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National Biosecurity Emergency Response 

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry 

Government of Australia 

Canberra 

 

Submission via DAFF Haveyoursay website. 

 

2 October 2026 

 

Dear National Biosecurity Emergency Response team, 

Re: Horse Disease Response Levy review 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the 5-year review of the Horse Biosecurity 

Response Levy (HBRL). 

AMA is the peak industry body representing the leaders of the animal medicines industry in Australia. 

Our members are the innovators, manufacturers and registrants of a broad range of veterinary 

medicines that protect and treat animal illness, disease and injury, across the livestock, companion 

animal and equine sectors. AMA members represent approximately 80% of Australian sales of 

registered veterinary medicines.  

AMA supports the Emergency Animal Disease Response Agreement (EADRA) and the Horse Biosecurity 

Disease Response levy (HBRL) to co-ordinate and share the cost of responding to an exotic equine 

disease outbreak across the affected parties. The content of AMA’s previous submission to the 2022 

HBRL review remains relevant – a copy is attached for your reference.  

AMA notes three issues in particular that we consider are not adequately addressed by the existing 

EADRA and HBRL: 

- The levy collection mechanism, 

- An unequal risk burden, and 

- Contemporary logistical considerations. 
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1. Levy collection mechanism 

AMA remains concerned about the levy collection mechanism. A levy on annual horse registration is the 

most equitable mechanism to collect levies if required. However, in the absence of a national horse 

register, the burden of, and liability for, the levy has been placed on the manufacturers of equine 

worming products and feed.  

This is inconsistent with the principles of the government policy on the management of primary industry 

levies, which explicitly states that levies must be equitable between levy payers.1 A levy on horse 

wormers and feed does not share the burden across all horse owners. 

Government policy clearly states that the levies such as the HBRL should be equitably imposed on the 

beneficiaries of the levy activity. The beneficiaries of the HBRL are horse owners. However, the current 

arrangement places the levy burden on the manufacturers of equine worming treatments (and feed), 

who do not benefit from the levy, do not play a role in disease response and are not an interested party.  

Owners can bypass the levy payment by delaying worming treatments, not worming their horses, 

sourcing unregulated worming products from compounders or unregulated overseas sources, or using 

products that have not been tested for safety or efficacy on horses. Similarly, horse owners can choose 

to stop purchasing manufactured feed, or purchase bulk grain to mix feeds themselves, to bypass the 

levy. These actions avoid paying the levy, whilst simultaneously posing significant threats to horse health 

and welfare.     

The HBRL would be more equitable if applied via the four main equine industry bodies. This would 

spread the cost across the greatest number of horse owners, who are also the direct beneficiaries of 

the activities funded by the levy. This would minimise the cost incurred by individual horse owners, and 

support the majority of horse owners contributing to the commonwealth costs incurred in the 

treatment and protection of their horses, irrespective of their need or choice to use particular products.  

 

2. Unequal risk burden 

It is important to consider that the most likely scenario for the incursion of an exotic horse disease (and 

requiring activation of the HBRL) is through the importation of horses to Australia. The outbreak of 

Equine Influenza (EI) in 2007/2008 was traced back to the Eastern Creek Quarantine Station, following 

an outbreak of EI in Japan and the importation of thoroughbred stallions from Japan to Australia for the 

breeding season.2  

Most horse importations are related to the racing and equestrian sports industries, where horses are 

moved internationally for competition or breeding purposes. Between 2020 and 2025, 2000-3000 

horses have been imported into Australia each year. Approximately 2/3 of imports have been from New 

Zealand, with the remainder predominantly coming from the UK, Europe and Hong Kong.3,4 The number 

of imports by individuals for recreation or breeding is a small proportion of total horse imports.  

 
1 guide-agricultural-levy-proposals.docx 
2 Summary of the 2007/08 Equine Influenza Outbreak 
3 The Thoroughbred Report 
4 Importing horses - DAFF 

https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.agriculture.gov.au%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2Fdocuments%2Fguide-agricultural-levy-proposals.docx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK
https://www.dpird.nsw.gov.au/animals-and-livestock/horses/health-and-disease/influenza_old/summary-of-the-200708-ei-outbreak
https://www.ttrausnz.com.au/edition/2025-07-03/breeding-drain-or-racing-gain-is-australias-costly-obsession-with-imports-paying-off
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/biosecurity-trade/import/goods/live-animals/importing-live-horses#horse-import-data
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Should a disease incursion occur, the most impacted stakeholders will likely be the racing industries, 

followed by other equine sports, yet the levy will predominantly be recovered from recreational horse 

owners (via their use of worming products and feed). 

Greater consideration should be given to balancing the biosecurity risk posed by the majority of horse 

owners (who do not import horses), against the potential levy burden imposed on them via critically 

important veterinary medicines and feed. Strong biosecurity at the point of entry for imported horses 

should remain a priority to reduce the risk of an exotic disease outbreak.  Preventing the incursion of an 

exotic disease in the first place is preferable to an emergency response once it is detected. 

 

3. Contemporary logistical considerations 

Australia’s response to the EI outbreak in 2007-2008 included rapid vaccine supply and rollout within 8 

weeks of the outbreak being detected. This rapid response was critical to controlling the outbreak.  

However the world has changed considerably in the last 20 years and a similarly rapid response to a 

disease outbreak is no longer certain, even where an approved veterinary treatment exists. Local 

manufacturing is limited and may not have the required expertise or materials, and global supply chains 

and manufacturing systems are tightly controlled, operating to strict commercial schedules. An 

unexpected order for a vaccine or other medicine from the Australian government to respond to a 

disease outbreak will not supercede existing manufacturing orders and will instead be added to the 

manufacturing queue. Global distribution systems can be unreliable and add delays to obtaining the 

necessary treatment. Further delays are inevitable if a medicine is not already registered in Australia 

and requires assessment by the APVMA before its use can be authorised.    

Greater consideration must be given to the contemporary logistics of accessing veterinary treatments 

in outbreak situations. Governments and animal health authorities should no longer assume that they 

can get rapid access to a specific product, in sufficient quantities, at short notice. Contingency planning 

and alternative response plans are essential to ensure an exotic disease outbreak can be controlled as 

quickly as possible. This extends to ensuring that state authorities are prepared to respond, especially 

in supporting access to veterinarians and controlling horse movements during a disease outbreak.  

 

AMA remains supportive of the HBRL and we offer the above comments to support a more equitable 

and risk-based approach to managing exotic disease risks in Australia’s horse population. In particular, 

AMA recommends that DAFF examine alternative collection mechanisms for the HBRL so that (if 

activated) the levy is collected by and from the affected parties, as required by the Australian 

Government.  

Please let me know if we can provide any further information or assistance.   

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Dr Charmian Bennett 

Director, Science and Regulatory Policy 
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Attachment: copy of AMA’s submission to the 2022 HBRL review 

 

 

 

 

28 February 2022 

 

Director, National Response Policy 

Review of the Horse Disease Response Levy 

Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment 

 

Submitted via website: Review of the Horse Disease Response Levy | Have Your Say - Agriculture, Water 

and the Environment (awe.gov.au) 

 

Dear Director, 

Re: Review of the Horse Disease Response Levy 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Review of the Horse Disease Response Levy. 

Animal Medicines Australia (AMA) is the peak industry body representing the leaders of the animal 

medicines industry in Australia. Our members companies are the innovators, manufacturers, 

formulators and registrants of a broad range of veterinary medicine products to protect and treat animal 

illness, disease and injury, and support animal welfare across the livestock, equine and companion 

animal sectors. AMA members range from local businesses to the local divisions of global companies 

and includes companies who manufacture in Australia for global export markets.  AMA members 

represent more than 90% of Australian sales of registered veterinary products. 

AMA supports the Emergency Animal Disease Response Agreement (EADRA) as a mechanism to share 

the costs of responding to disease outbreaks between the Australian Government and the affected 

industries. EADRA agreements ensure that the necessary resources and funds will be available to treat 

affected animals and stop the spread of disease. The costs of that response are then repaid by 

activating the Horse Disease Response Levy (HDRL) at pre-determined rates.  

The HDRL is nil-rated, meaning that it is only payable following a response to an exotic equine disease 

declared under the EADRA agreement. The levy is activated following the disease outbreak, and once 

the costs have been recovered, the levy reverts back to nil.  

The HDRL was agreed by the four main equine industry bodies to provide a mechanism to equitably 

share the costs of an equine disease response across the affected parties. They agreed that a levy on 

horse registration was the most equitable way to generate the funds if required. 

However, the Horse Levy Working Group that was tasked with considering various options for the 

levy, chose to impose the burden of and liability for the levy on the manufacturers of equine worming 

products and feed. It is noted that this Working Group did not include representatives from either of 

these two industries.   

https://haveyoursay.awe.gov.au/review-horse-disease-response-levy
https://haveyoursay.awe.gov.au/review-horse-disease-response-levy
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Principle 6 of the Australian government policy on the management of levies within primary industries 

states that any levy ‘must be equitable between levy payers’.5 The current arrangement is not equitable, 

as horse owners can bypass the levy payment by delaying treatments or not worming their horses, 

obtaining worming products from unregulated overseas sources or using products that have not been 

tested for safety or efficacy on horses. These actions bypass the levy payment imposed on worming 

products and pose significant threats to horse health and welfare. In addition, horse owners may also 

choose to stop purchasing manufactured feed, or to purchase bulk grain to mix stock feed themselves, 

thus by-passing the levy payment imposed on stock feeds.   

The beneficiaries of the HDRL are the horse owners. The government guidelines clearly state that levies 

such as the HDRL should be equitably imposed on the beneficiaries of the levy-funded activity. 

Under the current arrangement, manufacturers of worming treatments are liable for the levy, yet they 

do not benefit from the levy, do not play a role in a disease response and are not an interested party. 

Application of the levy to horse registration via the four main equine industry bodies would provide a 

more equitable and appropriate mechanism to collect the HDRL (if activated) in the future. This would 

spread the cost of the levy across the greatest number of horse owners, who are also the direct 

beneficiaries of the activities the levy has funded.  

AMA notes that the National Horse Traceability Working Group is currently considering models for a 

national point of registration for all horses. If the HDRL was administered through a national point of 

registration, then all horse owners would be contributing to the commonwealth costs incurred in the 

treatment and protection of their horses, irrespective of their need or choice to use particular 

products.  

A levy imposed at a national point of registration would also apply to the largest possible proportion 

of horse owners. Cost sharing across the broadest possible base reduces the levy burden imposed on 

individual horse owners, thus representing a fairer and more equitable approach to recovering the 

costs of an outbreak response.  

In conclusion, AMA recommends that levy collection activities are redirected onto the horse industry 

itself, via the registration activities of the four peak industry bodies (the Australian Horse Industry 

Council, Racing Australia, Harness Racing and Equestrian Australia) and/or any future horse 

traceability systems arising from the work of the National Horse Traceability Working Group.  

If we can provide any further information to assist, please feel free to contact me.  

 

Yours Sincerely, 

Dr Charmian Bennett 

Director Science and Policy 
(unsigned for electronic submission) 

 

 
5 Commonwealth of Australia (2007). ‘Levy Principles and Guidelines (January 2009)’. Available at 
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/ag-food/levies/documentsandreports/levy-principles-
guidelines.pdf  

http://www.agriculture.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/ag-food/levies/documentsandreports/levy-principles-guidelines.pdf
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/ag-food/levies/documentsandreports/levy-principles-guidelines.pdf

