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As an island nation and exporter known for shipping
large percentages of its high-quality animal products
internationally, Australia is very conscious of its
biosecurity status, with a long-standing history of
protecting livestock populations from outside pests and
diseases at the national borders. More recent efforts
combine border vigilance with collaborative management
of prevention and response activities within Australia. An
attempt to split the bills between biosecurity
“beneficiaries,” such as producers and consuming
taxpayers, and biosecurity “risk creators,” such as
importers and travelers, via different flat-rate levies
targeted to each group, has had mixed success. Cost-
sharing agreements covering emergency response,
producer loss payments, and surveillance provide
indirect incentives to follow safer practices with guidance
from the government-industry-research partnerships
created by Animal Health Australia (AHA). As is true for
the United States, Brazil, and in the wildlife arena,
challenges remain in creating more direct incentives for
preventing pests and diseases compatible with policy
objectives and biosecurity participants’ motivations. The
search for market mechanisms leading to speedier
adoption of advanced surveillance methods, particularly
those capitalizing on technology, continues.

Production Systems Aim for Quality, Seek
Trade

Australia’s farmed livestock population is spread across
two areas (Figure 1). One wraps from the upper thirds of
Western Australia (WA) and the Northern Territory (NT)
around to the east, covering the middle and eastern
parts of Queensland (QLD) and New South Wales
(NSW), all of Victoria (VIC) in the south, and the
southern part of South Australia (SA). Extensive beef
operations dominate the northern, tropical areas, while
intensive beef operations in the eastern midsection are
joined by intensive lamb production, extensive wool and
lamb production, and very small vertically integrated pig

and poultry production sectors. Moving into southeastern
Australia adds intensive dairy production to the mix. A
second much smaller livestock production area is found
in the southwestern part of the state of Western
Australia, with intensive beef and extensive sheep
operations along with another very small segment of
intensive pig production. A vast arid region occupies
central and central western Australia (Harper et al.,
2021).

Australian producers face the challenges of intense
weather variations as they develop their largest markets
among consumers abroad seeking higher quality goods.
Figure 1 shows the values of production by commodity
across the Australian states. Almost three-quarters of
the values of production for wool, sheep and lamb meat,
and cattle and beef are exported, along with 39% of
dairy production. This contrasts with the Brazilian and
United States livestock sectors, which export up to one-
third and one-quarter of production, respectively
(ABARES, 2023).

Cost Sharing Brings Greater Collaboration
to Australian Animal Health Systems

During the 1990s, concerns about Australia’s ability to
organize and fund timely responses should a highly
infectious disease outbreak occur in commercial
livestock, transitioned the animal health systems to more
formal, on-going interactions among its many parties.
Legislated responsibilities are divided between the
national government focusing on international
commitments safeguarding trade, and individual state
and territory governments tasked with surveillance,
disease preparedness and response, and livestock
identification systems within their respective borders.
National consultative committees bring government
entities including the Chief Veterinary Officer and
laboratory personnel together with AHA to develop and
implement harmonized plans protecting animal health as
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Figure 1. Australian Dollar Value of Livestock and Products Produced by State and Territory Dominated by
Cattle and Sheep, 2021-2022

Note: An additional $917 million in poultry production value is not assigned to a specific state in the data.
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well as their funding mechanisms. Unique to the system
is the role of AHA, which functions as an independent,
public nonprofit company funded by governments and
industry to facilitate implementation of animal health
programs.’ Greater participation in these agreements is
motivated by the expectations of groups sharing the
costs for biosecurity activities and wanting a say in
developing the approaches laid down. Getting to
agreement on the approaches is attributed to AHA
facilitation of the processes and determination to come
to workable agreements (AHA, 2021).

Cost-sharing arrangements—which are now part of the
animal health systems under a “beneficiary pays”
principle—are illustrated by funding of AHA and work
through it in developing and funding outbreak response
plans and producer loss payments. For AHA, 2023-2024
core funding of 4.8 million AUD comes in set equal thirds
from (1) the Australian government, (2) state and
territory governments, and (3) livestock industry groups.
Just over 1% of core funding comes from associate
memberships. These funds are used for administering
programs working across multiple livestock industries
such as the Emergency Animal Disease Response
Agreement (EADRA) and working toward better on-farm
biosecurity and surveillance databases supporting
international market access. The above organizations
also provided another 6.8 million AUD of noncore
funding to AHA for 2023—-2024, with the Australian
government giving 1.2 million AUD, states and territories
0.7 million AUD, industry members 3.7 million AUD,

' The livestock segments represented among AHA members
are alpacas, chickens, beef cattle, dairy cattle, ducks, eggs,
goats, horses, lambs, pigs, and wool.

associate members 0.2 million AUD, and external
stakeholders 1.0 million AUD. The noncore funding is
typically targeted to projects of interest to individual
segments of the livestock industry (AHA, 2023).

Similarly, EADRA is a contractual agreement between
23 government agencies and livestock industry groups
that details the sharing of eligible costs that would be
incurred in an approved emergency response to
outbreaks of 66 Emergency Animal Diseases (EADSs).
The eligible costs are salaries and wages, operating
expenses, capital costs, and producer loss payments
associated with the outbreak response. The 66 diseases
are divided into four categories based on potential public
health, environmental, and livestock industry
consequences, as indicated in Table 1. Cost sharing
between government agencies and the affected
industries ranges from Category 1 diseases, where the
government covers all outbreak-related expenses, to
Category 4 diseases, where affected industries cover
80% (Black, 2012).

The producer loss payment paid under the EADRA is
limited to the “value of livestock and other property
damaged or destroyed in the response effort” (AHA,
2022). Once the property can restock, they may receive
a second payment if livestock replacement costs exceed
the initial calculated animal value. Business continuity
losses are not covered under EADRA producer loss
payments, although they may be partially addressed by
other disaster relief agencies.

Choices Magazine 2
A publication of the Agricultural & Applied Economics Association



Table 1. Emergency Animal Disease (EAD) Categories Determine Cost-Sharing Split
Potential Potential Percent Cost Split
Public Health Livestock
or . . State and | Affected Example Diseases
. Industries National . -
Environmental C Territories | Industries
onsequences
Impacts
1 serious minimal 50 50 0 Nipah virus, rabies
Foot-and-mouth disease,
N . highly pathogenic avian
2 significant serious 40 40 20 influenza (HPAI), subtypes
H5 and H7
African swine fever,
3 minimal significant 25 25 50 bluetongue,
lumpy skin disease
Bovine tuberculosis,
equine influenza,
4 production loss 10 10 80 porcine reproductive and
respiratory syndrome
(PRRS)

The National, state, and territory governments cover the
outbreak costs as it unfolds. Within 6 months of the end
of an outbreak, the state or territory government leading
the response must provide documentation of the
expenses to AHA, which then coordinates
reimbursement of the industry cost share through levies
which may be spread out over a period of time, rather
than subject to immediate full payment. If outbreak
expenses exceed 1% of the affected livestock sector’s
gross value product (GVP), all parties must agree to
further funding before the response continues (AHA,
2020).

Levies for Risk Creators and Biosecurity
Beneficiaries

As Australia’s international trade position for both
livestock and plant goods strengthened through the
2010s and into the 2020s, a series of reviews called for
increased and more sustainable, animal, plant, seafood,
and forestry biosecurity funding, with attention drawn to
widening the pool of risk creators’ and beneficiaries’
contributions.? One review indicates over half of state
and territory funds are spent on managing established
pests and diseases, while the Australian government
directs about half of its funds toward disease prevention
and emergency planning. There is argument for a larger
share of funds to be directed away from response and
toward cost-effective prevention measures.

2 See Stoneham et al. (2021), CSIRO (2020), Schneider et al.
(2020), Australian Government, Inspector-General of
Biosecurity (2021), and DAFF (2022a,b).

National, state, and territory governments sporadically
increased their biosecurity outlays in 2021/22 and
2022/23 while longer term solutions based on the
reviews took shape. Notably, the Australian national
government made two unsuccessful attempts to
introduce (flat-rate) levies in a bid to improve funding
sustainability—a first in 2019 targeting importers as risk
creators (DAFF, 2024) and a second in 2024 expanding
the scope to include a levy on domestic producers as
biosecurity beneficiaries (DAFF, 2025). Instead, from
2024/25 forward, border-biosecurity activities will largely
continue to be funded but at increased levels by
taxpayers via increased budget appropriations and by
increasing existing cost recovery charges on importers.
Table 2 illustrates recent increases in charges on
importers, passengers, and mail. These funds are
expected to slow the recent trend of Australia relying
more on short-term government and external industry
contributions with some additional targeting of disease
prevention incursions with longer term investment in
surveillance.

Refining Who Pays What for Animal Health
Systems

Australia introduces indirect economic incentives for
improved animal health through its cost-sharing
approaches. But efforts remain at a collective level
rather than more directly targeting preventative
biosecurity actions by individual farmers, trading
companies, and governments. Internationally, farmers,
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Table 2. Levies and Charges Increasing to Support Biosecurity Efforts, 2023-2024
Shipment Type January 2023 June 2023 July 2024
- +18% to 58 AUD
oo per declaration +28% to
1534 AUD
+13% to 43 AUD | per vessel
per declaration
+0.4 AUD per
ATUDN0 parcel,
N> 0.25% per
. ’ ATUD150 parcel
and 0.04% per
AUD999 parcel
2 +27% to 70 AUD
per passenger
Source: DAFF (n.d., 2025).

governments, and researchers continue to face
challenges in designing and implementing efficient tools
in the face of uncertainty about the risks of disease, the
costs of recommended interventions, and the payback
from them (Biesheuvel et al., 2021). Two examples
raised in submissions responding to the Australian
Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry
(DAFF) November 2022 request for “what long-term,
sustainable funding and resourcing for Australia’s
biosecurity system might look like” illustrate possibilities
for further targeting biosecurity incentives in the
Australian context: importer insurance and investment in
point of care testing (DAFF, 2022b).

Stoneham et al. (2021,2024) explore biosecurity risk
insurance (actuarial levies) as an efficient alternative to
flat-rate levies on risk creators who import. The study
analyses the insurance characteristics needed for
importers to face signals that lead them to lower risk in
their importing patterns in terms of product origin or
modes of transportation. Higher risk importing faces
higher insurance premiums. Although the policies could
be sold by either the private or the public sector,
government would need to mandate importers to
purchase the insurance. The proceeds from insurance
premiums would be used to fund government risk-
reducing measures such as inspections taken prior to
entry of the products into the country as well as the costs
of any resulting outbreaks. International trade and
production losses would not be covered. Information
gained from such an insurance market also provides
price estimates for taking on biosecurity risks across
sectors. Further research work to determine the
feasibility of biosecurity risk insurance is recommended
in these responses.

The second example, increased investment in point-of-
care (POC) testing, appears in multiple responses. The
reviews of Australian biosecurity funding and the
national government’s new funding initiatives also
emphasize the need for easier adoption of new
technologies with an emphasis on improving government
inspection systems and diagnostics. With results
available more quickly and on-site, POC tests able to
diagnose multiple diseases could help provide the
disease information needed to better focus response
and surveillance measures, particularly for EADs.
Economic modeling studies repeatedly report the value
of early detection in reducing Australian outbreak
response costs and international trade losses. This
dependence on international trade and the remote
locations of livestock operations provides market
incentives for developing well-validated POC testing for
detection and surveillance, even if individual test costs
may seem higher.

However, successful implementation of POC tests
requires more than just test development and validation
in the lab. They must be validated under the resource
and personnel conditions in the field and in the context
of government agencies’ capacities to implement
confirmatory testing protocols. Validation approaches
have been developed by the World Organization for
Animal Health (WOAH) as well as a few countries, but
their application is not always mandatory. Targeted
market incentives for POC test implementation falter as
variations in location characteristics increase costs of
field validation, and the economic benefits of this field
validation are spread so widely across livestock
producers, consumers, and government biosecurity
departments (Sims, 2012; Hobbs, 2020; Railey, 2024).
As a result, marshalling private investment for field
validation of POC test implementation is difficult, and
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government departments struggle to obtain the quicker, on-site tests, uncertainty continues to blur the
additional funding needed for implementing new incentives for a better balance toward preventive rather
technologies. Without the information provided by than reactive biosecurity.

Choices Magazine 5
A publication of the Agricultural & Applied Economics Association



For More Information

Animal Health Australia (AHA). 2020. Government and Livestock Industry Cost Sharing Deed, In Respect of Emergency
Animal Disease Responses. Version 20/01-08/20. Available online: https://animalhealthaustralia.com.au/wp-
content/uploads/dim_uploads/2015/09/EAD-Response-Agreement-and-Schedules.pdf

. 2021. Animal Health in Australia System Report, Available online: https://animalhealthaustralia.com.au/wp-
content/uploads/dim_uploads/2021/04/AHAH2001_Dan-AHiA-2020-Systems-Report_FA2_Digital-min.pdf

. 2023. Annual Operating Plan 2023-2024, Available online: https://animalhealthaustralia.com.au/wp-
content/uploads/dim_uploads/2023/05/AHA-Annual-Operating-Plan-2023-24.pdf

. 2022. Operational Manual: Valuation and Compensation (version 5.0). Australian Veterinary Emergency Plan
(AUSVETPLAN), edition 5. Available online: https://animalhealthaustralia.com.au/wp-
content/uploads/2022/12/AUSVETPLAN-Manuals_Operational_Valuation-and-compensation.pdf

Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics and Sciences (ABARES). 2023. Snapshot of Australian
Agriculture 2023. ABARES Insights. ABARES Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry.
https://doi.org/10.25814/rk1z-qm36

Australian Government, Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF). 2022a. “National Biosecurity Strategy.”
Available online: https://www.biosecurity.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-02/national-biosecurity-strategy.pdf

———. 2022b. Sustainable Funding and Investment for Biosecurity: Discussion Paper, Available online:
https://storage.googleapis.com/files-au-ag/agriculture-
au/p/prje19f292979d4248e2991b/page/discussion_paper_final_20221031.pdf

———. 2024. “Previous Proposal: Onshore Biosecurity Levy (2018-19).” Available online:
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/biosecurity-trade/policy/biosecurity-imports-levy

—— 2025. “Proposed Biosecurity Protection Levy.” Available online: https://www.agriculture.gov.au/biosecurity-
trade/policy/sustainable-biosecurity-funding/proposed-biosecurity-protection-levy

—— n.d. Budget 2023-24: Sustainable Funding for a Strong Biosecurity System. Available online:
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/FINAL BUDGET FACTSHEET Biosecurity.pdf

Australian Government, Inspector-General of Biosecurity. 2021. Adequacy of Department’s Operational Model to
Effectively Mitigate Biosecurity Risks in Evolving Risk and Business Environments. Review Report No. 2020—
21/01. Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment. Available online:
https://www.igb.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/operational-model-biosecurity-risks_0.pdf

Biesheuvel, M.M., . M.G.A. Santman-Berends, H.W. Barkema, C. Ritter, J. Berezowski, M. Guelbenzu, and J. Kaler. 2021.
“Understanding Farmers' Behavior and Their Decision-Making Process in the Context of Cattle Diseases: A
Review of Theories and Approaches.” Frontiers in Veterinary Science 8.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2021.687699

Black, P.F. 2012. “Good Governance of Animal Health Systems and Public-Private Partnerships: An Australian Case
Study.” Revue Scientifique et Technique 31(2):699-708. https://doi.org/10.20506/rst.31.2.2149

Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO). 2020. Australia’s Biosecurity Future: Unlocking
the Next Decade of Resilience (2020-2030). Available online: https://www.csiro.au/en/work-with-
us/services/consultancy-strategic-advice-services/csiro-futures/agriculture-and-food/biosecurity-futures

Harper, K.J., L.A. Tait, X. Li, M.L. Sullivan, J.B. Gaughan, D.P. Poppi, and W.L. Bryden. 2021. “Livestock Industries and
Australia: Production Systems and Management.” In V.R. Squires, ed. Livestock: Production, Management
Strategies and Challenges. Nova Sciences, pp. 79—139.

Choices Magazine 6
A publication of the Agricultural & Applied Economics Association



Hobbs, E.C., A. Colling, R.B. Gurung, and J. Allen. 2021. “The Potential of Diagnostic Point-of-Care Tests (POCTs) for
Infectious and Zoonotic Animal Diseases in Developing Countries: Technical, Regulatory and Sociocultural
Considerations.” Transboundary and Emerging Diseases 68(4):1835-1849. https://doi.org/10.1111/tbed.13880

Railey, A.F., D. Adamson, H.L. Simmons, and J. Rushton. 2024. “Economics of Reducing Response Time to Foreign-
Animal Disease in the United States with Point-of-Care Diagnostic Tests.” Preventive Veterinary Medicine
230:106284.Schneider, K., E. Arndt, J. Baumgartner, J. Carmac, A. Dodd, H. Fraser, J. Gomboso, A. Gilbert, T.
Kompas, S. Lane, Z. Lukacs, A. Robinson, and D. Spring. 2020. Evaluating the Health of Australia’s Biosecurity
System. CEBRA 170714. Available online:
https://cebra.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf file/0011/3423278/Endorsed-CEBRA-170714-Final-Report-
June2020.pdf

Sims, L. 2012. The Use of New Technologies for Rapid, Field-Based (Point-of-Care) Testing in the Detection of
Emergency Animal Diseases, Final Report for ACERA Project No. 1004B 2b. University of Melbourne, Australian
Centre of Excellence for Risk Analysis. Available online:
https://cebra.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf file/0020/2220743/1004B_OID1_Report.pdf

Stoneham, G., S.M. Hester, and A. Campbell. 2024. “Incentives: Incorporating Incentives into Biosecurity Policies and
Regulations.” In S.M. Hester, L. Bland, S.S. Bau, E. Arndt, N. Bloomfield, J. Camac, R. Trouve, and A.P.
Robinson, eds. Biosecurity: A Systems Perspective. Taylor and Francis, pp. 123—134. Available online:
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/oa-edit/10.1201/9781003253204-12/incentives-gary-stoneham-susan-
hester-arthur-campbell?context=ubx&refld=d866607f-8ab0-4159-b2eb-ceb539bb44d6

Stoneham, G., S.M. Hester, J.S. Li, R. Zhou, A. Chaudhry. 2021. “The Boundary of the Market for Biosecurity Risk.” Risk
Analysis 41(8):1447-1462. https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.13620

About the Authors: Corresponding author: Ann Hillberg Seitzinger (Ann.Seitzinger@outlook.com) is an Independent
Agricultural Economist. Susan M. Hester (shester@une.edu.au) is a Chief Investigator with the Centre of Excellence
for Biosecurity Risk Analysis at the University of Melbourne and an Adjunct Associate Professor with the UNE
Business School at the University of New England.

Acknowledgements: The authors thank Walter Okelo, Research Scientist, CSIRO for comments on the manuscript.

©1999-2026 CHOICES. All rights reserved. Articles may be reproduced or electronically distributed as long as attribution
to Choices and the Agricultural & Applied Economics Association is maintained. Choices subscriptions are free and can
be obtained through http://www.choicesmagazine.org.

Choices Magazine 7
A publication of the Agricultural & Applied Economics Association


http://www.choicesmagazine.org/
Ann.Seitzinger@outlook.com
shester@une.edu.au

