in cost
inputs (increasing or decreasing), stakeholder feedback/changed in operating environment, policy
changes or internal monitoring and evaluation.

Regular review, at least yearly, of the Cost Recovery Implementation Statement (CRIS)
provides the information needed to start any change process. This approach provides the
assurance on how the level of the actual charge aligns to the Government decision, relevant
legislation and the minimum efficient cost of the effort of the Commonwealth entity.>®

Review of Biosecurity Cost Recovery arrangement

2.73  From July 2021 to December 2022, DAFF conducted a ‘comprehensive review of the
biosecurity cost recovery arrangement to determine adjustments needed to stabilise the cost base’
(2021-22 review). Prior to the 2021-22 review, the biosecurity cost recovery arrangement had last
been reviewed in 2015.

2.74 The 2021-22 review included ‘surveying current effort for biosecurity activities, validating
cost and effort data, and modelling the impacts on prices across all charge points to identify ‘the
actual cost and effort needed to deliver activities as well as the significant financial and operational
risk of a growing gap between costs and revenue’.

2.75 Between the 2015 and the 2021-22 reviews, fees and charges for biosecurity had largely
remained static. The 2021-22 review found that the cost base had grown by $121 million from
2015-16 to 2023-24 (Figure 2.6). It proposed ‘changes to existing regulatory charging to align fees
and charges with the actual cost to deliver biosecurity and imported food activities’ as well as ‘minor
changes to charging legislation’ to provide ‘greater clarity and consistency in the application of
certain charges’. The impact analysis for the proposed changes explained that:

55 Department of Finance, Australian Government Charging Policy, ‘Charging Principles’, Finance, Canberra, 2023
available from https://www.finance.gov.au/government/managing-commonwealth-resources/implementing-
charging-framework-rmg-302/australian-government-charging-policy [accessed 9 April 2026].

56 Finance, Implementing the Charging Framework (RMG 302), Regulatory Activities.
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The proposed price changes are needed to stabilise the biosecurity cost recovery arrangement and
will close the forecast $35 million gap between cost and recovered revenue in 2023-24 and in the
out years. Without these changes, the gap is expected to increase to around $53 million by 2026—
27. This increasing gap is unsustainable and will impact delivery of existing regulatory activities
and DAFF’s ability to manage the risk of pests and diseases entering the country. Failure in this
context could have potentially devastating and costly consequences for the environment, our
agricultural industries and market access for exporters.®’

Figure 2.6: Components of the increase in the biosecurity cost base from 2015-16 to
2023-24

<
2
= 19.7
1S
@
m2015-16 Cost base ® Implementation of government measures
Inflation to bring costs up to 2023-24 values Increased effort and system costs

Source: Adapted from Graph 1 of the Changes to the regulatory charging for biosecurity activities impact analysis.%®
2.76  The impact analysis noted that the ‘the actual and forecast change in total cost since
2015-16 is substantial and shows the rising cost to deliver regulatory activities’ (Table 2.5). It noted
that Post Entry Quarantine (PEQ) users would be the most affected user group:

The PEQ stream is the most affected user group, with the cost to deliver PEQ activities increasing
significantly since 2015-16. New PEQ facilities came online in 2015 providing state of the art
laboratories and deliver a far superior bio-containment area than the previous multiple facilities
located around Australia. Users of the new PEQ facilities will see the most substantial changes in
prices, with plant importers and avian importers the most impacted.

The proposed increases are necessary to address a long period of increasing under recovery and
transition towards sustainable cost recovery for all PEQ activities.

57

58

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Changes to regulatory charging for biosecurity activities —
impact analysis, p. 3, DAFF, Canberra, 2023, available from https://oia.pmc.gov.au/sites/default/files/posts
/2023/07/Impact%20Analysis%20Revised%20Document.pdf [accessed 13 April 2026].

ibid.
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Table 2.5: Biosecurity cost recovery arrangement costs (million) by stream, 2015-16 to
2023-24

2015-16 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 Difference Difference

actual actual forecast forecast —2016vs | —2016vs

(%) (%)

Import 194.7 260.7 285.4 292.7 46.7 50.4
clearance

Seaport 20.4 31.4 31.4 32.6 53.9 59.8

PEQ 11.6 16.8 22.4 22.4 93.1 93.1

Total costs 226.7 308.9 339.2 347.72 49.6 53.4

Note a: At the time the consultation paper was released, the total cost for the biosecurity cost recovery arrangement
was forecast to be $348.8 million for 2023-24. During the development of the 2023-24 biosecurity cost
recovery implementation statement and in response to stakeholder feedback, cost allocations for the
biosecurity cost recovery arrangement were revised. This resulted in a reduction of $1.1 million in forecast
costs to be recovered.

Source: Adapted from Table 1 of the Changes to the regulatory charging for biosecurity activities impact analysis.5°

2.77 Key outcomes of the review included:

° the development of the CRIS model (see paragraph 2.4);
° the 2023-24 Biosecurity CRIS; and
° updated charging legislation.

2.78 The impact analysis stated that ‘DAFF recognises the magnitude of some proposed price
changes is significant and the source of some of the strongest opposition from stakeholders’ and
that:

To minimise the impact of future changes DAFF is committed to an annual review cycle to ensure
costs and effort remain relevant. This process will allow for regular consideration of the effort and
cost to deliver regulatory activities and for decreases in prices where effort reduces.

Annual CRIS cycle

2.79 DAFF has established an annual cycle for its biosecurity cost recovery arrangements. The
cycle commences in August, with a post-1 July implementation review of the previous year and
concludes in June with the publication of the new Cost Recovery Implementation Statement (CRIS)
and new prices (Figure 2.7). More information about the CRIS is at paragraphs 3.64 to 3.66.

59 ibid.
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Figure 2.7:  Annual CRIS cycle

August/September
Post-July implementation review of
previous year

October/November
July Consult with program areas on cost
New prices commence drivers, cost effort, factors impacting

pricing, cost pressures

December

June -
Model new prices

Publish final CRIS and new prices

April/May
Seek Ministerial approval of final
CRIS and any legislative
amendments

January
e Finalise modelling of new prices
e Update FMIS item codes

February/March

e Finalise new prices
e Publish draft CRIS and charging
risk assessment

e Engage with industry

Source: ANAO summary of DAFF annual cycle for its biosecurity cost recovery arrangements.

2.80 The use of the CRIS model to calculate prices is examined at paragraphs 3.9 to 3.25. The
prices for the 2024-25 CRIS were calculated by applying indexation to the 2023-24 prices and the
prices for the 2025-26 CRIS were calculated by applying indexation to the 2024-25 prices (see
paragraphs 3.32 to 3.37).

2.81 As prices were calculated using indexation in 2024-25 and 2025-26, the elements of the
annual CRIS cycle regarding consultation with program areas to review the cost base and the
modelling of new prices, outlined in in Figure 2.7, were not used to inform the cost estimates or
prices for those years (see paragraph 3.36).

Portfolio charging reviews

2.82 The CRP states that ‘Departments of State must conduct periodic reviews of all existing and
potential charging activities within their portfolios at least every five years, in accordance with the

published schedule of portfolio charging reviews or at other times agreed by the Finance Minister’.%°

2.83 The most recent Portfolio Charging Review (PCR) for the agriculture and water resources
portfolio was concluded in 2019 and approved by the secretary on 16 April 2019, when the
department was the Department of Agriculture and Water Resources. It found that ‘in light of
existing reform effort, the portfolio has already undertaken significant improvements to the
charging arrangements, and is generally well placed to continue to deliver further improvements’.
It did not make any recommendations.

60 Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, paragraph 44.
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2.84 DAFF was scheduled to complete its next PCR in the 2025 calendar year, with reference to
the 2024-25 financial year. The outcomes of the PCR are scheduled to be brought forward in the
2026—-27 Budget. In May 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that the PCR was not yet finalised.

Other reviews

2.85 DAFF has conducted three reviews of its cost recovery framework since May 2024. One,
which was conducted by Chartertech, focused on the cost allocation process. The remaining two,
conducted by Callida, focused on identifying the factors contributing to a divergence between cost
recovered revenue and expenditure in 2023-24.

Cost allocation process review

2.86 Chartertech was engaged to assess DAFF’s ‘cost allocation process and reporting in the
current Activity Based Costing system (ABC)’.%* The evaluation report was provided in May 2024.
The report concluded that the ‘current model is comprehensive’ but ‘across the department there
were varying levels of understanding of the cost recovery framework and how the current cost
allocation model operates’.

2.87 Keythemes from Chartertech’s engagement with DAFF users of the cost model included the
need for greater clarity, transparency and accountability (particularly regarding corporate overhead
cost allocations); and the timeliness of review and updating of cost drivers. The review made
13 recommendations, including educating staff regarding the department’s charging framework;
reviewing the cost model’s governance arrangements; and enhancing transparency.

2.88 In May 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that the recommendations of this review were being
implemented through the procurement of a new system to replace the Oracle system (see
paragraphs 2.42 to 2.44).

Review of cost model and ‘bottom-up’ pilot

2.89 Callida Consulting was engaged in March 2024 to review the cost model and ‘review and
assess department actual activity costs, the drivers of activities, and identify material variances’.®?
This was intended to assist the department to understand the factors contributing to a divergence
between cost recovered revenue and expenditure in 2023-24 and to provide an initial view of areas

for improvement to identify, understand and rectify future variations.

2.90 Callida delivered its report on 6 June 2024 (June 2024 review), making five observations and
recommendations, including that:

There are divergences in driver allocation rules between the CRIS Model and the [Oracle system]
used to plan and allocate costs within the Biosecurity function across regulatory and
non-regulatory activities. This includes similar activities not being allocated consistently across the
program, or allocations not being carried over across models following the transfer of functions

61 AusTender, Contract Notice CN4044546, available from https://www.tenders.gov.au/Cn/Show/b62756ff-
a998-4ae5-ae48-5e680ceddf27 [accessed 12 May 2026].

The value of the contract was $66,044.

62 AusTender, Contract Notice CN4040714, available from https://www.tenders.gov.au/Cn/Show/18e22d83-
7068-43b5-8ech-d3a7261980db [accessed 12 May 2026].

The value of the contract was $206,643.75.
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within the program. This, and other factors, drive a variance created by the application of driver
attributions, at a cost centre level.

Where the [Oracle system] driver is lower than the CRIS Model driver, this creates an underspend
variance to the cost recovery budget. This is because greater cost is allocated to non-cost
recovered activity than was expected in the budget. The opposite also applies.

In July 2024, Callida was re-engaged to create a prototype ‘bottom-up’®® activity-based

costing model (the pilot).%* The pilot report was delivered on 17 October 2024. It explained that:

2.92

The current biosecurity ‘Top-down’ cost modelling environment does not provide a management
tool to plan resource, understand the impact of volume variability, create greater efficiency,
improve performance, or set pricing commensurate with the full cost of an activity. These
attributes are all associated with managing sustainable operations, as well as the creation of a
sustainable funding model.

‘Bottom-up’ [Activity-Based Costing (ABC)] uses the activity’s underlying process as the basis for
understanding cost. Because costs are attributed to each task (process step) within an activity,
there are many management benefits to ABC. Efficiency (or inefficiency) can be analysed and
improved. Operational performance can be lifted, where better process is implemented, or where
effectiveness is improved through multipliers such as technology. Transparency of the cost base,
from process up to aggregate level, creates a high degree of cost consciousness, and can also be
effectively used to inform and manage messaging used for stakeholder interactions. Furthermore,
such a model allows decisions which support equity, policy delivery and simplicity of charging
arrangements.

The pilot modelled two biosecurity functions, Post Entry Quarantine (PEQ) and Import

Permit Assessment Functions, using a ‘bottom-up’ approach. The modelling found that there was
‘broad under recovery of PEQ’s cost base, as well as cross subsidisation between different streams
within PEQ/, noting that ‘it appears that [PEQ] pricing may currently be set at an unsustainably low

level.’

2.93

The modelling also found ‘under recovery of all Import Permit Streams’, explaining that ‘As

with PEQ, this significant under recovery will be offset somewhere else in the Biosecurity,
Operations and Compliance Group.” The pilot concluded that:

This ‘Bottom-up’ ABC modelling activity, although only a prototype, has discovered many items
which appear important to improving the Department’s financial and operational sustainability. It
has described under-recovery, price points which are lower than unit cost, pricing structures which
are incompatible and unaligned with the associated business process, and a potential commercial
charging arrangement.

Although this report has not fully explored efficiency of cost, the models allow this examination
because of the process mapping undertaken within each model for PEQ and Import Permits. Those
processes can be examined and explored for opportunities to improve efficiency.

63

64

For more information about ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’ cost modelling approaches, see paragraphs 2.17 to
2.20 and Figure 2.4.

AusTender, Contract Notice CN4082911, available from https://www.tenders.gov.au/Cn/Show/02a91fe0-
adee-4519-9617-2a4225b56faa [accessed 12 May 2026].

The value of the contract was $295,508 (original value $198,970).
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2.94 The pilot report made six recommendations, including that DAFF:

compare the benefits and disbenefits of its current ABC methodology with the ‘Bottom-up’ costing
methodology described and demonstrated as part of this review.

Where a ‘Bottom-up’ approach is assessed to be the correct course of action, a rolling program
plan should be constructed to determine the sequencing of biosecurity functions to be
‘Bottom-up’ costed (sequencing of functions to be costed could be prioritised by revenue share,
business complexity, size and cross-function synergy).

Where pragmatic and achievable, the results of the extended rollout of the ‘Bottom-up’ cost
modelling should be utilised as the lead tool to inform deeper process and efficiency analysis as
part of considering broader resource planning and price settings.

Project to enhance effort estimation processes

2.95 In April 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that it is currently planning a project to review and
enhance its processes supporting the estimation of effort to inform the cost drivers used to estimate
costs and prices. DAFF has identified six focus areas for uplift and improvement:

° ‘Cost Recovery teams have no visibility of Driver review workings to QA and confirm
accuracy’;

° ‘No consistent template provided or used by Business teams when completing their Driver
reviews’;

° ‘Business teams only reviewed their Program Drivers for the 2025-26 internal budget
process’;

° ‘Service Drivers last reviewed during 2022-23 financial year (and have fixed splits) —

business teams have no or limited visibility’;

° ‘Direct cost centres aren’t required to complete Driver reviews (no underlying ABC, no
visibility regarding Direct v Variable costs)’; and

° ‘Depreciation and other significant non-staff costs (ICT Software) captured within Business
team cost centres — directly impacting Driver review outcomes’.

2.96 DAFF further advised the ANAO that, as part of the project, it plans to develop templates to
support cost centre managers to more accurately estimate effort to inform review of cost drivers
and improve the accuracy of the cost model going forward. The templates will also provide a
detailed record of how effort was estimated. This will act as a baseline, allowing for DAFF to better
monitor changes in estimation of effort, as well as ensuring more consistency in how effort is
measured across cost centres and across time. DAFF advised that the project was anticipated to
commence in April 2026.

Stakeholder engagement

2.97 The CRP states that ‘entities should engage actively with stakeholders throughout all stages

of the cost recovery process, from policy development through to implementation and review’.%®

65 Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, paragraph 31.
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2.98

DAFF has established seven Industry Consultative Committees (ICCs)®® to represent industry

views in relation to biosecurity and imported food:

2.99

Avian Imports Stakeholder Group;

Biological Consultative Group;

Cargo Consultative Committee;

Companion Animal Transport Industry Consultative Committee;

Horse Industry Consultative Committee;

Imported Food Consultative Committee; and

Post Entry Plant Consultative Committee.®”

The ICCs met between one and three times per year between 2022-23 and 2024-25. Issues

raised by stakeholders in ICC meetings (regarding biosecurity cost recovery arrangements)
between 2022 and 2025 included:

the need for fair and equitable charges;
expectations of improved services in return for increased charges;

transparency of cost recovered fees and levies, and the model used to determine cost
recovery charges;

accuracy and efficacy of DAFF’s cost model and the underlying figures used;
the need for stakeholders to be informed of changes as soon as possible; and

the overall cost of cost recovery changes to industry.

2.100 As outlined in paragraphs 2.9 to 2.31, DAFF determines the unit cost (and price) of each
output by allocating estimated costs down from relevant cost centres to outputs via a
percentage-based estimation of ‘effort’, divided by estimated volume of demand for the activity.
DAFF has not mapped or assigned costs to the key business processes required to deliver the

output.

2.101 As outlined in paragraphs 2.50 to 2.52, this increases the risk that the price being charged
may not closely link to the actual costs of delivering the specific activity. This also limits DAFF’s ability
to ensure and transparently demonstrate to its stakeholders that its cost recovered activities are
being delivered at the minimum efficient cost.

66

67

For more information regarding Industry Consultative Committees, see Department of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Forestry, Industry Consultative Committees, DAFF, Canberra, available from
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/biosecurity-trade/policy/partnerships/consultative-committees [accessed

6 May 2026].
Also known as the Post Entry Quarantine Plant Users Group.
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Arrangements to support cost recovery

2.102 The Sustainable Biosecurity Funding Advisory Panel was announced on 28 February 2024,
comprising representatives of 19 stakeholder organisations.® The panel’s aim is:

to increase transparency of biosecurity funding and enable members to:

° provide genuine input into matters related to Commonwealth biosecurity funding and the
Commonwealth’s contribution to Australia’s biosecurity system and

. provide feedback to the department about its biosecurity priorities, expenditure, and
potential new funding streams.

Engagement regarding changes to biosecurity fees and charges

2.103 DAFF engaged with stakeholders regarding the proposed changes to biosecurity fees and
charges during the development of the 2023—-24 and 2024-25 biosecurity CRISs.

2.104 DAFF engaged with stakeholders regarding the proposed changes to biosecurity fees and
charges during the development of the 2024-25 Self-Assessed Clearance (SAC) CRIS. DAFF engaged
with stakeholders prior to the introduction of the SAC charge; however, a consultation draft of the
CRIS was not released. In response to concerns raised by stakeholders, the start date for the SAC
charge was changed from 1 July to 1 October 2024.

2.105 DAFF’s Cost Recovery Implementation Statements are examined at paragraphs 3.64 to 3.66.

68 Animal Health Australia Industry Forum; Australian Dairy Farmers; Australian Forest Products Association;
Australian Fresh Produce Alliance; Australian Grape and Wine; Australian Pork Limited; Cattle Australia;
Centre of Excellence for Biosecurity Risk Analysis; Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation; Cotton Australia; Freight and Trade Alliance; Grain Producers Australia; GrainGrowers Limited;
International Forwarders and Customs Brokers Association; Invasive Species Council; Plant Health Australia
Industry Forum; Seafood Industry Australia; Sheep Producers Australia; and Wool Producers Australia.
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3. Implementation of cost recovery

Areas examined

This chapter examines whether the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF)
has effectively implemented its biosecurity cost recovery arrangements.

Conclusion

DAFF’'s implementation of its cost recovery arrangements is partly effective.
Eighty-one per cent of biosecurity prices were directly or largely®® informed by the calculations
of DAFF’s charging model. DAFF did not advise the secretary or minister how biosecurity prices
that were not directly informed by its model were calculated when seeking approval for the
prices. These prices were then indexed for 2024-25 and 2025-26. DAFF’s biosecurity cost
recovery revenue was higher than its expenses in 2023—-24, 2024-25 and 2025-26.7° DAFF’s
ability to effectively manage the risk of cross subsidisation is limited. It is not effectively
managing the risks of under- or over-recovery. DAFF is publicly reporting on the financial and
non-financial performance of biosecurity cost recovery.

Areas for improvement
The ANAO made three recommendations for the department to:

e consistently apply its charging model in the setting of cost recovery prices and inform
decision-makers and stakeholders when prices are set outside of the model;

e ensure that the increase in prices delivered by the application of indexation aligns with the
estimated cost of delivering biosecurity activities; and

e identify, assess and manage the risks relating to under- or over-recovery of cost recovery
revenue.

3.1 The Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy (CRP) states that ‘the effectiveness of cost
recovery involves the reliability and accuracy of the cost recovery model and related processes in
measuring costs and reflecting those costs in the related charges’ and that ‘Effective cost recovery
includes appropriate revenue management.’’?

3.2 Chapter 2 considers the appropriateness and effectiveness of DAFF’s arrangements to
support cost recovery for biosecurity activities, including the cost and price models, and identifies
a number of risks that may limit the accuracy of DAFF’s cost estimates, including that:

° the ‘top-down’ approach limits DAFF’s visibility of the cost of delivering its activities and
increases the risk that the costs of its outputs (and ultimately the prices charged to users)

69 The eight prices (15 per cent) that were assessed as ‘largely’ informed by the calculations of the charging
model did not match due to the impacts of a change made to the model to address an error identified during
stakeholder consultation. The eight prices listed in the 2023—-24 CRIS were between $5 less and $6 more than
the amount calculated by the model after the error was rectified. 2023—-24 actual volumes for these charge
points ranged from 0 to 120,698.

70 InJune 2026, DAFF reported that April 2026 year to date cost recovery revenue for biosecurity was $21.3
million higher than its expenses. The 2025-26 full financial year forecast was that cost recovery revenue for
biosecurity would be $18.3 million higher than its expenses (see Table 3.3).

71 Department of Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, Finance, Canberra, 2025, paragraph 25,

available from https://www.finance.gov.au/government/managing-commonwealth-resources/implementing-
charging-framework-rmg-302/australian-government-cost-recovery-policy [accessed 15 April 2026].
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Implementation of cost recovery

may not represent the minimum efficient costs of delivering its activities (see
paragraphs 2.9 to 2.31);

° reliance on management estimates of effort rather than more evidence-based methods,
such as detailed timekeeping data or time and motion studies, may increase the risk of
inaccuracy of estimated costs (see paragraphs 2.22 to 2.31); and

. using two different tools for planning and monitoring increases the risk of inaccuracies in
the tracking of estimated costs and actual expenses and revenue, due to possible
misalignment in cost drivers between the Oracle system and the CRIS model (see
paragraphs 2.32 to 2.44).

33 This chapter examines the implementation of these arrangements and how some of the
risks identified above may be impacting the effective recovery of cost for biosecurity regulatory
activities.

Is DAFF recovering the agreed costs of its regulatory activities?

Thirty-four per cent of the biosecurity prices set in 2023—-24 were not directly informed by
DAFF’s charging model’s calculations of the cost for the delivery of those activities. The secretary
and minister were not advised that these prices were not directly informed by the model, or of
the reasoning for not using the model’s calculations, when the department sought approval for
the prices. The 2023-24 prices were indexed for 2024—-25 and 2025-26. DAFF’s cost recovery
revenue for biosecurity was higher than its expenses in 2023-24, 2024-25 and 2025-26.7%
DAFF’s ability to effectively identify, understand and address areas of under- or over-recovery
and effectively manage the risk of cross subsidisation is limited. Without clear identification and
assessment of risks relating to cost recovery revenue collection, DAFF’s ability to effectively
monitor and respond to risks of under- and over-recovery is limited.

34 The effective recovery of costs for biosecurity regulatory activities is directly connected to
DAFF’s ability to effectively fund the delivery of these activities and therefore effectively manage
biosecurity risks and assess the compliance of imported food.

35 The 2025-26 Biosecurity Cost Recovery Implementation Statement (CRIS) outlines DAFF’s
reason for undertaking cost recovery for biosecurity and imported food regulatory activities:

The department undertakes cost recovery for biosecurity and imported food regulatory activities
to support key government objectives:

. manage biosecurity risks arising from people, goods and conveyances (vessels and aircraft)
entering Australia

. assess compliance of imported food with relevant food standards and public health and
safety requirements.

The department’s regulatory activities occur onshore, offshore and at the border. These activities
are associated with measures and controls to manage and minimise the risk of pests, weeds and
diseases entering, emerging, establishing or spreading within Australia. This in turn facilitates

72 InJune 2026, DAFF reported that April 2026 year to date cost recovery revenue for biosecurity was $21.3
million higher than its expenses. The 2025-26 full financial year forecast was that cost recovery revenue for
biosecurity would be $18.3 million higher than its expenses (see Table 3.3).
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trade and the movement of plants, animals, people and products. Imported food regulatory
activities are associated with protecting public health and safety.’3

3.6 It states that ‘The Australian Government continues to affirm full cost recovery as the
appropriate level of cost recovery from regulated entities through the portfolio budget statements
and budget processes each year.”’*

Application of charging model

3.7 The ANAO tested a random representative sample of cost centres used in DAFF’s CRIS model
(see paragraph 2.4 and Figure 2.2) and determined that the CRIS model was allocating costs to
activity-programs and services in accordance with the ANAQO’s understanding of its business rules.

3.8 In March 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that the CRIS model separates costs relating to fees
and costs relating to charges (levies) from the point at which costs are allocated to programs and
activities (see Figure 2.2, Stage 3). The ANAO tested all of the biosecurity prices calculated by the
CRIS model and determined that activity-programs that allocated costs to charges (levies) and
activity-programs that allocated costs to fees did not overlap. This indicated that costs relating to
charges (levies) and fees are separated in the model, as advised.

Use of the model to calculate prices

3.9 The CRP states that ‘There must be alignment between the expenses of the activity (the
costs involved in providing it) and the revenue (the income generated through charges for it).””>

3.10 The 2023-24 Biosecurity CRIS states that DAFF uses a cost allocation process to determine
the cost of its regulatory activities.”® This cost allocation process is reflected in DAFF’s CRIS model
(see paragraphs 2.4 to 2.7 and Figure 2.2). DAFF uses the costs determined by the CRIS model to
calculate unit prices for biosecurity fees and levies (see Figure 2.2, Stage 4).

3.11 Atotal of 53 price points were listed between the 2023—-24 CRIS and accompanying list of
fees and charges and calculated by the CRIS model.”” The ANAO compared the prices calculated by
the CRIS model with the prices that were legislated and published in the 2023-24 CRIS. Of the 53
prices, 43 (81 per cent) were directly or largely informed by the calculations of DAFF’s charging
model.

3.12 The results of this comparison are summarised at Table 3.1. Appendix 4 lists the results of
this comparison against individual prices.

73  DAFF, Biosecurity cost recovery implementation statement 2025-26, p. 2.

74 ibid.

75 Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, paragraph 36.

76  Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Biosecurity Cost Recovery Arrangement: Cost Recovery
Implementation Statement: 2023-24, DAFF, Canberra, 2023, p. 7, available from

https://www.agriculture.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/biosecurity-cost-recovery-implementation-
statement-2023-24.pdf [accessed 17 April 2026].

77 There are a total of 58 prices listed between the CRIS and the accompanying list of fees and charges. Five fees
relating to treatments, baggage storage and special processing areas are listed in the CRIS but not calculated
by the model. DAFF advised the ANAO in March 2026 that treatment services are delivered by third party
providers at variable costs, and a nominal fee is charged to partly recover these costs. DAFF advised the ANAO
in June 2026 that the baggage storage fee was based on staffing costs and special processing fees are agreed
at the request of an importer within an established range.
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Table 3.1:

Number of
price points

and (%) of
total

Results of
comparison

Implementation of cost recovery

Comparison of 2023-24 CRIS and modelled prices

Alignment | Potential impact

35 35 price points matched N/A
(66) the amounts calculated

by the model.

8 Eight price points JAN The prices published in the 2023-24 CRIS

(15) (15 per cent) did not were between $5 less and $6 more than the
match due to the amount calculated by the model after the error
impacts of a change was rectified.

made to the model. 2023-24 actual volumes for these charge

DAFF made a decision points ranged from 0 to 120,698.

not to update these The impact of these differences was a loss to

prices in the CRIS (see the Australian Government of approximately

3.131t0 3.15). $354,336 in 2023-24.

7 For seven price points v The importation charges? for eggs and live

(13) (13 per cent) an birds published in the 2023-24 CRIS are
explanation was $48,758 and $260,092 lower, respectively, than
available, but key the prices calculated by the model.

aspects of the final In 2023-24, two consignments of eggs and

price calculation could zero consignments of live birds were imported.

not be explained. (see ; . . .

3.16 10 3.21). For two prices _(maklng up the importation
charge for ruminantsP) the combined charge
listed in the 2023—-24 CRIS was $791 higher
than the price calculated by the model. The
husbandry fee for ruminants was $52 higher
than the price calculated by the model.

The estimated volume for ruminants was 0,
indicating it is unlikely this charge has been
collected by DAFF.
The impact of these differences was a loss to
the Australian Government of approximately
$97,516 in 2023-24.
3 Three price points (6 V The prices published in the 2023-24 CRIS
(6) per cent) did not match ranged from $315 less to $159 more than the
and DAFF was not able price calculated by the model.
to provide a sufficient The 2023-24 volumes for all the prices DAFF
explanation for how the was unable to sufficiently explain were zero,
price point was indicating these fees and charges were not
gez"g;m'ned (see 3.22to collected and there was no financial impact.
Key: A Directly informed by the model (price matched the amount calculated by the model);
A Largely informed by the model (price did not match due to a change to the model);
V¥ Partly informed by the model (difference in price partly explained, but no evidence of how final price
calculated); and
V Not informed by the model (no or insufficient explanation of how the price was determined).
Note a: Animal importation charges are made up of a reservation charge and a confirmation of reservation charge,

which are charged separately but calculated together by the model as a single importation charge.
Note b: Examples of ruminants include cattle, goats, sheep, deer and antelopes.
Source: ANAO analysis.
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Decision not to update prices impacted by correction

3.13 In March 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that, following stakeholder consultation for the
2023-24 Biosecurity CRIS, an error in the model was identified which had ‘in effect, duplicated an
intended cost base increase impacting horse importation prices’. This error was corrected and the
horse importation charge was reduced. The change made to the model to correct this error, due to
a shared cost centre, had minor impacts on eight importation and husbandry related fees and
charges other than the horse importation charge.

3.14 DAFF further explained that the prices for these fees and charges were not updated in the
CRIS for the following reasons:

The decision was made to not reflect these updated prices (which is what appears in version 2.2
of the model) in the final prices that went into the CRIS because:

1) There were no faults identified in the underlying assumptions for the importation and
husbandry prices for companion animals and plants. Their change from the prices proposed in the
consultation paper to the final version of the model was merely a by-product of rectifying a fault
directed to horses; and

2) The changes to the importation and husbandry prices for companion animals and plants were
minor and considered to be within the margins of uncertainty that the numerous assumptions that
underlie cost base assumptions make up. That’s to say that a $1-$3 price difference could just as
easily be realised by variances against actual spending, drivers or volumes that would reasonably
be expected to eventuate; and

3) Industry and ministerial support had already been garnered for the prices put forward at
consultation. Any changes to those prices would have required additional clearance, which could
have jeopardised the project’s ability to be delivered on time. Further delays would have impacted
the department’s financial sustainability, and thus it is appropriate to weigh these trade-offs
against the goal of having perfect alignment between modelled prices and the final CRIS.

3.15 The briefs provided to the Secretary and Minister for approval of the CRIS and prices did not
state that these prices had been impacted but would not be updated. These prices were indexed in
2024-25 and 2025-26 (see paragraphs 3.32 to 3.37).

Price differences with partial explanation

3.16 In March 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that, for four prices relating to the importation of
eggs and live birds, the full price calculated by the model was not applied ‘because the growth in
price would have been unsustainable for industry’.

3.17 The department receives supplementation through the anti-smuggling appropriation to
offset costs for avian imports, which is taken into consideration by the CRIS model when calculating
the price. DAFF explained that ‘the gap is also an artefact of the anti-smuggling appropriation having
not kept pace with the growth in the cost pool, which is an issue that has been noted in the portfolio
charging review’. DAFF advised the Minister that these activities would not be fully cost recovered
and stated that ‘under-recovered costs will continue to be met through other funding sources while
a longer-term approach is developed’.

3.18 There was no evidence of how the final price was determined, beyond the decision not to
use the full price calculated by the model. DAFF’s records do not explain the ‘other funding sources’
intended to be used to meet the under-recovered costs. As outlined in paragraphs 3.47 and 3.48,
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Implementation of cost recovery

DAFF’s over-recovery in 2023-24 and 2024-25 indicates that there may be a risk that cross
subsidisation is occurring due to over-recovery in some areas both offsetting areas where costs are
under-recovered and overall generating more revenue than expenses.

3.19 Thethree costs (and prices) for ruminants’® are not calculated separately in the model. DAFF
advised the ANAO in March 2026 that these prices are calculated using the price modelling for
horses. The final prices for ruminants are higher than the prices for horses.

3.20 DAFF advised the ANAO in April 2026 that the daily husbandry fee for ruminants is ‘based
on the modelling used for horses’, but that the ‘fee is set at a higher rate to reflect the nature of the
activity the department undertakes for the different animal groups’. It explained that:

Husbandry for horses is generally undertaken by industry and, the department only has a
supervisory role, therefore the effort and cost is less, departmental staff deliver the husbandry
activity for ruminants this requires more effort, and the cost to deliver is higher which is reflected
in the higher price.

3.21 It is not clear how the difference in effort and cost between horses and ruminants was
calculated and as a result how the difference in the final price was determined.

Price differences without sufficient explanation

3.22 The importation charge for bees (consisting of two prices, the reservation charge and the
confirmation of reservation charge) is listed at a lower price in the CRIS and legislation (54,187) than
the price calculated by the model ($4,502). In March 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that ‘the
decision to use the lower rate was made to retain a lower overall % increase to prices’.

3.23 Conversely, the husbandry fee for bees included in the CRIS and legislation ($469) was
higher than the price determined by the model ($310). DAFF was not able to explain why this price
was used but further advised that a bee consignment has not been imported since 2021.

Potential impact

3.24 For 2023-24, 66 per cent of prices charged directly reflected the prices calculated by DAFF’s
charging model. Thirty-four per cent of biosecurity prices did not match DAFF’s charging model’s
calculations of the cost for the delivery of those activities. There is no evidence that DAFF advised
the secretary or minister that these prices did not match those calculated by the model, or of the
reasoning for not using the model’s calculations, when seeking approval for the prices.

3.25 Animal and plant import figures for 2023-24 indicate that the financial impact of charging
prices that did not match the cost model may have resulted in a loss to the Australian Government
of approximately $452,000 in 2023-24.7° This comprises 0.12 per cent of the cost recovery revenue
for biosecurity in 2023-24.

3.26 Asdiscussed in Chapter 2, there are a number of risks that may limit the accuracy of DAFF’s
charging model’s estimates of cost. However, there are increased risks of inaccuracy if prices are
set outside of the charging model’s estimates. This also limits the transparency of prices, especially

78 Examples of ruminants include cattle, goats, sheep, deer and antelopes.

79 This calculation is on the basis that, where a figure for the actual import volume was not provided to the
ANAQO, the actual import volume was assumed to be 0, reflecting the estimate published in the CRIS.
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if the reasoning and decisions to set prices outside of the model are not well-documented or not
communicated to decision makers and stakeholders.

Recommendation no. 4
3.27 The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry:

(a) consistently apply its charging model in the setting of cost recovery prices, to ensure
that prices are informed by the estimated costs of delivering the activities; and

(b) document reasoning and inform decision-makers and stakeholders when prices are set
outside of the model.

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry response: Agreed in principle.

3.28 The department acknowledges that historical decisions to set prices outside of the model
should have been more appropriately documented.

3.29 These decisions resulted in the under recovery of the cost of providing these services.

3.30 The variances in prices identified in this Report represent approximately 3.2% of the
2025-26 April year to date biosecurity cost recovered revenue. Consistent with the principles of
ensuring prices reflect minimum efficient cost, some changes to prices were applied to more
accurately reflect the estimated cost. This followed identification of minor errors through the
department’s quality assurance process.

3.31 The department will continue to strengthen governance by ensuring any deviations from
modelled prices are clearly documented, justified and communicated to decision-makers, while
retaining flexibility to apply policy judgement where required.

Indexation

3.32  From 1July 2023, the following legislation was amended to provide for prices to be indexed
annually according to the Consumer Price Index (CPI):

° Biosecurity Regulation 2016;

° Biosecurity Charges Imposition (General) Regulation 2016;

° Biosecurity Charges Imposition (Customs) Regulation 2016;

. Imported Food Control Regulations 2019; and

. Imported Food Charges (Imposition — General) Regulation 2015.

3.33 The impact analysis for the change stated that this would ‘provide industry with a greater
degree of certainty on the timing and value of price changes, as well as reduce the need for
amendment of legislation each time prices change’.

3.34 For 2024-25, prices for biosecurity fees and levies were determined by applying indexation
to the prices set for 2023—24. The ANAO applied indexation, as per the formula set out in legislation,
to the 2023-24 prices and compared the result to the 2024-25 prices published in the 2024-25
Biosecurity CRIS. In all cases, the ANAO calculation matched DAFF’s published rate.

3.35 Indexation was also applied in 2025-26. The ANAO tested the application as outlined in
paragraph 3.34 and in all cases, DAFF’s published rate was correctly indexed.
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Implementation of cost recovery

3.36 Inapproving the application of indexation to determine 2025—-26 prices, DAFF’s Finance and
Performance Committee (FPC) was informed that a more detailed review of prices beyond
indexation could result in price increases of 14 to 17 per cent. The brief to the FPC noted that
‘Continue CPIl-only increase [sic] are likely to see further misalignment between prices and costs. At
an activity level, this could be perceived by industry as cross-subsidisation’ but recommended
indexation on the basis that this would allow a longer lead time to review the cost base without the
pressure of an election cycle.

3.37 DAFF recovered $13.9 million more than its biosecurity cost recovery expenses in 2023-24
and $20.5 million more than its expenses in 2024-25 (see paragraphs 3.43 to 3.49). As discussed in
paragraphs 2.59 to 2.63, without regular review of the cost base (representing the minimum
efficient costs of delivering activities) there is a risk that the indexation of prices could result in prices
diverging from the actual costs of delivering the activity.

Recommendation no. 5

3.38 The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry ensure that the increase in prices
delivered by the application of indexation aligns with the estimated cost of delivering biosecurity
activities.

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry response: Agreed.

3.39 The department will ensure that the increase in prices delivered by the application of
indexation aligns with the estimated cost of delivering biosecurity activities.

3.40 Indexation was introduced and legislated to provide predictability, administrative
efficiency and reduced regulatory burden, consistent with government policy intent.

3.41 Thedepartment is ensuring indexed prices are aligned with costs by incorporating periodic
cost base reviews and monitoring for material divergence, rather than relying solely on indexation
over extended periods.

3.42 As evidenced through the 2026-27 CRIS consultation, the department took a structured
approach to reviewing fees and charges, including indexation. This resulted in a select number of
fees and charges being increased above indexation, redundant fees being removed, and
amendments to other charges being made to more accurately reflect regulatory effort. Without
such reviews, it is more likely that costs will exceed indexation and under recovery will occur.

Expenses and revenue

3.43 The CRP states that ‘[t]here must be alignment between the expenses of the activity (the
costs involved in providing it) and the revenue (the income generated through charges for it).” It
explains that:

Ideally, the expenses and revenue should be aligned on a yearly basis. However, where justified,
they can be aligned over a longer period (e.g. the business cycle of the activity). Commonwealth
entities should develop mechanisms (e.g. internal control systems) to manage any under- or
over-recovery. There must not be systematic over- or under-recovery of costs.

80 Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, paragraphs 36-37.
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3.44 The CRP does not indicate what level of ‘alignment’ is expected, or what might constitute
‘systematic over- or under-recovery’ as opposed to reasonable fluctuations. As cost recovery fees
and charges are set based on forecast expenditure, which is affected by factors such as changing
volumes of demand and the global trade environment, it is expected that there will be some
variations over the years. DAFF has not established its own acceptable level of variance between
the expense and revenue of its cost recovered activities.

3.45 Following the changes made to the biosecurity cost recovery arrangements for 202324
(see paragraphs 1.15 to 1.18), DAFF’s cost recovery revenue for biosecurity has been higher than its
expenses (Table 3.2). In June 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that this occurred ‘as the department
recovered from a period of austerity measures and low staffing levels’ and that ‘DAFF expects these
surpluses will not continue’. DAFF explained that:

In 2023-24 this was driven by DAFF seeking to return to full staffing levels after a period of
austerity measure [sic] that were in place for the end of 2022—-23. In 2024-25 this was largely
driven by unforeseen increases in demand in the recently introduce SACS pathway from 1 October
2024. This charge is recovered each quarter in arrears, creating a time delay before the
department can respond to changes in demand.

Table 3.2:

Variation between biosecurity cost recovery expenses and revenue, 2023—-
24 and 2024-25

Financial year Expenses ($) Revenue ($) Variation (revenue Variation of

— expenses ($) expenses (%)
2023-24 351,051,678 364,908,114 13,856,436 3.9
2024-25 408,259,389 428,807,799 20,548,410 5.0

Note:  The internal reports containing the data presented in this table were provided to the ANAO by DAFF. This data
has not been verified by the ANAO. Differences in expenses and revenue reported across different sources is
examined in paragraphs 3.61 to 3.63.

Source: ANAO analysis of internal DAFF reporting of Oracle system data.

3.46 InJune 2026, DAFF provided the ANAO with cost recovery financial reporting for 2025-26,
as at April 2026. This report showed that DAFF’s year to date cost recovery revenue for biosecurity
was $21.3 million higher than its expenses. The report forecast that, for the 2025-26 full financial
year, cost recovery revenue for biosecurity would be $18.3 million higher than its expenses (Table

3.3).

Table 3.3:

Variation between biosecurity cost recovery expenses and revenue, year to
date 2025-26 (as at April 2026)

Period Expenses ($) Revenue ($) | Variation (revenue Variation of
— expenses ($) expenses (%)

July 2025 to 367,133,251 388,397,142 21,263,891 5.8

April 2026 (actuals)

2025-26 447,924,337 466,228,584 18,304,248 4.1

(forecast)

Note:  The internal reports containing the data presented in this table were provided to the ANAO by DAFF. This data
has not been verified by the ANAO. Differences in expenses and revenue reported across different sources is

examined in paragraphs 3.61 to 3.63.

Source: ANAO analysis of internal DAFF reporting of Oracle system data.
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Implementation of cost recovery

3.47 Two financial years is not enough data to determine whether systemic over-recovery is
occurring under the current arrangements. However, over-recovery in 2023-24 and 2024-25 and
continued over-recovery forecast in 2025—26 may indicate that DAFF’s estimates of its costs and/or
its calculation of prices were not accurate.

3.48 When DAFF’s ‘bottom up’ modelling pilot’s conclusion of ‘broad under-recovery’ in Post
Entry Quarantine (PEQ) and Import Permit Assessments is considered (see paragraphs 2.89 to 2.94),
DAFF’s over-recovery in 2023-24 and 2024-25 indicates that there may be a risk that cross
subsidisation is occurring due to over-recovery in some areas both offsetting areas where costs are
under-recovered and overall generating more revenue than expenses.

3.49 As discussed at paragraphs 2.50 to 2.52, DAFF has assigned costs to outputs for specific
activities but has not mapped or assigned costs to the key business processes required to deliver
the outputs, which limits its visibility of the cost of delivering its activities. This increases the risk
that the estimated costs of its outputs (and ultimately the prices charged to users) may not
accurately represent DAFF’s actual costs. This also limits DAFF’s ability to effectively identify,
understand and address areas of under- or over-recovery and effectively manage the risk of cross
subsidisation.

Risk of under- or over-recovery

3.50 One of DAFF’s nine enterprise risks relates to inadequate management of financial
resources to achieve its strategic objectives (ER05). DAFF’s corporate plan outlines ‘key mitigations’
for the relevant risks. A key mitigation identified for ERO5 in the 2025-26 corporate plan is to:

Manage the department’s cost-recovery arrangements in accordance with the Australian
Government Charging Framework and the level of cost recovery set by government.

3.51 DAFF provides its Executive Board with quarterly updates on the status of its enterprise risks.
As at quarter 2 of 2025-26 (November 2025), ERO5 was rated as ‘low’ (a decrease from ‘high’ from
the last report in March 2025) and the key mitigation relating to management of cost recovery
arrangement was assessed as ‘fully effective’.

3.52 Although managing cost recovery arrangements is a key mitigation for ERQO5, it is not an
enterprise risk in itself. The ANAO examined whether risks relating to cost recovery revenue
collection (such as risks of under-recovery resulting in insufficient revenue, or of over-recovery
resulting in damage to relationships with stakeholders and to the department’s reputation) were
identified and being managed at the divisional level.

3.53 Of the 16 divisions examined by the ANAO:
° two had a division risk specifically addressing the risk of effectively administering a cost
recovery arrangement in their 2024-25 divisional business plans;

° no division had a risk on administering or implementing cost recovery arrangements in
their 2025-26 divisional business plans; and

° four divisions included cost recovery as a risk control against a broader risk relating to
financial resourcing and budget in either 2024-25 or 2025-26, or both.

3.54 Without clear identification and assessment of risks relating to cost recovery revenue
collection, DAFF’s ability to effectively manage the risk of under- and over-recovery is limited. This
also limits its ability to monitor and respond to potential issues as they arise.
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3.55 The monthly CFO reports provided to the Executive Board usually outline risks relating to
cost recovery, such as cost recovery revenue being below budget or expenses being above budget.

3.56 Minutes of Executive Board meetings indicate that the Executive Board usually notes the
status of the departmental budget as outlined in the CFO reports. The minutes do not generally
reflect whether the Board is concerned about or comfortable with the relevant figures (and if
concerned, whether any actions are required). The risks related to cost recovery listed in the CFO
report, if discussed, are not reflected in the meeting minutes.

Recommendation no. 6

3.57 The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry assess the risks relating to under-
or over-recovery of cost recovery revenue and apply appropriate controls and treatments to
effectively manage these risks.

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry response: Agreed.

3.58 The department monitors the financial results of all cost recovery arrangements on a
monthly basis and reports these outcomes through existing established governance processes and
Industry Consultative Committees.

3.59 The department will look to formally embed associated risks in divisional business plans.
The department will continue to enhance formal identification, monitoring and escalation of cost
recovery risks, including clearer tolerances and improved reporting to senior governance forums.

Is DAFF effectively reporting on its cost recovery activities?

DAFF is publicly reporting on the financial and non-financial performance of biosecurity cost
recovery. DAFF’s biosecurity Cost Recovery Implementation Statements (CRISs) include the
elements outlined in the Cost Recovery Policy and Resource Management Guide 302.
Non-financial performance measures and results reported in the CRISs match information
presented in DAFF’s annual reports. DAFF undertook Charging Risk Assessments for biosecurity
cost recovery arrangements in 2023—-24 and 2024-25. In 2023—-24 and 2024-25, DAFF published
Biosecurity Funding and Expenditure Reports.

3.60 The CRP states that transparency is about ‘openness, two-way communication and a
willingness to explain activities and actions’.®! It explains that:

For cost recovery, transparency means documenting key information about the activity, such as
the policy approval, statutory authority to charge and cost recovery model, in an accessible way
for those who pay charges and for other stakeholders. It also involves reporting on performance
for the activity on an ongoing basis.

Transparency is closely linked to accountability ... In the cost recovery context, accountability
involves ensuring that entities, their staff and the responsible Ministers are answerable for their
actions and decisions in relation to cost recovery.®?

81 ibid., paragraph 26.
82 ibid., paragraphs 27-28.
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Implementation of cost recovery

Reporting of financial and non-financial performance

3.61 DAFF reports publicly on biosecurity cost recovery financial performance in the financial
statements that are included in its annual reports®? (revenue only), cost recovery implementation
statements® and annual biosecurity funding and expenditure reports.8> Reporting of biosecurity
cost recovery financial performance is largely consistent across the different documents (see Table
3.4 and Table 3.5).

Table 3.4: Reported biosecurity cost recovery revenue
Financial year Financial Oracle ABC Biosecurity Biosecurity Funding
statement ($) Report ($) CRIS ($)? and Expenditure
Report ($)
2023-24 362,538,000 364,908,114 364,983,026 365,000,000
2024-25 425,101,000 428,807,799 428,807,799 428,800,000

Note a: 2023-24 figures were reported in the 2025-26 CRIS. 2024-25 figures were reported in the 2026-27 CRIS.
Source: ANAO comparison of DAFF documentation.

Table 3.5:;

Reported biosecurity cost recovery expenses

Financial year

Financial
statement

Oracle ABC
Report ($)

Biosecurity
CRIS ($)?

Biosecurity Funding
and Expenditure

Report ($)
2023-24 351,051,678 351,165,448 351,200,000
2024-25 408,259,389 408,259,389 408,300,000

Note a: 2023-24 figures were reported in the 2025-26 CRIS. 2024-25 figures were reported in the 2026-27 CRIS.
Source: ANAO comparison of DAFF documentation.

3.62 In April 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that the minor variations were due to differences in
the way the figures were calculated. It explained that:

Not reported

Not reported

Financial statement reports includes [sic] only revenue related to fees and levies, whereas Oracle
ABC reports all revenue attributed to the cost recovery arrangement, including some
appropriation (for example, the anti-smuggling measure for the PEQ).

The CRIS figures are point in time forecasts that set out expected revenue and corresponding
expense, as CRIS publication for any given financial year will occur prior to the books for the
previous financial year being settled.

3.63 DAFF advised that the Oracle ABC reports ‘are the single source of truth for cost recovery
revenue and expense’.

83 Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Annual Reports, DAFF, Canberra, 2025, available from
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/about/reporting/annual-report [accessed 19 April 2026].

84 Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Biosecurity cost recovery implementation statements.

85 Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Sustainable Biosecurity Funding, see ‘Biosecurity funding
and expenditure reporting’, DAFF, Canberra, 2025, available from
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/biosecurity-trade/policy/sustainable-biosecurity-funding [accessed
19 April 2026].
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Cost Recovery Implementation Statements

3.64 The CRP states that ‘Each cost recovered activity, regardless of financial value, must be
documented in a cost recovery implementation statement (CRIS) before charges commence’.8 It
explains that:

The CRIS is an explanatory document that provides key information on how cost recovery for a
specific government activity is implemented. It reports how the activity is performing on an
ongoing basis.%’

3.65 The CRP and Department of Finance Resource Management Guide 302 (RMG 302) list
elements that ‘each CRIS must include’, which are substantively similar but differently worded.88
DAFF’s biosecurity CRISs include the elements outlined in paragraphs 41 and 42 of the CRP; and
RMG 302. Table 3.6 summarises the ANAQO’s analysis of DAFF’s biosecurity CRISs against these
elements.

Table 3.6: Alignment between DAFF CRIS and CRP elements

ST E 2023-24 2024-25 2024-25
CRIS CRIS Self-assessed

clearance
CRIS

Background information on the cost e O O &

recovered activity, including the
outputs that the activity will produce
to achieve government policy
outcomes

Description of the activity and of the
stakeholders who pay charges, or
may be affected by the charges, for
the activity?

4
4
4
4

Details of the Australian
Government policy approval to cost
recover the activity

Details of the legislation authorising
the charges

An explanation of how the activity
was costed

An explanation of the design of cost
recovery charges

® &6 o
® 6 60 o
® 6 60 o
* 660 o

An assessment of cost recovery risk

86 Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy, paragraph 39.

87 ibid., paragraph 39.

88 ibid., paragraphs 41-42.
Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide 302: Implementing the Charging Framework, ‘Cost
Recovery Implementation Statement’, Finance, Canberra, 2023, available from

https://www.finance.gov.au/government/managing-commonwealth-resources/implementing-charging-
framework-rmg-302 [accessed 19 April 2026].
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Implementation of cost recovery

Element 2023-24 2024-25 2024-25 2025-26
CRIS CRIS Self-assessed CRIS

clearance
CRIS

\ 4 \ 4 \ 4 \ 4

The stakeholder engagement
strategy, including a summary of the
most recent consultation and
stakeholder views

o
o
o

Financial estimates for the activity
(i.e. expenses and revenue)®

Reporting on financial and non- N/AC

financial performance of the activity

Key forward dates and events,
including the next portfolio charging
review

Certified by the accountable
authority of the entity

* & ¢ o

¢ o o
4

¢ o o

Approved by the responsible
minister

Agreed for release by the Finance N/Ad N/Ad N/Ad N/Ad
Minister, if the cost recovery risk
rating for the activity is high

Published on the responsible entity’s ¢ < B <
website before charging commences

for the activity®

4
4
4
4

Key: @ indicates element was met; 4 indicates element was partly met; and B indicates element was not met.
Note a: This element is only listed in RMG 302, not the CRP.

Note b: RMG 302 specifies that financial estimates should be included for the current financial year and three forward
years. In the 2024-25 and 2025-26 Biosecurity CRISs and the 2024-25 Self-assessed clearance CRIS,
financial estimates only cover two forward years.

Note c: As this was the first year of this charge, it was not possible to include past performance information.
Note d: The risk rating per the charging risk assessment was medium.

Note e: This element is only listed in RMG 302, not the CRP. Charging commenced on 1 October 2024, and the CRIS
was published on 11 October 2024.

Source: ANAO comparison of publicly available documentation.
3.66 Non-financial performance measures and results reported in the CRISs match information
presented in DAFF’s annual reports.

Charging Risk Assessment

3.67 During the development and review of the CRIS, a Charging Risk Assessment (CRA) is
undertaken. The CRP states that ‘a key element of planning, designing and managing cost recovered
activities is to identify and engage with risk at each stage of the cost recovery process’. Charging
Risk Assessments (CRA) are used ‘to identify areas of implementation risk and inform the risk
engagement strategy adopted by the entity’. RMG 302 explains that:

° For new regulatory charging, ‘a risk assessment must be undertaken and incorporated into
the new policy proposal (NPP)’. The risk rating for regulatory charging is agreed with the
Department of Finance (Finance) as part of the policy proposal process.
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° For existing regulatory charging, ‘a risk assessment informs the approval process for any
proposed changes to the policy authority and/or legislation’.

3.68 RMG 302 states that ‘the entities self-assessment rating of risks associated with materiality,
complexity and sensitivity for any new or amended charging activity must be agreed with Finance’
and that ‘the agreed CRA rating determines the processes required for release of the CRIS’.

3.69 DAFF undertook CRAs for biosecurity cost recovery arrangements in 2023-24 and 2024-25
using the CRA template. The overall risk rating in both years was ‘medium’. Finance agreed with the
risk rating for DAFF’s biosecurity CRAs in 2023—24 and 2024-25.

Other reporting

3.70 In 2023-24 and 2024-25, DAFF published Biosecurity Funding and Expenditure Reports.®°
The reports included information on current biosecurity activities, funding sources for the
biosecurity budget, amounts and sources of biosecurity expenditure, and the variance between
budget and actuals for each year. The reports are not specific to cost recovery, but explain activities
which are funded or partly funded through cost recovery.

Dr Caralee McLiesh PSM Canberra ACT
Auditor-General 13 July 2026

89 Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Sustainable Biosecurity Funding, ‘Biosecurity funding and
expenditure reporting’, DAFF, Canberra, 2025, available from https://www.agriculture.gov.au/biosecurity-
trade/policy/sustainable-biosecurity-funding [accessed 19 April 2026].
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Appendix 1  Entity responses

! Australian Government

'%* Department of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry

SECRETARY
REF: EC26-001028

Dr Caralee McLiesh PSM
Auditor-General for Australia
Australian National Audit Office

officeoftheauditorgeneralperformanceaudit@anao.gov.au

Dear D%h (ﬂ’q'“’

Thank you for your email of 13 May 2026 regarding the Australian National Audit Office’s
{ANAO) proposed audit report - Cost Recovery in the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Forestry, and for the opportunity to respond to the report.

Pursuant to section 19 of the Auditor-General Act 1997, the Department of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry (the department) has prepared a response to the report for your
consideration.

The department is committed to complying with the requirements of the Australian
Government Charging Framework (the Framework). Over the past three years, and
throughout the period of the audit we have taken significant steps to strengthen and uplift
our cost recovery maturity and improve alignment with the requirements of the Framework.
This includes completing a comprehensive review of biosecurity and exports fees and
charges, implementing annual pricing reviews and consultative processes, investing in a new
cost modelling system, building internal capability.

We continue to take targeted steps to mature our processes in line with best practice
examples outlined in the Framework, including assessing where the benefits of monitoring
costs at the business processes level outweigh the cost. As part of this work, the department
is establishing a Regulatory Efficiency Program to drive more systematic identification of
efficiencies. Consistent with requirements of the Framework and expectations of those we
regulate, there will be an ongoing need to balance the level at which we analyse the
efficiency of costs against the administrative effort. As these administrative costs form part
of the cost base, the department endeavours to minimise them wherever possible for
industry.

The department acknowledges the six recommendations, which focus on strengthening
alignment with the various elements of the Framework, the need to continue to ensure
prices align with the minimum efficient costs of delivering regulatory activities and applying
appropriate controls and treatments to manage the risks of under or over recovery. As
outlined above, we have been actively managing these challenges, methodically investing in
our cost recovery capability to address these improvement opportunities.

T+612 62723933 Agriculture House GPO Box 858 agriculture.gov.au
F+61 262725161 70 Northbourne Ave Canberra ACT 2601 ABN 34 190 894 983
Canberra ACT 2600
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Appendix 1

We thank the ANAO for its engagement throughout the audit process. Please find enclosed
with this letter the department’s response to the recommendations and suggested editorial

changes.

If you have any questions please contact Anora Harris, Director Internal Audit and Assurance
at anora.harris@aff.gov.au.

Yaours sincerely

A (idisran

Victoria Anderson
23 June 2026

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry 2
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Appendix 2  Improvements observed by the ANAO

1. The existence of independent external audit, and the accompanying potential for scrutiny
improves performance. Improvements in administrative and management practices usually
occur: in anticipation of ANAO audit activity; during an audit engagement; as interim findings are
made; and/or after the audit has been completed and formal findings are communicated.

2. The Joint Committee of Public Accounts and Audit (JCPAA) has encouraged the ANAO to
consider ways in which the ANAO could capture and describe some of these impacts. The ANAQO's
corporate plan states that the ANAQO’s annual performance statements will provide a narrative
that will consider, amongst other matters, analysis of key improvements made by entities during
a performance audit process based on information included in tabled performance audit reports.

3. Performance audits involve close engagement between the ANAO and the audited entity
as well as other stakeholders involved in the program or activity being audited. Throughout the
audit engagement, the ANAO outlines to the entity the preliminary audit findings, conclusions
and potential audit recommendations. This ensures that final recommendations are appropriately
targeted and encourages entities to take early remedial action on any identified matters during
the course of an audit. Remedial actions entities may take during the audit include:

. strengthening governance arrangements;

° introducing or revising policies, strategies, guidelines or administrative processes; and

° initiating reviews or investigations.

4, In this context, the below actions were observed by the ANAO during the course of the

audit. It is not clear whether these actions and/or the timing of these actions were planned in
response to proposed or actual audit activity. The ANAO has not sought to obtain assurance over
the source of these actions or whether they have been appropriately implemented.

° On 18 February 2026, DAFF procured a new costing system (see paragraphs 2.42 to 2.44).

° In April 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that it is currently planning a project to review and
enhance its processes supporting the estimation of effort. DAFF advised that the project
is expected to commence in April 2026 (see paragraphs 2.95 to 2.96).

° In May 2026, DAFF advised the ANAO that further cost recovery training modules had
been developed and were scheduled for release in June and July 2026. DAFF also
developed cost recovery guidance materials for publication on its intranet (see
paragraph 2.71).
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Appendix 3  Charging Framework policies and guidance

1. The Charging Framework consists of the Australian Government Charging Policy (AGCP)*°
and the Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy (CRP).%!

2. The CRP ‘set[s] out the overarching framework under which Commonwealth entities
design, implement and review cost recovered activities provided on behalf of the Australian
Government’. The Department of Finance’s Resource Management Guide®? 302 (RMG 302)%
provides guidance to entities on implementing the Australian Government Charging Framework.

3. The ANAO has identified issues in the charging framework policies and guidance, including
inconsistencies in the terminology used in the documents; inconsistencies regarding mandatory
and non-mandatory requirements; and the structure of the charging framework. See Table A.1.

4. Finance is undertaking a review of the cost recovery framework and its supporting
guidance. In March 2026, it advised the ANAO that ‘The current review of the Charging Framework
seeks to ensure that the policies are fit for purpose and improve the guidance where possible.’
Finance advised that:

Stakeholder consultation is completed on the current review of the Charging Framework. Finance
is now seeking to provide the results of the consultation of the draft revised policy to the Minister
for Finance for agreement in the first half of 2026.

Table A.1: Issues identified in Charging Framework policies and guidance

Issue Examples

Inconsistency in The three documents use different terminology and contain slightly different
terminology definitions for the same terms.

Example 1: Models that inform government charging activities

e The Charging Policy uses the terms ‘charging model’ and ‘pricing model’ but
does not explain how they are related (for instance, whether they are
interchangeable terms or pricing model is a component of the charging
model).

o The Cost Recovery Policy uses the term ‘cost recovery model'.

o RMG 302 uses the term ‘charging model’, which it states comprises a ‘cost
model’ and a ‘price model’.

Example 2: Defining the relationship between charges and costs

e The Charging Policy and the Cost Recovery Policy state that cost recovery
levies must ‘reflect efficient overall costs of the activity’.

o RMG 302 states that cost recovery levies ‘must reflect efficient reasonable
costs of the activity the individual causes’.

90 Finance, Australian Government Charging Policy.
91 Finance, Australian Government Cost Recovery Policy.

92 The Department of Finance website notes that Resource Management Guides (RMGs) ‘are guidance
documents’. It explains that ‘The purpose of an RMG is to support PGPA Act entities and companies in
meeting the requirements of the PGPA framework. As guides, RMGs explain the legislation and policy
requirements in plain English. RMGs support accountable authorities and officials to apply the intent of the
framework.’

93 Finance, Resource Management Guide 302: Implementing the Charging Framework.
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Issue ‘ Examples

Example 3: Requirements for Cost Recovery Implementation Statements
(CRISS)

e The Cost Recovery Policy lists ten elements that a CRIS ‘must include’ and
three elements that a CRIS ‘must be’.

¢ RMG 302 lists 11 elements that a CRIS ‘must include’ and four elements that
a CRIS ‘must be'.

e The elements listed in the Cost Recovery Policy and RMG 302 are largely
similar but differently worded.

Mandatory and RMG 302 provides guidance on implementing the Cost Recovery Policy and the
non-mandatory Charging Policy, including the requirements detailed within these policies.
requirements However, there are instances where RMG 302 indicates that a matter is

mandatory (‘must’), where the matter is not mentioned in the policies or the
policies indicate they are non-mandatory (‘should’).

Example 1: Frequency of review and indexation

¢ RMG 302 states that:

As a default, regulatory costs are to be reviewed on an annual basis. Costs must
be set to confirm the current minimum efficient costs as evidenced by a process
assessment and actual costs from the previous year before an updated indexation
rate is applied to appropriate cost elements.

e This ‘default’ review schedule, and indexation, is not mentioned in either
policy.

At times, a document is inconsistent with itself as to whether a matter is

mandatory (‘must’) or non-mandatory (‘should’).

Example 2: Publication of CRIS

e Paragraph 105 of the Cost Recovery Policy states that the Cost Recovery
Implementation Statement (CRIS) ‘must be ... published on the responsible
entity’s website before charging begins’ [emphasis added].

¢ In the following paragraph, the policy states: ‘For a new activity or an existing
activity that has not been cost recovered before, the CRIS should be
finalised, approved and published on the responsible entity’s website before
charging begins’ [emphasis added].

Example 3: Undertaking risk assessment for changes to arrangement

e Paragraph 60 of the Cost Recovery Policy states that:

Commonwealth entities must self-assess the risks associated with materiality,
complexity and sensitivity for any new or amended cost recovered activity as part
of the policy proposal process or operational change [emphasis added].

e At paragraph 115, the Cost Recovery Policy states that ‘A risk assessment ...
should be undertaken to assess the likely impact of expected changes and to
determine the approvals that may be required’ [emphasis added].

There are also instances where it is ambiguous as to whether a matter is
mandatory or non-mandatory.

Example 4: Developing a detailed charging model

o RMG 302 states that, ‘In developing a detailed charging model, entity takes
the following steps’ — and outlines three steps involved in developing a
charging model. There is no indication of whether the steps are mandatory
(‘must’), good practice (‘should’), or just one example of a process among
many alternatives.
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Issue

Appendix 3

‘ Examples ‘

e Under step 1: Identifying outputs and business processes, RMG 302 states
that ‘In developing a charging model entity staff break down the activity into
distinct outputs ... and the key business processes that are used to produce
those outputs’. As above, there is no indication of whether this is a mandatory
or non-mandatory step.

e Under step 2: Costing the activity — developing cost model, RMG 302 states
that ‘Once entity staff have broken down the activity into outputs and related
business processes, the relevant costs can be identified and attributed to the
outputs and processes [emphasis added]’, and that ‘The approach used to
cost the activity, and the level at which it is costed ... would be proportional to
the complexity, materiality and sensitivity of the activity [emphasis added]. As
above, usage of ambiguous words such as ‘can’ and ‘would’ makes it difficult
to determine whether this step is mandatory, good practice, or an example.

Structure of the
Charging
Framework

It is not clear how the Charging Framework, the Charging Policy and the Cost

Recovery Policy relate to each other.

e The Charging Policy states that:
The Charging Framework builds on the Cost Recovery Palicy, in that charging
should only occur where it is cost-effective and efficient. Along with the Cost
Recovery Policy, the Framework is supported by RMG-302 Implementing the

Charging Framework to help entities develop a policy rationale for charging and
with implementation and review of charging activities.

e The Cost Recovery Policy does not mention the Charging Framework or the
Charging Policy. It refers users to RMG 302 for more detailed guidance.
e RMG 302 states that:

The Charging Framework consists of the Australian Government Charging Policy
and the Cost Recovery Policy which incorporates overseeing charging of
regulatory and non-regulatory government activities.

However, the RMG 302 section on ‘What is the Australian Government Charging
Framework?’ does not mention the Cost Recovery Policy.

Source: ANAO analysis.
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Appendix 4  2023-24 price comparison with model

Table A.2:  Results of comparison between 2023-24 prices and output of model

Charge point Price Matches Difference in
published in | output of price

2023-24 CRIS
($) model?

Charge Full Import Declaration Per import 43 A N/A
(levy) charge — air declaration
Full Import Declaration Per import 63 A N/A
charge — sea declaration
Non-commercial vessel Per vessel 155 A N/A
arrival charge
Vessel, other than a Per vessel 1,354 A N/A
non-commercial vessel
arrival charge
Permit application charge | Per 127 A N/A
application
Approved arrangement Per 194 A N/A
application charge application
Approved arrangement — | Per item 20 A N/A
AEPCOMM entry
Approved arrangement — | Per item 2,680 A N/A
single
Approved arrangement — | Per item 3,110 A N/A
multiple
Approved arrangement — | Per item 536 A N/A
broker
Compliance agreement Per item 2,680 A N/A
— imported foods
Reservation charge — Per animal 983 A N/A
horses
(The current charge
includes both the
importation charge and
the husbandry fee for
14 days under the current
arrangement)
Confirmation of Per animal 3,934 A N/A
reservation charge —
horses
Reservation charge — Per animal 1,005 \ 4 $791
ruminants?
Confirmation of Per animal 4,019 \ 4
reservation charge —
ruminants?
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Appendix 4

Charge point Price | Matches Difference in
published in | output of price
2023-24 CRIS
%) model?
Reservation charge — Per animal 253 JAN $1
animal not covered by
another item of this table
(includes cat or dog)?
Confirmation of Per animal 1,012 JAN
reservation — animal not
covered by another item
of this table (includes cat
or dog)?
Reservation charge — Per bee 837 V -$315
bees? consignment
Confirmation of Per bee 3,350 V
reservation charge — consignment
bees?
Reservation of charge — | Per hatching 13,109 \ 4 -$48,758
avian (eggs for hatching)? | egg
consignment
Confirmation of Per hatching 52,434 v
reservation charge — egg
avian (eggs for hatching)? | consignment
Reservation charge — Per live bird 4,707 \ 4 -$260,092
avian (live bird)? consignment
Confirmation of Per live bird 18,827 \ 4
reservation charge — consignment
avian (live bird)?
Importation charge — Per m2 per 291 JAN -$3
plants month
Fee for In-office fee during Per 15 37 A N/A
service — ordinary hours of duty minutes
inspection
(inguding Out-of-office fee during Per 15 62 A N/A
virtual ordinary hours of duty minutes
inspections), | oyt-of-office fee during Daily 1,221 A N/A
examination, | ordinary hours of duty
document
assessment, | In-office fee outside Per 15 55 A N/A
analysis, ordinary hours — minutes
diagnostic weekdays
activity, When activity is provided
clearance of | jymediately before or
cargo, after ordinary hours
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Charge point Price | Matches Difference in

published in | output of price
2023-24 CRIS
%) model?
treatment, In-office fee outside Per 30 110 A N/A
audit, ordinary hours — minutes

supervision, | weekdays

training. Minimum charge when
activity is not provided
immediately before or

after ordinary hours

In-office fee outside Per 30 120 A N/A
ordinary hours — minutes

weekend or departmental

holiday

In-office fee outside Per 15 60 A N/A

ordinary hours, after the minutes
first 30 minutes —
weekend or departmental

holiday

Out-of-office fee outside Per 15 80 A N/A
ordinary hours — minutes

weekdays

When activity is provided
immediately before or
after ordinary hours only

Out-of-office fee outside Per 30 160 A N/A
ordinary hours — minutes
weekdays

Minimum charge when
activity is not provided
immediately before or
after ordinary hours only

Out-of-office fee outside Per 15 85 A N/A
ordinary hours — minutes

weekend or departmental

holiday

Out-of-office fee outside Per 30 170 A N/A
ordinary hours — minutes

weekend or departmental

holiday

A minimum of 30 minutes
followed by the per
15-minute rate thereafter

Assessment of a permit Per 15 37 A N/A
application not completed | minutes

within the initial after the

assessment period for the | initial

application — ordinary assessment

hours period
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Charge point

Assessment of a permit
application fee outside
ordinary hours —
weekday When activity is
provided immediately
before or after ordinary
hours

In addition to the initial
assessment fee

Per 15
minutes

Price
published in
2023-24

®)
18

Matches
output of
CRIS
model?

Appendix 4

Difference in

price

N/A

Assessment of a permit
application fee outside
ordinary hours —
weekday

In any other case, a
minimum of 30 minutes
applies followed by the
per 15-minute rate
thereafter

In addition to the initial
assessment fee

Per 30
minutes

36

N/A

Assessment of a permit
application fee outside
ordinary hours —
weekend or departmental
holiday for the first 30
minutes

In addition to the initial
assessment fee

Per 30
minutes

46

N/A

Assessment of a permit
application fee outside
ordinary hours —
weekend or departmental
holiday

A minimum of 30 minutes
applies followed by the
per 15-minute rate
thereafter

In addition to the initial
assessment fee

Per 15
minutes

23

N/A

Diagnostic testing

Per 15
minutes

37

N/A

Treatment — fumigation
of commaodity or import

Per
treatment

90

N/AP

N/A

Treatment — Re-export
of return to sender of item

Per item

120

N/AP

N/A
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Charge point Price | Matches Difference in
published in | output of price
2023-24 CRIS
%) model?
Fee for Temporary storage at Per 30 days 45 N/AP N/A
service — premises owned or per piece of
temporary managed by the baggage
storage in Commonwealth, of
relation to baggage brought into
international | Australian territory
travellers
and their
baggage
Fee for Any period up to 3 hours | First 3 hours | At least $516 N/AP N/A
service — during which one or more | for each but not more
special fee bearing activities are | person than $1,032
processing carried out carrying out
areas, those
agreed fee activities
in relation to . .
international | 'Mmmediately following the | Per 15 At least $43 N/AP N/A
travellers first three hours during minutes but not more
and their which d'[hose activities are ;m”mediately than $86
carried out ollowing
baggage first three
hours for
each person
carrying out
those
activities
Fee for Husbandry fee — horses | Per animal 44 A -$5
service — that overstay the initial per day over
husbandry 14-day period 14 days
Husbandry fee — Per animal 101 \ 4 $52
ruminants per day
Husbandry fee — animal | Per animal 50 A -$3
not covered by another per day
item of this table (includes
cat or dog)
Husbandry fee — avian Per egg 76 A $6
(eggs for hatching) consignment
per day
Husbandry fee — avian Per live bird 57 A $5
(consignment of birds) consignment
per day
Husbandry fee — bees Per bee 469 V $159
consignment
monthly
Husbandry fee — plants Per m2 per 60 A $3
month
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Appendix 4

Charge point Price | Matches Difference in
published in | output of price
2023-24 CRIS
%) model?
Fee for Assessment Category 1 Each 74 A N/A
service — Permit application application
assessment
of permit Assessment Category 2 Each 148 A N/A
application Permit application application
Assessment Category 3 Each 296 A N/A
Permit application application
Assessment Category 4 Each 444 A N/A
Permit application application
Assessment Category 5 Each 592 A N/A
Permit application application
Key: A Directly informed by the model (price matched the amount calculated by the model);

A Largely informed by the model (price did not match due to a change to the model);

V¥ Partly informed by the model (difference in price partly explained, but no evidence of how final price
calculated); and

V Not informed by the model (no or insufficient explanation of how the price was determined).

Note a: Animal importation charges are made up of a reservation charge and a confirmation of reservation charge,
which are charged separately but calculated together by the model as a single importation charge.

Note b: Treatment fees and fees relating to baggage storage and special processing areas are not calculated by
DAFF’s CRIS model.

Source: ANAO analysis.
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