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Executive Summary 

Over the past nine months, the Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport 
References Committee has received extensive evidence that has identified 
significant gaps in the understanding and management of Australia's horse 
population. Whilst an owner of a dog or cat is required to register their animal 
with their local council, and pigs, goats, sheep and cattle are registered under 
the National Livestock Identification System, horse owners are omitted from 
similar regulatory requirements. The most pertinent example is the absence of 
any clear data on the number of horses that exist in Australia. Further, there is 
inadequate information available about the location of horses or owner details. 
Existing industry registers are piecemeal and do not capture the entire 
industry. 

The committee is convinced of the merits of establishing a national horse 
traceability register. 

There is overwhelming support across the horse industry for a national horse 
traceability register in some form. However, one of the primary challenges 
revealed during this inquiry is achieving consensus across the horse industry 
of a single, clear rationale for a national register.  

This challenge is driven by the diverse nature of the horse industry, with each 
sector having its own idea of what a horse traceability register would look like, 
and what purpose it would serve. Proposed functions of a register included 
addressing the industry's biosecurity concerns, identifying horses during 
natural disasters, horse theft, improved rider safety, horse welfare, regulatory 
compliance and accessing international horsemeat markets and improved 
breeding practices. 

Biosecurity function 
The committee, however, has determined that the primary rationale for a 
national traceability register is a biosecurity function. A national horse 
traceability register designed for biosecurity purposes would help guide its 
development, and assist with achieving consensus across the horse industry 
and governments. A biosecurity function also compels the Commonwealth's 
participation in the creation of a national register, as part of its biosecurity 
responsibilities.  

Data requirements 
A core biosecurity function would also assist with formulating the register's 
initial data requirements. Further, it is apparent to the committee that the data 
must be populated from existing industry databases and shared onto a central 
database. This approach must be seamless, and avoid placing any unnecessary 
burden onto industry. It must also be designed to accommodate data uploads 
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by horse owners that are not associated with any industry group, such as 
farmers, the recreational sector and horse owners in remote locations. 

 Horse welfare and the racing industry 
Both the public's confidence in the racing industry, and its social licence to 
operate were called into question with the alleged horse treatment and welfare 
concerns revealed by the ABC's 7:30 investigation into the racing industry. 
Footage provided to the investigation showed the mistreatment of horses at a 
Queensland abattoir, who were subjected to beatings and electrocutions, and 
in clear distress at the time of their death.1 The footage, which shocked the 
nation, reignited calls for improved horse welfare outcomes and a national 
horse traceability register to strengthen accountability.2 

The evidence submitted to this inquiry revealed the significant impact a lack of 
traceability has had concerning the killing of horses at Australia's abattoirs and 
knackeries. There is no data available to determine how many horses are killed 
at these facilities each year, which has meant that any associated welfare issues 
are also hidden from public view.  

For this reason, the committee calls upon the racing industry to work 
alongside government to ensure a national horse traceability register 
complements and bolsters its efforts to track retired horses and to ensure its 
horses live healthy, happy and long lives. Further, any traceability 
infrastructure must be incorporated into the horse supply chain, including 
abattoirs and knackeries, to ensure these facilities are adequately monitored 
and meet Australia's international horsemeat trade obligations.  

Key challenges—funding 
One of the primary challenges to the establishment of a national horse 
traceability register is the upfront funding required to create the register, and 
ensure its ongoing operation. Existing national traceability systems, such as the 
NLIS and PigPass, provide examples of the type of funding arrangements that 
are required. Further, the committee heard support for cost-recovery 

                                                      
1 Caro Meldrum-Hanna, 'The Dark Side of the horse racing industry', ABC 7:30, 17 October 2019, 

https://www.abc.net.au/7.30/the-dark-side-of-the-horse-racing-industry/11614022 (accessed  
22 October 2019). 

2 See for example, Tom Reilly, 'We care for our racehorses, but our industry must confront this 
mistreatment', The Sydney Morning Herald, 18 October 2019, 
https://www.smh.com.au/national/we-care-for-our-racehorses-but-our-industry-must-confront-
this-mistreatment-20191018-p5323l.html (accessed 22 October 2019); Nick Dole, 'Animal cruelty 
probe launched after Meramist Abattoir workers filmed mistreating racehorses destined for 
slaughter', ABC News, 19 October 2019, https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-10-18/horse-racing-
industry-responds-abc-investigation-animal-welfare/11615070 (accessed 22 October 2019); also see 
statements from the racing bodies available at: https://www.abc.net.au/7.30/the-dark-side-of-the-
horse-racing-industry/11614022 (accessed 22 October 2019).   

https://www.abc.net.au/7.30/the-dark-side-of-the-horse-racing-industry/11614022
https://www.smh.com.au/national/we-care-for-our-racehorses-but-our-industry-must-confront-this-mistreatment-20191018-p5323l.html
https://www.smh.com.au/national/we-care-for-our-racehorses-but-our-industry-must-confront-this-mistreatment-20191018-p5323l.html
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-10-18/horse-racing-industry-responds-abc-investigation-animal-welfare/11615070
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-10-18/horse-racing-industry-responds-abc-investigation-animal-welfare/11615070
https://www.abc.net.au/7.30/the-dark-side-of-the-horse-racing-industry/11614022
https://www.abc.net.au/7.30/the-dark-side-of-the-horse-racing-industry/11614022
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mechanisms and co-investment models between industry and governments to 
be considered. Failure to establish sufficient funding arrangements will 
undermine the potential success of a national traceability register.  

Compliance, enforcement and education 
Ensuring long-term funding arrangements would also support the compliance, 
enforcement and educational needs of a register. The experience of the 
Integrity Systems Company (ISC) as detailed in this report, emphasised the 
importance of ensuring that a national traceability register is designed with a 
compliance and educational regime in place. Further, it must be supported by 
stakeholder investment into the system as a means to strengthen compliance. 
In order to achieve this investment, the register must be of value to the horse 
industry and driven by a commercial interest. 

This commercial interest should be supported by a design that enables 
additional features to be incorporated into the system, and allows for the horse 
industry to take responsibility for any future functionality amendments.  

National horse traceability working group 
To progress a national horse traceability register, and to action the 
recommendations contained within this report, the committee has called for 
the Department of Agriculture to establish a national horse traceability 
working group. This working group would operate under the auspices of the 
Agriculture Senior Officials Committee, and be tasked to progress the 
development and implementation of a national horse traceability register. In 
addition to representation from state and territory governments, who are 
primarily responsible for establishing the regulatory requirements of a 
national register, representatives from the horse industry and other key 
stakeholders, such as the ISC and Animal Health Australia, should be 
included. The committee foresees this working group ultimately working 
towards a trial phase of a national horse traceability register.  

Concluding comments 
Finally, the committee extends its gratitude to all those who have participated 
in this inquiry. Horses are deeply loved by their owners and are highly 
regarded by the community at large. The committee has been moved by the 
compassion demonstrated by many people in the horse industry who have 
tirelessly advocated for a national horse traceability register.  
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List of Recommendations 

Recommendation 1 
5.14 The committee recommends the Department of Agriculture establishes a 

national horse traceability working group, under the auspices of the 
Agriculture Senior Officials Committee, to progress the development and 
implementation of a national horse traceability register. The group should 
report its findings to the Agriculture Senior Officials Committee within  
12-months of its establishment.  

Recommendation 2 
5.16 The committee recommends Animal Health Australia becomes a member of 

the national horse traceability working group, and in partnership with the 
Department of Agriculture, ensures a horse traceability register aligns with 
and bolsters the Australian Government's biosecurity responsibilities.  

Recommendation 3 
5.25 The committee recommends that the national horse traceability working 

group works towards establishing a national horse traceability register that, 
at its core, serves a biosecurity function.  

Recommendation 4 
5.30 The committee recommends that the national horse traceability working 

group consults with the horse industry to develop a national register that is 
populated by data found on existing industry databases. This data-sharing 
arrangement should: 

 be shared through the use of blockchain (or equivalent) technology that 
enables regular and secure data transfers between registers;  

 allow for one horse to be registered across multiple industry registers; and  
 at a minimum, include the following data— 

− a microchip number (including a universal equine life number); 
− a Property Identification Code; 
− owner's contact details and location; and  
− the origin of the source data. 

Recommendation 5 
5.33 The committee recommends a national horse register is designed to 

accommodate data uploads by horse owners that are not associated with any 
industry group, such as farmers, the recreational sector and horse owners in 
remote locations. 
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Recommendation 6 
5.37 The committee recommends that the national horse traceability working 

group works towards a national horse traceability register design that 
enables additional features to be incorporated into the system as it 
progresses, and allows for the horse industry to take responsibility for any 
future functionality amendments. Such functionality amendments could 
assist with improving animal welfare, emergency response management, 
rider safety and the integrity of trade in horses. 

Recommendation 7 
5.39 The committee recommends that the national horse traceability working 

group consults with the United Kingdom's Central Equine Database and the 
Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs to help inform the 
development of an Australian equivalent register. 

Recommendation 8 
5.45 The committee recommends that the national horse traceability working 

group, in partnership with the racing industry, works towards the 
development of a national horse traceability register that compliments 
efforts by the racing industry to track retired horses.  

Recommendation 9 
5.47 The committee recommends that the national horse traceability working 

group engages with owners of abattoirs and knackeries to integrate a 
national horse traceability register into processing practices for horses. 

Recommendation 10 
5.51 The committee recommends that the Department of Agriculture ensures the 

national horse traceability working group considers designing a national 
horse traceability register that meets the European Union's horsemeat trade 
standards.  

Recommendation 11 
5.58 The committee recommends representatives from the horse industry, 

including the Australian Horse Industry Council, the racing industry and 
animal welfare representatives, such as from the RSPCA, become members 
of the national horse traceability working group. 
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Recommendation 12 
5.66 The committee recommends the national horse traceability working group 

consider the adoption of a co-investment model that obliges 
Commonwealth, state and territory governments, as well as the horse 
industry, to provide the necessary seed funding required for a national horse 
traceability register. 

Recommendation 13 
5.74 The committee recommends that, if microchipping is a requirement under a 

national traceability register, the national horse traceability working group 
considers a phased approach to the microchipping requirement.  

Recommendation 14 
5.76 The committee recommends the national horse traceability working group 

consider the viability of integrating a biometric identification function into 
a national horse traceability register. 

Recommendation 15 
5.88 The committee recommends the national horse traceability working group 

considers the key challenges identified by the Integrity Systems Company 
concerning compliance and enforcement, which include: 

 defining the role of industry versus the role of government concerning 
compliance and enforcement; 

 the reduction of resources to support compliance and enforcement over 
time; and 

 the penalties applied to breaches of traceability, which fail to discourage 
non-compliance.  

Recommendation 16 
5.91 The committee recommends the national horse traceability working group 

considers the educational requirements needed to re-inforce industry 
compliance with a national horse traceability register.  

Recommendation 17 
5.93 The committee recommends the national horse traceability working group 

engages the Integrity Systems Company's expertise to progress a national 
horse traceability register. 
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Recommendation 18 
5.96 The committee recommends that the national horse traceability working 

group works towards the adoption of a trial program following the 
establishment of a national horse traceability register. The trial may be 
applied to a single or collection of jurisdictions, or alternatively, be applied 
to specific sectors of the horse industry. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

Referral of the inquiry 
1.1 On 12 February 2019, the Senate referred the following matters to the Rural 

and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee (the committee) for 
inquiry and report by 19 August 2019: 

The feasibility of a National Horse Traceability Register for all horses, with 
particular reference to: 

(a) the existence and adequacy of state or industry-based registers; 
(b) the benefits of a national register, including for animal welfare, 

biosecurity safety (including for the prevention and management of 
Emergency Animal Diseases, such as equine influenza and African 
Horse Sickness), backyard breeding and the integrity of trade in 
horses; 

(c) overseas models of national tracking systems for horses; 
(d) funding, enforcement and penalty implications; and 
(e) any related matters. 

1.2 The inquiry lapsed at the end of the 45th Parliament. On 23 July 2019, the 
Senate agreed to the committee's recommendation that the inquiry be re-
adopted in the 46th Parliament.1 

Conduct of the inquiry 
1.3 Information about the inquiry was made available on the committee's 

webpage. The committee wrote to government departments, industry 
stakeholder groups, community groups and individuals to invite submissions. 
In total, the committee received 70 submissions. A list of organisations and 
individuals that made public submissions, together with additional 
information authorised for publication, is at Appendix 1. 

1.4 The committee held three public hearings. The first was held in Sydney on 
4 September 2019 and the remaining two were in Canberra on  
20 September 2019 and 11 November 2019.  

1.5 A list of witnesses who appeared at the hearings is at Appendix 2. Submissions 
and Hansard transcripts of evidence may be accessed through the committee's 
website. 

  

                                                      
1 Journals of the Senate, No. 5, 23 July 2019, pp. 187–188. 
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Acknowledgement 
1.6 The committee thanks all organisations and individuals who made 

submissions to the inquiry and appeared before the committee to give 
evidence. 

Note of references 
1.7 References to Hansard are to the proof transcript. Page numbers may vary 

between the proof and the official (final) Hansard transcript. 

Structure of the report 
1.8 This report is divided into five chapters. Chapter 1 provides an overview of the 

horse industry in Australia and the principles of traceability. It briefly 
discusses previous horse traceability proposals and activities. 

1.9 Chapter 2 examines existing livestock traceability systems in Australia, and the 
requirements for registration for horses across Australian jurisdictions and 
within the horse industry. It discusses the groundwork undertaken prior to the 
introduction of traceability systems and identifies some issues with regard to 
accuracy and integrity, which must be considered in any design of a horse 
traceability system. 

1.10 Chapter 3 discusses the support for and potential functionality of a traceability 
system, including its utility to address such issues as biosecurity, animal 
welfare and rider safety.  

1.11 Chapter 4 discusses key considerations and challenges pertaining to the design 
of a horse traceability system in Australia. 

1.12 Chapter 5 provides the committee's views and recommendations. 

Australian horse population 
1.13 The absence of a compulsory registration regime for horses in Australia means 

there is no accurate figure for Australia's horse population. Current estimates 
vary, from between 900,000 to 1.8 million horses.2 A 2001 study suggested the 
horse population stood at 1.2 million;3 whereas a more recent but limited 2016 
survey found there were one million or more domesticated horses in 

                                                      
2 This figure includes an estimated 300 000 to 400 000 feral horses.  

3 Jenny Gordon, The Horse Industry: Contributing to the Australian Economy, Rural Industries and 
Development Corporation, No. 01/083, June 2001, p. 10; Australian Government Department of 
Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities, Feral Horse (Equus Caballus) and 
Feral Donkey (Equus Asinus), https://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/b32a088c-
cd31-4b24-8a7c-70e1880508b5/files/feral-horse.pdf (accessed 5 February 2019); Townsville City 
Council, Submission 51, p. 3; Heather O'Sullivan, What is the Size and Scope of the Australian Horse 
Industry and What Does this Mean for Infectious Disease Management?, Australian Horse Industry 
Council, 2009, p. 14. 

https://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/b32a088c-cd31-4b24-8a7c-70e1880508b5/files/feral-horse.pdf
https://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/b32a088c-cd31-4b24-8a7c-70e1880508b5/files/feral-horse.pdf
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Australia.4 The New South Wales Department of Primary Industries (DPI) 
informed the committee that in 2018 it was estimated that the state had 97,000 
horses, but the DPI considers this figure to be a 'massive underestimation of 
how many horses there actually are'.5 

1.14 It is unclear how many horses are registered across multiple industry groups, 
breed societies, and special interest and sporting groups; however, the 
committee heard: 

 Equestrian NSW has 8,000 members and 22,000 registered horses (20,000 of 
which are microchipped);6 

 Equestrian Australia reported that across the equestrian sector there are 
59,097 registered horses;7 

 the Australian Horse Industry Council's (AHIC) member groups account for 
more than 34,000 people and 340,000 registered horses;8 and 

 the Australian Stud Book has 1.2 million current and historical records.9 

1.15 It is possible for horses to legitimately be registered with more than one group 
or studbook, with different details included in each registry.10 The Western 
Australian Horse Council estimates that less than half of the Australian horse 
population is registered with any organisation.11 

1.16 States and territories may have some information on horse numbers obtained 
through the property identification code registration process (see below), 
though this information is not centrally held. 

Principles of animal traceability 
1.17 The purpose of an animal traceability scheme is to trace an animal over its 

lifetime. Depending on the aims of the system, it might also record details on 
any movement of the animal, the use or purpose of the animal, vaccinations, 
medications, disease history and laboratory health tests. 

1.18 Generally, traceability schemes require the following three basic elements: 

                                                      
4 Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 2. 

5 Mr Peter Day, New South Wales Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 
4 September 2019, p. 2. 

6 Mr Bruce Farrar, Equestrian New South Wales, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 10. 

7 Mrs Sasha Ulasowski, Equestrian Australia, answer to question on notice, 4 September 2019 
(received 26 September 2019). 

8 Mr Mark Burnell, Australian Horse Industry Council, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 20. 

9 Mr Barry O'Farrell, Racing Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 41. 

10 Australian Continental Equestrian Group, Submission 19, pp. 1–2. 

11 Western Australian Horse Council, Submission 10, p. 1. 
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 a unique animal identifier; 
 a property identifier; and 
 a central record (database). 

1.19 Additionally, legal enforcement through relevant legislation and compliance 
measures (including education12) are necessary to support the integrity of any 
traceability system.13 

Unique animal identifier 
1.20 A unique animal identifier allows for the identification of individual animals. 

In the case of horses, this might be through one or more of the following: 

 microchip; 
 freeze brand or tattoo;  
 description of the horse with a completed silhouette (diagram of markings); 

and/or 
 biometric data.14 

Property identifier 
1.21 A property identifier records the location of a property where livestock are 

either held, sold or sent for sale or slaughter. State and territory agencies issue 
properties under their jurisdiction with Property Identification Codes (PICs), 
consisting of eight letters which identify a property spatially.15 

1.22 A PIC does not provide a record for an individual horse,16 nor does a PIC 
record the number of horses found on a property or contact information of 
horse owners because only the landowner is required to be registered for a 
PIC.17 The DPI explained: 

Whilst around Australia we all require a horse to be identified with a 
property identification code or awareness that they might be on a 

                                                      
12 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [3]  

13 Dr Roger Paskin, Submission 7, p. 2; Western Australian Horse Council, Submission 10, p. 1. 

14 See Chapter 2 for further information about the methods used to identify horses. 

15 National Livestock Identification System, NLIS Information, https://www.nlis.com.au/NLIS-
Information/ (accessed 30 January 2019); Animal Health Australia, National Livestock 
Identification System, https://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/what-we-do/biosecurity-
services/national-livestock-identification-scheme/ (accessed 30 January 2019). 

16 Maggie Dawkins, Submission 12, p. 2; Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1; Townsville City 
Council, Submission 51, p. 1. 

17 Animal Care Australia, Submission 21, p. 3. In Western Australia, registered livestock are allocated 
a set of registered identifiers including a Property Identification Code (PIC). The PIC indicates 
who owns the stock and where they are kept, even if the owner does not own the land. See: WA 
Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, Stock Brand and PIC Register 
search guide, https://www.agric.wa.gov.au/livestock-biosecurity/stock-brand-and-pic-register-
search-guide (accessed 8 October 2019). 

https://www.nlis.com.au/NLIS-Information/
https://www.nlis.com.au/NLIS-Information/
https://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/what-we-do/biosecurity-services/national-livestock-identification-scheme/
https://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/what-we-do/biosecurity-services/national-livestock-identification-scheme/
https://www.agric.wa.gov.au/livestock-biosecurity/stock-brand-and-pic-register-search-guide
https://www.agric.wa.gov.au/livestock-biosecurity/stock-brand-and-pic-register-search-guide
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property, if you've got 10 horses it doesn't actually identify which horse is 
which and where they're going to, so that's a real issue.18 

1.23 The use of PICs varies between jurisdictions and organisations. For example, in 
Victoria it is a requirement that any horse given away or sold on any platform 
must have an accompanying PIC.19 In Western Australia, registered livestock 
(including horses) are allocated a set of registered identifiers including a PIC. 
The PIC indicates who owns the stock and where they are kept, even if the 
owner does not own the land.20 Equestrian NSW requires owners to identify 
the PIC at which their horse is kept when entering competitions.21 

1.24 The AHIC observed that compliance with PIC requirements is unknown, as is 
the accuracy of annual reporting.22 For NSW, the DPI acknowledged variable 
compliance with PIC requirements across the state, with people outside of 
prime production areas not necessarily aware of the requirement to have a 
PIC, and in general terms, property owners have a PIC for other livestock, not 
just horses.23 

1.25 In terms of a disease outbreak in the absence of a national traceability register, 
the Department of Agriculture advised the committee that PIC registrations 
would play a crucial part in identifying properties throughout Australia that 
contain horses.24 

Central record 
1.26 A central record allows for traceability, whereby all relevant information about 

the animal is stored centrally and is potentially accessible in real or near-real 
time.25 

1.27 A central record makes possible the recording of stock movements, and the 
identification of the stock with which the animal comes into contact. As a 

                                                      
18 Mr Peter Day, New South Wales Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 

4 September 2019, p. 3. 

19 Agriculture Victoria, Property Identification Codes, http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/farm-
management/property-identification-codes (accessed 24 October 2019). 

20 WA Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, Horse and donkey identification 
in Western Australia, https://www.agric.wa.gov.au/livestock-movement-identification/horse-and-
donkey-identification-western-australia (accessed 8 October 2019). 

21 Equestrian NSW, Submission 50, p. [1]. 

22 Australian Horse Industry Council, Submission 35, p. 4. 

23 Mr Peter Day, New South Wales Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 
4 September 2019, p. 3. 

24 Dr Robyn Martin, Department of Agriculture, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 44. 

25 As exemplified by the United Kingdom's Central Equine Database. Further information in 
Chapter 3. 

http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/farm-management/property-identification-codes
http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/farm-management/property-identification-codes
https://www.agric.wa.gov.au/livestock-movement-identification/horse-and-donkey-identification-western-australia
https://www.agric.wa.gov.au/livestock-movement-identification/horse-and-donkey-identification-western-australia
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central database, it can allow for the recording of changes in ownership and 
any other details considered necessary.26 

1.28 It is on this aspect, what is recorded on the central record, that the committee 
received the majority of submissions. The scope and scale of the information 
mandated for a central record has significant implications for support for such 
a record across the horse-owning population, and for compliance. These 
matters are considered in Chapter 4. 

Discussions about horse traceability in Australia 
1.29 There have been some discussions about horse traceability in Australia 

including in NSW; through the Agriculture Ministers' Forum; and arising from 
consultations around the operation of the Emergency Animal Disease 
Response Agreement (EADRA). Additionally, two parliamentary inquiries 
have raised matters concerning biosecurity and horse traceability. A horse 
traceability register was briefly established during the equine influenza 
outbreak in 2007. 

Horse traceability in New South Wales 
1.30 In 2017, the DPI surveyed the state's horse industry to gauge support for a 

proposal that all horses in NSW be microchipped, and for the establishment of 
a simple traceability scheme. The DPI received 2,243 responses: 97 per cent 
from individuals and 3 per cent from organisations. More than 42,000 horses 
were under the management of respondents.27 

1.31 The survey found more than 70 per cent of respondents were supportive of 
mandatory horse identification and a central database. Ninety-one per cent of 
respondents believed a national database would be appropriate. The survey 
identified several risks to the successful implementation of a traceability 
scheme, including: increased red tape; the cost of microchipping; and 
duplication with other national and international databases.28 

 

 

                                                      
26 The National Livestock Identification System (NLIS) fulfils these functions for cattle, sheep, goats 

and pigs. Further information in Chapter 2. 

27 New South Wales Department of Primary Industries, Horse Identification Survey Results, 
https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/animals-and-livestock/horses/identification-and-traceability/horse-
identification-survey-results-snapshot (accessed 30 January 2019); Mr James Waugh, Submission 43, 
pp. 5, 25. 

28 New South Wales Department of Primary Industries, Horse Identification Survey Results; 
Mr James Waugh, Submission 43, pp. 5, 25. 

https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/animals-and-livestock/horses/identification-and-traceability/horse-identification-survey-results-snapshot
https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/animals-and-livestock/horses/identification-and-traceability/horse-identification-survey-results-snapshot
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Agriculture Ministers' Forum 
1.32 There are ongoing discussions in the Agriculture Ministers' Forum about horse 

traceability, through its Agriculture Senior Officials Committee.29 A 
Jurisdictional Horse Identification and Traceability Working Group (the 
working group) was established to: 

 determine the reasons for a horse identification and traceability system; 
 conduct a cost-benefit analysis of mandatory identification of horses; 
 consider previous work conducted into the voluntary minimum standards 

for the microchipping of horses; 
 determine methods to estimate Australia's horse population; 
 investigate existing horse registration databases and their use with any 

future national database; and 
 consider traceability systems in other international jurisdictions.30 

1.33 The working group comprised of representatives from NSW, Victoria, 
Queensland, the Northern Territory and Western Australia (observer only). It 
is scheduled to provide its report into the advantages and disadvantages of 
horse traceability to the Agriculture Senior Officials Committee by 31 March 
2020.31 

Emergency Animal Disease Response Agreement and Levy 
1.34 An EADRA is a legally binding arrangement between the Australian, state and 

territory governments, and industry groups to collectively reduce the risk of 
disease incursions and manage a response if a disease outbreak occurs. Animal 
Health Australia (AHA),32 a not-for-profit public company, oversees the 
agreement.33 AHA membership includes the AHIC, Australian Harness 

                                                      
29 Agriculture Ministers' Forum, Communique, 8 February 2019, 

http://www.agriculture.gov.au/about/media-centre/communiques/ag-ministers-forum-feb-2019 
 (accessed 19 February 2019). 

30 NSW Department of Primary Industries, Jurisdictional Horse Identification and Traceability Working 
Group, 4 June 2019, available at: 
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs
_and_Transport/NationalHorseRegister46/Additional_Documents 
 (accessed 17 October 2019). 

31 NSW Department of Primary Industries, Jurisdictional Horse Identification and Traceability 
Working Group, 4 June 2019. 

32 Animal Health Australia comprises of 34 members, as well as 31 partners across Australia. See, 
Ms Kathleen Plowman, Animal Health Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 36. 

33 Ms Kathleen Plowman, Animal Health Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 36. Also see, Animal Health Australia, EAD Response Agreement, 
https://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/what-we-do/emergency-animal-disease/ead-response-
agreement/ (accessed 30 January 2019). 

http://www.agriculture.gov.au/about/media-centre/communiques/ag-ministers-forum-feb-2019
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/NationalHorseRegister46/Additional_Documents
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/NationalHorseRegister46/Additional_Documents
https://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/what-we-do/emergency-animal-disease/ead-response-agreement/
https://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/what-we-do/emergency-animal-disease/ead-response-agreement/
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Racing, Racing Australia, Equestrian Australia and the Australian Veterinarian 
Association.34 

1.35 The agreement creates a mechanism to facilitate a response to certain animal 
diseases. Through the EADRA, governments and livestock industries share the 
costs associated with responding to a significant animal disease outbreak.35 
The Australian Government can agree to underwrite an industry's share of the 
response and recover these costs through a statutory industry levy. The rate is 
decided by industry, in consultation with the Australian Government. When 
the Australian Government fully recovers its costs, the levy is set back to nil.36 

1.36 An EADRA has been established for the horse industry, under the Horse 
Disease Response Levy Act 2011. The statutory levy is collected through the sale 
of horse manufactured feed and worm treatments. The details of the levy and 
its amount are established by regulation when required.37 

1.37 Impetus for a horse traceability register has come from the industries 
responsible for the collection of the levy, should it be activated. These 
stakeholders, such as the Stock Feed Manufacturers' Council of Australia, 
argue that the horse industry has a biosecurity responsibility to understand the 
horse population. Through a national database, a levy collection point could be 
established at the point of registration. It was suggested many horses had 
moved away from regular six-week deworming schedules to targeted strategic 
health plans, and some owners may try to avoid the levy by not worming their 
horses.38 

1.38 In 2016, the then Department of Agriculture and Water Resources39 undertook 
a review into the EADRA as it applied to horses. The report acknowledged 
that it had been a challenge to find a collection method for the levy which was 

                                                      
34 Ms Kathleen Plowman, Animal Health Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 

p. 36. 

35 Government and Livestock Industry Cost Sharing Deed in Respect of Emergency Animal Disease 
Responses, version no. 18/01–06/18, schedules 6 and 7. 

36 Department of Agriculture and Water Resources, Horse Disease Response Levy Review: Consultation 
Report, November 2016, p. 6. 

37 Horse Disease Response Levy Act 2011, section 3. 

38 Department of Agriculture and Water Resources, Horse Disease Response Levy Review: Consultation 
Report, November 2016, p. 15; Horse SA, Submission 9, p. 2; Animal Medicines Australia, 
Submission 27, pp. 5–6; Ridley, Submission 38, pp. 1–2; Stock Feed Manufacturers' Council of 
Australia, Submission 40, pp. 5–6. 

39 The Department of Agriculture and Water Resources is now known as the Department of 
Agriculture. 
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fair, could be applied to the largest possible proportion of horse owners, and 
had a high number of units.40 

EADRA inquiry 
1.39 In 2010, the committee conducted an inquiry into the Animal Horse Industry and 

an Emergency Animal Disease Response Agreement. Whilst the committee made 
no recommendations, it indicated support for the compulsory registration of 
all horses and the establishment of a national register.41 

Equine influenza inquiry 
1.40 Following the 2007 outbreak of equine influenza, the then Minister for 

Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, appointed the Honourable Ian Callinan to 
conduct an inquiry into the circumstances that contributed to the outbreak of 
the disease and to consider whether there was a need for strengthened 
biosecurity measures concerning the importation of horses.42 

1.41 The inquiry made many recommendations with regard to quarantine and 
biosecurity, but did not recommend the introduction of a horse traceability 
system.43 

Horse Emergency Contact Database 
1.42 In 2006, the AHIC, with state and federal funding, developed the 

Horse Emergency Contact Database (HECD). This was a voluntary database 
where horse owners were encouraged to register their contact details, property 
details, and horse details. Initially the register had 800 registrations.44 

1.43 During the outbreak of equine influenza, registrations rose to 10,000, and the 
database was a key source of communication for government agencies to horse 
owners, through the AHIC. However, once the outbreak had subsided, horse 
owners perceived little reason to continue engagement with the HECD. 
Further, the AHIC was not able to continue funding its maintenance and 
promotion once DPI funding of the database ceased.45 

                                                      
40 Department of Agriculture and Water Resources, Horse Disease Response Levy Review: Consultation 

Report, November 2016, p. 10. 

41 Senate Rural Affairs and Transport References Committee, Animal Horse Industry and an Emergency 
Animal Disease Response Agreement, November 2010, p. 5. 

42 Ian Callinan, Equine Influenza: The August 2007 Outbreak in Australia, Report of the Equine 
Influenza Inquiry, April 2008. 

43 Ian Callinan, Equine Influenza: The August 2007 Outbreak in Australia, Report of the Equine 
Influenza Inquiry, April 2008. 

44 Mrs Judy Tainsh, Submission 34, p. 3. 

45 Mrs Judy Tainsh, Submission 34, p. 3; Australian Horse Industry Council, Submission 35, p. 3. 
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Alleged mistreatment of horses at an Australian abattoir  
1.44 On 17 October 2019, the ABC's 7:30 aired its special investigation into the horse 

racing industry and the treatment of horses at abattoirs and knackeries in 
Australia.  

1.45 The investigation revealed horrific footage of horses' treatment at an abattoir in 
Queensland, and identified a large number of retired racehorses being killed 
for human consumption. The investigation resulted in renewed calls from 
across the horse industry, including the racing industry, and animal welfare 
groups for a national horse traceability register to trace retired racehorses and 
record the number of horses that are processed through these facilities.46 

Support for equine traceability 
1.46 The majority of submissions and witnesses to the inquiry indicated support for 

a national horse traceability system in Australia. This support was conveyed 
across various stakeholders that make up the horse industry, including the 
racing industry, breed societies, veterinarian representatives, horse owners, 
police, agricultural and farmers' bodies, and the DPI.  Despite this support, 
some submitters raised concerns that a clear purpose for a national traceability 
register was lacking. Others expressed concern about the duplication of data 
and costs associated with a national traceability scheme. Submitters also 
highlighted the importance of effective communication about the scheme, in 
order for it to be successfully implemented across the country.  

1.47 All of these matters are considered further in the proceeding chapters of this 
report. 

                                                      
46 Caro Meldrum-Hanna, 'The Dark Side of the horse racing industry', ABC 7:30, 17 October 2019, 

https://www.abc.net.au/7.30/the-dark-side-of-the-horse-racing-industry/11614022 (accessed 
22 October 2019). Also see, Tom Reilly, 'We care for our racehorses, but our industry must confront 
this mistreatment', The Sydney Morning Herald, 18 October 2019, 
https://www.smh.com.au/national/we-care-for-our-racehorses-but-our-industry-must-confront-
this-mistreatment-20191018-p5323l.html (accessed 22 October 2019); Nick Dole, 'Animal cruelty 
probe launched after Meramist Abattoir workers filmed mistreating racehorses destined for 
slaughter', ABC News, 19 October 2019, https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-10-18/horse-racing-
industry-responds-abc-investigation-animal-welfare/11615070 (accessed 22 October 2019). 

https://www.abc.net.au/7.30/the-dark-side-of-the-horse-racing-industry/11614022
https://www.smh.com.au/national/we-care-for-our-racehorses-but-our-industry-must-confront-this-mistreatment-20191018-p5323l.html
https://www.smh.com.au/national/we-care-for-our-racehorses-but-our-industry-must-confront-this-mistreatment-20191018-p5323l.html
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-10-18/horse-racing-industry-responds-abc-investigation-animal-welfare/11615070
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-10-18/horse-racing-industry-responds-abc-investigation-animal-welfare/11615070
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Chapter 2 
Animal traceability in Australia 

Introduction 
2.1 The three essential elements of a traceability system—animal identification, 

property identification, and a central record—exist in a piecemeal and 
inconsistent fashion across jurisdictions, and within the horse industry. Due to 
the fragmented nature of existing registers across Australia, and the lack of 
uniformity in the information collected, these elements cannot simply be 
joined together into a single national system. 

2.2 There are varying requirements across states and territories concerning the 
registration of horses, with only Western Australia requiring the individual 
identification of horses. No state or territory traces the movements of horses 
through a central record, though all require properties keeping horses to be 
registered with a Property Identification Code (PIC). 

2.3 In addition to state and territory records, there are a large number of industry-
based registers, of varying standards and coverage. Horses can be legitimately 
registered on more than one register, and a significant number of the horse 
population does not appear on any register. 

2.4 Despite the lack of traceability for horses, traceability systems exist for cattle, 
sheep, pigs and goats in Australia. These systems—their establishment, design, 
and problem-solving methods—provide useful guidance for any potential 
future horse register. 

Horse identification and registration in Australia's jurisdictions 
2.5 As noted in Chapter 1, all states and territories require properties where horses 

are kept to have a PIC, but these codes do not translate into a system that 
identifies individual horses. Concerning the movement of horses, 
requirements vary between jurisdictions. For example, Queensland legislation 
requires a record to be kept of animals, including horses, which move across 
the cattle tick line.1 Whereas in Victoria, horses are exempt from internal and 
interstate livestock movement requirements.2 

2.6 Table 2.1 summarises the requirements across Australian states and territories 
with regard to PICs where horses are kept; whether individual horses must be 
identified under the PIC process; movement records (within jurisdictions); and 
the existence of any central records. 

                                                      
1 Mrs Juliana Waugh, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 27. 

2 Agriculture Victoria, Interstate livestock movements, http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/ 
livestock/interstate-livestock-movements (accessed 11 September 2019). 

http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/livestock/interstate-livestock-movements
http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/livestock/interstate-livestock-movements
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Table 2.1 Property and horse identification requirements in Australian 
jurisdictions 

Jurisdiction PIC Horse ID Movement Record 
Central 
Record 

ACT3 Yes Unclear 
Voluntary—held by 
individual for 30 days after 
event 

No 

NSW4 Yes Number of 
horses only 

Voluntary—held by 
individual; encourage 
preservation for 2 years 

No 

NT5 Yes 
Number of 
horses only Not required No 

Qld6 Yes Unclear Yes—held individually 
and retained for 2 years 

No 

SA7 Yes Number of 
horses only 

Unclear No 

Tas8 Yes Number of 
horses only 

Not required No 

Vic9 Yes 
Number of 
horses only Not required No 

WA10 Yes 
Yes—individual 
horses 

Voluntary—held by 
individual Unclear 

Source: compiled by committee, 2019. 

2.7 The committee heard that horses are largely unregulated.11 Whilst livestock is 
tracked under National Livestock and Identification System (NLIS) and 

                                                      
3  Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1.  

4  Australian Brumby Board, Submission 7, p. [1]; Mrs Judith Leeson, Submission 8, p. 1; Animal 
Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1; NSW Farmers' Association, Submission 42, p. [8]. See also references 
listed in Appendix 3. 

5  Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1. See also references listed in Appendix 3. 

6  Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1; NSW Farmers' Association, Submission 42, pp. [8–9]; 
Townsville City Council, Submission 51, p. 1. See also references listed in Appendix 3. 

7  Mrs Judith Leeson, Submission 8, p. 1; Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1. 

8  Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1. See also references listed in Appendix 3. 

9  Mrs Judith Leeson, Submission 8, p. 1; Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1. See also references 
listed in Appendix 3. 

10  See also references listed in Appendix 3. 
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companion animals, such as dogs and cats, are registered under their 
respective jurisdiction's laws (such as NSW's Companion Animals Act 1998), 
horses are excluded from similar regulatory frameworks.12 This point was 
emphasised by the Australian Veterinarian Association13 (AVA) during a 
conversation about horse welfare and rider safety: 

It's one of the last great frontiers that you can buy a horse today, hop on it 
and ride it away. You don't need to have a licence or register it and you 
don't even need to wear a helmet. Whilst that's a lovely romantic idea, I 
don't think that's sustainable in our modern, contemporary concept of 
community and expectations for animal welfare. I think you need to have 
accountability.14 

2.8 Whilst the AVA acknowledged that no one 'likes excessive regulation or 
overregulation', the lack of regulation for horses is problematic. The committee 
was advised that the horse is the most dangerous animal in Australia, 
'responsible for more deaths and hospitalisations than snakes and spiders by a 
long stretch'.15 

Horse industry registers 
2.9 Horse registration and identification systems are primarily operated by horse 

industry groups, whether breed-specific, discipline-specific or organisation-
specific. Each register operates differently, with no compulsory obligation for 
any society to trace an animal for any purpose, except for some competition or 
breeding purposes.16 

2.10 Due to registers operating for different purposes, the information collected 
varies. In addition, the motivations for compliance differ between registers. 
For example, many groups require registration and identification as a 
condition of a horse's participation in the activities of the group (i.e. the racing 
industry), or to have a horse recognised as a certain breed. Some registers only 
record the horse, the rider and/or membership of a particular organisation or 
group.17 

                                                                                                                                                                     
11 RSPCA, Supplementary Submission 4, p. [1]. 

12 See for example, RSPCA, Supplementary Submission 4, p. [1]; Professor Paul McGreevy,  
Submission 11, p. [1]; and Sentient, Submission 29, p. 1. 

13 The Australian Veterinarian Association's representative, Mr Jeffrey Wilson, also represented 
Equine Veterinarians Australia. 

14 Mr Jeffrey Wilkinson, Australian Veterinarian Association and Equine Veterinarians Australia, 
Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 38. 

15 Mr Jeffrey Wilkinson, Australian Veterinarian Association and Equine Veterinarians Australia, 
Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 40. 

16 Ms Susan Kopittke, Submission 3, p. [2].  

17 Australian Horse Industry Council, Submission 35, p. 2; Australian Veterinary Association, 
Submission 24, p. [3]; Australian Equine and Livestock Events Centre, Submission 31, p. [1]; 
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2.11 These registers operate on the basis of a member's ongoing participation with 
an industry or organisation. Once a member departs that industry, or is no 
longer a financial member, then there is no requirement for that horse to 
remain registered. For this reason, no system operating in Australia is a whole-
of-life horse register.  

2.12 The committee received information on a number of existing horse registers. 
These registers vary in size, with the Australian Stud Book being the largest 
register in Australia. The data collected by these registers differs depending on 
the specific needs and purposes of each industry. A number of these registers 
are detailed below.18 

Australian Stud Book 
2.13 The Australian Stud Book, a division of Racing Australia, has been the national 

register of Australian Thoroughbred horses since 1859 and currently holds 
more than 1.2 million records. The Stud Book represents 107,000 horses across 
Australia.19 It is the official authority for the identification of thoroughbreds in 
Australia and maintains the breeding records of the world's second largest 
population of thoroughbred horses. As an accurate historical and 
contemporary record, it is able to provide information on industry population, 
breeding statistics and trends for national and international use.20 

2.14 The Stud Book allocates a permanent life number to every horse. All horses 
must have their parentage verified and be accurately identified prior to 
acceptance. The Australian Stud Book provides microchips, and registers 
brandings.21 In 2003, Racing Australia introduced a requirement that horses are 
identified with a microchip, and since 2016, Racing Australia has used the 
Australian Stud Book to assist in 'delivering traceability of our horses from 
birth to their retirement from racing'.22 

  

                                                                                                                                                                     
Equiprove, Submission 46, p. 2; Ms Judy Tainsh, Submission 34, p. 1; Stock Feed Manufacturers' 
Council of Australia, Submission 40, p. 4. 

18 Key considerations about the use of existing horse registration systems is further considered in 
Chapter 4. 

19 Mr Barry O'Farrell, Racing Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, pp. 41, 46. 

20 Racing Australia, Submission 32, p. 1; Thoroughbred Breeders Australia, Submission 39, p. [4]. 

21 Ms Robyn Lawrie, Submission 33, p. 2; Thoroughbred Breeders Australia, Submission 39, p. [4]; 
Australian Stud Book, Rules of the Australian Stud Book, http://www.studbook.org.au/pdfs/Rules-of-
the-Australian-Stud-Book_01-January-2018.pdf (accessed 30 January 2019); Australian Stud Book, 
Rules and Services, https://www.studbook.org.au/RulesAndServices.aspx (accessed  
30 January 2019); Australian Stud Book, About the Australian Stud Book, 
https://www.studbook.org.au/AboutTheASB.aspx (accessed 30 January 2019). 

22 Mr Barry O'Farrell, Racing Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 41. 

http://www.studbook.org.au/pdfs/Rules-of-the-Australian-Stud-Book_01-January-2018.pdf
http://www.studbook.org.au/pdfs/Rules-of-the-Australian-Stud-Book_01-January-2018.pdf
https://www.studbook.org.au/RulesAndServices.aspx
https://www.studbook.org.au/AboutTheASB.aspx
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Registrar of Racehorses 
2.15 The Registrar of Racehorses is a fully integrated division of Racing Australia, 

which records and administers thoroughbred horse records for racehorses that 
are racing, or eligible to race in Australia. Racing Australia (and its principal 
racing authorities in each state and territory) processes and records leases; 
racehorse names; racing colours; information on visiting and imported horses; 
syndicates; and transfers of ownership. Around 13,800 thoroughbred horses 
are registered each year. The reporting requirements are enforceable through 
the Rules of Racing administered by Racing Australia.23 

2.16 In the case of Racing Australia, owners of racehorses notify its register of a 
horse's retirement from racing. Owners can specify the horse has retired to 
equestrian/pleasure, breeding, an official retirement program, or livestock sale. 
However, as noted earlier in this Chapter, a record of a horse's movement is 
only made at the first point out of the racing industry. There is no ongoing 
traceability of a horse because Racing Australia has no mandate for ongoing 
traceability.24 

Equestrian Australia 
2.17 Equestrian Australia maintains a register of horses and owners. Horses are 

registered and identified through the state or territory affiliates of Equestrian 
Australia, and only financial members are able to register a horse.25 Equestrian 
NSW, a division of Equestrian Australia, has 8,000 members and 22,000 

                                                      
23 Ms Robyn Lawrie, Submission 33, pp. 2–3; Thoroughbred Breeders Australia, Submission 39,  

pp. [5, 12]; Racing Australia, About the Registrar of Racehorses, 
https://www.racingaustralia.horse/RoR/AboutROR.aspx 
 (accessed 30 January 2019). 

24 As discussed in Chapter 3, Racing Australia acknowledges it has no ability to mandate ongoing 
traceability once a horse has left the industry. The organisation supports a national traceability 
register to provide this functionality. Mrs Pam Treeby, Submission 13, p. [1]; Animal Liberation, 
Submission 18, pp. 1–2; Coalition for the Protection of Racehorses, Submission 23, p. [2]; Humane 
Society International, Submission 26, p. [1]; Racing Australia, Submission 32, p. 2; Ms Robyn Lawrie, 
Submission 33, p. 4. 

25 Ms Susan Kopittke, Submission 3, p. [2]; Equestrian Australia, Submission 49, p. [1]; Equestrian New 
South Wales, Submission 50, p. [1]; Equestrian New South Wales, Horse Registration, 
http://www.nsw.equestrian.org.au/resources/horse-registration (accessed 29 January 2019); 
Equestrian South Australia, Register a Horse, http://www.sa.equestrian.org.au/content/horse-forms 
(accessed 29 January 2019); Equestrian Tasmania, Horse Registration, 
http://www.tas.equestrian.org.au/horse-registration (accessed 29 January 2019); Equestrian 
Victoria, Application for Horse Registration, http://www.vic.equestrian.org.au/sites/default 
/files/Horse%20Registration%20Application%202018-19.pdf (accessed 30 January 2019); Equestrian 
Australia, Forms, http://www.equestrian.org.au/forms (accessed 31 January 2019). 

https://www.racingaustralia.horse/RoR/AboutROR.aspx
http://www.nsw.equestrian.org.au/resources/horse-registration
http://www.sa.equestrian.org.au/content/horse-forms
http://www.tas.equestrian.org.au/horse-registration
http://www.vic.equestrian.org.au/sites/default/files/Horse%20Registration%20Application%202018-19.pdf
http://www.vic.equestrian.org.au/sites/default/files/Horse%20Registration%20Application%202018-19.pdf
http://www.equestrian.org.au/forms
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registered horses.26 Nationally, the equestrian sector has 59,097 registered 
horses.27 

2.18 The committee heard that once a horse enters the Equestrian Australia system, 
a basic traceability framework is established for that horse, with the 
requirement that horses are 'identified, microchipped and registered to an 
individual or group of owners'. Registration then permits the horse to enter 
Equestrian Australia sanctioned events, and failure to register results in the 
horse's ineligibility for such competitions.28 

2.19 This register records a horse's official competition history and ownership; 
however, if a horse is 'onsold to a non-member or is no longer competing in 
official competition…[then] traceability will cease'.29 Equestrian Australia also 
separately provides national passports, and registers horses and riders for 
Federation Equestrian International (FEI) events.30 

Australian Trotting Stud Book 
2.20 Harness Racing Australia establishes the rules for the Australian Trotting Stud 

Book, which is regulated by a Council through the Keeper of the Stud Book. 
The annual stud book contains the records of all Standardbreds active in the 
trotting breeding and racing industry.31 

2.21 The Australian Trotting Stud Book previously used freeze angle branding to 
identify its horses, but in 2016, commenced microchipping registered horses in 
addition to its branding requirement.32 To be registered, a horse's breed must 
be verified, along with DNA genotyping.33 

 

 
                                                      
26 Mr Bruce Farrer, Equestrian New South Wales, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 10. 

27 Mrs Sasha Ulasowski, Equestrian Australia, answer to questions on notice, 4 September 2019 
(received 26 September 2019).   

28 Mrs Sasha Ulasowski, Equestrian Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 11. 

29 Mrs Sasha Ulasowski, Equestrian Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 11. 

30 Ms Susan Kopittke, Submission 3, p. [2]; Equestrian Australia, Forms, 
http://www.equestrian.org.au/forms (accessed 31 January 2019). 

31 Harness Racing Australia, Australian Trotting Stud Book, 
https://www.harness.org.au/ausbreed/studbookregs.pdf (accessed 24 May 2019). 

32 Mr Andrew Kelly, Keeper, Australian Trotting Stud Book, Proof Committee Hansard, 
4 September 2019, p. 43. 

33 Harness Racing Australia, Submission 28; Harness Racing Australia, Australian Trotting Stud Book, 
https://www.harness.org.au/ausbreed/studbookregs.pdf (accessed 24 May 2019); Harness Racing 
Australia, Microchipping Regulations, https://www.harness.org.au/rules/hra-microchipping-regs.pdf 
(accessed 24 May 2019). 

http://www.equestrian.org.au/forms
https://www.harness.org.au/ausbreed/studbookregs.pdf
https://www.harness.org.au/ausbreed/studbookregs.pdf
https://www.harness.org.au/rules/hra-microchipping-regs.pdf
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Welsh Pony & Cob Society 
2.22 The Welsh Pony & Cob Society (WPCS) maintains a stud book of Welsh and 

Part Welsh Ponies and Cobs. It relies upon members to advise the society 
when horses have died and acknowledges there may be some inaccuracies as a 
consequence of owners not providing updated information.34 Horses 
registered with the WPCS must be identifiable in some way, whether it be 
microchipping or branding.35 

Australian Continental Equestrian Group 
2.23 The Australian Continental Equestrian Group (ACEG) manages an industry-

based register and stud book for horses and ponies. It is a member of the 
World Breeding Federation of Sport Horses and works closely with European 
breed societies for Oldenburger and Westphalian horses. The group issues 
passports, which are recognised worldwide and by the FEI.36  The ACEG uses 
microchips to identify its registered horses.37 

Existing livestock traceability systems in Australia 
2.24 There are existing livestock traceability systems in Australia for cattle, sheep, 

goats, and pigs.38 The RSPCA suggested to the committee that these systems 
might provide a workable model for a horse traceability register.39 The NSW 
Farmers' Association urged 'government agencies and the equine industry to 
engage closely with these bodies to incorporate lessons learned from existing 
systems'.40 

2.25 These livestock traceability systems have been implemented through 
negotiations between industry, stakeholders and government, which led to 
agreement on the systems' scope, requirements and operations.41 

National Livestock Identification System for cattle, sheep and goats 

                                                      
34 Welsh Pony & Cob Society of Australia, Submission 2, p. [1]. 

35 Mr Mark Burnell, Member, Welsh Pony and Cob Society of Australia Incorporated, Proof 
Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 22.  

36 Australian Continental Equestrian Group, Submission 19, p. 1. 

37 Mr Ulrich Klatte, Australian Continental Equestrian Group Incorporated, Proof Committee Hansard, 
20 September 2019, p. 23. 

38 Negotiations are ongoing for a traceability system for camelids.    

39 RSPCA, Supplementary Submission 4, p. [1]. 

40 Ms Alexandra Bunton, NSW Farmers' Association, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, 
p. 12. 

41 Maggie Dawkins, Submission 12, p. 2; Animal Health Australia, National Livestock Identification 
System, https://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/what-we-do/biosecurity-services/national-
livestock-identification-scheme/ (accessed 30 January 2019). 

https://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/what-we-do/biosecurity-services/national-livestock-identification-scheme/
https://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/what-we-do/biosecurity-services/national-livestock-identification-scheme/
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2.26 The NLIS allows the permanent identification and lifetime traceability of 
livestock. It was introduced in 1999 for cattle, and expanded to sheep and 
goats in 2009.42 

2.27 Policymaking for the NLIS occurs through Safemeat—an industry-government 
partnership responsible for meat safety. The Safemeat Secretariat is located in 
the Department of Agriculture. State and territory legislation forms the 
regulatory framework for the system. Meat & Livestock Australia (MLA), 
through a wholly owned subsidiary, Integrity Systems Company (ISC)43 
administers the NLIS database. The NLIS also has standards and advisory 
committees.44 

2.28 ISC and the MLA have invested approximately $65 million into the NLIS over 
the 12-year period between 2006 and 2017. Over that period, the annual 
operating cost of the NLIS was $5.4 million.45 The ISC's activities are funded 
through red meat industry levies, with matching government research and 
development levy investment.46 According to a 2019 impact assessment for the 
period of 2015 to 2020, livestock traceability and food safety systems generated 
an economic benefit of $316.7 million, by avoiding disease costs and attracting 
export market premiums.47 

2.29 ISC advised the committee that the primary benefits of the NLIS were its 
biosecurity function, which allowed for the management of the ISC's 
emergency animal disease response and the rapid containment and eradiation 
of disease outbreaks.48 ISC added that other benefits include: 

                                                      
42 National Livestock Identification System, NLIS Information, https://www.nlis.com.au/NLIS-

Information/ (accessed 30 January 2019); Animal Health Australia, National Traceability Performance 
Standards, https://www.nlis.com.au/NLISDocuments/aha-national-traceability-performance-
standards[1].pdf (accessed 20 February 2019). 

43 The Integrity Systems Company was established in 2016 after a Safemeat Initiatives Review that 
called for single entity to deliver an integrated integrity system. See, Dr Jane Weatherley, Integrity 
Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 29. 

44 Dr Jane Weatherley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 29; National Livestock Identification System, NLIS Information; Animal Health Australia, 
National Livestock Identification System, https://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/what-we-
do/biosecurity-services/national-livestock-identification-scheme/ (accessed 30 January 2019); 
Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67. 

45 Dr Jane Weatherley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 29. 

46 Ms Jo Quigley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 34. 

47 Dr Jane Weatherley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 29. 

48 Dr Jane Weatherley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 30. 

https://www.nlis.com.au/NLIS-Information/
https://www.nlis.com.au/NLIS-Information/
https://www.nlis.com.au/NLISDocuments/aha-national-traceability-performance-standards%5b1%5d.pdf
https://www.nlis.com.au/NLISDocuments/aha-national-traceability-performance-standards%5b1%5d.pdf
https://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/what-we-do/biosecurity-services/national-livestock-identification-scheme/
https://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/what-we-do/biosecurity-services/national-livestock-identification-scheme/
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…the data management system that has created linking datasets to provide 
insights on particular animals beyond just movement and an ability to 
increase productivity. There are other benefits in relation to maintaining 
our brand reputation and to the broader public benefit, and there is the 
obvious economic prosperity that we receive as a result of the premiums 
that we gain within market and the broader sustainability outcomes as 
well.49 

2.30 More broadly, the ISC spoke of interconnectedness of other databases to 
'generate a much bigger picture of our industry and identify productivity 
benefits', and that traceability: 

…will only get bigger and bigger in terms of what customers are really 
after. From our perspective, if there is a traceability system across all 
domesticated animals, that's part of a risk management strategy for us as 
well when it comes to diseases that might jump species that we just don't 
know about at the moment. That could come up down the track, so an 
ability to contain it right across animals is a critical thing.50 

NLIS in operation 
2.31 The NLIS involves four elements: 

 animal identifier (visual or electronic ear tag – device); 
 identification of physical location by means of a PIC;  
 web-accessible database to store and correlate movement data and 

associated details; and 
 legal enforcement to ensure compliance.51 

2.32 Under the NLIS, animals must be tagged (individually identified). Each time 
an animal is bought, sold or moved from one property to another, a livestock 
movement record is created on the NLIS database. NLIS accounts are free to 
open and operate. Depending on the agreements within industry sectors, 
livestock are identified in the central database either individually or by mob.52 

                                                      
49 Dr Jane Weatherley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 

p. 30. 

50 Dr Jane Weatherley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 35. 

51 Ms Susan Kopittke, Submission 3, p. [3]; Dr Roger Paskin, Submission 7, p. 2; National Livestock 
Identification System, NLIS Information; Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [1]. 

52 In addition, the NLIS facilitates traceability of animals in accordance with the National 
Traceability and Performance Standards, which were endorsed by the Primary Industries 
Ministerial Council in May 2004. See, National Livestock Identification System, NLIS Information; 
Animal Health Australia, National Livestock Identification System; Animal Health Australia, National 
Traceability Performance Standards. 
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2.33 As of 2019, the NLIS database contained approximately 242 million registered 
devices, '24.3 million individual cattle movements, 38.3 million sheep-mob 
movements and 11 million individual sheep movements'.53 

2.34 Producer costs are largely due to the identification method itself (ear tag and 
its application to the animal), along with the cost of reading equipment. The 
NLIS was designed to reduce the impact on producers, through the investment 
of required infrastructure at large central points along the supply chain 
(saleyards, feedlots and processing plants).54 

2.35 In its submission to the inquiry, the NSW Farmers' Association identified 
continuing non-compliance with NLIS requirements as evidence traceability is 
a complex concept, requiring outreach and education to owners, event 
organisers and industry professionals.55 

2.36 The ISC explained that the NLIS system in Australia is recognised globally as 
the most advanced traceability system in the world. However, despite the 
success of the NLIS, it has faced a number of challenges. Of these challenges,56 
the ISC highlighted the following with the committee.57 

Staged implementation (by state, sector and species) 
2.37 The staged implementation of traceability within the NLIS resulted in 

complexity with communicating the requirements of traceability, 'to both the 
participants and customers, because of variable implementation timeframes 
across the states and sectors'.58 

2.38 Based on this experience, the ISC has learnt that where possible, a national 
agreement needs to reached for a traceability system's implementation. It also 
noted the need to minimise the lag between the sectors implementing 
traceability to reduce gaps in the data and information collected.59 During the 
hearing the ISC added that: 

…there is a need to recognise local constituents' requirements, but, in 
terms of communication, education and training, it makes it a lot easier if 
you've got a consistent message and package that you are delivering.60 

                                                      
53 Dr Jane Weatherley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 

p. 29. 

54 Ms Jo Quigley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 34. 

55 NSW Farmers' Association, Submission 42, p. [11]. 

56 See, Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, pp. [3]–[4] for full list. 

57 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, pp. [3]–[4]. 

58 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [3]. 

59 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [3]. 

60 Ms Jo Quigley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 33. 
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2.39 If a staged implementation is pursued for horse traceability, the ISC 
recommended that where possible: 

…try to minimise differences between jurisdictions. It may still be of 
benefit and necessary to do it in a staged way, but trying to do it in a 
consistent way is probably the key.61 

Different requirements in jurisdictions 
2.40 Different requirements of the traceability in each state and territory jurisdiction 

created challenges for the ISC, such as:  

 complexity in communicating those differences to stakeholders; 
 difficulty establishing national traceability performance standards when 

state-based exemptions already existed; and 
 needing to accommodate state-based requirements into a national 

database.62 

2.41 These challenges highlighted the need for agreement on the requirements of 
traceability at a national level, and that state-based exemptions should be 
agreed and applied at a national level to limit state-based variations.63 

Communication and education 
2.42 The ISC referenced challenges with communication and education of 

traceability, but highlighted that the importance of these requirements could 
not be underestimated.64 It noted resources were initially provided to support 
implementation of the program, but these 'were eroded over time as the 
system shifted from implementation to business as usual'.65 

2.43 The ISC highlighted the need for on-going and sustained investment into 
communication and education to be factored into a system's design. ISC 
submitted that failure to do so hinders compliance, and restricts 'regular 
'touch-points' with participants to remind them of the "what" and the "why".66 
This on-going investment is needed to reinforce compliance with new entrants 
into the system (see below).67 

Industry turnover 
2.44 According to the ISC, further compliance issue arises from industry turnover. 

New entrants into the system need to be educated about traceability 
                                                      
61 Ms Jo Quigley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 34. 

62 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [3]. 

63 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [3]. 

64 Ms Jo Quigley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 33. 

65 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [3]. 

66 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [3]. 

67 Ms Jo Quigley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 33. 
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requirements, which means ongoing education programs are required, to 
ensure new industry participants understand their obligations.68 

2.45 An additional issue was the limited means for participants to regularly update 
their contact details once the system was established. For this reason, the ISC 
suggested that the system needs to be designed to require participants to 
regularly update their records.69 

Compliance and enforcement 
2.46 Three challenges were identified by ISC concerning compliance and 

enforcement: 

 defining the role of industry versus the role of government concerning 
compliance and enforcement; 

 a reduction of resources to support compliance and enforcement over time; 
and 

 the penalties applied to breaches of traceability failing to discourage non-
compliance.70 

2.47 ISC submitted that any compliance and enforcement regime requires adequate 
resources to be impactful, and that both industry and government are required 
to play a role in supporting compliance.71 The ISC does not manage or enforce 
compliance, but provides the reporting tools needed to monitor compliance.72 

Technology adaption 
2.48 ISC advised that the NLIS system had a number of stakeholders unable or 

unwilling to engage with or adapt to the technology in use, resulting in a 
complex arrangement with the system's design and implementation.  ISC leant 
that any system needs to have minimum technology requirements that are 
agreed to by all stakeholders and delivered in the most simple and cost-
effective way possible.73 The ISC added that any system must be integrated 
into stakeholders' business management and that real-time benefit was key.74 
Further, the system's design should incorporate ongoing growth and evolution 
of the industry.75 

                                                      
68 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [3]. 

69 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [4]. 

70 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [4]. 

71 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [4]. 

72 Ms Jo Quigley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 33. 

73 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [4]. 

74 Dr Jane Weatherley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 33. 

75 Ms Jo Quigley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 35. 
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2.49 Additionally, adoption of the system was hindered by the inability to 
smoothly integrate technology with other software and hardware systems. The 
technology used in a traceability system therefore 'needs to present a value 
proposition beyond compliance, in order to drive broad-based adoption'.76 

Value proposition 
2.50 The ISC learnt that legislation was not enough, and more needed to be done to 

support stakeholders' participation and compliance with the system. 
Specifically, stakeholders 'need a compelling reason to comply with the 
system' and a value proposition must be established across all sectors of the 
industry 'to encourage end-to-end compliance'.77 

Funding 
2.51 The ISC informed the committee that the NLIS has experienced an erosion of 

funding over time, due to industry and government priorities changing. This 
meant the NLIS had not been able to establish secure, longer-term funding for 
the system. Consequently, the ISC submitted that funding commitments 
needed to be established upfront, and must be sustained at a level to support 
compliance and continuous system improvements.78 

NLIS Pigs 
2.52 From 1 February 2018, state and territory governments have been required to 

legislate for the mandatory traceability of pigs through NLIS Pigs. NLIS Pigs is 
administered by Australian Pork Limited.79 

Establishing NLIS Pigs 
2.53 PigPass was setup at the same time as the original NLIS, with funding 

provided by Australian Pork Limited and matched by government funds. The 
Commonwealth contributed seed funding valued at $1,228,338 over three 
years.80 

2.54 The system was not specially designed; rather, it was created using a Microsoft 
Dynamics database. Alongside the tracking of pigs, Australian Pork Limited 
also uses Physi-Trace, which allows for the tracing of unidentified meat 
samples to their place of origin.81 

                                                      
76 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [4]. 

77 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [4]. 

78 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [4]. 

79 Australian Pork, Industry Focus: Traceability, http://australianpork.com.au/industry-focus/product-
integrity/traceability/ (accessed 30 January 2019). 

80 Ms Deb Kerr, Australian Pork Limited, answer to question on notice, 20 September 2019 (received 
18 October 2019). 

81 Ms Deb Kerr, Australian Pork Limited, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 31. 

http://australianpork.com.au/industry-focus/product-integrity/traceability/
http://australianpork.com.au/industry-focus/product-integrity/traceability/
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NLIS Pigs in operation 
2.55 The system for pigs works similarly to that for other livestock. NLIS Pigs 

requires: 

 registered pig identification (ear tag or tattoo); 
 a PIC; and 
 PigPass National Vendor Declaration (PigPass NVD) to track animal 

movement.82 

2.56 Its database contains 3,700 registered producers, of which approximately 2,000 
are small producers with backyard or pet-pig operations. There are 
approximately 265,000 registered sows in the system (with an estimated 
2.5 million commercial pigs in Australia at any one time). Australian Pork 
Limited added that not all pigs are incorporated into the PigPass system 
because they may not leave the farm, and therefore have no tracing 
requirement.83 Further, the system tracks the: 

…movements of pigs from one PIC to another PIC, that's the key thing. If 
they're sitting on the one PIC and they're not interacting with any other 
pigs, then, from a biosecurity point of view, if there's a disease incursion it 
follows that the disease is only on that PIC.84 

2.57 The levy applied is $3.25 per pig slaughtered through the system, which 
includes both a marketing and research and development levy.85 

2.58 If a disease outbreak was to occur, such as the African swine fever, the PigPass 
system would be a significant tool to manage that incursion.86 

                                                      
82 Australian Pork, Industry Focus: Traceability, http://australianpork.com.au/industry-focus/product-

integrity/traceability/ (accessed 30 January 2019). 

83 Ms Deb Kerr, Australian Pork Limited, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, pp. 31–32. 

84 Ms Deb Kerr, Australian Pork Limited, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 31. 

85 Ms Deb Kerr, Australian Pork Limited, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 31. 

86 Ms Deb Kerr, Australian Pork Limited, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 32. 

http://australianpork.com.au/industry-focus/product-integrity/traceability/
http://australianpork.com.au/industry-focus/product-integrity/traceability/
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Chapter 3 
Support and functionality for horse traceability 

Introduction 
3.1 This chapter considers support for a national horse traceability register, and 

the proposed functions that such a register could include. Many of these 
functions go beyond a traceability register that merely allows for the 
identification and location of individual horses.  

3.2 This chapter concludes with a summary of a number of national horse 
traceability systems implemented in other international jurisdictions. These 
traceability systems have been largely driven by food safety standards 
established by the European Union (EU). Of these systems, the United 
Kingdom's (UK) traceability system is considered in more detail, with many 
stakeholders referring to this system during the inquiry as the most advanced 
and thorough system in the world. 

Support for horse traceability 
3.3 The majority of submitters and witnesses to the inquiry supported the 

development of a horse traceability register. This support was not aligned with 
one particular interest group; rather, support was conveyed across the entire 
spectrum of stakeholders that make up the horse industry. Despite this high 
degree of support, some stakeholders expressed caution and highlighted 
several challenges that must be addressed to achieve a successful traceability 
regime. 

3.4 Support for horse traceability largely orientated around a traceability register's 
capacity to:  

 improve understanding of Australia's horse population; 
 strengthen biosecurity and emergency management; 
 improved rider safety; 
 support efforts to improve horse welfare; 
 improve oversight of the horse meat industry and the exportation of horses; 
 improve breeding practices; 
 maintain the integrity and professionalism of the horse industry; and  
 document the movement of horses.1  

                                                      
1 See for instance: RSPCA, Submission 4, p. [1]; Australian Brumby Board, Submission 6, p. [1]; Horse 

SA, Submission 9, p. 1; Western Australian Horse Council, Submission 10, p. 1; Tasmanian Farmers 
and Graziers Association, Submission 15, p. [1]; Coalition for the Protection of Racehorses, 
Submission 23, p. [2]; Humane Society International, Submission 26, p. [1]; Racing Australia, 
Submission 32, p. 1; Ms Judy Tainsh, Submission 34, p. 3; Ms Angela Morley, Submission 45, p. [1]. 
Also see: Potential functions of a traceability system for further details. 
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3.5 Each of these potential functions of a national horse traceability register are 
considered in this chapter.  

Degree of support 
3.6 The level of support demonstrated throughout this inquiry echoed a similar 

degree of support shown in the 2017 NSW Department of Primary Industry's 
(DPI) Horse Identification Survey results. Of the 2,200 responses from horse 
owners and associations, over 70 per cent of respondents agreed that there 
were benefits of having compulsory identification and a central database, and 
68 per cent believed that identification should be compulsory across Australia.2 
Ninety-one per cent supported a national database that records horse owner's 
details and horse identification information.3 

3.7 The DPI summarised to the committee its view of the significant benefits a 
mandatory horse identification scheme would bring to the horse industry but 
emphasised that any scheme must be a national scheme. DPI suggested that a 
national scheme: 

…includes improved disease management, enhanced emergency 
preparedness in fires and floods by knowing more accurately where horses 
reside and who their owners are, a reduction in theft, a reduction in the 
misrepresentation of a horse's history, and better rehoming of lost horses 
and identification of owners of horses that may have been treated 
inhumanely.4 

3.8 The DPI added that the NSW Police Force had also 'made it very clear' to the 
DPI that it was 'supportive of horse identification because of horse theft'.5  The 
NSW Police Force submitted that it had originally made the case for improved 
identification of horses at a national level, which ultimately led to the DPI's 
working group. NSW Police Force's support for traceability is primarily to 
enhance information available to its officers during criminal investigations.6 

3.9 Support for a national traceability register also extended across the horse 
equestrian and racing industries. Equestrian NSW informed the committee 
that it was absolutely supportive of a national system and was 'prepared to be 

                                                      
2 NSW Department of Primary Industries, Horse Identification Survey Results Snapshot, available at: 

https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/animals-and-livestock/horses/identification-and-traceability/horse-
identification-survey-results-snapshot (accessed 31 July 2019). 

3 Mr Peter Day, New South Wales Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 
4 September 2019, p. 2. 

4 Mr Peter Day, New South Wales Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 
4 September 2019, p. 2. 

5 Mr Peter Day, New South Wales Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 
4 September 2019, p. 4. 

6 NSW Police Force, Submission 68, p. 1. 

https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/animals-and-livestock/horses/identification-and-traceability/horse-identification-survey-results-snapshot
https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/animals-and-livestock/horses/identification-and-traceability/horse-identification-survey-results-snapshot
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part of the administration effort and support to make that system work'.7 Its 
national body, Equestrian Australia, offered cautious support for a national 
traceability register. Whilst it believed it would provide 'significant benefit for 
the whole-of-life tracking approach and improve the safety and risk 
management of horse and rider' it was also 'unsure of the viable model, how 
that would look and how feasible it is to develop, implement and maintain'.8 

3.10 Racing Australia communicated its absolute belief that a national horse 
traceability register would strengthen its biosecurity regime, horse welfare 
across the industry and would eliminate the 'gap that exists within [its] 
existing traceability regime'.9 Similarly, Harness Racing Australia welcomed 
'any practical and cost-efficient initiatives designed to bring about 
improvements in regulating and enforcing horse traceability across all equine 
sectors'.10 The racing industry's support for traceability was reiterated in the 
aftermath of the 7:30 investigation.11 

3.11 Other stakeholders, such as the Australian Veterinarian Association12 (AVA) 
and the NSW Farmers' Association, also expressed their support for 
traceability. The AVA argued that '[n]o quality management system can 
consider itself fit for purpose unless it has identification and traceability';13 
whilst the NSW Famers' Association stated '[t]raceability isn't just nice to have; 
it's a necessity'.14 

3.12 AgForce Queensland Farmers submitted that its members saw a mismatch 
between the 'current lack of traceability for horses' and the investment in 
traceability for other livestock for biosecurity purposes. The submission 
highlighted that horses were often kept alongside other livestock, and were 
readily transported.15 

3.13 Nationally, Animal Health Australia was of the belief that 'there must be a 
horse traceability system and register' as a means to create a 'resilient 

                                                      
7 Mr Bruce Farrer, Equestrian New South Wales, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 10. 

8 Mrs Sasha Ulasowski, Equestrian Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 11. 

9 Mr Barry O'Farrell, Racing Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 41. 

10 Harness Racing Australia, Submission 28, p. 2. See also: Thoroughbred Breeders Australia, 
Submission 39. 

11 See paragraph 3.60. 

12 Also representing Equine Veterinarians Australia. 

13 Mr Jeffrey Wilkinson, Australian Veterinarian Association; and the Equine Veterinarians 
Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 36. 

14 Ms Alexander Bunton, NSW Farmers' Association, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, 
p. 11. 

15 AgForce Queensland Farmers, Submission 69, p. 1. 
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biosecurity system'.16 The Department of Agriculture likewise commented that 
'[y]ou can certainly see there could be advantages with having a horse 
traceability system', especially one designed to address disease outbreaks.17 

Concerns about traceability  
3.14 While stakeholders conveyed a high degree of support for horse traceability, 

others urged caution. Thoroughbred Breeders Australia (TBA) submitted that 
although it supports the principle of a national traceability register, it 'would 
need to be convinced of its efficacy' and that existing traceability provisions 
practised by the industry should not be duplicated under a national register.18 

3.15 The TBA's view later evolved after the 7:30 investigation. Its Chief Executive 
Officer, Tom Reilly later clarified that the TBA supports 'the creation of a 
model that will register who owns every horse and record where that animal is 
being kept' and that a 'register would be important in ensuring that every 
owner of every horse provides a minimum standard of care'.19 

3.16 Dr Roger Paskin submitted that national traceability was 'not an issue to be 
taken lightly' and a number of matters needed thorough consideration before 
decisions were made.20 Similarly, while supportive, the AHIC warned a horse 
traceability register 'is likely to be difficult to enforce, expensive to manage and 
potentially controversial in the industry'.21 

3.17 Ms Robyn Lawrie warned the introduction of traceability would take some 
time and stated: 

There are many stakeholders with different views and a number of 
jurisdictions related to states and breeds. The task of just agreeing 
requirements for such a system, let alone building it and populating the 
database, is a huge task and will take many years.22 

3.18 The NSW Farmers' Association cautioned that many horse owners did not 
have contact with the horse industry and suggested that support for horse 
traceability may not be immediate.23 
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18 Thoroughbred Breeders Australia, Submission 39, p. 1, 
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3.19 Ms Judy Tainsh submitted many horse owners would not see a benefit in 
paying a fee or levy for a register; many often declined to spend money to join 
an organisation or register their horse because they saw no personal benefit. 
As such, horse owners needed to be consulted to discuss the value of a 
traceability system.24 

3.20 Additional costs to horse owners and the duplication of data was also raised 
by a number of stakeholders, who warned that these factors may undermine 
support for a national register.25 

3.21 The committee received only two submissions that opposed horse traceability. 
Ms Deidre Wood opposed a register on the basis the regulatory burden would 
be unnecessary and onerous and would increase the cost of keeping horses.26 

3.22 Ms Karrie Louden raised several objections to a register for all horses. She 
argued that horse movement and registration was not a federal issue and that 
existing registers were sufficient as they captured people who moved their 
horses frequently. Further, Ms Louden suggested that only horses which are 
slaughtered for human consumption need to be traced and that there is no 
evidence to suggest a national register would improve animal welfare 
outcomes, reduce 'backyard' breeding, improve safety for riders, or combat 
rural crime. Concerning a biosecurity outbreak, Ms Louden argued the PIC 
register and social media would suffice in informing horse owners. Ms Louden 
suggested the whole idea was 'a complete waste of time and money' as there 
was 'no way a national register can do any of the things that are suggested it 
will do'.27 

Potential functions of a traceability system 
3.23 Although animal identification and traceability systems, where they exist, are 

primarily tools for addressing many animal health and food safety issues, their 
functionality can be broader, depending on the detail recorded in the central 
database.28 

3.24 The design, amount and type of information, and compliance and enforcement 
required for a horse traceability register would vary depending on the 
functions it was intended to serve. A number of these potential functions are 
considered below. 

                                                      
24 Ms Judy Tainsh, Submission 34, p. 5. 

25 Discussed further in Chapter 4.  

26 Ms Deirdre Wood, Submission 44, p. [1]. 

27 Ms Karrie Louden, Submission 20, pp. [1–6]. 

28 World Organisation for Animal Health, 'General Principles of Identification and Traceability of 
Live Animals', Terrestrial Animal Health Code (2018), section 4, article 4.1, 
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Understanding the Australian horse population 
3.25 As discussed in Chapter 1, there is no accurate record of the number of horses 

in Australia. The committee was informed that even if it was possible to 
amalgamate the current number of registries, they may account for less than 
half the horse population.29 Many submissions stated a comprehensive horse 
traceability system would identify with accuracy the number and location of 
horses across Australia.30 Further, it could allow for the tracing of horses 
removed from the wild.31 

3.26 The lack of information on horse numbers and locations has consequences in 
many areas, including biosecurity and emergency management. It also has 
implications for horse research. Dr Kirrilly Thompson submitted that the 
absence of good data about horse numbers and locations meant research relies 
on non-randomised sampling strategies. As such, horse owners and carers not 
involved in formal activities or members of accessible networks are excluded. 
Dr Thompson noted that the impact of this bias on research findings could not 
be determined.32 

Biosecurity and emergency management 
3.27 Many stakeholders pointed to the functionality of a horse traceability system 

to strengthen Australia's biosecurity measures, particularly for its potential 
capacity to shut down disease outbreaks more rapidly.33 The committee heard 
that a national horse traceability register designed for a biosecurity outbreak 
would be the main driver for proceeding with traceability framework.34 The 

                                                      
29 Western Australian Horse Council, Submission 10, p. 1. 
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31 Australian Brumby Board, Submission 7, p. [1]. 
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34 Mr Peter Day, Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 3; 
Ms Alexander Bunton, NSW Farmers' Association, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, 
pp. 11, 16. 



31 
 

 

equestrian and racing industry's traceability systems are already designed for 
this purpose.35 

3.28 Traceability allows for authorities to quickly and correctly identify an animal 
and its past movements and to communicate with owners. The need for 
traceability in instances of disease outbreaks was illustrated by a recent survey 
of horse owners in Australia that found almost one in five had no identifiers.36 

3.29 One example of a biosecurity threat was the Equine Influenza (EI) outbreak of 
2007, which spread to more than 10,000 properties, required the vaccination of 
more than 140,000 horses, and caused major disruption to horse movement 
and thus the horse industry, across the country. A DPI report into the outbreak 
concluded that the industry was locked down for a period of six months, and 
took eleven months for the horse industry's operations to return to normal.37 
Further, DPI estimated that the cost of the outbreak to the horse industry was 
approximately $350 million;38 however, the AVA and the AHIC believe the 
total economic loss was up to $2 billion.39 

3.30 In response to the EI outbreak, a traceability database was created through a 
collaborative effort between industry and government, which was managed by 
the AHIC (Horse Emergency Contact Database). However, after the outbreak 
subsided, support for the system was not maintained, and eventually, the 
AHIC discontinued its use.40 

3.31 A significant number of submitters argued the lack of a traceability register 
made a response to a disease outbreak difficult and possibly prolonged the 
outbreak.41 The committee heard that personnel involved in the EI outbreak 
had advised the DPI that the lack of a central database meant 'horse 
identification was a major issue experienced in that outbreak that significantly 
hampered and complicated the response of biosecurity agencies'.42 The 
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committee heard that DPI's response to the outbreak relied heavily on its 
officer's local connections and knowledge, and in some cases, using binoculars 
to scan a landscape to see where horses were located. Had there been a 
traceability register: 

…we could have gone to them, or at least planned our day better so that 
we could have been more efficient and picked up all the horses in a certain 
area on the same day, it would have been a big help.43 

3.32 The AVA advised that the during the outbreak, government authorities 
'appeared to be flying blind when it came to estimating how many horses were 
at risk, and how many horses were in the buffer zones to target for 
vaccination'.44 The committee explored this statement further, and in response, 
the AVA explained that the absence of data meant there was no quality 
management system and for that reason, would be flying blind again if 
another disease outbreak was to occur.45 The AVA pointed out that efforts to 
create a database in response to the 2007 EI outbreak took months to become 
operational, and, once it was, it was not maintained, therefore:  

…we're back to a state of low knowledge. If we were to have an outbreak, 
all we would have is the experience of having managed it once 
successfully. AVA would be advocating that we use that same method 
once again—that we quarantine, restrict movement and let the virus burn 
out. But that's at the cost of hundreds of millions of dollars.46 

3.33 In a worst-case scenario, the AVA warned that ongoing immunisation of 
horses for EI would cost the industry between $200 and $300 million a year 
and: 

…would be a burden on the industry, and we should avoid that. A proper 
quality management system, using electronic identification and 
traceability, will be the foundation of us avoiding epidemics or managing 
epidemics like equine influenza in the future, let alone worrying about 
things like African horse sickness, which is a shocking disease that has got 
a 90 per cent mortality rate.47 

3.34 Equestrian NSW spoke of an Australian Bureau of Agriculture and Resource 
Economics and Sciences study, which found that had a better traceability 
system existed at the time of the 2007 EI outbreak, the cost of the outbreak 
would have been less. Further, the research found that the thoroughbred 
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44 Australian Veterinary Association, Submission 24, p. [4]. 
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traceability system helped prevent the EI outbreak from becoming much 
worse.48 

3.35 The committee was also alerted to tightening requirements for disease status—
particularly concerning trade. The World Organisation of Animal Health 
requires 'evidence of absence' rather than 'absence of evidence' concerning the 
existence of new, emerging, or exotic diseases. According to the AVA, the only 
way to meet this requirement is to have a national horse traceability register.49 

3.36 More broadly, in terms of responding to emergencies, the committee also 
received evidence of the need to identify animals likely to be affected by 
catastrophic events like bushfires and floods. A traceability register would 
facilitate their removal and return.50 The DPI's working group highlighted this 
potential functionality for horse traceability as part of its work.51 

Improved rider safety 
3.37 The committee heard that working with horses, and horse riding specifically, 

were inherently risky activities, with horse-related injuries to human beings 
relatively common, ranging from mild wounds to death.52 As previously 
noted, the AVA emphasised that horses are the most dangerous animal in 
Australia, and effectively operate in an unregulated environment.53 

3.38 The committee heard the causes of accidents vary and could be attributed to 
the rider, the environment, or the horse. Research has shown horse behaviour 
is a precipitating factor in as many as 61 per cent of incidents. It has also 
shown the importance of understanding the suitability of certain breeds for 
work and riding requirements.54 

3.39 To this end, the implementation of a horse traceability register would improve 
transparency around a horse's history to determine its suitability for various 
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roles, such as training for beginner riders, or a rider with disability.55 Knowing 
the history of a horse could allow a potential buyer to identify who bred the 
horse, who trained it, and who has owned it.56 

3.40 The tragedy that unfolded for Mr Mark and Mrs Juliana Waugh's daughter 
illustrates the importance of knowing a horse's history. In 2009, their daughter, 
Sarah Waugh died in a fatal horse accident during a beginner riding course at 
a Dubbo TAFE. Mrs Waugh explained: 

A still-registered racehorse, Snakey Thought, fresh off the track from five 
recent races with no retraining was placed in a New South Wales 
government sanctioned course for beginner riders. It still beggars belief 
that someone did this. But more important is that a New South Wales 
government sanctioned education course allowed this to happen. This was 
possible because there were no rules in place—nothing to stop someone 
misrepresenting the horse, lying about the horse and misleading those 
involved.57 

3.41 The committee heard that the absence of a record of the horse's history meant 
that TAFE NSW staff could not confirm the horse's suitability for the course, 
and had they known, they 'would not have accepted it for use in a beginner 
riders course'.58 And whilst the racing industry has a robust registration 
system, other horse transactions: 

…are open to deception—that's not to say that all horse owners do this; 
this is a small percentage, but my daughter is dead because of that small 
percentage—with there being little any buyer can do about it and, 
increasingly, the possibility of an unsuitable horse ending up in 
inexperienced hands and leading to an accident like Sarah's.59 

3.42 Despite Mr and Mrs Waugh's advocacy for horse traceability, they also 
recognised that traceability would not eliminate all risks associated with horse 
riding; instead, they maintained that it would minimise the risk. Further, 
traceability would support the safety codes of practice that the 
NSW Government implemented after their daughter's fatal accident.60 

3.43 However, doubts were expressed to the committee about whether horse 
traceability would achieve the goal of improved rider safety. The AHIC was of 
the view that horse sales were sufficiently policed by people exercising due 
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diligence in conjunction with the Australian Consumer Law. It submitted that 
a traceability register would be a helpful, but collateral benefit and ultimately 
it would 'fix some of the problem [but] [i]t won't fix all the problem'.61 Further, 
safe handling of horses depended entirely on the experience of the managers, 
educators or trainers involved.62 

3.44 A similar view was presented by Animal Care Australia who also stated that 
'problem owners who create problem horses may not be identifiable in the 
horse's past, and the horses themselves will be the ones to suffer as a result'. 
The organisation foresaw increased litigation when injured new owners might 
file compensation claims against previous owners.63 

3.45 Despite these divergent views, there was some agreement a traceability 
register had the potential to allow the identification of dangerous horses; and 
horses that, because of their previous use, may not be suitable for a subsequent 
purpose.64 Horse SA made clear that a register would not resolve the issues of 
workplace safety (and horse welfare), but: 

…it's an evidence based tool to give our industry credibility and provide a 
red-flag warning system on which we can act. Most importantly, we can 
stand with our hand on our heart and say we're doing the best we can for 
our national horse herd and the people who care for them.65 

3.46 The committee was warned, however, that horses identified as 'problem 
horses' often went from home to home and at each stage, the level of care 
diminished.66 It was thus important to consider the welfare consequences for 
horses identified as problem horses.  

Horse welfare 
3.47 Stakeholders made several propositions as to how a traceability register might 

improve horse welfare, and assist with the identification of owners who 
mistreat their animals. The committee was also told traceability would support 
the existing welfare programs of the racing industry, as well as support the 
industry's social licence to operate. Traceability could potentially provide data 
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to inform research into horse welfare; communicate general information on 
horse welfare; and record/mandate veterinary treatments. 

Horse neglect 
3.48 One issue faced by veterinarians and animal welfare groups is identifying 

owners in cases of horse abandonment and animal hoarding.67 The committee 
heard of examples of horse neglect, such as 116 hoarded horses recently being 
euthanised due to starvation.68 RSPCA informed the committee that in 2018–19 
it investigated 1,712 reports relating to horses, with 67 per cent due to 
underweight animals, and insufficient feed or water.69 In these situations, the 
AVA explained that a general response to neglect is the denial of ownership, 
and without traceability, there is no means for authorities to enforce 
accountability.70 This concern was echoed by the RSPCA:  

…inspectors face many challenges with horse cruelty reports, as it can be 
difficult to determine an owner where a horse is unidentified and no-one is 
living on the property.71 

3.49 However, in circumstances where horses were microchipped, RSPCA 
investigators had easy access to an identification tool to determine the 'horse's 
identify and owner details, which allows them to get in touch with the owner 
in a timely manner'.72 It also enabled the identification of horses subject to 
multiple investigations.73 

3.50 When the committee questioned whether a register would capture those 
irresponsible horse owners at risk of neglecting their animals, the AVA 
responded that a traceability regime would establish a compliance mechanism. 
This mechanism would be an accountability measure for people to be held to 
account before those horses were starved.74 
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3.51 The committee also heard that traceability had the additional benefit of 
allowing for the centralisation of animal welfare reporting75 and the 
communication of welfare information directly to horse owners. This could 
include reminders of certain health checks to be performed on a horse at 
specific intervals, for instance, hoof checks by a veterinarian.76  Animal 
Medicines Australia proposed the creation of individual equine health records 
within a horse register. The organisation stated that accurate records 
supported good equine health, fundamental to high standards of animal 
welfare.77 

Racing industry–horse welfare concerns 
3.52 Concerns were also expressed about the welfare of horses from the racing 

industry. Of the state and territory racing bodies, Racing NSW (and the 
Australian Capital Territory) has been a leader in the space of horse welfare, 
rehabilitation and rehoming programs.78 Since 2012, Racing NSW has 
supported rehoming efforts by horse owners and trainers, and also takes 
carriage of a horse to rehome and/or provide long-term care if required,79 
including relocation to one of six properties designated for retired horses 
(equating to 3,200 acres across NSW).80 In 2017, Racing NSW enshrined this 
requirement in its by laws and regulations: 

Rule 11481 says that no owner or trainer can put their horse anywhere other 
than a good home when it leaves the racing industry. So, for that first point 
of exit, there's a rule in place that says you need to ensure that that home is 
good and the horse will be as well looked after as it would have been 
whilst it was in the industry. It also requires that it can't be sent directly to 
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a knackery from us or directly to a saleyard—where it may end up at a 
knackery.82 

3.53 Despite efforts by Racing NSW to prevent its retired horses from being killed, 
its powers to do so only exist at the first point of departure from the industry. 
As previously discussed, Racing Australia supports horse traceability for its 
capacity to track horses beyond their racing careers. It noted Racing Australia 
and state and territory racing agencies have no legal authority to require 
subsequent changes in the ownership and location of horses to be advised and 
updated.83 As explained by Racing Australia, a national traceability register 
would subsequently:   

…strengthen equine welfare across the industries that make up horses in 
Australia, and will help us in filling a gap that exists within our existing 
traceability regime.84 

3.54 Racing Australia continued that traceability would also: 

…ensure that state and other animal welfare agencies could have them 
from that point on, in terms of visibility, where they are and who's 
responsible for them.85 

3.55 However, even with a national horse traceability register, Racing Australia 
clarified that a racing body's responsibility for horses would not extend 
beyond that first point of departure from the industry. Rather 'responsibility 
would presumably rest with either state agricultural authorities or, in [NSW], 
the RSPCA'.86 This was also emphasised by Racing NSW, having stated that 
whilst its ensures retired horses are sent to a suitable home, it does not have 
the 'jurisdiction, visibility or control over what happens after that point'. 
Racing NSW also spoke of the importance of creating a market to house the 
industry's retired horses.87 Racing Victoria discussed its $35 million investment 
to rehome and retrain its horses; however, disclosed that despite its strong 
endeavour, it would be a folly to suggest 'that every horse has a healthy future 
when, practically, we don't have the capacity to ensure that very appropriate 
insight is met'.88 
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3.56 A national traceability register speaks to the social licence of the horse racing 
industry. A register was said to reflect a community expectation that the racing 
industry make appropriate provisions for horses upon retirement.89 Harness 
Racing Australia agreed the harness racing industry required public 
confidence, demanding high standards of integrity and regulation.90 

3.57 This public confidence and social licence, however, was undermined with 
alleged horse welfare concerns revealed by the ABC's 7:30 investigation into 
the racing industry. Footage provided to the investigation showed the 
mistreatment of horses at a Queensland abattoir, which were subjected to 
beatings and electrocutions, and in clear distress at the time of their death.91 
The footage, which shocked the nation, reignited calls for improved horse 
welfare outcomes and a national horse traceability register to strengthen 
accountability.92 

3.58 In response to the 7:30 investigation, the racing industry re-iterated its support 
for a national horse traceability register.93 Racing Victoria stated that a national 
horse traceability register would help 'develop a national approach to the 
management of horse ownership and whereabouts'.94 

                                                      
89 RSPCA, Submission 4, p. [1]; Animal Liberation, Submission 18, pp. 1–2. 

90 Harness Racing Australia, Submission 28, p. 2. 

91 Caro Meldrum-Hanna, 'The Dark Side of the horse racing industry', ABC 7:30, 17 October 2019, 
https://www.abc.net.au/7.30/the-dark-side-of-the-horse-racing-industry/11614022 (accessed 
22 October 2019). 

92 See for example, Tom Reilly, 'We care for our racehorses, but our industry must confront this 
mistreatment', The Sydney Morning Herald, 18 October 2019, https://www.smh.com.au/national/we-
care-for-our-racehorses-but-our-industry-must-confront-this-mistreatment-20191018-p5323l.html 
(accessed 22 October 2019); Nick Dole, 'Animal cruelty probe launched after Meramist Abattoir 
workers filmed mistreating racehorses destined for slaughter', ABC News, 19 October 2019, 
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-10-18/horse-racing-industry-responds-abc-investigation-
animal-welfare/11615070 (accessed 22 October 2019); also see statements from the racing bodies 
available at: https://www.abc.net.au/7.30/the-dark-side-of-the-horse-racing-industry/11614022 
(accessed 22 October 2019).   

93 See for example, Racing Australia, Statement from Racing Australia to 7:30, 17 October 2019, 
available at: https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/6486269-Statement-From-Racing-
Australia-to-7-30.html (accessed 4 November 2019); Racing NSW, Statement from Racing NSW to 
7:30, 17 October 2019, available at: https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/6486284-
Statement-From-Racing-NSW-to-7-30.html  (accessed 4 November 2019); and Harness Racing 
Australia, Statement from Harness Racing Australia to 7:30, 17 October 2019, available at: 
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/6486355-Statement-From-Harness-Racing-Australia-
to-7-30.html (accessed 4 November 2019). 

94 Racing Victoria, Statement from Racing Victoria to ABC 7:30, 17 October 2019, available at: 
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/6486270-Statement-From-Racing-Victoria-to-7-
30.html (accessed 4 November 2019). 
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3.59 However, the investigation did not result in a firm commitment from across 
the racing industry for the application of Rule 114 across all jurisdictions. 
Mr Gregory Nichols, representing both Racing Australia and Racing Victoria, 
informed the committee that a national ban on knackeries and abattoirs, 
similar to Racing NSW's Rule 114, had not been a 'full conversation at Racing 
Australia level' but could feature at an upcoming board meeting. Mr Nichols 
added that the racing industry was a federation model, and for that reason, 
'principal racing authorities determine policies within their states'.95 As a 
representative of Racing Victoria, Mr Nichols clarified its view that 'there are 
alternatives to a prohibition on the abattoirs'.96 

3.60 No reference was made to the national application of Rule 114 after the Racing 
Australia Board met on 12 November 2019. Racing Australia advised the 
committee that its current consideration of equine welfare issues continued at 
its recent Board meeting. Further: 

A proposal for the national adoption of the Racing NSW Local Rule 
prohibition on Thoroughbreds being directly or indirectly sent to an 
abattoir, knackery or being similarly disposed of, was put to the Racing 
Australia Board during the latter half of 2018, but no resolution on the 
matter was reached.97 

3.61 Racing Victoria clarified that it had previously objected to the national 
application of Rule 114. Although supportive of re-homing its horses, Racing 
Victoria was of the view that the humane euthanisation of a horse is warranted 
in some circumstances, and that an abattoir ban can have adverse implications 
as demonstrated by the experience in the United States.98 However, Racing 
Victoria was: 

…prepared to reconsider the efficacy of a ban or greater restrictions on the 
slaughter of thoroughbreds. This would require an integrated national 
legislative and enforcement framework involving government and 
industry.99 
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96 Mr Gregory Nichols, Racing Australia and Racing Victoria, Proof Committee Hansard, 
11 November 2019, p. 2. 

97 Racing Australia, responses to written questions on notice, Senator Faruqi (received 
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Racing industry data 
3.62 Of particular interest to some stakeholders, and emphasised by the 7:30 

investigation, was the accuracy of the racing industry's data. Each year the 
racing industry breeds thousands of horses, with an estimated third of the total 
racehorse population exited annually.100 

3.63 Harness Racing Australia provided the committee with a thorough breakdown 
of its breeding, retirement and death statistics. Table 3.1 shows the number of 
horses Harness Racing Australia breeds, and retires, and also the number 
which die each year. 

Table 3.1 Harness Racing Australia breeding, retirement and death 
statistics, by year 

 2017–18 2016–17 2015–16 2014–15 2013–14 

Foals born  3,335 3,641 3,865 3,862 4,199 

Foals born that do 
not race each year 

3,335 2,658 2,168 1,927 2,005 

Horses retired101 4 36 150 263 434 

Horses died from 
accident or natural 
cause102 

83 108 152 213 236 

Horses euthanised 
due to injury or 
illness 

46 60 87 108 119 

Horses euthanised 
for other reason 
(including 
knackeries/abattoirs) 

8 24 41 59 69 

Source: Harness Racing Australia, answers to written questions on notice, Senator Faruqi (received 
1 October 2019) 

3.64 Unlike Harness Racing Australia, Racing Australia did not provide specific 
figures as requested by the committee; it instead made reference to its Racing 
Australia Fact Book 2017/18 and annual reports for this data.103 These reports 
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provide a broad range of statistics, such as breeding statistics, horse 
registrations, retirement destinations, economic activity and industry trends. 
Breeding statistics, extracted from the Racing Australia Fact Book 2017/18 are 
found in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2 Racing Australia breeding statistics. 

 2016–17 2015–16 2014–15 2013–14 2012–13 

Number of 
foals bred 
(live foals) 

12,785 12,771 12,981 13,787 14,484 

Source: Racing Australia Fact Book 2017/18, p. 40. 

3.65 These documents, however, do not appear to provide horse retirement figures 
or the number of horses that have died each year. The committee subsequently 
sought further clarification about retirement figures with Racing Australia, 
which according to the 7:30 investigation amounted to an estimated 8,500 
horses each year.104  In response, Racing Australia was unable provide a figure; 
instead, it noted that a figure would be obtained in the course of its 
engagement of a consultant to examine the 'completeness and accuracy of 
Racing Australia's horse records'.  Similarly, Racing Australia was not able to 
provide the number of thoroughbreds listed as active but which had not raced 
or trained in the past 12 months.105 

3.66 Another contestable figure provided by Racing Australia concerned the 
number of its horses that were sent to abattoirs and knackeries each year. 
Throughout the committee's inquiry, Racing Australia referenced that only 
one per cent of its retired horses ended up in abattoirs and knackeries. In its 
first appearance, Racing Australia discussed with the committee its analysis of 
its retirement of racehorses: 

Twenty-three per cent go into breeding activities…Then, as the annual 
report reveals, you always get those people who leave forms blank. Less 
than one per cent of the forms are blank. One per cent go off to the 
livestock sales—some of those are sold on to farms and stations across the 
country. Four per cent died of natural causes—recognising, of course, that, 
under the rules of racing, until they leave the industry horses can only be 
euthanased on the order of a veterinarian…Less than one per cent were 
classified as having been to abattoirs—that's across the country. 

…when you retire a horse from the industry you have to fill out a form. 
There are penalties that apply there too. Those forms are filled out. Then 
what we do is: we send a sample of those forms to each of the states and 
territories involved, so that they can undertake checks to ensure that we 
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can be confident about the data we're collecting. While we won't check 100 
per cent of the data…we do random checks to ensure that when they tell 
you, 'It's at Mr Smith's farm at Goulburn,' it is actually there.106 

3.67 Whilst the racing industry communicated that a minimal number of its retired 
horses ended up at knackeries and abattoirs, the 7:30 investigation challenged 
the racing industry's statistics. It reported that of the estimated 8,500 horses 
that retire from the racing industry each year, an estimated 4,000107 horses per 
year were unaccounted for and potentially ending up in Australia's abattoirs 
and knackeries.108 The 7:30 investigation also found that horses at the abattoir 
were registered as 'active' under the Australian Stud Book.109 

3.68 In response to the footage, Thoroughbred Breeders Australia (TBA) wrote to its 
4,500 members calling for Racing Australia's official retirement figures to be 
examined so that 'the wider public has confidence in their accuracy'.110 
Concerning the number of racehorses killed in Australia's abattoirs, the TBA 
called for the industry's official figure of one per cent to be further scrutinised. 
The TBA also highlighted the need for a national traceability register.111 

3.69 The committee asked Racing Australia whether it intended to examine its 
official figures. In response, Racing Australia said it had commenced an audit 
to look at the 'processes to ensure that we block the misses—the occurrences 
where we don't accurately record where horses go'. However, Racing Australia 
noted that this audit would not encompass official retirement figures and 
added: 

That's a very noble aim and it's one that we will aspire to, but the reality is 
that there are a number of logistical reasons that we will struggle to 
accumulate an accurate picture of those numbers.112 
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3.70 Racing Australia later clarified that the examination of retirement figures 
would be 'explored in the course of the…examination of Racing Australia's 
horse records'.113 

3.71 The committee also sought further clarification about the how the official 
figure of one per cent of horses ending up in knackeries or abattoirs was 
calculated. In response, Racing Australia explained that retirement figures are 
not a 'whole-of-life view', instead are from birth to when they depart from the 
industry. Racing Australia denied that it was:  

…advocating that only one per cent of horses meet their demise; we're not 
saying that whatsoever. What we're saying is: at the end of their racing 
career, when they move out of the sport, the owners notify us of the next 
phase of their life.114 

3.72 Harness Racing Australia had also engaged an independent consultant to 
review all state and national harness racing policies and procedures, including: 

…the robustness of data input and data analysis regarding horse 
traceability within the harness racing industry.115 

Horse processing and food safety  
3.73 The committee heard of the benefits traceability may have concerning the 

treatment of horses when they arrive at abattoirs and knackeries. In addition, 
submitters and witnesses in support for traceability argued it was needed to 
meet EU food safety requirements.  

Horsemeat and treatment or horses at Australia's abattoirs and knackeries 
3.74 Horsemeat for human consumption is a small market in Australia;116 instead, 

horsemeat is predominately used for animal protein (pet food industry)117 or 
exported for international horsemeat markets, such as those found in 
Europe.118 

3.75 There are no accurate figures on the number of horses that are killed through 
Australia's abattoirs and knackeries each year. However, the Department of 
Agriculture informed the committee that in 2018–19, Australia exported 
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115 Harness Racing Australia, responses to written question on notice, Senator Faruqi (received 
15 November 2019). 

116 Dr Roger Paskin, Submission 7, p. 4. 
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2,600 tonnes of edible and inedible horse meat products to eight countries, 
with the top four markets being Belgium, Russia, Switzerland and Vietnam.119 

3.76 The committee received various estimates of the number of horses killed each 
year in abattoirs and knackeries in Australia. As previously noted, 
Racing Australia advised the committee that less than one per cent120 of its 
horses registered horses were classified as having been taken to abattoirs.121 
Harness Racing Australia reported that 201 of its registered horses were 
'euthanized for other reasons' over a five year period, which included horses 
sent to abattoirs and knackeries.122 

3.77 Various stakeholders argued that there were inadequacies with the industry's 
efforts to accurately record the whereabouts of retired horses and for this 
reason, were unable to provide an accurate figure on the number of horses 
killed.123 Further, the total number of horses killed in these facilities was 
unknown. The Australian Equine Unification Scheme and Hunter Horse 
Haven stated that 69 per cent of horses sold at saleyards end up being 
slaughtered.124 Horse SA stated that the information available on horse 
slaughter was speculative and that more needed to be done to understand the 
horsemeat processing sector.125 

3.78 Various submitters and witnesses argued a national traceability register would 
provide information on slaughtered horses.126 The RSPCA agreed that a 
national horse register would assist with understanding what is happening at 
abattoirs and knackeries, and the origin of the horses that end up there. 
Further, these facilities could be required to record the microchip numbers of 
horses killed, and upload this data onto a national database.127 
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3.79 Racing Australia was also supportive of a traceability register as a means to 
support its efforts to re-home retired horses and prevent them ending up in 
slaughterhouses and abattoirs.128 This view was reiterated by Racing Australia 
in the aftermath of the 7:30 investigation;129 however, the racing industry 
would not guarantee an end to their horses ending up at these facilities. It also 
acknowledged on notice that it 'understands that some Thoroughbreds are 
sent directly to abattoirs and knackeries', and that it was 'considering the most 
effective ways to reduce (or potentially eliminate) Thoroughbreds being sent 
to' these facilities.130 

3.80 Harness Racing Australia argued that preventing its horses from ending up in 
abattoirs or knackeries was a commitment it would not be able to uphold: 

…no, we are not in a position at the moment where we would head down 
that path with giving a commitment, because I don't think it's a reality that 
we could ever, with hand on heart, be able to promise. 

… 

The job for us and our clear responsibility is to provide as many 
opportunities after they have retired from their activities in our racing 
industry to live full and quality lives. It's a clear and critical focus for us to 
ensure that they are given every opportunity, whether it be within the 
farms that they were bred on and performing duties there or moving into 
other equestrian and pleasure pursuits.131 

3.81 This position was shared by Racing NSW and Racing Victoria. Racing NSW 
referenced jurisdictional limitations and that it does everything in its power to 
re-home its horses and 'make sure that those horses have a happy and healthy 
home'.132 Racing Victoria added that it was a reality of the industry that it 
cannot guarantee that: 

…every horse will have a happy, long and fruitful life. What we are doing 
is representing the reality, and the reality is that, albeit our aspirations to 
ensure as many as possible [are rehomed], we are not going to get to 100 
per cent.133 
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3.82 The committee also heard that an additional mechanism to reduce the number 
of horses being slaughtered was the incorporation of a 'do not slaughter' 
declaration into a traceability register.134 The UK's Central Equine Database 
(CED) includes this option.135 However, the AHIC and the Australian 
Continental Equestrian Group maintained that it is ultimately the horse 
owner's choice to determine whether a horse ends up in a slaughterhouse or 
knackery.136 

3.83 The Australian racing industry, when asked about a 'do not slaughter' option 
being integrated into a national horse traceability register, provided a mixed 
response. Racing Australia and Racing Victoria did not provide a definitive 
answer, and instead re-iterated that the industry was governed by a federated 
model and would require consensus across all jurisdictions.137 Racing NSW 
said it would need to be further explored, but had been discussed within the 
racing body.138 Harness Racing Australia, however, responded that it would be 
hard for its members to agree to this measure. Injury, behavioural issues, 
disease and economics were identified as potential concerns.139 

Food safety 
3.84 Concerning food safety and the exportation of horse meat, the committee 

heard that the current Australian system was inadequate. The European food 
market has been the primary driver for the implementation of traceability 
registers in the EU. Since February 2005, EU law has mandated that all horses 
are required to have a passport for identification and a central database that 
maintains identification records.140 These registers help ensure drug residues 
are kept out of the food system and to prevent the adulteration of horse meat 
products.141 
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3.85 The committee heard that Australia fails to meet these EU standards due to the 
lack of a national horse database. The Australian Equine Unification Scheme 
and Hunter Horse Haven stated that it was unsure how Australia continues to 
export horsemeat to Europe.142 

3.86 Concerns with Australian compliance with EU standards has been an ongoing 
issue for the industry. In 2012, the European Commission found deficiencies 
with Australia's horse identification controls.143 

3.87 When asked whether Australia's traceability measures met EU horsemeat 
requirements, the Department of Agriculture explained: 

The current traceability is the tag that goes around the horse's neck, which 
is, I would think, from the Europeans' point of view, definitely not 
sufficient security for identification. But, to date, they have accepted that, 
and, when they come out to do audits of our export establishments and 
they're auditing horses, they always comment on that and ask: 'When are 
you going to improve this?' So it's of interest to them, definitely, yes.144 

3.88 Submitters forewarned that it was likely that future changes to EU 
requirements for horsemeat would call for Australia to implement greater 
information on horses.145 

3.89 Further issues were highlighted by the 7:30 investigation. In a statement 
released by the Department of Agriculture, it clarified that whilst animal 
welfare was the responsibility of the states and territories, the Department of 
Agriculture was responsible for the 'export abattoirs…to ensure Australian 
export standards are met'. For this reason, the Department announced it had 
conducted a critical incident audit of the Queensland abattoir identified in the 
7:30 investigation, which may result in regulatory action.146 

Improved breeding practices 
3.90 The committee heard a horse traceability register might be used to improve 

breeding practices in Australia by reducing backyard breeding, and raising the 
standards of breeders. 
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3.91 The AVA stated horse breeding was poorly regulated and the fact there were 
no significant limitations, other than economic, meant there was indiscriminate 
breeding of large numbers of animals. The AVA advised the committee that 
backyard breeding was similarly unregulated and for this reason: 

There are a lot of horses that are bred indiscriminately because it's a nice 
idea, and that's an example of backyard breeding. That in itself doesn't 
have to be a bad thing, if you have the capacity to look after them and care 
for them. Once again, identification and traceability would be the basis of 
at least knowing where the horses are living, and, if you're planning on 
breeding and having a foal, it would be recorded so we could at least 
understand it. Our data would become information and could become 
wisdom for policy decisions in the future. As I said, in the contemporary 
era, it's not unreasonable to expect people who want to keep animals and 
breed them to be accountable for them, and if you're going to have 
accountability you need an information system.147 

3.92 A number of submissions and witnesses stated that identification would end 
the anonymity of sales to knackeries and abattoirs, and flow back to a 
reduction in backyard or indiscriminate/unplanned breeding.148 

3.93 Several stakeholders pointed to ways in which test results on horses could be 
collected as part of a register, which would provide data on genetic hereditary 
diseases, performance traits, and genetic technological advances. If this 
information was made publicly available, it could reduce the incidence of 
recurring and defective traits. This information would be a particular benefit 
for small breeders who may not be aware of current research or evidence of 
good practice for horse welfare.149 

Maintaining the integrity of trade in horses and professionalising the industry 
3.94 Several suggestions were proposed to the committee concerning traceability 

and the integrity of the trade in horses. Submitters argued traceability would 
strengthen consumer confidence by allowing for the validation of horse 
identity before purchase and verification of health status. The committee 
received evidence that the only way to confirm the ownership of many horses 
was by sighting a sales receipt.150 

                                                      
147 Mr Jeffrey Wilkinson, Australian Veterinary Association, Proof Committee Hansard, 

4 September 2019, p. 39. 

148 Ms Debra-Ann Barber, Australian Equine Unification Scheme and Hunter Horse Haven, Proof 
Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 4; Ms Mhairi Roberts, RSPCA Victoria, Proof Committee 
Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 6; Mrs Pam Treeby, Submission 13, p. [1]; Ms Tiffany Ayres, 
Submission 30, p. [1]; Ms Chrissy Massingham, Submission 36, p. [2]; Invasive Species Council, 
Submission 47, p. 2. 

149 Mrs Judith Leeson, Submission 8, p. 3; Horse SA, Submission 9, p. 4; Townsville City Council, 
Submission 51, p. 2. 

150 Ms Kim Fisk, Submission 37, p. [1]. 
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3.95 Traceability would allow commercial horse transporters to check and validate 
horses and confirm payment details from the correct owners; allow sale yards 
to confirm horse identity; and deter theft and fraud (see below). Traceability 
would also allow for the identification of substituted horses.151 

3.96 The committee heard that verified information on provenance was valuable to 
breeders, racing clubs, and sport horse organisations. A register had the 
potential to add value to horses by recording a history of ownership, training 
and performance.152 

3.97 The committee also received evidence that if a horse traceability register was to 
have a broad scope, it could potentially be used by horse industry groups to 
manage their breed or competition registers. It was noted many breed societies 
and clubs are small, can be volunteer-run, and have small budgets. Access to a 
platform to manage studbooks or administer events could improve the quality 
and accuracy of services offered.153 

Horse theft 
3.98 Stakeholders expressed support for national horse traceability to address horse 

theft.154 One of the impetuses for initiating the DPI's investigation into the 
merits of horse identification in NSW came from the NSW Police Force. DPI, 
which sits on a rural crime advisory group with NSW Police, explained to the 
committee that the NSW Police Force had difficulty proving stock theft in the 
absence of horse identification.155 For this reason, the NSW Police Force have 
'made it very clear that they're strongly supportive of horse identification 
because of horse theft'.156 

3.99 In its submission, the NSW Police Force explained that the key objective for its 
support of a national register was to assist with its criminal investigations into 
instances of stolen or substituted horses, and improved rider safety. According 

                                                      
151 Australian Brumby Board, Submission 6, p. [1]; Mrs Judith Leeson, Submission 8, p. 3; Horse SA, 

Submission 9, p. 3; Ms Geraldine Chapman, Submission 14, p. [2]; Ms Sally Harding, Submission 31, 
p. [2]; Ms Robyn Lawrie, Submission 33, p. 5; Equestrian Australia, Submission 49, p. [1]. 

152 Mr James Waugh, Submission 43, p. 5. 

153 Horse SA, Submission 9, pp. 5–6. 

154 The NSW Farmers' Association commented that a national horse register would address the two 
primary concerns of farmers: biosecurity and rural crime and theft. Ms Alexander Bunton, NSW 
Farmers' Association, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 16. Also see, Horse SA, 
Submission 9, p. 3; Animal Care Australia, Submission 21, pp. 3, 6; The Coalition for the Protection 
of Racehorses, Submission 23, p. [2]; and Australian Veterinarian Association, Submission 24, p. [3].  

155 Mr Peter Day, NSW Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, 
pp. 1, 3–4. 

156 Mr Peter Day, NSW Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, 
p. 4. 
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to the NSW Police Force, traceability 'would provide police with substantial 
supporting evidence during…criminal investigations'.157 

3.100 Mrs Juliana Waugh spoke of the challenges faced by NSW Police concerning 
the investigation into her daughter's death in 2009. Mrs Waugh stated that 
investigative authorities, including the courts, had difficulty locating the horse 
involved in the accident, confirming ownership, and when the horse was sold, 
'both before and after the accident'.158 

Movement of horses 
3.101 The committee heard various perspectives on the inclusion of movement 

records into a national traceability register.159 This functionality was supported 
by Equestrian NSW, who thought it would be easy to develop a practical 
digital system that tracks movements.160 Mr Mark Waugh provided an 
example this type of tracking app currently in use in Queensland, designed to 
track movements of animals, including horses, as part of its efforts to control 
cattle ticks within the state.161 The Australian Continental Equestrian Group 
considered traceability as a logical next step for existing requirements under 
state legislation for horse movements to be tracked.162 

3.102 The committee questioned Mr Waugh on what constitutes a horse movement 
and how this could impact on recording requirements of a traceability system. 
In response, Mr Waugh advised that a register should be updated in a 
circumstance where a horse is moved to another property with an alternative 
PIC. However, if done so on a regular basis, then practical considerations 
should be made.163 

3.103 The DPI informed that committee that it would not support any recording of 
movements in the same way that other livestock are tracked because: 

…that would be extremely complicated for horses. Generally what 
happens at events these days is that, if you go to a pony club or a show, 
they will ask you for your PIC. They'll record it when you get there. If they 
have a chip, they would also scan it. They may scan it or they may not. We 
would not look at or support the recording of movements of horses as 

                                                      
157 NSW Police Force, Submission 68, p. 2. 

158 Mrs Juliana Waugh, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 22. 

159 Also see, Mr Elio Celotto, Coalition for the Protection of Racehorses, Proof Committee Hansard, 
20 September 2019, p. 2. 

160 Mr Bruce Farrer, Equestrian NSW, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 13. 

161 Mr Mark Waugh, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 27. 

162 Mr Ulrich Klatte, Australian Continental Equestrian Group, Proof Committee Hansard, 
20 September 2019, p. 19. 

163 Mr Mark Waugh, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 28. 
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happens with cattle and sheep, because that's done for different reasons 
around traceability.164 

3.104 DPI explained that whilst a register would not track specific movements of 
horses, it would be a valuable tool to enforce and restrict the movement of 
horses during a biosecurity outbreak. In this circumstance, DPI would declare 
a control order, which is enforced by the NSW Police Force who are authorised 
biosecurity officers. The DPI added that individual identification is helpful 
because it provides authorities with additional information about a horse's 
registered location.165 

3.105 The Department of Agriculture shared DPI's view, and advised the committee 
that it did not believe it would be feasible to design a horse traceability register 
similar to cattle and sheep because horses move from place to place on a daily 
basis and then return home. For this reason it would be questionable to expect 
horse owners to track these movements daily. However, the Department of 
Agriculture highlighted the importance of: 

…having a PIC, where the horses are actually located, is really crucial. 
That's a very important thing to know for helping to respond and identify 
where horses are. It would help to contain a disease outbreak.166 

International comparisons 
3.106 The implementation of comprehensive horse traceability systems in other 

countries has largely occurred in the EU, including the United Kingdom (UK). 
Whilst discussions about the implementation of a national horse traceability 
regime in Canada167 and the United States168 have occurred, neither country 
has sought to implement such measures.  As previously detailed, the impetus 
for a comprehensive horse traceability system in the EU is largely driven by a 
food safety imperative.   

                                                      
164 Mr Peter Day, NSW Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, 

p. 6. 

165 Mr Peter Day, NSW Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, 
pp. 8–9. 

166 Dr Robyn Martin, Department of Agriculture, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 44. 

167 The Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA) advised the committee that the Canadian 
government determined the advancement of horse traceability through federal regulations was 
not a current priority. Nevertheless, it has worked collaboratively with provincial governments 
and industry sectors to encourage the development of a horse traceability system in Canada. See: 
Ms France Pégeot, Executive Vice-President, Canadian Food Inspection Agency, correspondence 
received 8 March 2019, p. 1. 

168 In the United States, there is no national register for horses, though like Australia, there are 
numerous breed and competition-based registers. There are also regulations for moving horses 
across state lines, the primary purpose of which is to combat the spread of animal disease. See: 
Australian Veterinary Association, Submission 24, p. [4]. 
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3.107 Since February 2005, EU law has mandated that all horses are required to have 
a passport for identification. Whenever a horse is moved, it must be 
accompanied by the passport, and the passport is transferred with the horse 
when ownership changes.169 

3.108 In relation to register, France, the Netherlands and Luxembourg were all 
referenced by submitters during the inquiry. These countries have each taken 
different approaches to a centralised database that aligns with EU regulations. 
For example: 

 in France, the Identification System Indexing Equidae (SIRE) was originally 
created to improve breeding through horse identification but has 
progressively expanded to address animal disease/biosecurity and food 
safety;170 

 the Netherlands uses a pre-existing digital web-based studbook information 
system that feeds required information automatically into a government 
database;171 whereas, 

 Luxembourg has adopted an integrated model where individual studbook 
systems/databases from seven horse studbooks (each with their own 
regulations) were combined with the national horse identification and 
registration database of the Luxembourg government, which is controlled 
by an independent service provider.172 

United Kingdom 
3.109 The UK's model of horse traceability was referenced throughout this inquiry.173 

The committee heard there is broad support for horse traceability within the 
equine industry in the UK, which is estimated to contribute over eight billion 
pounds to the British economy each year.174 This support is derived from the 

                                                      
169 European Commission, Equine Animals; House of Commons Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

Committee, Animal Welfare in England: Domestic Pets, Third Report of Session 2016–17, 2 
November 2016, https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201617/cmselect/cmenvfru/117/117.pdf 
p. 22. 

170 L’Institut français du cheval et de l’équitation, Submission 53, pp. [1–2]. 

171 Delta Horses, Submission 54, pp. 2–3. 

172 Delta Horses, Submission 54, pp. 2–3. 

173 See, for instance: Peruvian Paso Horses Registry Services & Australian Paso Horse Registry, 
Submission 1, p. [2]; RSPCA, Supplementary Submission 4, p. [1]; Mrs Judith Leeson, Submission 8,  
p. 3; Animal Care Australia, Submission 21, p. 6; Humane Society International, Submission 26, 
p. [2]; Racing Australia, Submission 32, p. 2; Ms Robyn Lawrie, Submission 33, p. 7; Ridley, 
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174 Lord Gardiner of Kimble, The Defra View, National Equine Forum 2019, 
http://nationalequineforum.com/forum-2019/ (accessed 20 March 2019). 
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benefits traceability delivers for biosecurity,175 horse identification, border 
security, horse welfare, food-chain safety, scenario planning, and national and 
international trade.176 

3.110 In the UK, horse identification documents (horse passports) can be issued by 
organisations (passport issuing organisations, or PIOs) approved by the 
Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA). Fifty-
four horse PIOs manage the studbooks; and there are 14 organisations that do 
not manage a studbook but are authorised to issue horse passports.177 

3.111 The horse passport requires a horse to be identified by a veterinarian. It 
includes a completed silhouette that identifies the horse's markings and 
provides details of the microchip. The passport also contains medication 
pages, including a declaration that states whether the animal is intended to 
enter the food chain.178 Once a horse has been declared as 'not for human 
consumption', a subsequent owner cannot change this designation.179 The 
passport must always accompany the horse.180 

3.112 The UK meets its EU-mandated requirements for horse traceability through 
the CED, which holds the core equine identity for the national herd, estimated 
at around 1.3 million animals with more than 650,000 owners.181 The 
committee was advised this database goes beyond requirements established in 

                                                      
175 In 2019, the CED was utilised in response to an equine-2 influenza outbreak. See Mrs Juliana 

Waugh, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 23. 

176 Mr James Waugh, Submission 43, p. 7. 

177 United Kingdom Government, Horse Passport Issuing Organisations, 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/horse-passport-issuing-organisations (accessed 
18 February 2019). 

178 This data is also included in the CED, with an option for horses to be registered out of the food 
chain. As of March 2019, 32 per cent of registered horses are under this classification. See, 
Horse SA, 'Find out about the Central Equine Database UK, YouTube, 15 March 2019, available at: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZA2PAo5B7PI (accessed 19 September 2019). 

179 Horse Passport Agency, How Do Passports Work?, 
https://horsepassportagency.co.uk/faq.php?qid=46 (accessed 18 February 2019); Horse Passport 
Agency, If I Sell My Horse, Can Its New Owner Change the Declaration?, 
https://horsepassportagency.co.uk/faq.php?qid=19 (accessed 18 February 2019). 
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by a veterinarian to administer vaccinations or medication; and transported. The only exception is 
when the horse is being transported for emergency veterinary treatment. British Horse Society, 
FAQs: Horse Passports, https://www.bhs.org.uk/advice-and-information/horse-ownership/horse-
passports/faqs (accessed 19 February 2019). 

181 Lord Gardiner of Kimble, The Defra View, National Equine Forum 2019, 
http://nationalequineforum.com/forum-2019/ (accessed 20 March 2019). 
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https://horsepassportagency.co.uk/faq.php?qid=46
https://horsepassportagency.co.uk/faq.php?qid=19
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EU legislation to bring greater functionality and benefits to the equine 
industry.182 

3.113 Prior to its implementation, DEFRA established a Traceability Design User 
Group. This group, which included the British Horse Council, was consulted 
about the desired functionality. The consultation intended to design the CED 
to meet the data needs of industry, for instance, for genetics, standards, 
performance and innovation. This work is ongoing.183 

3.114 A particular benefit of the CED raised by submitters was its ability to avoid 
duplication by allowing approved non-government bodies (PIOs), to provide 
regular transfers of prescribed data from their databases to the CED.184 

3.115 Further, while it is free to input the mandated information, the CED has been 
designed to offer additional functionality for a fee. If a sporting organisation 
wants to manage events, with live cross-checking of veterinarian data to 
ensure horses are vaccinated, and the recording of results, this can be done 
through the digital database and its app. A breed society can track its 
bloodstock, histories, and vet data.185 The image below is an example of the 
level of detail contained within a CED equine profile:186 

Figure 3.1 Equine profile, Central Equine Database, United Kingdom 

 
Source Horse SA, 'Find out about the Central Equine Database UK, YouTube, 15 March 2019 

                                                      
182 World Horse Welfare, Submission 52, p. [1]. 

183 John Bourne, Director of Biosecurity and Food Projects, Defra, Presentation to National Equine 
Forum, 8 March 2018, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8sDoCJp4bj4 (accessed 8 March 2019). 

184 Mr James Waugh, Submission 43. 

185 Mr James Waugh, Submission 43, p. 11. 

186 Horse SA, 'Find out about the Central Equine Database UK, YouTube, 15 March 2019, available at: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZA2PAo5B7PI (accessed 19 September 2019). 
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3.116 Horse traceability in the UK is underpinned by a range of regulations, 
including the recently updated Statutory Code of Practice for the Welfare of 
Horses, Ponies, Donkeys and their Hybrids; the World Health Organisation 
One Health program addressing antimicrobial resistance; the development of 
new animal breeding regulations; minimum operating standards for passport 
issuing organisations; and the animal welfare act.187 

3.117 More recently, the UK Government has made it mandatory for all horses, 
ponies and donkeys in the UK to be microchipped by October 2020. The 
UK Government introduced this legislation as a means to address animal 
welfare concerns for horses. The delay in the application of this law is to allow 
time for horse owners to combine microchipping with a routine visit to a vet. 
As of 15 March 2019, 45 per cent of horses had been microchipped and 
recorded into the CED.188 This measure is supported by both the British Horse 
Council and the RSPCA.189 
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Chapter 4 
Framework for horse traceability 

Introduction 
4.1 Traceability systems can be designed in a number of ways, depending on the 

rationale for which they are introduced. However, the diversity and 
fragmented nature of the horse industry poses a challenge for the industry to 
find a common ground for agreement on the rationale and function of a 
national horse traceability register.  

4.2 This chapter details key considerations and challenges identified by 
stakeholders that need to be addressed if a national horse traceability register 
is proposed. These challenges include: 

 establishing a clear rationale for a register; 
 navigating the fragmented nature of the horse industry; 
 determining what role existing horse registers may play in the development 

of a central database, the accuracy of this data, required information and 
coverage; 

 preferred method of identification; 
 the costs, funding and fees of establishing and accessing a national register; 
 privacy, access and oversight considerations; and 
 compliance, enforcement and education frameworks needed to support a 

national register's success. 

4.3 Finally, this chapter considers options on how to progress a national 
traceability register, including jurisdictional considerations, the need for 
further consultation across industry, legislative requirements, the prospect of a 
pilot program and a review of the United Kingdom's (UK) Central Equine 
Database (CED). 

Key considerations and challenges 
4.4 The committee received evidence on a wide range of factors to be considered 

in the design of any future traceability system. These factors ranged from 
coverage and identification, to the use of existing registers and matters of 
privacy and compliance. The views of submitters are summarised below. 

Rationale for livestock 
4.5 As identified in Chapter 3, there are a large number of potential functions that 

a national horse traceability may serve. Despite having a large number of 
potential functions, the committee received evidence that argued a clear 
rationale is needed for any successful traceability system.  
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4.6 In Europe, this clear rationale was driven by food safety concerns, mandated 
by EU food safety legislation. In Australia, the National Livestock 
Identification System's (NLIS) rationale is driven by economic drivers, 
biosecurity, food safety and access to markets, which all serve as a means to 
support the traceability of cattle, sheep, goats and pigs.1 This point was 
recognised by the Integrity Systems Company (ISC), which spoke of the 
importance of an adequate value proposition to support compliance across all 
sectors of the industry.2 

4.7 According to Dr Roger Paskin, the success of the cattle traceability system was 
due to four key factors: 

 as an economic driver, which supports the tracing of disease and food safety 
to gain market access, particularly for the export market; 

 a system that supports the ease of operation, with mass-produced, 
affordable ear tags that upload data en masse to a national database when 
animals are moved; 

 a very strong public good element that addresses food safety concerns and 
has export industry support, which in turn is supported by government 
legislation to reinforce compliance with the system; and  

 unanimous support across the cattle industry that a traceability system is 
not only necessary but 'imperative if the sector was to survive'.3  

4.8 However, Dr Paskin suggested there may not be such a clear rationale for 
horse traceability. He noted a strong economic driver exists within the horse 
racing industry, along with there being a broad welfare driver in terms of 
locating animals during emergencies and identifying stray horses. Otherwise, 
Dr Paskin was of the view that economic and good public elements were 
lacking, which was further compounded by the high cost of microchipping.4 

4.9 Of the potential functions proposed, biosecurity appeared to be the primary 
rationale suggested to the committee for a horse register. Indeed, pre-existing 
work conducted by the NSW Department of Primary Industries (DPI) has been 
primarily driven by improvements to biosecurity arrangements for horses.5 
Mrs Judi Tainsh, who identified biosecurity and food safety as a good starting 
point for traceability, highlighted that:  

Once people understand that there's a benefit, and they have some input 
into what benefits we could get out of it, it could then be expanded.6 

                                                      
1 See: Chapter 2; and Dr Roger Paskin, Submission 7, p. 3. 

2 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [4]. 

3 Dr Roger Paskin, Submission 7. p. 3. 

4 Dr Roger Paskin, Submission 7, pp. 3–4. 

5 Mr Peter Day, Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 2. 

6 Mrs Judi Tainsh, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 16. 
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Fragmented industry 
4.10 Further compounding the issue of establishing a clear rationale for horse 

traceability is the fragmented nature of the horse industry. There were 
numerous references by stakeholders about the broad spectrum of interest 
groups that make up the horse industry. These include the sporting 
associations, equestrian, campdrafting, backyard ponies, stock horses and the 
recreational arm.7 All of these groups use horses differently, have different 
mobility requirements, and potentially all envisage a different purpose for 
traceability and associated funding arrangements. As explained by Mr Mark 
Waugh: 

You've got so many groups and they have different needs and wants. 
Somebody who runs a huge property in Far West or North Queensland 
and has a herd of horses to essentially work their business is going to have 
completely different needs to somebody from…Equestrian New South 
Wales who's moving around eventing locations in New South Wales.8 

4.11 Animal Health Australia (AHA) recognised that the fragmented nature of the 
industry is what has held back the development of traceability. Whilst the 
AHA recognised that good initiatives have been implemented, the 'complexity 
of the industry itself' has created a unique challenge that differs from the food-
producing-industries. For this reason, the biggest problem in relation to this 
disparate groups was: 

…getting them all in a room to agree to…what are the key things we must 
all agree to? Yes, we all agree that all these things are important, but what 
are the key things that we must do right now?…If they could organise 
themselves to be very clear on what that is and how they need that helping 
hand through some seed funding to get this off the ground, I think it 
would be a lot easier for government as well. There's also the problem that 
we live in a federation and every jurisdiction has slightly different 
regulations regarding livestock and horses and where they fall into that.9 

4.12 Compounding the disparate nature of the horse industry was the lack of an 
national industry body to bring stakeholders together. The committee was 
informed that the Australian Horse Industry Council (AHIC) was the closest 
the industry has to a peak body.10 Mrs Tainsh observed that AHIC had played 
a key role in garnering support across the industry for a number of national 
initiatives, including the AHIC's Safe Code of Practice campaign and the 

                                                      
7 Mr Peter Day, Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 7; 

Ms Kathleen Plowman, Animal Health Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 37. 

8 Mr Mark Waugh, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 27. 

9 Ms Kathleen Plowman, Animal Health Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 41. 

10 Ms Debra-Ann Barber, Australian Equine Unification Scheme and Hunter Horse Haven, Proof 
Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 11. 
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Emergency Animal Disease Response Agreement (EADRA).11  Mrs Tainsh's 
experience both exemplified the complexities of forming agreement across the 
horse industry, as well as the key role played by the AHIC throughout the 
process: 

…the horse industry is a bit quirky and everybody thinks that their little 
sector of it is the most important sector, and then other people don't want 
to work with that sector. We had a lot of that even through EI. That came 
to the fore where we had people complaining to us that Equestrian 
Australia or this one was trying to take over, or the campdrafters wouldn't 
talk to whoever. It didn't matter—everybody. That's where AHIC really 
came into its own, because it was seen as the independent body that gave 
independent information. I think that is the only way you'll get the system 
up and running: people have to have faith and trust in the body that's 
running the system.12 

4.13 The current President of the AHIC, Mr Mark Burnell, reinforced the central 
role played by the AHIC as a unifying entity across the industry 'to garner 
support and develop strategies for future improvements';13 but noted that it 
had had difficulty maintaining membership in the past due to the lack of 
consensus on some issues. Presently, the AHIC has six registered member 
groups representing 34,000 horses.14 

Existing registers 
4.14 Horse industry groups generally operate their own horse registers and 

identification systems. As outlined in Chapter 2, these registers vary, based on 
how they operate and the type of data they collect. The committee heard that 
these groups are likely to capture a significant number of horses; Equestrian 
NSW stated that '70 per cent of horse owners are part of some sort of 
association'.15 These horse industry groups and their pre-existing databases 
provide a potential starting point for the development of a national database. 

4.15 The committee received numerous offers from a range of organisations to 
incorporate the information on existing horse registers into a central national 
register.16 The primary rationale for consolidating existing registers was that it 

                                                      
11 Mrs Judi Tainsh, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 12. 

12 Mrs Judi Tainsh, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 15. 

13 Mr Mark Burnell, Australian Horse Industry Council, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 19.  

14 Mr Mark Burnell, Australian Horse Industry Council, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 20. 

15 Mr Bruce Farrer, Equestrian NSW, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 13. 

16 See, for instance, Mr Peter Day, Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 
4 September 2019, pp. 5, 7; Mr Bruce Farrer, Equestrian NSW, Proof Committee Hansard, 
4 September 2019, p. 15; Mr Mark Waugh, personal capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 
4 September 2019, p. 27; Mr Mark Burnell, Australian Horse Industry Council, Proof Committee 
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would reduce cost, duplication of data and administrative and compliance 
burdens.17 

4.16 Submitters and witnesses did, however, express some concern about the risk of 
duplication of systems and data. The DPI was particularly cognisant of this 
risk because: 

…we don't want to duplicate systems that are already in Australia. 
Government gets hit all the time for coming over the top of things that are 
already in place by industry that have gone ahead of the norm, and then 
by going to a common denominator we impose reg burden on those 
industries. The horseracing industry, for instance, has a very advanced 
system of chipping identification.18 

4.17 Racing Australia, whilst supportive of a data-sharing approach recommended 
that Australia look at overseas models, and argued that:  

…if you're recommending a national register you should seek to design it 
as it exists in Britain, Ireland and France, where existing stud books can 
operate beside it and where there is an upload of the relevant data to the 
Central Equine Database, in the case of Britain, on a daily basis, but where 
you don't interfere with the way in which we use our database across our 
industry or the commercial activities we use our database for.19 

4.18 The UK's CED uses blockchain technology to interlink approved non-
government bodies, including studbooks, to provide regular transfers of 
relevant information securely and easily from their own database to a national 
register.20 Equestrian NSW explained how such an approach could be applied 
to the Australian context, explaining that: 

…modern IT systems don't rely on all the data to be collected and stored in 
one database. As long as the data is recorded in a consistent way, the 
databases can be quite easily linked and interrogated by having an 
overarching database management system. We could make all of our data 
about our 22½ thousand horses available to a service, through some 
security firewall process, and that would be a really good start.21 

                                                                                                                                                                     
Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 27; Mr Trever Moore, Australian Continental Equestrian Group, 
Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 27; Ms Mhairi Roberts, RSPCA Victoria,  Proof 
Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 5; Horse SA, Submission 9, p. 8; Harness Racing 
Australia, Submission 28, p. 3; Racing Australia, Submission 32, p. 2; Ms Judy Tainsh, Submission 34, 
p. 1; Australian Horse Industry Council, Submission 35, p. 2; Thoroughbred Breeders Australia, 
Submission 39, p. [4]; Mr James Waugh, Submission 43, pp. 2, 6. 

17 See, Australian Horse Industry Council, Submission 35, p. 2; Harness Racing Australia, 
Submission 28, p. 3; Thoroughbred Breeders Australia, Submission 39, p. [4]. 

18 Mr Peter Day, Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 5. 

19 Mr Barry O'Farrell, Racing Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 41. 

20 Racing Australia, Submission 32, pp. 1–2. 

21 Mr Bruce Farrer, Equestrian NSW, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 15. 
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4.19 The committee also heard that horses are classified as both a companion 
animal and as livestock, depending on each jurisdiction.22 Because of this, a 
number of stakeholders called for horses to be integrated into state and 
territory companion animal legislation. Arguments for and against this 
proposal were largely held by the Australian Equine Unification Scheme 
(AEUS) and the RSPCA. 

4.20 The AEUS argued that companion animal legislation had the necessary 
enforcement and regulatory mechanisms needed for a horse traceability 
system, and the data found in these companion animal databases, which were 
held by local councils, could be integrated into a national database.23 

4.21 In response to AEUS's proposal, the RSPCA re-iterated its view that a database 
must be established at a national level, rather than at a local council level. 
Through the RSPCA's experience of investigative matters relating to dogs, it 
had to separately integrate registration databases across Victoria's 79 local 
government areas, which 'can be difficult and it doesn't give you a really good 
overarching picture about what's happening'.24 

4.22 Although there was general support for an integrated and interlinked national 
database, stakeholders identified three primary challenges:  

 the accuracy of existing databases;  
 determining what information is required for a traceability register; and  
 creating a register that captures the recreational sector and remote horse 

populations. 

4.23 A final challenge discussed during the inquiry was whether a national horse 
traceability register holds the potential to address the problem of Australia's 
wild horse population.  

Accuracy of data 
4.24 The issue of accuracy was raised with the committee in two respects: in terms 

of the number of times a horse could be registered; and in terms of the 
information on a register itself. 

                                                      
22 For example, the Australian Equine Unification Scheme and the RSPCA both stated that horses are 

classified under both definitions, whereas the NSW Department of Primary Industries advised the 
committee that horses are not defined as companion animals in NSW. See, Ms Debra-Ann Barber, 
Australian Equine Unification Scheme and Hunter Horse Haven, Proof Committee Hansard, 
20 September 2019, p. 8; Ms Mhairi Roberts, RSPCA Victoria, Proof Committee Hansard, 
20 September 2019, p. 8; and Mr Peter Day, NSW Department of Primary Industries, Proof 
Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 8. 

23 Ms Debra-Ann Barber, Australian Equine Unification Scheme and Hunter Horse Haven, 
Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, pp. 4, 8. 

24 Ms Mhairi Roberts, RSPCA Victoria, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 8. 
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4.25 Currently, each database operates in isolation, siloed according to particular 
sectoral needs.25 As a consequence, the committee received numerous 
examples that demonstrated the ease and legitimacy of one horse being 
registered across multiple databases.26 To demonstrate the complexities of 
horse registration, the AHIC provided an example of how a horse can be 
registered across numerous databases: 

I'm a hobbyist breeder of thoroughbreds. I rehomed a mare who was an 
okay racehorse. She had four foals. I retired her as a thoroughbred 
broodmare and put her in foal to a section A Australian riding pony—a 
little palomino. I could register that thoroughbred mare as a section B 
riding pony. The subsequent foal was a registered Australian riding pony. 
It is also registered as a part Welsh and a part Arabian. It's now registered 
with Equestrian Australia and the Show Horse Council as a show horse. 
It's currently the Australian champion Arab derivative, and it's got a 
fantastic life as a show horse. Its mother is still alive and well and cared 
for, and still breeding a foal every two or three years. If the owner starts to 
take up dressage—for which the horse is broken in to ride as well—and 
she joins the local dressage club and maybe goes trail riding, there's one 
horse that has seven different registrations.27 

4.26 A further concern was the variable quality of the registers and the accuracy of 
the data.28 The Australian Continental Equestrian Group (ACEG) highlighted a 
number of issues in this area. It advised there were individual breeders who 
issued their own identification and pedigree birth certificates with no 
verification of accuracy.29 In addition, many of the registering organisations 
were small and run by volunteers, with varying capacity for ensuring accuracy 

                                                      
25 Mr Ulrich Klatte, Australian Continental Equestrian Group, Proof Committee Hansard, 

20 September 2019, p. 23; Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1; Australian Continental Equestrian 
Group, Submission 19, pp. 1–2;. Ms Tiffany Ayres, Submission 30, p. [1]; Mr James Waugh, 
Submission 43, p. 3. 

26 Mr Mark Burnell, Australian Horse Industry Council, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 25; Mrs Judy Tainsh, Submission 34, p. 2; Australian Continental Equestrian Group, 
Submission 19, p. 1; Ms Jane Evans, Submission 57, p. 2.  

27 Mr Mark Burnell, Australian Horse Industry Council, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 25 

28 Australian Horse Industry Council, Submission 35, p. 2. See also: Animal Care Australia, 
Submission 21, p. 3; Mr Ulrich Klatte, Australian Continental Equestrian Group, Proof Committee 
Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 21. 

29 Australian Continental Equestrian Group, Submission 19, p. 1. This was also identified as an issue 
by Ms Jane Evans, who presented evidence of inaccuracies in existing registers. See Ms Jane Evans, 
Submission 57, Attachment, pp. [1–2]. 
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of data.30 Often these registers were reliant upon the goodwill of horse owners 
to report a change in their horses' status, for example, when a horse dies.31 

4.27 In contrast, other registers were regarded as of sufficiently high integrity. The 
Australian Stud Book, Equestrian Australia (through its member 
organisations), and the ACEG, amongst many others are recognised 
internationally for their quality. The committee heard of the robust registration 
systems around Stock, Arabian and Quarter horses.32 

4.28 To overcome issues of accuracy, the AHIC suggested each register would have 
to undergo an evaluation against a set criterion before decisions were made on 
whether it could be incorporated into any national register. Further, 
incorporating information on existing registers would require the development 
of a national set of traceability standards for all registers to adopt.33 The ACEG 
stated that the system must be developed to recognise multiple registrations of 
the same horse across registers.34 Equestrian Australia spoke of the challenge 
of ensuring horse owners kept their registration information updated.35 

4.29 Mr Mark Waugh's evidence suggested issues with the accuracy of data were 
unavoidable, but as demonstrated by the UK's CED, the data integration 
process enabled the horse industry to identify errors with source data and 
update their databases.36 It was also put forward that a central database could 
address inefficiencies in administrative processes across the horse industry.37 

Required information 
4.30 The information required for a national traceability register varies, depending 

on what function the register intends to serve. Establishing a clear rationale for 
a horse traceability register will assist with the development of the parameters 
needed to populate a national database. 

                                                      
30 As demonstrated by the Australian Horse Industry Council after the 2007 equine influenza 

outbreak. See, Ms Kathleen Plowman, Animal Health Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 
20 September 2019, p. 38. 

31 Welsh Pony and Cob Society, Submission 2, p. [1]. See also: Mrs Judy Tainsh, Submission 34, p. 2. 

32 Australian Continental Equestrian Group, Submission 19, p. 2; Animal Care Australia, 
Submission 21, p. 2. 

33 Australian Horse Industry Council, Submission 35, p. 2. 

34 Mr Ulrich Klatte, Australian Continental Equestrian Group, Proof Committee Hansard, 
20 September  2019, p. 19. 

35 Mrs Sasha Ulawowski, Equestrian Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 11. 

36 Mr Mark Waugh, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 26. 

37 Mr Ulrich Klatte, Australian Continental Equestrian Group, Proof Committee Hansard, 
20 September 2019, p. 27. 
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4.31 Stakeholders provided a broad range of potential information requirements, 
including: 

 ownership, location and contact details; 
 movement of the horse; 
 breeder and breeding information; 
 date of birth and death; 
 silhouette details (height, colour and markings); 
 membership of show associations, clubs and breed registers; 
 veterinary records including vaccinations, tests, illnesses and injuries; 
 microchip, universal equine life number and Property Identification Code 

(PIC); 
 whether the horse had been involved in any incidents and whether it was 

suitable for certain purposes such as beginner riders or people with 
disability; and  

 the reasons for a horse's retirement from a certain activity.38  

4.32 Depending on the rationale and function of any traceability system, the 
information required of horse owners could potentially be onerous and overly 
complicated. For this reason, a number of stakeholders called for a simple 
register. The DPI's online survey found that 91 per cent of participants 
supported a national database recording a horse's place of residence, the 
owner's contact details and identification details.39 The DPI identified that 
these few datasets would provide the necessary information that would be of 
use during a disease outbreak, or natural disaster events. Further, this 
information would contribute to:  

…a reduction in theft, a reduction in the misrepresentation of a horse's 
history, and better rehoming of lost horses and identification of owners of 
horses that may have been treated inhumanely.40 

4.33 The committee heard a number of arguments in favour of a simple register. 
The ISC emphasised this point, stating that the system should not be:  

…complex, for producers or whoever to be a part of it; it needs to be 
seamless and integrated as part of their business management.41 

4.34 Animal Care Australia was of the view that unless a register was simple, it 
would not be adhered to and would not achieve its objectives.42 Equestrian 

                                                      
38 See, for instance: Peruvian Paso Horses Registry Services & Australian Paso Horse Registry, 

Submission 1, p. [1]; Ms Susan Kopittke, Submission 3, p. [4]; RSPCA, Supplementary Submission 4, p. 
[1]; Horse SA, Submission 9, p. 6; Riding for the Disabled Association of Victoria, Submission 16, pp. 
[1–2]; Australian Horse Industry Council, Submission 35, p. 4; Mr James Waugh, Submission 43, p. 
12; Townsville City Council, Submission 51, p. 2. 

39 Mr Peter Day, Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 2. 

40 Mr Peter Day, Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 2. 

41 Dr Jane Weatherly, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 33. 
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NSW also called for the system to 'be as simple as possible', with the minimum 
data required that could achieve the desired outcomes of the register.43 

4.35 For a simple register to occur, the committee heard of five data requirements: 

 a microchip number (which includes a universal equine life number44);  
 a PIC;45  
 horse's use;46 
 owner's contact details and location; and 
 the origin of the data.47  

4.36 The information requirements listed above would meet the biosecurity 
requirements listed by the Department of Agriculture as needed to monitor 
and control a disease outbreak.48 

Additional information requirements 
4.37 Various stakeholders called for additional information requirements beyond 

the limited data requirements listed above. AEUS argued all information was 
required including training history, medical information, age, previous owner 
details and an image of the horse.49 Mrs Judi Tainsh stated that in an ideal 
world the register would also include the entire history of the horse, including 
its medical history or history of use; however, she equally recognised this 
would be huge task and as a first step, horse ID, location and ownership 
details would be required.50 

                                                                                                                                                                     
42 Animal Care Australia, Submission 21, p. 5. 

43 Desired outcomes include risk management, occupational health and safety and biosecurity 
functions. See, Mr Bruce Farrer, Equestrian NSW, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 16. 

44 The UELN establishes a numerical sequence for horse identification numbers applicable 
worldwide.  It works with existing horse registration numbers in studbooks or registries by 
adding additional characters before the existing identification number—resulting in a 15 character 
identification code. See, Universal Equine Life Number, Rules of Attribution of the UELN, 
http://www.ueln.net/ueln-presentation/rules-of-attribution-of-the-ueln/ 
(accessed 4 February 2019); Ms Jane Evans, Submission 57, p. 5. 

45 The significance of a PIC was emphasised by the Australian Horse Industry Council, which would 
function as 'the backbone of a fairly reasonable traceability system'. See, Mr Mark Burnell, 
Australian Horse Industry Council, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 21. 

46 Mr Bruce Farrer, Equestrian NSW, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 16. 

47 Mr Mark Waugh, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 26; 
Mr Mark Waugh, Submission 43, p. [24]. 

48 Dr Narelle Clegg, Department of Agriculture, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 47. 

49 Mrs Debra-Ann Barber, Australian Equine Unification Scheme and Hunter Horse Haven, Proof 
Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 8. 

50 Mrs Judi Tainsh, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 14. 

http://www.ueln.net/ueln-presentation/rules-of-attribution-of-the-ueln/
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4.38 Horse SA encouraged the maximisation of benefits to horse owners by 
allowing a register that integrates and allows for:  

 free apps for stewards and on-course veterinarians at events;  
 the generation of data, maps, images, and graphics to ascertain the extent 

and value of the horse industry;  
 templates to support the purchase/sale of horses and agistment;  
 educational functionality; and  
 dissemination of alerts.51  

4.39 The ACEG called for a system that allowed for the uploading of breeding 
information, movement and performance reports.52 

4.40 The committee also heard that the register should be designed with capability 
for additional information requirements being integrated, if required. The DPI 
explained: 

Increasingly, we are opening up databases that independent developers 
can take and add to if there's a need. That's where you do get the benefit. 
To drive the compliance we were talking about before, you need either a 
commercial driver or something that someone sees some value in. More 
information on it would add value and people would say, 'Okay. I can see 
a benefit in that.' Would we require it? No, because I think you start 
getting into realms outside of biosecurity and it also adds a lot of 
requirements that not everyone would want.53 

4.41 A flexible design for the register was also called for by AHA. It supported a 
database with general entry level base information, and beyond that:  

…it will be up to the horse industry itself as to how it value-adds to that. 
There are animal welfare considerations, and there are work health and 
safety considerations as well, but it would be up to the horse industry to 
drive that.54 

4.42 The Department of Agriculture spoke of the minimum data requirements for a 
national register to fulfil a biosecurity function, and suggested that any 
additional information could be provided on a voluntary basis.55 As outlined 
in Chapter 3, a system designed on this basis would be similar to the UK's 
CED.56 

                                                      
51 Horse SA, Submission 9, pp. 3–4. 

52 Mr Ulrich Klatte, Australian Continental Equestrian Group, Proof Committee Hansard, 
20 September 2019, p. 19. 

53 Mr Peter Day, Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 2. 

54 Ms Kathleen Plowman, Animal Health Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
pp. 37–38. 

55 Dr Narelle Clegg, Department of Agriculture, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 47. 

56 See Chapter 3. 
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Coverage 
4.43 The majority of stakeholders supported a comprehensive horse traceability 

register covering all horses across all industries, including non-commercial 
horse breed societies and associations of all breeds in Australia, and across the 
entire lifetime of a horse.57 However, questions were raised about how a 
register would encompass the recreational sector, people living in remote areas 
and the wild horse population. 

Recreational sector 
4.44 The committee heard that 70 per cent of horse owners across Australia were 

registered with an association,58 leaving an estimated 30 per cent of horse 
owners not captured by existing registers. According to the AHIC, there are 
potentially many thousands of horses not recorded on any existing register 
and, for this reason, existing registers were only a starting point for the 
development of a national register.59 

4.45 Incorporating the recreational sector into a national register was referenced by 
many as a particular challenge.60 The ACEG pointed out that a national 
register should be designed to encourage owners of a non-registered horse to 
engage with the system.61 As highlighted by the ISC, a value proposition 
needed to be established across sectors,62 and in the case of the horse industry, 
this value proposition must extend to the recreational horse sector. 

4.46 The committee heard of a number of ways to develop a system that is 
considerate of the unique needs of the recreational horse sector. The DPI 
recognised that exemptions could exist in the system for those horses 
categorised as companion animals, which never leave the property (at which 
they reside).63 Mrs Judi Tainsh proposed that individual identification of such 

                                                      
57 See, for instance: Peruvian Paso Horses Registry Services & Australian Paso Horse Registry, 

Submission 1, p. [1]; Coalition for the Protection of Racehorses, Submission 23 Attachment, p. [2]; Ms 
Sharen Virtanen, Submission 25, p. [1]; Humane Society International, Submission 26, p. [1]; 
Sentient, Submission 29, p. [1]; Ms Robyn Lawrie, Submission 33, p. 5; Ms Kim Fisk, Submission 37, 
p. [1]. 

58 Mr Bruce Farrer, Equestrian NSW, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 13. 

59 Australian Horse Industry Council, Submission 35, p. 2; Australian Veterinary Association, 
Submission 24, p. [3]. 

60 See for example, Mr Peter Day, NSW Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 
4 September 2019, p. 3; Ms Kathleen Plowman, Animal Health Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 
20 September 2019, p. 37; Australian Horse Industry Council, Submission 35, p. 4. 

61 Mr Ulrich Klatte, Australian Continental Equestrian Group, Proof Committee Hansard, 
20 September 2019, p. 19. 

62 Integrity Systems Company, Submission 67, p. [4]. 

63 Mr Peter Day, NSW Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, 
p. 5. 
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horses (through microchipping) may not need to occur until they are sold or 
taken off a property. Instead, horse owners in these situations could 
potentially register the number of horses held on a property, rather than 
individually microchipping each horse.64 

4.47 However, the RSPCA challenged proposals that exempted recreational horses 
that do not leave their properties. It asserted that investigations into horse 
welfare issues occur at properties where horses have been housed for their 
entire lives, and any exemption that prevents the individual identification of a 
horse and its owner would undermine the system.65 The AHIC pointed out 
that from a biosecurity perspective, even horses that remain on properties are 
at risk of coming in contact with diseases through the service providers who 
come into contact with those horses.66 

Remote populations 
4.48 An additional consideration concerning the coverage of a national horse 

traceability register is for horses found in remote locations. Similar to the 
recreational sector, these horses may not leave the property at which they are 
located. Further, horse owners found in remote locations may not have the 
same level of access to veterinarians for microchipping and could be burdened 
by higher costs.67 

4.49 The Coalition for the Protection of Racehorses was supportive of potential 
exemptions to be applied to horse owners found in remote areas. It proffered 
that an alternative identification processes could be used to identify horses, or 
an extended buffer period for joining a register could be applied to horses in 
remote areas. This buffer period would allow for horses to be microchipped 
during a regular veterinarian visit.68 

4.50 Horse SA spoke of utilising technology, and in particular, a function to allow 
for photographs to be uploaded onto a database for horses found at remote 
properties.69 More broadly, AHA highlighted the importance of the horse 
industry being a part of any system design process, to ensure that all sectors of 
the horse industry, whether large or small (including remote horses and the 

                                                      
64 Mrs Judi Tainsh, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 17. 

65 Ms Mhairi Roberts, RSPCA Victoria, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 5. 

66 Mr Mark Burnell, Australian Horse Industry Council, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 27. 

67 Mr Elio Celotto, Coalition for the Protection of Racehorses, Proof Committee Hansard, 
20 September 2019, p. 5; Mrs Sasha Ulasowski, Equestrian Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 
4 September 2019, p. 15. 

68 Mr Elio Celotto, Coalition for the Protection of Racehorses, Proof Committee Hansard, 
20 September 2019, p. 5. 

69 Ms Julie Fiedler, Horse SA, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 17. 
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recreational sector) were integrated into the rules and standards of the 
system.70 

Wild horse populations 
4.51 There were also discussions about whether a national horse traceability 

register could assist with the management of Australia's wild horse 
population. The Australian Brumby Board indicated its support for traceability 
to cover wild horses, stating there was insufficient recording of wild horses 
that were captured, transported, slaughtered or rehomed.71 Horse SA spoke of 
the potential for developing a traceability system that incorporated the use of 
drones to photograph and geographically link wild horse populations.72 

4.52 The Department of Agriculture remarked that a national horse register should 
not track wild horses;73 however, Racing Australia was of the view that if wild 
horses were captured and domesticated, then they can be integrated into 
national register.74 

Method of identification 
4.53 The committee heard of numerous methods of identification available for a 

national horse register. These include freeze branding, silhouette, DNA testing, 
microchipping and biometrics. Of these methods, microchipping and 
biometrics were primarily discussed.  

Microchipping 
4.54 The committee received significant support for the mandatory microchipping 

of all horses, supported by regulation on microchip standards.75 In addition, of 
all the identification techniques available, microchips were the most widely 
used identifying tool in the horse industry, including the equestrian and racing 
industries.76 

                                                      
70 Ms Kathleen Plowman, Animal Health Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 

p. 39. 

71 Australian Brumby Board, Submission 7, p. [1]. 

72 Ms Julie Fiedler, Horse SA, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 17. 

73 Dr Narelle Clegg, Department of Agriculture, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 47. 

74 Mr Barry O'Farrell, Racing Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 52. 

75 See, for instance: Mr Peter Day, NSW Department of Primary Industries, p. 4; Mr Bruce Farrer, 
Equestrian NSW, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 10; RSPCA, Submission 4, p. [1]; 
Horse SA, Submission 9, p. 6; Mrs Pam Treeby, Submission 13, p. [1]; Animal Liberation, 
Submission 18, p. 2; Coalition for the Protection of Racehorses, Submission 23 Attachment, p. [1]; 
Racing Australia, Submission 32, p. 2; NSW Farmers' Association, Submission 42, p. [7]; Equestrian 
Australia, Submission 49, p. [1]; Townsville City Council, Submission 51, p. 1. 

76 Mr Bruce Farrer, Equestrian NSW, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 43; 
Mr Barry O'Farrell, Racing Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 41; 
Mr Andrew Kelly, Harness Racing Australia,  Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 43 
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4.55 Dr Roger Paskin explained that horse microchipping involves implanting a 
microchip encased in a hypoallergenic capsule into the nuchal ligament (the 
ligament running along the top of the horse's neck). A trained person, typically 
a veterinarian, is required to implant the chip.77  It was also suggested to the 
committee that mandatory microchipping and registration might occur 
through veterinarians or through local councils.78 

4.56 The Australian Veterinarian Association's (AVA) formal policy states that 
'[h]orses must be permanently identified, and preferably by radiofrequency 
identification (i.e. microchip), for management, registration and identification 
purposes'.79 The RSPCA communicated that microchipping individual horses 
would be a vital first step to develop a national register, and it would support 
its investigators by providing a: 

…tool to easily determine a horse's identity and owner details, which 
allows them to get in touch with the owner in a timely manner. 
Microchipping would also allow inspectors to easily identify individual 
animals where repeat visits are required and without the risk of 
misidentification.80 

4.57 Conversely, the committee heard opposing views about the viability of 
microchipping horses, in particular conflicting views about cost and reliability. 
Equestrian NSW made note of the comparable cost of microchipping a horse to 
other expenses of horse ownership, expressing the view that:  

…all horses in Australia should have a microchip. To put that into context, 
to shoe a horse costs about $100 to $150, depending on where you are. To 
put a microchip in a horse costs $100. So it is a relatively low-cost option, 
and that provides a unique identifier for that horse throughout the land. 
You can track that horse with microchip readers and an app to list its 
location and any change of use.81 

4.58 The committee heard concern about the costs of microchipping horses, in 
particular for those in rural areas.82 Dr Paskin warned implantation can run to 
hundreds of dollars in rural areas, which is significantly higher than tagging 
technologies used for cattle traceability. He suggested the cost of 
microchipping could prove prohibitive for many recreational horse owners, 

                                                      
77 Dr Roger Paskin, Submission 7, p. 4. 

78 RSPCA, Supplementary Submission 4, p. [1]; Coalition for the Protection of Racehorses, Submission 23 
Attachment, p. [2].  

79 Mr Jeffrey Wilkinson, Australian Veterinarian Association, Proof Committee Hansard, 
4 September 2019, p. 36. 

80 Ms Rebecca Cook, RSPCA Victoria, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, pp. 1–2. 

81 Mr Bruce Farrer, Equestrian NSW, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 10. 

82 Mrs Sasha Ulasowski, Equestrian Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, pp. 11, 15;  
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particularly those in rural areas, and industry should examine alternative 
means of identification such as biometric imaging.83 

4.59 As previously noted, the Coalition for the Protection of Racehorses called for a 
delayed rollout of any microchipping requirements to reduce the financial 
burden on horse owners in rural locations. This would allow for the procedure 
to be incorporated into a standard veterinarian check-up.84 As noted in 
Chapter 3, this approach has been adopted by the UK by allowing horse 
owners to microchip their horses by October 2020.85 

4.60 Some stakeholders also expressed concern about the reliability of microchips;86 
however, Equestrian NSW made clear that these issues: 

…are very, very minor in the scheme of things. Microchips, as a piece of 
technology, are very reliable, they're very easy to insert and they are very 
easy to read, and I would suggest that the incidence of malfunctions is 
quite low, and if a microchip does malfunction for whatever reason then 
it's a relatively straightforward process to replace it.87 

4.61 A further issue brought to the committees attention was the failure by 
governments and industry to rationalise the microchipping guidelines and 
regulations.88 When queried by the committee, the Department of Agriculture 
explained while there had been an intention to develop a voluntary standard 
that would harmonise microchipping across jurisdictions, this proposal was 
met with some resistance. The proposed voluntary standard would have 
harmonised:  

…the type of microchip that would be used and where it would be placed, 
so that you had a standard set of requirements. There were considerable 
resources put into that. I think trying to get agreement actually went over 
four years. At the end of the day, all the jurisdictions needed to agree, 
because there were changes to legislation that would have needed to occur. 
Unfortunately, we couldn't get agreement from everyone. They had 
concerns, and it depended on the jurisdiction. Many were in support of it, 
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but of course you need all. There were things just about the resourcing and 
compliance—the practical issues with it.89 

Biometrics 
4.62 The committee heard of alternative technologies which could be incorporated 

into a register, such as biometric imaging (facial recognition technology). 
Using a mobile-phone-based application, a photograph of a horse could be 
uploaded, along with related information, to a national database. This would 
be a low-cost alternative to microchipping. However, according to Dr Paskin, 
whilst the development of biometric imaging for cattle is advanced, it is yet to 
be developed for horses and would require significant research and 
development financing.90 

4.63 The committee was informed that a number of countries have commenced 
using biometrics as means to identifying animals, including horses. The DPI 
stated that the UK had started to integrate biometric data into its CED.91 Whilst 
the AVA advocated for microchips, it acknowledged the progress made to 
develop biometric technology, and that it 'could well be something that is 
brought to the fore'.92 

Costs, funding and fees 
4.64 A vital component of establishing a successful national horse traceability 

register is sufficient funding, as demonstrated by the failure of the AHIC's 
register established after the equine influenza outbreak in 2007. In that 
circumstance, once seed funding had run out and with no prospect of 
additional funds being allocated for its operations, the AHIC was forced to 
close the system.93 

4.65 The evidence throughout the inquiry centred on how much a national horse 
register would cost to establish, who would pay for its creation and what fee 
structure should be in place once a register was established. Each of these 
considerations are summarised below. 

Cost of a national register 
4.66 The committee received little evidence on the actual cost of establishing a 

national horse traceability register. The DPI was not able to provide the 
committee with an estimated cost of a national horse traceability register; 
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however, it was in process of developing a model to estimate the cost. The 
modelling would include the average cost to have a horse microchipped across 
different sectors of the industry.94 Further, the DPI's working group was in the 
process of developing a cost-benefit analysis to determine: 

…the cost benefits of horse identification against the model of an EI 
outbreak today—plus using those other reasons around figures around 
stock theft, injuries and that type of thing.95 

4.67 The purpose of the cost-benefit analysis was to demonstrate to national and 
state regulators 'that there are more benefits than the cost of regulation itself', 
and 'that there are increased benefits' with traceability. However, DPI made 
note that a unique challenge for the horse industry was the size of its export 
market, which paled in comparison to other livestock industries.96 

4.68 The committee expressed concern about the cost and logistics of 
microchipping a potential horse population of up to, or in excess of, one 
million horses. In response, the DPI acknowledged that state jurisdictions were 
concerned about how this activity would be resourced, but remained 
optimistic. Mr Peter Day of the DPI told the committee that:  

I think it can be done over time. You would find that if you introduced it 
over a period of time and had a very good information and 
communications package with it to explain the benefits and the merits, 
most people would comply. If horses are moving, they are normally going 
to a show, a club or an event. Once again, those shows are already 
scanning cattle and other animals for show there, so it's not an unknown 
situation. I'd have to take advice from the AVA…about the capacity of the 
veterinary fraternity to chip them over time. I think it would take some 
time, because I'd imagine not every vet does horses these days. They can 
be quite a difficult animal to deal with.  

So I fully accept that there are some real implementation issues and some 
real cost issues. Once again, care would need to be taken with how we 
would roll that out, given that most state agencies these days are 
decreasing resources in biosecurity areas or putting resources into other 
priorities in that area. This would be seen as maybe putting a lot of effort 
into an area that is not generally seen as a production animal. They're not a 
valuable export commodity for Australia either.97 
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4.69 Other stakeholders provided estimates of the potential cost to roll out a 
national horse traceability register. Mr Mark Waugh suggested the 
establishment of a register would cost anywhere between $2 million and 
$10 million, based on the UK's CED costing between one to three million 
pounds.98  Ms Robyn Lawrie argued the cost of development and 
implementation would be considerable, with ongoing costs for administration 
and maintenance,99 a view shared by the AHIC.100 

4.70 Insight into the potential cost of a national traceability register can be derived 
from existing traceability registers for livestock. The committee heard that the 
NLIS database was:  

…funded through a combination of industry levies and matching 
government funds for R&D levy investment. The total investment in the 
NLIS database and associated support services for the 12-year period 
between 2006 and 2017 by ISC…was around $65 million, and annual 
operating costs for NLIS over that 12-year period were approximately 
$5.4 million.101 

4.71 Ongoing ISC investment into red-meat integrity programs for the 2017–18 
financial year was $12.3 million and $11.8 million for 2018–19. The gross 
economic benefit to the industry, from 2015 to 2020, was estimated at 
$316.7 million.102 The ISC also highlighted that investment was needed for both 
the 'central database and the supporting infrastructure to underpin the 
system'. Producer costs were largely due to identification itself, due to the 
costs associated with identification technology (ear tags) and its application to 
their animals, along with reading equipment.103 

Funding for a national register 
4.72 A further issue about the cost of a national traceability register concerned 

which stakeholders would be required to pay for the system. A common 
response observed by the DPI was that 'everyone saw the benefits but no-one 
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wanted to pay for it'.104 This type of commentary was also communicated to 
the committee.  

4.73 Equestrian Australia asserted that its members would not pay for the 
system.105 However, Equestrian NSW opposed Equestrian Australia's stance, 
and instead thought it would be reasonable to expect horse owners to pay for 
the microchip and have government pay for the overarching service.106 
Similarly, the Welsh Pony and Cob Society stated it did not support a model 
funded by the pleasure or breeding horse industry due to existing financial 
difficulties experienced by many in those industries.107 

4.74 Racing Australia offered to 'pay for the cost to upload [data] to the national 
system'; however, it opposed any requirement for its members to pay for 
access to a national register because they have already paid for the privilege of 
accessing the Australian Stud Book.108 Racing Australia added that it 
supported a cost-recovery measure, relative to the racing industry's horse 
population of ten per cent: 

…there is an unequivocal recognition within the sport—that a national 
traceability register would be implemented on a cost recovery basis. The 
reality is, thoroughbreds represent 10 per cent of the Australian horse 
population. If there was any suggestion that thoroughbred racing should 
subsidise other leisure sports—and I come from equestrian and stockhorse 
society backgrounds, so I understand there's a vast lot of horses out 
there—our view is that cost recovery is a measure that should be 
undertaken proportionate to the horse population that thoroughbreds 
comprise within Australia.109 

4.75 The committee was made aware of a wide range of views on how a traceability 
system might be funded. It was emphasised that the costs for horse owners 
would affect support for a register, and there was significant variation in the 
financial capacity of horse owners.110 

4.76 The NSW Farmers' Association submitted that it would not support a 
significant cost burden being placed on industry as this would likely lead to 
noncompliance; however, it added that based on the experience of the 
productive livestock sector, a co-investment model would work: 
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If you trade sheep, if you trade cattle, you have to invest in that system, as 
well as government investing in it, because we want continued trade 
market access. If you make a decision to have an animal that could pose a 
risk to another animal or to human health, from our perspective we think 
that you probably need to chip some money into that. That's why we have 
EADRA and AUSVETPLAN and cost-sharing programs in the case of a 
large outbreak of a disease.111 

4.77 The committee heard this co-investment/hybrid model would require initial 
seed funding from government or industry, with ongoing operation 
potentially funded on a user-pays basis.112 Mrs Judi Tainsh summarised the 
primary issue concerning who would pay for the register on an ongoing basis: 

…it's definitely going to need some seed funding from government to get 
it up and running. The horse industry, as you've heard before, hate having 
to pay for things if they can't see a benefit at the other end, and it's really 
hard to sell the benefit of such a system to the average horse owner. It is an 
industry-pay initiative, really. If industry want to improve and be able to 
get with the rest of the world, they've got to be prepared to put their hands 
in their pockets. So I think perhaps it needs a lead from government, but 
there needs to be a commitment from industry that they'll fund it going 
forward.113 

4.78 This view was also shared by AHA, who stated that the NLIS was created 
through: 

…seed funding provided to the red meat industries for the development of 
their own integrity systems. I think that government can play a role in 
providing some seed funding, but that also, like in the red meat industry, 
needs to be matched to a certain degree by the industry itself. And the 
industry needs to have ownership of that database, because it's the 
industry that is going to have the ownership of it and drive it.114 

4.79 The ACEG highlighted that before any determination is made about who 
should pay, consideration needs to be made about why the system is being 
built. As an example, if the system was built purely for compliance purposes, 
then government should be made financially responsible for the system. 
However, if: 

…you're building the system to try to grow and develop an industry which 
could contribute much more to Australia's economy than it does, then I 
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think the person who pays would be a different person. Now, somewhere 
in the middle of that there may be a combination. But I think it's important 
to understand what the purpose of the system is.115 

4.80 The committee raised the argument that financial responsibility for horse 
traceability register should be carried by industry, which was calling for its 
implementation. In response, Equestrian NSW reminded the committee that 
the equestrian non-thoroughbred industry contributed approximately 
$1.3 billion to the NSW economy each year; however, biosecurity itself was a 
shared obligation between government and the community. For this reason, 
Equestrian NSW believed it was 'reasonable for government, industry and the 
community to share the cost of having a new system, because we'll all benefit 
from what it's going to achieve'.116 

4.81 AHA expressed the view that the question about ongoing funding required to 
maintain a national register would need to be answered by industry. The AHA 
pointed out that: 

There are a number of representative industry bodies in there; some of 
them are more affluent than others, and those affluent ones have a greater 
value attached to that database too.117 

4.82 Other submissions supported funding through taxation on gambling revenue, 
or contributions from the racing industry. The Coalition for the Protection of 
Racehorses called for funds to be extracted from unclaimed winnings from 
gambling in each state, or a levy being applied to all betting turnover made by 
the industry and by horse breeders. It was also suggested fines might be a 
source of revenue, subject to a register having a compliance function.118 

4.83 The committee was advised of a Department of Agriculture Horse Industry 
Consultation Committee meeting where it was disclosed that the biosecurity 
arrangement was anticipated to have 'a surplus of just under $21 million for 
the period 1 July 2018 to 31 March 2019'.119  The committee was later informed 
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that this surplus was through cost recovery (Cost Recovery Reserve) from 
across the whole biosecurity space.120 On notice, the Department of Agriculture 
clarified that whilst the overall biosecurity cost recovery reserve as of 30 June 
2019 was $36.319 million, the balance for horses was in a deficit of $0.689 
million. Due to the deficit in the horse arraignment reserve, there was no 
surplus funding available for horse related activities in accordance with the 
Biosecurity Cost Recovery Implementation Statements.121 

4.84 The committee queried the Department of Agriculture whether the 
agricultural research program holds seed funding potential. In response, the 
Department explained the system is funded through co-contributions from 
levy payers (producers) and matching co-contributions from the 
Commonwealth. These funds are allocated to: 

…research and development corporations that are independently run by 
industry associations. So the department doesn't manage those research 
investments; the industry does.122 

Fee structure 
4.85 Various stakeholders suggested a user pays model. Fees might be charged, for 

instance, on initial registration, ownership transfers, alterations or updates to 
registration, addition of veterinary information, and access to information. 123 

4.86 Some submitters who supported a user pays model suggested fees might be 
differentiated—modest for recreational horse owners, higher for breeders, and 
higher for the registration of stallions and colts. Fees might be waived for 
rescued or adopted horses.124 

4.87 ACEG advocated for a system offered for free to upload baseline information 
(for example, meeting biosecurity requirements) and then offering a user-pays 
system for any additional functionality created over time:  

…for the initial user to put his name and his horse's name down, because, 
if you start charging, they won't. If they go further into the system and 
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they get more information out of it, they will have to become a member 
and they will have to pay for it.125 

4.88 Racing Australia reminded the committee that its members are already paying 
for the privilege of accessing the Australian Stud Book, and for this reason, any 
fee attached to a national horse traceability register would be effectively 
charging its members twice.126 Harness Racing Australia explained its 
members' perspective, who have: 

…already paid registration fees and for [a] lot of activity on the way 
through. We've maintained and held together the integrity of a database 
and would be more than happy to offer that information into whatever the 
traceability register looks like. We wouldn't expect that there would be a 
cost in terms of moving them off one database or one system and into 
another. So that was where we were coming from in terms of the 
expectation, should this occur.127 

Access, privacy and oversight 
4.89 An effective national horse traceability register requires stakeholder access to 

data contained within the system. However, access and the data contained 
within a database must be protected from misuse and adhere to privacy laws.  

4.90 The committee received a range of views concerning access to a horse 
traceability register's data. Various stakeholders called for information on the 
register to be made available so the public could search for horses, breeders 
and owners, and understand the history of a horse.128  The AEUS and the 
Coalition for the Protection of Racehorses made clear that people need access 
to the register to make an informed choice prior to purchasing a horse and to 
address fraud within the industry.129 

4.91 Alternatively, others called for a more restrictive model. The Townsville City 
Council suggested access to the database should be restricted to government, 
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authorised organisations and veterinary professionals.130 The DPI proposed 
that: 

Some societies and some stud books may have the base data and could add 
to it and then, as an attraction to membership, they could provide that data 
publicly so that people could print it off as a certificate to show the 
background of a horse and the type of thing.131 

4.92 The committee heard that the UK's CED provides a working model designed 
to accommodate privacy laws with access to the system. Mr Mark Waugh 
explained that the CED requires users to identify themselves with an official 
identification document, such as a driver's licence, a passport or some other 
form of photo ID. Once verified, users are able to access entitled information 
across the system. Mr Waugh is of the view that a similar system could be 
designed in Australia to adhere to the Privacy Act 1988.132 

4.93 Concerning ownership of the database, the RSPCA raised a concern that 
privately owned databases can be difficult to access. For this reason, the 
RSPCA advocated for a government-run national register that allowed for 
authorised officers to have access to the database's information.133 

4.94 Animal Care Australia suggested the establishment of a new government 
department and industry ombudsman.134 Bitless Inc also argued for a new 
department to take on the task of registering and tracing horses, and ensuring 
compliance. It could also be responsible for national animal welfare 
standards.135 

4.95 It was also suggested that whilst the government might create the standards 
and regulations, the database itself and its management could be outsourced to 
an independent authority.136 

4.96 The ISC informed the committee that it would certainly look at hosting a horse 
traceability register, if established.137 However, the DPI pointed out that horse 
traceability cannot simply be tacked onto existing traceability systems for 
livestock. DPI spoke of opposition from the livestock industry that invested in 
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establishing the NLIS and that the intended purpose of horse traceability 
differs from other livestock systems.138 

Compliance, enforcement and education 
4.97 There was general support for a compliance and enforcement regime to 

accompany a traceability register.139 Various submitters suggested the need for 
active enforcement, including penalties reflecting the importance of a register 
to biosecurity, disease prevention and animal welfare.140 The AHIC reminded 
the committee that 'compliance could be difficult',141 whilst the DPI warned 
that the:  

…level of resources that would be required to enforce compliance of any 
horse ID scheme should not be underestimated and is of concern.142 

4.98 The importance of compliance, enforcement and education was exemplified 
through the experience of the ISC. As noted in Chapter 2, the ISC made 
reference to the importance of defining the roles of industry and government 
concerning compliance and enforcement, as well as ensuring adequate 
resources are available over time to buttress ongoing compliance.143 The 
erosion of resources subsequently impacted on the ISC's ability to educate 
stakeholders, which ultimately undermined compliance.144 

4.99 The committee heard that the value of compliance within a national register 
would influence its design, funding and stakeholder engagement. The ACEG 
expressed the view that if the system was designed purely for compliance 
purposes, then the government should be held financially accountable for the 
register.145 Further, a compliance-orientated system could impact on 
stakeholder engagement with the system. The ACEG was of the view that the 
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UK's CED is a compliance-orientated system, and for this reason, 'people 
immediately try to find a way to avoid them'.146 

4.100 The DPI linked the value of traceability to compliance, highlighting the 
importance of people needing to see value in the system or a commercial 
incentive to drive compliance. However, the DPI added that it would not be a 
case of tough enforcement, rather most people in the industry already do the 
right thing and a traceability register would be 'one other additional 
requirement, which I think most people would comply with'.147 

4.101 With reference to the NLIS, the ISC informed the committee that it was not 
directly responsible for ensuring compliance; rather it provided the data to 
government to monitor compliance with record keeping of movements and 
traceability.148 

4.102 Of equal importance is education.149 This point was emphasised by the ISC, 
when asked what were the key lessons learnt from the NLIS: 

…in terms of communication, education and training, it makes it a lot 
easier if you've got a consistent message and package that you are 
delivering. In terms of the communication and education, you cannot 
underestimate the requirements in that space. There was a lot of 
investment when the systems were initially implemented, and that 
investment needs to continue over time. We have so many new entrants 
into the industry that raising awareness around the requirements for and 
the importance of traceability is an ongoing effort. You can't underestimate 
the time and the cost associated with that education program.150 

Going forward 
4.103 The committee's inquiry into a national horse traceability register did not occur 

in a vacuum. Rather, the committee received an overview of existing work that 
has gone into consideration of a national register and advice on the next steps 
needed to progress this issue. 

4.104 As previously discussed in Chapter 1, the DPI's working group into a national 
horse traceability register contains members from across state and territory 

                                                      
146 Mr Trevor Moore, Australian Continental Equestrian Group, Proof Committee Hansard, 

20 September 2019, p. 24. 

147 Mr Peter Day, NSW Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, 
pp. 6, 9. 

148 Dr Jane Weatherley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
pp. 29, 33. 

149 Also see, Ms Alexander Bunton, NSW Farmers' Association, Proof Committee Hansard, 
4 September 2019, p. 12. 

150 Ms Jo Quigley, Integrity Systems Company, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 33. 
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jurisdictions.151 This working group is due to report its finding to the 
Agriculture Senior Officials Committee in March 2020. This report may make 
the case for horse traceability, including a cost-benefit analysis.152 Based on the 
report's recommendations, consensus on how to proceed would need to be 
reached between Commonwealth, state and territory representatives.153 

4.105 The need for consensus and collective action across government was 
emphasised by the DPI. It explained that without consensus and agreement 
across all jurisdictions, a national horse traceability register would be rendered 
impossible because:   

It would be very difficult for New South Wales to bring the scheme in by 
itself—horses, by their nature, are owned by people who are moving over 
state boundaries. We don't want to have a system where we have to have 
inspectors on the state border. It can't happen in the modern era. I can't see 
it moving ahead unless we get support for a national scheme, which is why 
we keep hammering away at the national committees.154 

4.106 If agreement is achieved, the committee heard that further actions are likely to 
include the need for extensive consultation and engagement with all sectors of 
the horse industry, including a full industry survey to quantify the economic 
benefit of the horse industry; investigate the effectiveness of the current PIC 
system; and obtain other meaningful information.155 

4.107 In addition, considerable effort would be needed to establish consensus across 
the horse industry about what purpose and rationale a national horse 

                                                      
151 As of 4 June 2019, Australian Capital Territory, Tasmania and the Australian Government were 

not members. Western Australia had observer status only and South Australian membership had 
not been confirmed. See, correspondence received from NSW Department of Primary Industries 
on 27 August 2019. 

152 The Department of Agriculture informed the committee that the NSW Department of Primary 
Industries had partnered with the Australian Bureau of Agriculture and Resource Economics and 
Sciences (ABARES) to look at the economic value of biosecurity arrangements for equine influenza 
(EI) since 2007. The report is due in March 2020 and will be made publicly available. An abstract 
provide by the Department summarised that the study had found 'Australia's EI arrangements 
have been effective in avoiding significant costs to the Australia horse industry, at a very small 
cost to government'. No reference is made to a national horse traceability register. See, Department 
of Agriculture, answers to written questions on notice, Senator Faruqi (received 11 October 2019). 

153 Mr Peter Day, NSW Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, 
p. 5. 

154 Mr Peter Day, NSW Department of Primary Industries, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, 
p. 5. 

155 See, Mrs Judi Tainsh, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, p. 17; and 
Mr Mark Burnell, Australian Horse Industry Council, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 25; Dr Robyn Martin, Department of Agriculture, Proof Committee Hansard, 20 September 2019, 
p. 46; Australian Horse Industry Council, Submission 35, p. 5. 
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traceability register would serve.156 And once agreement is established 
between industry and governments, then attention would then be directed to 
establishing legislative and regulatory alignment across the all jurisdictions. 
The AHA and Department of Agriculture forewarned that establishing 
legislative consensus would be difficult and could take a considerable period 
of time.157 Further, the legislative role of the Australia Government is limited 
due to the relevant legislation existing under states and territories respective 
legislation, through the Council of Australian Governments.158 

4.108 Finally, consideration would also need to be made on how to proceed with a 
national horse traceability register. Namely, whether a pilot program is 
established prior to a national rollout, by sector or jurisdiction. Although there 
was overall support for a pilot program,159 the DPI warned that a pilot would 
be difficult because '[t]here would be a lot of issues with implementation',160  a 
point also made by ISC through its experience rolling out the NLIS. Whilst the 
ISC identified a number of challenges with a pilot rollout of NLIS,161 it also 
recognised: 

…you can stage an implementation. I think the key is that that 
implementation is consistent. So, wherever possible, you try to minimise 
differences between jurisdictions. It may still be of benefit and necessary to 
do it in a staged way, but trying to do it in a consistent way is probably the 
key.162 

4.109 The committee also received numerous references to the UK's CED, with many 
stakeholders arguing that the UK's system would provide valuable insights 
into the creation and implementation of a national horse traceability register.163 
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Chapter 5 
Committee views and recommendations 

General comments 
5.1 Horses hold a unique place in Australia. Dogs and cats are classified as 

companion animals, and livestock typically refers to cattle, sheep, goats and 
pigs. Horses, however, can occupy both definitions and for this reason, have 
found themselves in a regulatory grey zone. Despite being the most dangerous 
domesticated animal in Australia, horses are also the least regulated. 

5.2 This inquiry has drawn attention to the fact that horses have a broad range of 
uses, including racing, dressage, stock horses and hobby horses. This diverse 
range of use has resulted in a broad number of stakeholders that make up the 
'horse industry'. 

5.3 These stakeholders hold both similar and varied ideas of what a horse 
traceability register would look like, and what purpose it would serve. Those 
potential functions include strengthening Australia's response to an equine 
disease outbreak and natural disaster, preventing horse theft, improving rider 
safety and horse welfare, accessing international horse meat markets, 
improving breeding practices, tracking the movement of horses and 
maintaining the integrity of the trade.  

5.4 Whilst all of these functions are potentially beneficial to the horse industry, the 
scope and amount of data needed for such a register would be complex. As 
already demonstrated by the existing National Livestock Identification System 
(NLIS), traceability is complex even when designed for a single specific 
purpose. 

5.5 The committee heard overwhelming support for a horse traceability register. 
This support was expressed across the horse industry, including from the 
racing industry, which has the largest number of registered horses in 
Australia. The NSW Department of Primary Industries (DPI) and the NSW 
Police Force both offered their support for a national register. Federally, 
Animal Health Australia conveyed its support for a national register, and the 
Department of Agriculture stated it could see a benefit of such a system being 
implemented.  

5.6 Based on the evidence submitted to this inquiry, the committee shares the view 
that a simple national horse traceability register is warranted. Significant 
national horse events that have occurred in recent years, namely the 2007 
Equine Influenza (EI) outbreak, and more recently, the revelations concerning 
the treatment of horses at abattoirs and knackeries. Both have led to a chorus 
of voices from across the horse industry advocating for a national horse 
traceability register.  
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5.7 However, the committee recognises that the Australian Government lacks the 
necessary powers needed to progress a national register unilaterally. Rather, 
the responsibility for the application of a regulatory framework is reliant upon 
agreement between the state and territory governments.  

5.8 For this to occur, these jurisdictions will be required to negotiate on the terms 
of a national horse traceability register and the application of consistent 
legislation across Australia. These negotiations would require agreement 
through the Council of Australian Governments, and as communicated by 
Animal Health Australia and the Department of Agriculture, establishing 
legislative and regulatory alignment across all jurisdictions could take a 
considerable period of time. 

5.9 Although the Australian Government does not have a regulatory role 
concerning horse traceability, it is a conduit to facilitate dialogue, negotiations 
and the development of regulations between stakeholders. Further, the 
Commonwealth's biosecurity and horsemeat export trade responsibilities 
compel it to participate in negotiations. The committee sees the Department of 
Agriculture and Animal Health Australia playing a vital role in this process. 

5.10 The committee is aware of the difficulty of reaching consensus across 
jurisdictions, as demonstrated by the failed 2012 negotiations between 
governments and industry to rationalise voluntary microchipping guidelines 
and regulations across Australia. The Integrity Systems Company's (ISC) 
experience also identified a number of jurisdictional issues, and highlighted 
the importance for national agreement on the requirements of traceability; 
especially that state-based exemptions should be agreed and applied at a 
national level to limit state-based variations.   

Development of a register 
5.11 Whilst there are numerous jurisdictional challenges, the committee remains 

optimistic that consensus between state and territory governments, and across 
the horse industry, can be achieved. The Australian livestock industry 
engagement with the creation of the NLIS demonstrate that a national 
agreement is possible. 

5.12 The work of the DPI working group has also played a key role in establishing 
the necessary collaborative groundwork required to further progress a national 
horse register. Its activities have brought together NSW, Victoria, Queensland 
and the Northern Territory. The committee commends the DPI for its work. 

5.13 The committee awaits the release of the DPI report to the Agriculture Senior 
Officials Committee. Based on the evidence provided by the DPI, the 
committee anticipates a recommendation that a simple national horse 
traceability register is established. If so, the committee recommends the 
Department of Agriculture then seeks to establish a national horse traceability 
working group, under the auspices of the Agriculture Senior Officials 
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Committee, to progress a national horse traceability register. The working 
group should report to the Agriculture Senior Officials Committee within  
12-months of its establishment.  

Recommendation 1 
5.14 The committee recommends the Department of Agriculture establishes a 

national horse traceability working group, under the auspices of the 
Agriculture Senior Officials Committee, to progress the development and 
implementation of a national horse traceability register. The group should 
report its findings to the Agriculture Senior Officials Committee within  
12-months of its establishment.  

5.15 To achieve a truly national traceability register, this national horse traceability 
working group must include representation from across the horse industry 
and Commonwealth, state and territory governments. This national horse 
traceability working group must also include Animal Health Australia, and in 
partnership with the Department of Agriculture, ensure a national horse 
register supports the Australian Government's biosecurity responsibilities, 
which is explored further in the section below. 

Recommendation 2 
5.16 The committee recommends Animal Health Australia becomes a member of 

the national horse traceability working group, and in partnership with the 
Department of Agriculture, ensures a horse traceability register aligns with 
and bolsters the Australian Government's biosecurity responsibilities.  

Biosecurity function (see Chapter 3) 
5.17 Of the potential functions proposed for a national horse traceability register, 

support predominately focused upon its biosecurity function. As noted in this 
report, a horse traceability system was established during the last significant 
biosecurity threat to the horse industry. If a disease outbreak was to occur 
again, then it would be likely that a response could potentially include re-
establishing a horse registry of some type. 

5.18 The financial implications of a disease outbreak are worthy to note. The EI 
outbreak of 2007 cost governments $350 million, and the committee was 
informed that it cost the entire horse industry approximately $2 billion.  

5.19 It is essential also to consider the broader financial implications to the horse 
industry of a disease outbreak. Harness Racing alone is worth approximately 
$145 million per year to the Australian economy,1 and the thoroughbred 
industry has reportedly generated $9.1 billion to the economy and supported 

                                                      
1 Mr Andrew Kelly, Harness Racing Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 4 September 2019, p. 43. 
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79,100 full time equivalent jobs nationally.2  These activities, and the economic 
activity that surrounds this industry would cease during a disease outbreak. In 
2007, the industry was locked down for a period of six months, and took it 
eleven months for horse industry operations to return to normal.3 

5.20 There was a general agreement across industry and government that had a 
traceability register existed in 2007, then a response to the EI outbreak would 
have been streamlined. The infrastructure would have existed to determine the 
location of horse populations across Australia, as well as an ability to 
communicate directly with horse owners. Although a national traceability 
register may not eliminate the risk of a disease outbreak, it would be an 
effective tool to limit its severity and spread.  

5.21 Of broader significance is the impact any disease outbreak could have on the 
livestock industry. Horses do not exist in isolation; instead, they typically exist 
alongside other livestock. Any disease outbreak runs a risk of cross-infection, 
and could potentially cost the livestock industry hundreds of millions, if not 
billions, of dollars.  

5.22 The committee agrees with the sentiment that without a national horse 
traceability register, we are flying blind in any future significant disease 
outbreak event. No jurisdiction in Australia has reliable data to determine an 
accurate number of horses in Australia. Nor is there sufficient information on 
horse population locations. While methods of communication have changed 
since 2007, the continual use of livestock traceability systems to fulfil a 
biosecurity function is symbolic of their worth. 

5.23 It is the committee's view that a biosecurity function provides a clear rationale 
for a national horse traceability register. A system initially designed with a 
single clear purpose, rather than a broad spectrum of functions, would provide 
the necessary focus across industry and government to make a traceability 
register a success.  

5.24 With this in mind, it is important to consider the experience of the ISC and its 
management of the NLIS. Its experience highlights a need for a clear value 
proposition in order for a register to be successfully adopted across the 
industry. The committee considers that a register with a biosecurity purpose is 
a clear value proposition that can be agreed to by all stakeholders. This single 
clear objective also supports and informs communication, education and 
enforcement considerations.   

                                                      
2 Racing Australia, Size & Scope Study, 2018, available at: https://ier-

study.racingaustralia.horse/thoroughbred-racing-nationally/ (accessed 17 October 2019). 

3 Department of Primary Industries, Summary of the 2007/08 Equine Influenza Outbreak, 
https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/animals-and-livestock/horses/health-and-
disease/influenza/summary-of-the-200708-ei-outbreak (accessed 17 October 2019). 
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Recommendation 3 
5.25 The committee recommends that the national horse traceability working 

group works towards establishing a national horse traceability register that, 
at its core, serves a biosecurity function.  

Data requirements (see Chapter 3) 
5.26 Due to the committee's view that a national horse traceability register should 

primarily serve a biosecurity function, the data requirements needed to fulfil 
this function would include the following: 

 a microchip number (which includes a universal equine life number); 
 a Property Identification Code; 
 owner's contact details and location; and  
 the origin of the source data.  

5.27 In addition, the inclusion of data about a horses' use may be of value; however, 
the committee has reservations about whether this information requirement 
would detract from the overall goal of developing a simple traceability 
register. 

5.28 Evidence provided to this inquiry revealed a high level of support across the 
horse industry to provide their registers' data to a central database. This 
process would avoid the duplication of existing systems and minimise the risk 
of unnecessary regulatory burden upon the industry. The committee supports 
this data-sharing approach through the use of blockchain technology that 
enables regular and secure data transfers to a national register. 

5.29 The committee, therefore, is of the view that the national horse traceability 
working group consults widely with the horse industry to develop a national 
register populated by data on existing industry databases. This database 
should also allow for one horse to be registered across multiple industry 
registers, and meet the minimum data requirements specific above.  

  



92 
 

 

Recommendation 4 
5.30 The committee recommends that the national horse traceability working 

group consults with the horse industry to develop a national register that is 
populated by data found on existing industry databases. This data-sharing 
arrangement should: 

 be shared through the use of blockchain (or equivalent) technology that 
enables regular and secure data transfers between registers;  

 allow for one horse to be registered across multiple industry registers; and  
 at a minimum, include the following data— 

− a microchip number (including a universal equine life number); 
− a Property Identification Code; 
− owner's contact details and location; and  
− the origin of the source data. 

5.31 The committee acknowledges stakeholders' concerns about the accuracy of 
existing databases but is of the view that errors will be identified and corrected 
through the register's rollout.  

5.32 The committee also calls for a national horse register that is designed to 
accommodate horse owners that are not associated with any industry group, 
such as farmers, the recreational sector and horse owners in remote locations.  

Recommendation 5 
5.33 The committee recommends a national horse register is designed to 

accommodate data uploads by horse owners that are not associated with any 
industry group, such as farmers, the recreational sector and horse owners in 
remote locations. 

Potential secondary functions (see Chapter 3) 
5.34 Although the committee considers a biosecurity rationale as the most 

purposeful function, a horse traceability register would likely fulfil secondary 
functions. These secondary functions may include: 

 a means to identify horses that are misplaced during environmental 
disasters; 

 to assist law enforcement officers with their investigations into lost or stolen 
horses; 

 potential identification of dangerous horses and assurance of a horse's 
suitability for its intended purpose; 

 improved horse welfare through a register's ability to link a horse with its 
owner, and support efforts by the racing industry to re-home retired horses;  

 improved understanding of the number of horses killed in Australia's 
abattoirs and knackeries each year;  

 improved breeding practices and reducing wastage in the industry; and 



93 
 

 

 meeting the European Union's horse meat safety requirements. 

5.35 At this stage, the committee does not support the initial development of a 
system that integrates the tracking of a horse's movements outside of the 
location it usually resides, but remains open to this design being integrated at 
the volition of industry itself at a future date.  

5.36 Although the committee is supportive of a more simple national register that 
serves one core biosecurity function, it also agrees with stakeholders' view that 
the system should be designed to enable additional features to be 
incorporated. These additional features may be designed to address any of the 
secondary functions detailed above. However, the committee does not believe 
Commonwealth, state and territory governments should be responsible for the 
ongoing development of any additional functions of a national register. 
Instead, these features should be driven and paid for by the horse industry 
itself and offered as additional functionality for a fee. 

Recommendation 6 
5.37 The committee recommends that the national horse traceability working 

group works towards a national horse traceability register design that 
enables additional features to be incorporated into the system as it 
progresses, and allows for the horse industry to take responsibility for any 
future functionality amendments. Such functionality amendments could 
assist with improving animal welfare, emergency response management, 
rider safety and the integrity of trade in horses. 

5.38 To guide and support the work of the national horse traceability working 
group, the committee also recommends that the United Kingdom's Central 
Equine Database and Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs are 
consulted to assist with the development of an equivalent register in Australia. 
This consultation should include reference to developing a system with the 
potential for expanded functionality. 

Recommendation 7 
5.39 The committee recommends that the national horse traceability working 

group consults with the United Kingdom's Central Equine Database and the 
Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs to help inform the 
development of an Australian equivalent register. 

Treatment of horses at abattoirs and knackeries  
5.40 The committee, like all Australians, was appalled by the footage revealed as 

part of the 7:30 investigation into the treatment of horses at abattoirs and 
knackeries. The investigation brought to light significant problems with the 
existing system, namely the inhumane treatment of horses in those facilities, 
and the lack of a traceability system that enables the racing industry to 
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determine the whereabouts of its horses after they leave the industry. 
Compounding this issue is the lack of accurate data about the number of 
horses that are processed through Australia's abattoirs and knackeries.  

5.41 The committee reminds readers that the welfare issues identified as part of the 
ABC's investigation are outside the jurisdiction of the Commonwealth. Efforts 
to address the welfare concerns of horses are therefore the responsibility of 
state and territory governments.  However, the committee is supportive of the 
Queensland Government's animal cruelty probe into alleged mistreatment of 
horses arriving at the facility that featured in the 7:30 report. Further, the 
committee is pleased that the Department of Agriculture has commenced a 
critical incident audit of the facility to ensure it aligns with Australia's 
international horsemeat trade obligations (discussed further below).   

5.42 The 7:30 investigation re-ignited calls for a national horse traceability register. 
Of the potential secondary functions previously detailed, the committee 
emphasises consideration of a national register's function to support efforts by 
the racing industry to re-home retired horses and restrict thoroughbred horses 
from ending up in Australia's abattoirs and knackeries. It is evident from this 
inquiry, and the 7:30 investigation, that more must be done to limit the number 
of horses being killed in abattoirs and knackeries, and to hold the racing 
industry accountable for the ongoing welfare of its horses after they retire from 
the industry. Further, more must be done to improve the racing industry's 
collection of data about the movement of its horses once they retire from the 
industry. 

5.43 The committee also sees potential for a national horse registry incorporating a 
function that facilitates the collection of identification numbers of horses killed 
in abattoirs and knackeries. This data will help governments and industry 
understand the real number of horses killed each year and address wastage in 
the system and improve breeding practices. The committee notes that the 
development of this function would also require investment into the 
technological infrastructure needed to read, record and upload microchip data 
at these facilities.  

5.44 The committee does, however, emphasise the importance of developing a 
simple national horse traceability register that primarily fulfils a biosecurity 
function.  Based on evidence received during this inquiry, the committee is 
concerned that the initial inclusion of too many functions may undermine the 
progression of a national horse traceability register. Despite this concern, the 
committee recommends that the racing industry engages with the national 
horse traceability working group to consider how the register would 
compliment efforts to track retired horses.  
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Recommendation 8 
5.45 The committee recommends that the national horse traceability working 

group, in partnership with the racing industry, works towards the 
development of a national horse traceability register that compliments 
efforts by the racing industry to track retired horses.  

5.46 Further, the committee is concerned by the absence of information and data 
concerning the number and origin of horses killed at Australia's abattoirs and 
knackeries.  For this reason, the committee sees value in the national horse 
traceability working group engaging with owners of abattoirs and knackeries 
to integrate a national register into processing practices for horses. 

Recommendation 9 
5.47 The committee recommends that the national horse traceability working 

group engages with owners of abattoirs and knackeries to integrate a 
national horse traceability register into processing practices for horses. 

Horsemeat industry  
5.48 In addition to the development of a traceability system that seeks to improve 

the welfare of horses exiting the racing industry, the committee supports a 
horse traceability register being designed to meet Australia's horsemeat trade 
obligations, namely the EU's mandated requirement for a central database that 
maintains identification records to ensure drug residues are kept out of the 
food system. 

5.49 Whilst existing processes appear to be tolerated by the EU, the committee is 
concerned that the existing system does not meet EU standards. Further 
compounding this concern, was evidence that horses exiting the racing 
industry were being processed at an export abattoir and for this reason, may 
potentially expose international consumers to chemicals that are known to 
have adverse health impacts when consumed by humans.  

5.50 The committee is encouraged by the Department of Agriculture's 
announcement that a critical incident audit of the Queensland abattoir had 
commenced, and anticipates regulatory action to ensure Australia's horsemeat 
industry meets safety standards being undertaken as necessary. To 
complement this action, the committee is of the view that the design of a 
national register must meet the EU's horsemeat trade standards. 

Recommendation 10 
5.51 The committee recommends that the Department of Agriculture ensures the 

national horse traceability working group considers designing a national 
horse traceability register that meets the European Union's horsemeat trade 
standards. Key challenges ahead (see Chapter 4) 
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5.52 Though the committee is supportive of a simple national traceability register 
designed to fulfil a biosecurity function, it foresees significant challenges 
ahead. These challenges are discussed below. 

Fragmented industry 
5.53 This inquiry has revealed to the committee the fragmented nature of the horse 

industry. The diverse range of interest groups and their sectorial needs has 
been one of the barriers to the development of traceability. The committee 
witnessed numerous stakeholders communicating their specific needs, with a 
lack of a unified message of what a national register would look like and 
achieve.  

5.54 Compounding this issue is the lack of a peak-industry body capable of 
navigating the needs of the entire industry, which ranges from powerful 
groups such as Racing Australia and Racing NSW to small breed societies like 
the Welsh Pony and Cobb Society of Australia. The Australian Horse Industry 
Council (AHIC) holds the potential to fulfil this function; however, the 
committee heard that maintaining membership with the AHIC has been a 
challenge due to the lack of consensus on some issues.   

5.55 While consensus appears to be achievable for a register to serve a biosecurity 
function, the committee remains concerned that the recreational sector may not 
be convinced by its need, and its subsequent costs. This sector makes up at 
least 30 per cent of the horse industry, and its lack of voluntary engagement 
with a traceability register could severely undermine a register's ability to fulfil 
its intended purpose.  

5.56 The committee is of the view that a unified industry front is necessary to 
provide the impetus to engage with Commonwealth, state and territory 
governments effectively, and to reach agreement on the form and function of a 
national register. This committee calls for the AHIC to fulfil this function, and 
negotiate and communicate the specific requirements of the industry. The 
committee urges the horse industry to achieve a consensus on the function and 
rationale for a horse traceability register, and in particular, to engage with 
those horse owners who operate outside of an industry body. 

5.57 Once a unified and agreed form and function is established through internal 
horse industry negotiations, then the committee calls for horse industry 
representatives to become members of the national horse traceability working 
group. 

Recommendation 11 
5.58 The committee recommends representatives from the horse industry, 

including the Australian Horse Industry Council, the racing industry and 
animal welfare representatives, such as from the RSPCA, become members 
of the national horse traceability working group. 
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Funding considerations  
5.59 Despite the extensive evidence presented during this inquiry, it remains 

difficult to determine the overall cost of a national horse traceability register. 
The committee understands that the lack of definite data on horse numbers in 
Australia contributes to this problem, as does the absence of horse registers 
across the various industry sectors. 

5.60 The committee anticipates that the DPI working group's report may provide a 
cost-benefit analysis of horse traceability, as well as a model to estimate the 
cost of a register.  The costs associated with a national register include:  

 initial seed funding to create a national register;  
 setup costs (such as microchipping Australia's horse population); and 
 secure, long-term funding for the register's management, including 

education, compliance activities and system improvements.  

5.61 Each of these associated costs is individually considered below. 

Seed funding  
5.62 A primary challenge to establishing a national horse traceability register is 

agreement across governments and industry of who should pay for the 
register. As demonstrated in Chapter 4, the committee heard opposing views 
as to who should pay, with some industry groups refusing to offer funds or 
lacking the financial means to do so. Some stakeholders called for the more 
profitable sectors of the horse industry, in particular, the racing industry, to 
contribute more funds to its establishment. 

5.63 The committee heard a range of estimates of how much a national horse 
register would cost, ranging from $2 million to $10 million. However, the 
committee considers existing registers are an indicator of the potential cost. 
The ISC advised the committee that the total investment in the NLIS database 
and associated support services over a 12-year period was approximately 
$65 million. Australian Pork Limited received seed funding of $1,228,338 over 
three years from the Commonwealth. Based on these figures, the committee 
anticipates the initial cost to be substantive.  

5.64 The anticipated costs make it prohibitive for any one jurisdiction or industry 
group to be solely responsible for funding a national horse register. Further, 
the committee is of the view that the overall benefit of a register to the horse 
industry provides sufficient rationale for the industry itself to contribute 
funding to a national register. The committee, therefore, recommends the 
national horse traceability working group consider the adoption of a co-
investment model. This model would oblige Commonwealth, state and 
territory governments, as well as the horse industry itself, to provide the 
necessary seed funding required for a national horse traceability register.  
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5.65 While the committee is supportive of a co-investment model, it is not in a 
position to determine how these costs should be equitably distributed. It is also 
cognisant of the expectation and overreliance placed upon specific sectors of 
the horse industry, and the financial constraints of smaller horse associations 
and groups. 

Recommendation 12 
5.66 The committee recommends the national horse traceability working group 

consider the adoption of a co-investment model that obliges 
Commonwealth, state and territory governments, as well as the horse 
industry, to provide the necessary seed funding required for a national horse 
traceability register. 

Setup costs  
5.67 The committee heard conflicting views about the setup costs associated with a 

national horse traceability register. Of primary concern is the cost of inserting a 
microchip into every domesticated horse in Australia. For some stakeholders, 
this setup cost is minimal and equivalent to a regular horseshoe replacement 
cost; whereas others are of the view that this cost is prohibitive, particularly in 
regional Australia.  

5.68 While some sectors of the horse industry, such as the racing sector, have 
already introduced compulsory microchipping for its members, there remains 
a substantive number of horses in Australia that are without microchips. The 
horse population without microchips is largely made up of horses from the 
recreational sector, or those horses found in remote locations. 

5.69 The committee is concerned that the recreational sector is the least equipped to 
bear the additional cost of microchipping, and for this reason, may be 
disinclined to participate in a national register. Further, these horse owners 
may legitimately question the rationale of this expense if their horse(s) never 
leave their property. 

5.70 The committee is also concerned with the cost burden carried by those horse 
owners located in remote locations. The committee foresees these owners 
being exposed to additional veterinarian fees and travel costs if microchipping 
was to become mandatory. 

5.71 Potential solutions proposed to the committee vary, including exemptions, the 
use of technology, and delayed application of a microchip. The committee 
notes the need for exemptions for horse owners in certain circumstances; 
however, the committee is concerned that exemptions may undermine the 
intended purpose of a national horse traceability register and may add 
complex elements to the management of the system. 
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5.72 The committee sees significant benefit of a delayed rollout of the 
microchipping requirement for a national horse traceability register. This 
approach has been adopted by the United Kingdom, and provides sufficient 
time for a microchip to be inserted during a regular veterinarian check-up. 
Whilst this approach does not remove financial responsibility for the 
microchip from horse owners, it does allow time for owners to reserve the 
necessary funds needed for the procedure to occur and to integrate it into a 
regular veterinarian check-up. 

5.73 Although the committee understands the substantial costs associated with 
horse ownership, it also considers a national horse traceability register as a 
means to reduce the risk of more substantive costs being carried by the 
industry. In particular, potential costs associated with a disease outbreak, and 
subsequent immunisation requirements, which may be onerous and ongoing.   

Recommendation 13 
5.74 The committee recommends that, if microchipping is a requirement under a 

national traceability register, the national horse traceability working group 
considers a phased approach to the microchipping requirement.  

5.75 An additional option that may alleviate the cost burden is the use of biometric 
technology with the identification of horses. The committee is supportive of 
the use of this technology; however, questions whether this technology is 
ready for integration into a national register. Despite this reservation, the 
committee sees value in the consideration of a biometric identification function 
being integrated into a national horse traceability register. 

Recommendation 14 
5.76 The committee recommends the national horse traceability working group 

consider the viability of integrating a biometric identification function into 
a national horse traceability register. 

Secure, long-term funding  
5.77 To ensure the ongoing viability and functionality of a national horse 

traceability register, it is vital that secure, long-term funding is available. The 
committee is concerned by the ISC's experience that the erosion of funding 
over time has undermined compliance and system improvements. Further, it is 
imperative that ongoing funding is provided to ensure new entrants into the 
system can be informed about their obligations under a national traceability 
scheme.   

5.78 The committee foresees several challenges regarding a register's long-term 
financial viability. The first is whether a user-pays system is appropriate, or 
whether base-level data is uploaded and made publicly available. Any 
subsequent costs to access the register may have an impact on whether a 
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national register is adopted across the horse industry. Further, the committee 
is also conscious of stakeholders' concern that horse owners could potentially 
be paying for accessing their data on two (or more) registers. 

5.79 Alternatively, the horse industry itself may be held accountable for the long-
term funding arrangements of the register; however, this funding stream may 
be reliant upon a system designed with value-add functions that industry 
bodies are willing to pay for.  

5.80 Finally, an additional option could be a national register funded through a 
levy system. The committee is concerned that the application of a levy to the 
horse industry is more complex than similar levies applied to cattle, sheep, 
goats and pigs. 

5.81 The committee encourages the national horse traceability working group to 
explore all options and consult widely with stakeholders with regard to long-
term funding options. 

Access, privacy and oversight (see Chapter 4) 
5.82 The committee emphasises the importance of balancing access to information 

with the privacy of users' data and personal information. A national register 
must be protected from misuse and adhere to Australia's privacy laws. 

5.83 The committee has not made a determination about how to manage and access 
information on a national database. Advocates for a more transparent system 
argue it is needed to help inform consumer's choice before purchasing a horse, 
or to address fraud in the industry. Conversely, other stakeholders argued for 
a more restrictive system that allows for pre-determined organisations and 
government bodies to access to stored data. 

5.84 The committee sees benefit of developing a system that is similar to the CED's 
identification requirements; however, the inquiry received insufficient 
evidence to make a final determination on this matter. The committee believes 
the national horse traceability working group will be best placed to review the 
access and privacy requirements of the register. 

5.85 Concerning oversight and management of the system, the committee is 
pleased with the ISC comment that it would look at hosting a horse traceability 
register, if established. The committee considers the ISC the most qualified and 
informed body with the necessary expertise to progress and manage a national 
horse traceability register. It does, however, acknowledge that some members 
of the livestock industry may object to horse traceability being integrated into 
existing traceability infrastructure. Rather than hinder the development of a 
horse traceability register, the committee encourages members from the 
livestock industry to support its development as a means to remove an 
existing vulnerability in Australia's biosecurity regime. 
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Compliance, enforcement and education (see Chapter 4) 
5.86 The committee emphasises the importance of ensuring that an adequate 

compliance, enforcement and education regime is designed as part of a 
national horse traceability register. The committee is, however, cognisant of 
the considerable resources and potential challenges that may hinder 
compliance and enforcement. 

5.87 Further, the committee calls for a national horse register that fosters 
stakeholder investment into the system to further strengthen compliance. In 
order to achieve this investment, the register must be of value to the horse 
industry and be driven by a commercial interest. Further, the committee 
recommends the national horse traceability working group considers the key 
challenges identified by the ISC concerning compliance and enforcement. 

Recommendation 15 
5.88 The committee recommends the national horse traceability working group 

considers the key challenges identified by the Integrity Systems Company 
concerning compliance and enforcement, which include: 

 defining the role of industry versus the role of government concerning 
compliance and enforcement; 

 the reduction of resources to support compliance and enforcement over 
time; and 

 the penalties applied to breaches of traceability, which fail to discourage 
non-compliance.  

5.89 The committee also agrees with the ISC's view that emphasis should be made 
on education, communication and training. Further, the committee reiterates 
the importance of ensuring adequate and ongoing funding is provided for a 
horse traceability register's education program. It is vital that members of the 
horse industry, whether they be new or old, are continually educated on their 
responsibilities under a national horse traceability register. Failure to do so 
may result in non-compliance and minimal investment in the system. 

5.90 Based on this evidence, the committee is supportive of the working group 
considering the educational requirements needed to re-inforce industry 
compliance with a national register. 

Recommendation 16 
5.91 The committee recommends the national horse traceability working group 

considers the educational requirements needed to re-inforce industry 
compliance with a national horse traceability register.  

5.92 Finally, due on the invaluable advice provided to this inquiry by the ISC, the 
committee recommends the ISC is engaged to provide its expertise to progress 
a national horse traceability register. 
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Recommendation 17 
5.93 The committee recommends the national horse traceability working group 

engages the Integrity Systems Company's expertise to progress a national 
horse traceability register. 

Horse traceability trial (see Chapter 4) 
5.94 The committee is in agreement that an appropriate pathway to progress a 

national horse traceability register is to implement a trial. The committee is 
aware of the DPI's concerns about its implementation, and the warning offered 
by the ISC about ensuring consistency is established to minimise differences 
between jurisdictions.  

5.95 Finally, the committee calls for consideration of a trial program following the 
establishment of a national horse traceability register. A trial may be applied to 
a single or collection of jurisdictions (for example, Victoria, NSW and 
Queensland) or alternatively, be applied to specific sectors of the horse 
industry with the pre-existing infrastructure needed for a horse traceability 
register. 

Recommendation 18 
5.96 The committee recommends that the national horse traceability working 

group works towards the adoption of a trial program following the 
establishment of a national horse traceability register. The trial may be 
applied to a single or collection of jurisdictions, or alternatively, be applied 
to specific sectors of the horse industry. 

 
 

Senator Glenn Sterle 
Chair 
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Government members additional comments 

1.1 In response to Recommendation 1, government members share the view that 
the establishment of a proposal for a national horse traceability register is 
currently underway. A Working Group, led by Mr Peter Day from the 
NSW Department of Primary Industries and made up of State Government 
Officials, is currently considering a proposal for a national registry. This group 
is due to report in March 2020.  

1.2 Additionally, it is important to acknowledge the recent conditions of drought, 
flood and fires across Australia have made it difficult for industry 
organisations to make submissions which would reflect their remote and 
increased cost environment. 

1.3 With regard to Recommendation 3, government members are of the view that 
the Australian Government already has very strong biosecurity laws in place. 
The establishment of a national horse register would assist in tracking horse 
movements from State to State; however this is the responsibility of State 
Governments to monitor.  

1.4 In response to Recommendation 4, government members are concerned that to 
obtain data from existing industry databases would require each organisation 
within the industry to provide access to this information. The sharing of this 
information raises privacy concerns. Additionally, organisations may refuse on 
a commercial-in-confidence basis.  

1.5 Finally, in response to Recommendation 5, government members believe this 
recommendation raises concerns for those horse owners in regional, rural and 
remote Australia; particularly when it comes to access to internet connectivity. 

 
 
 

Senator Susan McDonald 
Deputy Chair 
 
 

Senator Gerard Rennick 
Member 
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Appendix 1 
Submissions and additional information 

Submissions received during the 45th Parliament 
1 Peruvian Paso Horses Registry Services and Australian Paso Horse Registry 
2 Welsh Pony and Cob Society 
3 Ms Susan Kopittke 
4 RSPCA Austalia 

 4.1 Supplementary to submission 4 

5 Dr Andrew McLean 
6 Australian Brumby Board Inc 
7 Dr R D Paskin 
8 Mrs Judith Leeson AM 
9 Horse SA 
10 Western Australian Horse Council 
11 Professor Paul McGreevey 
12 Ms Maggie Dawkins 
13 Mrs Pam Treeby 
14 Ms Geraldine Chapman 
15 Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association 
16 RDA Victoria 
17 Bitless Incorporated 
18 Animal Liberation 
19 ACE Group Inc 

 19.1 Supplementary to submission 19 

20 Ms Karrie Louden 
21 Animal Care Australia 
22 Department of Agriculture and Water Resources 
23 Coalition for the Protection of Racehorses 
24 Australian Veterinary Association 
25 Ms Sharen Virtanen 
26 Humane Society International 
27 Animal Medicines Australia 
28 Harness Racing Australia 
29 Sentient 
30 Ms Tiffany Ayres 
31 Australian Equine and Livestock Events Centre 
32 Racing Australia 
33 Ms Robyn Lawrie 
34 Ms Judi Tainsh 
35 Australian Horse Industry Council 
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36 Miss Chrissy Massingham 
37 Ms Kim Fisk 
38 Ridley 
39 Thoroughbred Breeders Australia 
40 Stock Feed Manufacturers' Council of Australia 
41 Ms Sally Harding 
42 NSW Farmers' Association 
43 Mr James Mark Waugh 
44 Ms Deirdre Wood 
45 Ms Angela Morley 
46  equiPROVE 
47 Invasive Species Council 
48 Dr Kirrilly Thompson 
49 Equestrian Australia 
50 Equestrian NSW 
51 Townsville City Council 
52 World Horse Welfare 
53 L’Institut français du cheval et de l’équitation  
54 Delta Horses 

Submissions received during the 46th Parliament 
55 Ms Bianca Folber 
56 Ms M King 
57 Ms Jane Evans 
58 Australian Equine Unification Scheme 
59 Confidential 
60 Confidential 
61 Confidential 
62 Confidential 
63 Ms Juliana Waugh AM 
64 Ms Berni Saunders 
65 Ms Denzil O'Brien 
66 Confidential 
67 Integrity Systems Company 
68 NSW Police Force 
69 AgForce Queensland 
70 Incheck Systems 
 

Additional Information received during the 46th Parliament 
1 Wild horses and national horse welfare standards and guidelines - Additional 

information provided by Ms Julie Fiedler, Horse SA following a public hearing 
in Canberra, ACT on 20 September 2019. 
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2 New Zealand D4H animal incident management platform for animal 
evacuation - Additional information provided by Ms Julie Fiedler, Horse SA 
following a public hearing in Canberra, ACT on 20 September 2019. 

3 Canadian Equine Identification Program, Equestrian Canada - Additional 
information provided by Mrs Jane Evans, Universal Equine Life Number on  
3 October 2019.  

Additional Information received during the 45th Parliament 
1 Additional information provided by the Canadian Food Inspection Agency on 

8 March 2019. 

Answers to Question on Notice received during the 46th Parliament 
1 Racing Australia, answers to questions on notice, 4 September 2019 (received 

23 September 2019). 
2 Equestrian Australia, answers to questions on notice, 4 September 2019 

(received 26 September 2019). 
3 Harness Racing Australia, answers to written questions on notice, Senator 

Faruqi (received 1 October 2019). 
4 RSPCA Victoria, answers to questions on notice, 20 September 2019 (received  

4 October 2019). 
5 Department of Agriculture, answers to questions on notice, 20 September 2019 

(received 4 October 2019). 
6 Department of Agriculture, answers to written questions on notice, Senator 

Faruqi (received 11 October 2019). 
7 NSW Department of Primary Industries, answers to written questions on 

notice, Senator Faruqi (received 14 October 2019). 
8 Harness Racing Australia, answers to questions on notice, 11 November 2019 

(received 15 November 2019). 
9 Racing Australia, answers to written questions on notice, Senator Faruqi 

(received 18 November 2019). 
10 Racing Victoria, answers to written questions on notice, Senator Faruqi 

(received 18 November 2019). 

Correspondence received during the 46th Parliament 
1 Correspondence received from NSW Department of Primary Industries on  

27 August 2019. 
2 Correspondence received from Hunter Horse Haven on 17 October 2019. 

Tabled Documents received during the 46th Parliament 
1 Mr Mark Waugh and Mrs Juliana Waugh AM - National Equine Forum 

Program 2019, tabled at a public hearing in Sydney on 4 September 2019 
2 Australian Horse Industry Council - Flyer, tabled at a public hearing in 

Canberra on 20 September 2019 
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3 Horse SA - Horse Industry Consultative Council Committee Meeting Minutes 
No. 20 dated 13 May 2019, tabled at a public hearing in Canberra on  
20 September 2019 
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Appendix 2 
Public hearings and witnesses 

Wednesday, 4 September 2019 
Portside Room 
Portside Centre, Symantec House 
Level 5, 207 Kent Street 
Sydney 

New South Wales Department of Planning, Industry and Environment 
 Mr Peter Day, Director - Compliance & Integrity Systems, Biosecurity & 

Food Safety Branch 

NSW Farmers' Association 
 Ms Alexandra Bunton, Acting Policy Director 

Equestrian New South Wales 
 Mr Bruce Farrar, Chief Executive Officer 

Equestrian Australia 
 Mrs Sasha Ulasowski, General Manager - Sports Operations 

Mr Mark Waugh, Private capacity 

Mrs Juliana Waugh AM, Private capacity 

Australian Equine Unification Scheme 
 Ms Debra-Ann Barber, Manager/Founder 

Australian Veterinary Association/Equine Veterinarians Australia 
 Mr Jeffrey Wilkinson, Executive Officer 

Racing Australia 
 Mr Barry O'Farrell, Chief Executive Officer 
 Ms Jacqueline Stewart, Keeper of the Australian Stud Book 

Racing NSW 
 Mr Graeme Hinton, Chief Operating Officer 

Harness Racing Australia 
 Mr Andrew Kelly, Chief Executive 
 Ms Kathleen Mullan, Equine Health and Welfare Coordinator 
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Friday, 20 September 2019 
Committee Room 2S3 
Parliament House 
Canberra 

RSPCA 
 Dr Jed Goodfellow, Senior Policy Officer, RSCPA Australia 
 Ms Rebecca Cook, Head of Prevention, RSPCA Victoria 
 Ms Mhairi Roberts, Animal Welfare Poilcy Manager, RSPCA Victoria 

Coalition for the Protection of Racehorses 
 Mr Elio Celotto, President 

Australian Equine Unification Scheme 
 Ms Debra-Ann Barber, Manager/Founder 

Australian Horse Industry Council & Welsh Pony and Cob Society of Australia 
 Mr Mark Burnell, President & Member 

Horse SA 
 Ms Julie Fiedler, Executive Officer 

Mrs Judi Tainsh, Private capacity 

Australian Continental Equestrian Group 
 Mr Ulrich Klatte, President 
 Mr Trevor Moore, Officer 

Australian Pork Limited 
 Ms Deb Kerr, General Manager, Policy 

Integrity Systems Company 
 Dr Jane Weatherley, Chief Executive Officer 
 Ms Jo Quigley, Chief Operating Officer 

Animal Health Australia 
 Ms Kathleen Plowman, Chief Executive Officer 
 Dr Samantha Allan, Executive Manager Emergency Preparedness and 

Response Services 

Department of Agriculture 
 Dr Robyn Martin, First Assistant Secretary, Biosecurity Animal Division 
 Dr Narelle Clegg, Assistant Secretary, Biosecurity Animal Division 
 Mr Nick Blong, Assistant Secretary, Agricultural Policy Division 
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Monday, 11 November 2019 
Committee Room 2S3 
Parliament House 
Canberra 

Racing Australia & Racing Victoria 
 Mr Gregory Nichols, Chairman 

Racing NSW 
 Mr Graeme Hinton, Chief Operating Officer 

Harness Racing Australia 
 Mr Andrew Kelly, Chief Executive 
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Appendix 3 
Property, horse identification and movement 

requirements in Australian jurisdictions 

Jurisdiction PIC Horse ID Movement Record Central 
Record 

ACT1 Yes Unclear 
Voluntary—held by 
individual for 30 days after 
event 

No 

NSW2 Yes Number of 
horses only 

Voluntary—held by 
individual; encourage 
preservation for 2 years 

No 

NT3 Yes 
Number of 
horses only Not required No 

Qld4 Yes Unclear 
Yes—held individually 
and retained for 2 years No 

SA5 Yes Number of 
horses only Unclear No 

Tas6 Yes Number of 
horses only 

Not required No 

Vic7 Yes Number of 
horses only 

Not required No 

WA8 Yes Yes—individual 
horses 

Voluntary—held by 
individual 

Unclear 

References 
1 Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1.; Australian Capital Territory Environment, Planning and 

Sustainable Development Directorate, Horses, https://www.environment.act.gov.au/parks-
conservation/plants-and-animals/Biosecurity/animal-health/horses (accessed 30 January 2019); 
Australian Capital Territory Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate, 
Equine Event Registration, https://www.environment.act.gov.au/parks-conservation/plants-and-
animals/Biosecurity/animal-health/horses/equine_event_registration (accessed 30 January 2019). 

2  Australian Brumby Board, Submission 7, p. [1]; Mrs Judith Leeson, Submission 8, p. 1; Animal 
Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1; NSW Farmers' Association, Submission 42, p. [8]; New South Wales 
Local Land Services, Property Identification Codes: Our Frontline Strategy Against Animal 
Diseases, https://www.lls.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/597130/13903_Property-ID-
Codes-Horses-Feb2016-update-3-1.pdf (accessed 30 January 2019); New South Wales Local Land 
Services, Property Identification Codes (PICs), https://www.lls.nsw.gov.au/livestock/pics (accessed 
30 January 2019); New South Wales Department of Primary Industries, Property Identification 
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Codes, https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/animals-and-livestock/nlis/pic (accessed 30 January 2019); 
NSWLLS, PIC Information for Horse Owners, https://www.lls.nsw.gov.au/livestock/pics/pic-
information-for-horse-owners (accessed 30 January 2019); New South Wales Department of 
Primary Industries, Transported Stock Statement (TSS): Questions and Answers, 
https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/animals-and-livestock/stock-movements/documentation/tss-
questions-answers (accessed 30 January 2019); NSWDPI, Moving Horses Into and Within NSW, 
https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/animals-and-livestock/horses/management2/moving-horses 
(accessed 30 January 2019) 

3  Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1; Northern Territory Government, Getting a Property 
Identification Code, https://nt.gov.au/industry/agriculture/livestock/get-a-property-identification-
code (accessed 31 January 2019); Northern Territory Government, Moving and Exporting 
Livestock,https://nt.gov.au/industry/agriculture/livestock/moving-and-exporting/livestock/ 
introduction (accessed 31 January 2019); Northern Territory Department of Primary Industry and 
Resources, Livestock Movement and Identification in the Northern Territory, 
https://nt.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/364467/fact-sheet-on-livestock-movement-and-id-in-
the-nt.pdf (accessed 31 January 2019). 

4  Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1; NSW Farmers' Association, Submission 42, pp. [8–9]; 
Townsville City Council, Submission 51, p. 1; Queensland Department of Agriculture and Fisheries, 
Horse Registration and Movement Records, https://www.daf.qld.gov.au/business-
priorities/biosecurity/animal-biosecurity-welfare/animal-health-pests-diseases/horses/horse-
registration-and-movement-records (accessed 30 January 2019); Business Queensland, 
Requirements for Registrable Biosecurity Entities, https://www.business.qld.gov.au/ 
industries/farms-fishing-forestry/agriculture/livestock/rbe (accessed 30 January 2019); Business 
Queensland, Livestock Movement Records, https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/farms-
fishing-forestry/agriculture/livestock/livestock-movement/legal-requirements/movement-records 
(accessed 30 January 2019). 

5  Mrs Judith Leeson, Submission 8, p. 1; Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1; Primary Industries 
and Regions South Australia, Property Identification Codes—PIC, http://pir.sa.gov.au/ 
biosecurity/animal_health/property_identification_code_pic (accessed 30 January 2019); Primary 
Industries and Regions South Australia, Horse Movement, http://pir.sa.gov.au/biosecurity/ 
animal_health/horses/horse_movement (accessed 30 January 2019); Primary Industries and 
Regions South Australia, Horses,  http://pir.sa.gov.au/biosecurity/animal_health/horses (accessed 
30 January 2019). 

6  Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1; Tasmania Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water 
and Environment, Registration for Property Identification Code (PIC), https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/ 
agriculture/animal-industries/identifying-selling-moving-livestock/about-livestock-identification/ 
property-identification-code-(pic)-registration (accessed 30 January 2019); Tasmania Department 
of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, Animal With Unrestricted Entry 
Requirements, https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/biosecurity-tasmania/biosecurity/importing-animals/ 
unrestricted-entry (accessed 30 January 2019); Tasmania Department of Primary Industries, Parks, 
Water and Environment, Horse Welfare and Diseases, https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/biosecurity-
tasmania/animal-biosecurity/animal-health/horses (accessed 31 January 2019); 

7  Mrs Judith Leeson, Submission 8, p. 1; Animal Liberation, Submission 18, p. 1; Agriculture Victoria, 
Property Identification Codes, http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/farm-management/ 
property-identification-codes (accessed 30 January 2019); Agriculture Victoria, Microchipping 
Information for Horse Owners, http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/pets/registration-legislation-and-
permits/microchipping-of-dogs-cats-and-horses/microchipping-information-for-horse-owners 
(accessed 31 January 2019); Agriculture Victoria, Horse Property Identification Codes—FAQs, 
http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/livestock/horses/legislation-regulations-and-standards/ 
property-identification-codes-pics-horses/horse-pic-faqs (accessed 30 January 2019); Agriculture 
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Victoria, Interstate Livestock Movements, http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/livestock/ 
interstate-livestock-movements (accessed 30 January 2019); 

8  Western Australia Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, Horse 
Identification in Western Australia, https://www.agric.wa.gov.au/livestock-movement-
identification/horse-identification-western-australia (accessed 30 January 2019); Western Australia 
Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, Application for Registration as an 
Owner of Stock, https://www.agric.wa.gov.au/sites/gateway/files/Application%20for%20 
registration%20as%20an%20owner%20of%20stock_compatible-version.pdf (accessed 30 January 
2019); Western Australia Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, Approved 
Identifiers for Livestock, https://www.agric.wa.gov.au/livestock-biosecurity/approved-identifiers-
livestock (accessed 30 January 2019). 
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