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Honourable Nathan Guy 
Minister for Primary Industries 
 

 

 

30 September 2015 

 

Dear Minister 

Review of the bovine tuberculosis National Pest Management Plan  

The TB Plan Review Plan Governance Group (PGG) is pleased to provide you with our Proposal to amend the 
bovine tuberculosis National Pest Management Plan (the TB Plan) to eradicate bovine tuberculosis (TB) from 
New Zealand by 2055, with milestones of TB freedom from livestock by 2026 and from possums by 2040.  

As you are aware, the PGG was established in January 2015 by the main funding parties of the TB Plan (Beef + 
Lamb New Zealand, DairyNZ, Deer Industry NZ and the Ministry for Primary Industries) to review the current 
TB Plan. 

We have used an evidenced-based approach to review the options for managing TB, and our 
recommendations for an amended TB Plan are underpinned by robust science and independent reviews. Our 
review included an extensive consultation process, involving 36 roadshows, phone surveys, online and paper 
submissions, which indicated strong support from stakeholders for our Proposal. 

Our letter sets out a high level summary of the key changes, potential contentious issues, and operational 
implications of our Proposal.  More detail, including the underlying analysis, consultation results and 
recommendations, are set out in the accompanying briefing note and formal Proposal document. 

KEY CHANGES 

We propose a number of changes to the current TB Plan.  These changes are directed at providing an explicit 
focus on eradication of TB from New Zealand, to be achieved earlier and at a lower cost than currently 
planned.  

This change in focus is possible as a result of a fundamental shift in approach – from rolling back and 
containing the disease to active eradication in livestock and wildlife. It will require TBfree NZ (OSPRI) to make 
significant changes to its operational strategies, including implementing a more targeted risk-based approach 
to livestock testing and increased emphasis on eradicating the disease from wildlife reservoirs.   

Costs and benefits 

The estimated cost of the amended TB Plan is $1.187 billion over 40 years ($0.618 billion present value). The 
TB Plan would receive annual funding of $65 million for the first two years, followed by an average of $60 
million per annum for the next 13 years.  The annual funding requirements are expected to quickly fall away 
from 2031.  The significant drop in funding from the current $80 million per annum is due to a number of 
factors including capitalising on the science, technological development, data and operational experience 
gained to date and changes to vector control and reduced testing costs within the first three years of the 
amended TB Plan.  

The TB Plan is estimated to provide $6.69 billion of benefit over its lifetime with a benefit cost ratio of 11:1. 
Benefits include protection from lost livestock production and value, reduced on-farm operational costs, 
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maintaining the quality image of New Zealand’s beef, dairy and deer products, management of biosecurity 
risks, and enhanced environmental and ecosystem health, including biodiversity conservation benefits. 

Funding the TB Plan 

We propose that the Crown contributes 40 percent of the TB Plan costs, with the remaining 60 percent to be 
met by industry.  Regional councils will no longer directly contribute to the funding of the TB Plan, although it 
is anticipated that TBfree NZ (OSPRI) will continue to engage with regional councils to leverage funding for TB 
eradication objectives where possible. 

New industry funding shares will reflect industry size, the benefits generated by the TB Plan, and affordability. 
In particular, we propose: 

• to increase the dairy industry share of funding and reduce the beef and deer shares.  This will involve 
an amendment to the cattle slaughter TB levy order to allow different levies to be set for beef and 
dairy animals, 

• to include live cattle and deer exporters as a new funding party.  This will involve the introduction of 
new live cattle and deer export TB levy, and 

• to include a funding share ‘index’ to make future adjustments to relative industry funding shares.  
Adjustments will reflect medium term changes in the fiscal and economic environment for each 
sector, and so avoid future contention around funding shares.  

The proposed funding shares and arrangements in our Proposal are supported by industry bodies. 
Consultation also indicated a good level of support amongst farmers for the proposed industry shares as 
presented in the consultation document. 

Transition 

We note the risk that the steep drop in funding in the first year may compromise TBfree NZ (OSPRI)’s capability 
to deliver the amended TB Plan in the short term.  This in turn may put the eradication objective and 
milestones at risk.  To mitigate this potential risk, we propose that the first two years of the amended TB Plan 
should be funded at $65 million per annum, with a commitment by funding parties and OSPRI to undertake a 
health check to review progress and risks at the end of the two years. 

Encouraging compliant behaviour 

We believe the introduction of the more targeted risk-based testing approach, in combination with changes to 
the compensation policy to allow variable amounts of compensation (0-100% fair market value) to reflect 
farmer compliance, will incentivise better animal and herd management practises to reduce the risk of TB 
infection. This will also have spill-over benefits for encouraging improved NAIT reporting of farm to farm 
movements. 

CONTENTIOUS ISSUES 

Differential cattle slaughter levies 

To set the rates of the differential cattle slaughter levies, the ratio of slaughtered beef and dairy cattle can be 
identified from existing industry data sources.  We propose that for the purposes of setting the levies meat 
processors will differentiate between beef and dairy animals on the basis of an agreed definition of dairy 
animal. This is contentious with meat processors. We propose that MPI, in close consultation with TBfree NZ 
(OSPRI) and funding parties, provide further advice on the short and long term solution for differentiating beef 
and dairy cattle by December 2015. The Meat Industry Association (MIA) will continue to be involved in the 
development of this approach, and more consultation with meat processors will be required.  
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In the longer term, we believe that better options to differentiate dairy and beef cattle at slaughter for the 
purposes of setting the levies are available, but further work is still required to identify and test the potential 
options. 

1080 

Our Proposal is based on the continued availability of 1080 or practical alternatives to TBfree NZ (OSPRI) for 
vector control.  

The use of aerial 1080 was opposed by around 10% of submitters, one third of whom also challenged the view 
that possums spread TB.  The other commonly cited concerns were that the use of 1080 will become a trade 
issue for New Zealand exports, that 1080 has adverse biodiversity impacts and that there are better methods 
available such as trapping. On the other hand, a number of submitters and workshop participants agreed with 
the importance of its use. The ability to use 1080 or conditions related to its use are not matters for this TB 
Plan review to contemplate.  

TBfree NZ (OSPRI) will also continue to assess the most appropriate available alternatives for effective vector 
control operations.  It will take into account factors such as area of operation, efficacy, and technological 
developments. 

Deer testing and compensation 

Currently, the bulk of TB testing costs for deer are paid directly by deer farmers.  As earlier requested by the 
deer industry, there is no formal provision under the TB Plan for payment of compensation to them in respect 
of reactors.  We propose that deer testing costs and compensation for deer reactors should be included within 
the TB Plan.  The cost of including these changes was incorporated into the overall TB Plan costs consulted on 
but was not specifically identified as changes in the consultation document.   

As there are very few infected deer herds (with these and most other recently infected herds having been 
being initially identified through slaughterhouse surveillance), testing of deer is likely to fall to very low levels 
early in the amended TB Plan’s implementation. Therefore we consider it is more cost effective - and equitable 
in the case of compensation arrangements - to bring deer TB testing fully within the TB Plan’s remit.  

Some deer farmers could be concerned about the operational implications of the change, for instance in terms 
of their freedom to select the tester and appointment time.  The TB-test accredited veterinarians privately 
engaged by the deer farmers may also have concerns about their future role.  

We consider that there is sufficient time for TBfree NZ (OSPRI) to engage constructively with deer farmers and 
testing veterinarians on the operational aspects of the change before it would take effect from 1 July 2016. 

OPERATIONAL ISSUES 

TBfree NZ (OSPRI) will need to make a number of significant operational changes to implement the amended 
TB Plan.  They have begun planning for and, where appropriate, started to implement changes to the existing 
programme.  The substantive operational changes should be set out in the statutory National Operational Plan 
that TBfree NZ (OSPRI) will provide to you by 1 October 2016. 

NAIT will be a critical element for driving the changed approach.  In particular it will enable better targeted 
disease management activities.  A significant number of farmers were concerned that NAIT is not ready, 
particularly due to the low number of recorded farm-to-farm movements.  However we consider that this 
concern can be mitigated by initiatives already underway by OSPRI to improve farmer use of the NAIT system, 
along with a transition period of 2 to 3 years to bring in the new disease management approach. 
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Oversight 

Funding parties also intend to formalise a process with OSPRI through a Heads of Agreement arrangement 
whereby ongoing collective review of progress against the TB Plan can be formalised, with an opportunity for 
all parties to raise any issues or concerns related to progress or any aspect of the TB Plan. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

The PGG consider this Proposal is consistent with the Biosecurity Act 1993 and the draft National Policy 
Direction on Pest Management.  

We look forward to meeting with you to present our Proposal, and the organisations represented on the PGG 
are committed to supporting you and your Ministry in the next steps to making our Proposal a reality. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Chris Kelly 
Chairman, TB Plan Review Plan Governance Group 
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Report on the PGG 2015 review of the bovine tuberculosis National 
Pest Management Plan 

PURPOSE 

This document seeks your approval for proposed amendments to, and funding arrangements for, the bovine 
tuberculosis National Pest Management Plan (TB Plan). 

BACKGROUND  

Bovine tuberculosis (TB) is a disease of farmed cattle and deer in New Zealand which, if left to spread, would 
lead to serious production losses and animal health issues. This disease can also affect humans. Managing TB 
supports New Zealand’s pastoral industries to increase productivity and access foreign markets – key elements 
of Government and industry strategies. A healthy farming sector is a vital component of New Zealand’s 
economic wellbeing.  

When the current TB Plan was developed in 2009, it was intended that it would provide a large-scale proof of 
concept that TB can be eradicated from both farmed cattle and deer and from the wildlife species (principally 
possums) that act as a reservoir and vector of the disease.  It was intended that demonstration of this, in 
conjunction with new scientific research, would inform subsequent TB Plan reviews.  Progress has been ahead 
of schedule, with 1.1 million of the 2.5 million hectares targeted for TB freedom by 2025 already free of TB; 
while the number of infected herds has fallen from 68 in 2011 to 36 in September 2015. 

Plan Governance Group review 

A ‘Plan Governance Group’ (PGG) was established in January 2015 by the existing TB Plan funding parties.  The 
PGG was tasked with completing a review of the current TB Plan and developing a proposal for an amended TB 
Plan under the Biosecurity Act 1993. 

The PGG has an independent Chair (Chris Kelly) and independent Member (Russ Ballard). Other members 
include the Chief Executives of DairyNZ (Tim Mackle), Beef+Lamb New Zealand (Scott Champion), and Deer 
Industry NZ (Dan Coup); the Chair of the OSPRI Stakeholders’ Council (Anders Crofoot); a Ministry for Primary 
Industries representative (Julie Collins); and three representatives from the management agency, TBfree NZ 
(OSPRI), (Michelle Edge, Stu Hutchings and Peter Alsop).  

We consider that the eradication of TB from New Zealand is now both feasible and economically justifiable.  In 
forming our view, we undertook and commissioned extensive research and analysis into the practicality of 
eradicating TB from both livestock and vectors (see supporting papers).  We considered this analysis in 
combination with the considerable progress of the current TB Plan, and expected further technical and 
management developments. 

We have consulted with farmers and other stakeholders on our Proposal for an amended TB Plan.  
Stakeholders substantively supported our Proposal, so only minor changes have been made to reflect 
stakeholder concerns about funding of the TB Plan.  Stakeholders also raised a number of operational issues 
that did not relate directly to the proposed amendments. These have been passed to TBfree NZ (OSPRI) to take 
into account in its operational planning and implementation processes. 

Supporting information 

This briefing should be read in conjunction with the accompanying documents: 

• Formal Proposal to amend the TB Plan; 

• Options analysis and Benefit cost analysis; 
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• TB Plan Review consultation document; 

• Submissions analysis; and 

• TB Plan Review – Question and Answers. 

Appendix 1 sets out a fuller list of supporting documents and information used to develop the Proposal.  

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL  

We propose that the current objectives be replaced with two new objectives. The proposed first objective 
clearly targets the eradication of bovine tuberculosis from New Zealand by 2055.  It should include key 
milestones of TB freedom in livestock by 2026 and TB freedom in possums by 2040.  The second objective of 
containing the disease in livestock should be amended from the maximum of 0.4% national herd prevalence to 
0.2% – the World Animal Health Organisation threshold for declaring a country TB free – until such time the 
disease is completely eradicated. 

We also propose that deer testing costs and compensation for deer reactors should be included within the TB 
Plan, new funding arrangements and changes to the compensation entitlements. 

Statutory changes 

Implementing our Proposal will involve amending the Biosecurity (National Bovine Tuberculosis Pest 
Management Plan) Order 1998 (TB Plan Order) and the Biosecurity (Bovine Tuberculosis - Cattle Levy) Order 
1998 to: 

• set new objectives to target eradication in livestock and wildlife (clause 5); 

• extend the term of the TB Plan to 30 June 2055 (with key milestones achieved over time through a staged 
approach) (clause 7) 

• alter the compensation entitlements (clause 18);  

• update the sources and application of funding for implementation of the TB Plan (clauses 19 & 20);  

• amend the cattle slaughter levy; and  

• introduce a new live animal export levy. 

The accompanying Proposal sets out the proposed amendments to the TB Plan required to implement these 
changes. We propose the amendments come into force on 1 July 2016. 

TBfree NZ (OSPRI) and MPI, in consultation with other parties, will undertake further work over the next 18 
months to develop administrative penalties (‘infringement penalties’).  It is intended that these penalties will 
be used for some minor breaches of the rules relating to requirements for livestock testing, livestock 
movement controls , information provision, and declarations (clauses 10, 11, 12 & 16).  The penalties will be 
developed as part of the wider planned review of the Biosecurity Act infringements framework.  

Operational policy changes 

A more targeted risk-based approach to disease management (including testing) and vector control is now 
required.  This change will be fundamental to achieving the objectives of the proposed amended TB Plan.  
TBfree NZ (OSPRI) is developing a National Operational Plan that includes the policies and measures, along 
with any transitional arrangements, required to implement the proposed amended TB Plan.  TBfree NZ (OSPRI) 
must submit its National Operational Plan to you within three months of the amended TB Plan coming into 
force (i.e. by 1 October 2016).   

BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSAL 

The main benefits of our proposed amended TB Plan, when compared to a baseline of no control where the 
number of infected herds would quickly rise, are: 
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• protection of the industries from lost livestock production and value;  

• lower on-farm operational costs than would be incurred dealing with infected herds; 

• maintaining the quality image of New Zealand’s beef, dairy and deer products, and so protecting New 
Zealand’s overseas trade; 

• enhanced environmental and ecosystem health, including significant biodiversity conservation benefits;  

• protection of human health; and 

• improved social, financial and economic options for rural landowners. 

A number of broader benefits of the TB Plan have also been identified (e.g. reduced pasture loss; improved 
genetics, reduced litigation). These are described in more detail in the accompanying ‘National Bovine TB Plan 
Review Consultation’ document and the ‘Beneficiaries, Benefits and Exacerbators of the TB Plan’ document. 

COSTS OF THE PROPOSAL 

The estimated cost of the amended TB Plan is $1.187 billion over 40 years. This includes initial funding of $65 
million for the first two years followed by an estimated average annual funding requirement of $60 million per 
annum for the following 13 years (a significant decrease in TB Plan cost from the current $80 million per year). 
The annual funding requirements are expected to quickly fall away from 2031 (see Figure 1). Costs and the 
implications for funding will be monitored by funders annually and reviewed at least every 10 years as part of 
the statutory review process. 

The cost estimates were based on projections of current costs and include the impact of expected reductions 
to TB prevalence and Vector Risk Area (VRA) size, as well as efficiency savings.  

The reduction in annual costs is possible due to significant operational cost savings from changes in approach 
and financial management. For example, the current TB plan funding rules and arrangements have rigidities 
around where money can be spent and on what. Better outcomes will be possible from greater flexibility 
under the proposed amended TB Plan to move expenditure to the activities and areas that will deliver the best 
value for the TB Plan.  

Variation with consultation document 

The increased funding over the first two years of implementing the amended TB Plan is $10 million more than 
the costs of the preferred option consulted on, although within the range of the other options presented. We 
made this change to our Proposal on the basis of further analysis by OSPRI on the impact of the drop in 
funding from current levels on their ability to achieve the TB Plan’s objectives and after considering farmer 
concerns about the impact of the sudden drop in TB Plan funding.  Farmers were concerned that this drop in 
funding would affect TBfree NZ (OSPRI)’s ability to deliver the TB Plan, and put short term external capability at 
risk (e.g. through impacts on possum control contractors).   

Direct costs 

The direct costs of the TB Plan consist of: 

Vector Control – these costs are incurred as part of the possum control programme, and include wild animal 
surveillance, diagnostics, landowner and community liaison, and TBfree NZ’s (OSPRI) costs of managing the 
programme. Under the proposed amended TB plan funding for vector control, activity is expected to fall to $40 
million on average per year for the next 15 years.  

Disease control – these costs include testing of cattle, (and under the Proposal, deer) managing livestock   
movement controls, database and other administration costs, compensation for livestock slaughter. Under the 
proposed amended TB Plan, the disease control costs are expected to reduce from around $16 million in 2016 
to potentially less than $10 million by 2021.  This reduction will occur as the new risk-based testing policy 
comes in, and will continue to steadily decline thereafter as infection prevalence falls.  
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Contact centre – this important resource is needed to support farmer and community enquiries about TB 
testing and vector control activities.  Costs are expected to decline from the current $1 million per year to $0.3 
million after five years, and continue to decline thereafter as infection prevalence falls. 

Research –research and development is required to find practical solutions to controlling and eradicating TB, 
and to improve the TB Plan’s cost-effectiveness and timely delivery.  We consider that investment in research 
should continue at similar levels as currently (between $2 and 2.5 million per year) for at least the next 15 
years.  This investment will support the drive for eradication of TB from livestock and cattle. 

Corporate overhead – these costs include communication, costs associated with levy collection, 
administration, TBfree committees, OSPRI corporate costs, and TB Plan review. Initially estimated at 
approximately $5.6 million per year, we expect these costs to gradually decline in proportion to the TB Plan’s 
overall size, particularly as disease management costs reduce.  

Indirect costs  

The indirect costs of the amended TB Plan are those incurred by farmers, due to activities such as on-farm 
mustering.  Indirect costs amount to approximately $3 million across all sectors in the first year of the 
amended TB Plan, but subsequently drop year by year. The costs then continue to gradually decline until most 
testing ends around 2031 (five years after the last livestock infection).   

Figure 1: Projected decline in Vector Risk Area compared to average annual expenditure under the Proposal 

 

 

 

Transitioning in the amended TB Plan 

In the early stages of implementing the amended TB Plan, it will be necessary to incur proportionately higher 
disease management and overhead costs than currently.  This is part of a transition path from the ‘old’ to the 
‘new’. Some changes may take time to implement, particularly some aspects of risk-based testing, which 
hinges on the recording of animal movements in NAIT.   
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TBfree NZ (OSPRI) has begun to develop a staged implementation plan that considers how to integrate the 
risk-based approach to operations.   

We consider the additional funding of $5 million per year for the first two years will soften the impact of 
reduced funding and allow vector control activities (and capability) to be better maintained during the 
transition period. However it is important to note the OSPRI analysis has indicated that, even with this 
additional transitional funding, some of the vector control activity proposed in the consultation document for 
the initial 2-3 years of the amended TB Plan may need to be deferred.  It suggested that there will be 
consequent flow-on impacts on the TB Plan’s implementation in out years, including some risk that the interim 
milestones may not be achieved on time.   

We consider that the risks highlighted by OSPRI’s analysis can be managed. In particular we believe that TBfree 
NZ (OSPRI) has a number of tools that will allow an adaptive approach to vector control and disease 
management to achieve the TB Plan’s proposed milestones and objectives. Funding parties have also 
committed to undertake a health check with OSPRI to review progress and risks at the end of the first two 
years of the TB Plan’s implementation. 

BENEFIT COST ANALYSIS 

It is estimated that, against a baseline of no control of TB, the proposed changes to the TB Plan will result in 
benefits of over $6.69 billion (present value) at a total cost of $1.187 billion ($0.618 billion present value) over 
its 40 year life time; a benefit cost ratio of 11:1. The majority of the costs (over 75%) will be incurred in the first 
15 years of the TB Plan’s life.  Costs will decrease quite rapidly over the following 25 years.   

This estimate is $94 million (8.5%) more than that consulted on and is largely the result of taking into account 
TBfree (OSPRI)’s assessment of the impact of deferring some of vector control activity.  $84 million of this 
estimate will not arise until after 2030 and will be spread over the following 20 years.  

This increase in overall cost is the result of the analysis by TBfree NZ (OSPRI).  

Alternative TB Plan options 

We were open minded to all possible approaches for  managing TB and specifically considered two alternative 
options (Faster eradication and Containment) which were all assessed against a baseline (the 
‘counterfactual’).  The detailed options analysis and benefit cost analysis are appended, and the alternatives 
are summarised as: 

Faster eradication with a corresponding higher level of initial annual plan cost ($70 million per annum for the 
first 10 years).  

This option would use the same approach and tools as the preferred option, but with additional funding 
dedicated to vector control. TB freedom in livestock would be expected to be achieved in a similar timeframe 
to the proposed option but TB freedom in possums could be declared by as early as 2035 (i.e. 5 years earlier 
than the proposed option) and biological eradication by 2050.  

The total cost of implementing the TB Plan for this option was estimated as $1.1 billion over 35 years ($0.509 
billion PV).  

Containment of the disease at current 0.2% herd infection rate with continued vector control to bank and 
protect the gains made to date and thereafter to contain the extent of VRAs. This would involve TB in wildlife 
being contained, but persisting indefinitely, within five large areas (Central North Island, Southern North 
Island, West Coast/Tasman, North Canterbury and Central/Coastal Otago).   

The cost of the containment option was estimated at $1.509 billion ($0.509 billion PV) over the first 40 years 
(i.e. the same length of our Proposal) with an ongoing annual cost of $31 million for the foreseeable future. 
The ongoing costs remain high as considerable investment will continue to be required for vector control in 
the buffer and near forest areas after all VRA eradication activity is completed.  
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Preferred option 

We considered that although the total cost of the Proposal over its full duration is $87 million (~8%) more than 
the option for faster eradication, this additional cost to farmers is outweighed by the benefits of:  

• TB freedom in livestock being achieved in the same timeframe and at lower upfront cost 

• lower annual cost to farmers,  

• providing a better balance between the management of TB against other key industry priorities and  

• likely material efficiency improvements over the lifetime of the TB Plan allowing later annual costs to be 
less than currently estimated. 

An overview of key elements of the three options is provided in Appendix 2. A full analysis is set out in the 
accompanying Options Analysis document.  

FUNDING THE TB PLAN  

Crown support 

We propose that the Crown fund 40% of the amended TB Plan costs ($26 million for the first two years and 
then $24 million for the next eight years, at which point a statutory review of the TB Plan and funding is 
required).  

Landowner contributions 

We also propose that landowner shares currently collected by regional councils on behalf of TBfree NZ (OSPRI) 
are incorporated into the industry and Crown funding shares. This would have the effect of   removing the 
need to invoice farmers twice, and also avoids pursuing small funding amounts from many other rural 
landowners through levies or rates. 

This will require the revocation of the Biosecurity (Bovine Tuberculosis–Otago Land Levy) Order 1998. It should 
be noted that the local TBfree committee representatives and the Otago Regional Council both proposed that 
the levy should remain in place but set to zero. They argued that there was a significant effort to establish the 
levy in the face of considerable resistance, and that the levy could be used in the future if there is a return to 
direct landowner funding of the TB Plan.  

We consider that retaining the levy would not be appropriate for the purposes of funding the TB Plan.  We 
believe that the proposed funding arrangements are appropriate and provide the best ongoing security for the 
TB Plan.  We do not anticipate a return to regional funding contributions. We also note that maintaining 
unnecessary or redundant regulations is inconsistent with government policy.  

Industry shares 

We propose that the industries that benefit from the TB Plan should pay the balance of the funding (60%). We 
propose new funding shares for each industry sector that reflect industry size, the benefits generated by the 
TB Plan, and affordability. We have included live animal exporters as a new funding party. These proposals 
were broadly supported in the consultation process (see discussion below and attached submission analysis) 
and, subject to the changes discussed below, have been agreed to by representatives of industry funders. 

Live animal exports 

Live animal exporters benefit from the TB Plan.  They are able to export animals from a country with a very low 
incidence of TB infection (and also exporters face a low likelihood of purchasing infected source stock). We 
estimated this benefit to be 0.8% of the total TB Plan value, equating to a share of the annual costs of 
$500,000 per annum.  When divided by the average annual number of live cattle and deer exported over the 
last five years (just under 44,000 animals per year), a cost of $11.36/head is calculated; similar to the proposed 
dairy animal slaughter levy.  



11 
 

We therefore consulted on a proposed levy on live cattle or deer for export that was linked to the proposed 
dairy cattle slaughter levy ($11.50/head), and increasing or decreasing with the dairy levy.  

The consultation indicated that stakeholders strongly supported the inclusion of live exporters as a funder of 
the TB Plan.  

We also consulted directly with the Livestock and Germ Plasm Trade Association (LAGTA), an association of live 
animal exporters.  LAGTA opposed the levy, arguing that the exported cattle are comparable to beef cattle (as 
they have not produced milk yet), therefore they should only be levied around $6/head, and that they already 
pay this amount for pre-export TB testing.  We note that the testing is an external market requirement, and 
the key driver for including live animal export sector in the TB Plan is the benefit and value they get from the 
TB Plan – i.e. access to markets – not the animal type or testing regime. 

We therefore propose that the levy still be set at $11.50/exported animal with a ceiling $15/exported animal 
but, in recognition of the volatility of the market, this should not be tied to the dairy levy in subsequent years, 
but be reviewed periodically to reflect changing circumstances. This will mean that total annual contribution 
by the live animal export sector will vary annually according to the number of animals exported each year.  

Differences from consultation document 

The consultation document proposed a gradual adjustment in the relative beef and dairy sector contributions 
to the TB Plan over the first five years of the amended TB Plan’s implementation: 

• The beef industry contribution would have begun at $10 million (16.67% of total TB Plan funding 
share) in 2016/17, declining at a rate of $550,000/year to $7.8 million (13%) in 2020/21 

• The dairy industry contribution would have begun at $24.5 million (40.83%) in 2016/17, 
correspondingly increasing by $550,000/year to $26.70 million (44.5%) in 2020/21 

• The deer industry contribution would have been $1 million/year (1.67%). 

The relative funding shares of beef, dairy and deer sectors would have been reviewed and adjusted by a 
funding index (discussed in more detail below).   

On the basis of feedback received through the consultation process, and after further discussion with industry 
organisations, we now propose that the beef, dairy and deer funding shares are set from 1 July 2016 at 14.46% 
for the beef industry, 43.04% for the dairy industry and 1.67% for the deer industry. This arrangement means 
that the sliding scale in the consultation document that allowed the relative beef and dairy funding shares to 
change over the first five years is no longer required.  We propose that the shares be included in the amended 
TB Plan Order.  

Table 1: difference in beef and dairy industry overall contributions in the first ten years of amended TB Plan  

 Proposed Share  Total contribution for first 10 years 

 
Consultation document 

(average) 
Revised shares 

 
Consultation document 

 
Revised contributions  

 

Beef 13.92% 14.46% 
$83,496,000 

(PV1 $56,026,495) 

$86,750,000 

(PV $58,209,956) 

Dairy 43.58% 43.04% 
$261,504,000 

(PV $175,471,312) 

$258,250,000  

(PV $173,287,852) 

Ratio 3.13 : 1 2.98 : 1   

 

  

                                                                 
1 Present value over 10 years at 8% discount rate 
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Collection arrangements – differential cattle slaughter levy 

The levy collection arrangements would remain largely the same, with some changes to the levy amounts to 
reflect the change in funding shares.  In particular, we propose the introduction of a differential cattle 
slaughter levy so that DairyNZ can maintain its direct contribution from its commodities levy at the current 
level.  This will allow a lower beef cattle slaughter levy to be set to reflect the reduction in beef sector funding 
while allowing a higher dairy cattle slaughter levy to be set to fund the balance of funding required from the 
dairy sector over and above the DairyNZ contribution.  

In the short term, we consider the best option is to differentiate dairy/beef cattle at slaughter via a broad 
visual classification at the meat processing premises by the meat processor, using an agreed definition of a 
dairy animal.  This approach is unpopular with meat processors, who are likely to incur additional costs. In the 
longer term, we believe that better options to differentiate dairy and beef cattle at slaughter are available, but 
further work is still required to identify and test the potential options.  

MPI, in close consultation with TBfree NZ (OSPRI) and funding parties, will provide further advice on the short 
and long term solution for differentiating beef and dairy cattle by December 2015.  The Meat Industry 
Association (MIA) is involved in the development of the approach, and more consultation is required with 
meat processors.   

Despite the challenges with a differential cattle slaughter levy, we consider alternatives (e.g. increase direct 
contribution from DairyNZ and/or establishing a new Biosecurity levy on milk solids) more challenging at this 
time. Funding parties will continue to work with OSPRI, MIA and meat processors to ensure the system is as 
simple as possible to implement while the longer term options are developed. 

Table 2: Proposed TB Plan funding shares 

Funding party 
Current Funding Proposed funding2 

Direct share Adjusted 
share3 16/17 17/18 18/19 & 

onwards 
Beef 23.10% 24.54% 14.46% 

($ million) $18.59 $19.75 $9.40 $9.40 $8.67 

Cattle slaughter levy4 $11.50/head rates $5.95 /head $5.95/head $5.50/head 

Dairy 29.91% 33.14% 43.04% 

($ million)5 $24.07 $26.67 $27.98 $27.98 $25.83 

Cattle slaughter levy6 $11.50/head rates $13.90/head $13.90/head $11.75/head 

Deer7 1.68% 2.02% 1.67% 

($ million) $1.35 $1.62 $1.08 $1.08 $1.00 

Live animal exports (levy/animal 
exported) N/A N/A $11.50 $11.50 $11.50 

Crown 37.78% 37.78% 40% 40% 40% 

($ million) $30.40 $30.40 26.00 26.00 24.00 

Regional Councils 7.52% 2.51% N/A N/A N/A 

($ million) $6.05 $2.028    

Average annual funding $80 million p.a. $65 million $65 million $60 million 

                                                                 

2 Note that industry shares from 2017-18 onwards will be subject to adjustments reflecting changes in industry size and value  
3 Current adjusted share incorporates the contribution to TB Plan funding that the Beef, Dairy and Deer industries make indirectly through 
Regional Council rates (or the Otago Land levy where relevant).   
4 Indicative only, beef cattle slaughter levy estimated on 2014/15 slaughter figures from Beef+Lamb New Zealand Economics Service 
5 $14.5 million direct contribution by Dairy NZ from their commodity levy 
6 Indicative only, dairy cattle slaughter levy estimated on 2014/15 slaughter figures from Beef+Lamb New Zealand Economics Service. 
Calculations do not take into account potential balancing with industry reserves held in memoranda account or changes to direct 
contributions. 
7 Direct contribution based on Deer Industry levy, currently set at $0.05/kg venison & $0.50/kg velvet 
8 This is the residual amount incurred by rural landowners other than cattle and deer (e.g. sheep, forestry horticulture). Actual collected 
by Regional councils is $6.05 million (7.52% share). 
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Levy adjustments 

TBfree NZ (OSPRI) will review the TB levy rates annually, as currently, to minimise over and under collection of 
funds (e.g. to respond to changing numbers going to slaughter and live animal exports).  

Future review of industry funding shares  

Establishing and reviewing industry funding shares has been a consistent, and often contentious, challenge for 
funding parties since the first TB Plan in 1998.  

We propose a new approach for adjusting shares for the beef, dairy and deer industries in the future that is 
acceptable to the funding party representatives.  The industry parties should monitor and review the industry 
funding shares, adjusting relative shares to reflect medium term changes in each sector’s fiscal and economic 
environment.  An industry share ‘index’, based on the size and value of each sector (using measures of farm 
gate value and livestock numbers), would be used to calculate shifts against an initial baseline.  

The index would apply from the second year of the TB Plan. It would use an average of the previous five years’ 
data to moderate the impacts of short term swings in circumstance, while allowing medium to longer term 
changes to be picked up. It will use data from the five years leading up to and including 2013/14 to establish 
the initial baseline. Adjustments to relative shares would be calculated and applied annually against the 
previous year’s settings.  These adjustments would be given effect through amended levies and/or direct 
contributions after appropriate consultation with affected farmers and industry bodies. Further detail on the 
index is provided in Appendix 3. The index will only apply to the baseline industry funding, i.e. it does not apply 
to the industry share of the additional $5 million transitional funding in 2017/18. 

We propose that the index is included in the TB Plan Order. 

Cost buckets 

The use of ‘cost buckets’ under the current plan – tying funds to specific programme activities or regions – has 
created inefficiencies, by preventing funds from being applied to activities or areas that are most beneficial for 
the programme overall. Consistent with support from funders for a benefits-based approach (i.e. a strong 
focus on the benefits of the plan), we propose to remove these restrictions to allow OSPRI to generate the 
best possible outcomes from available funding. The new approach would give OSPRI more flexibility in how 
funding is spent and, as such, OSPRI will work further with funders to review OSPRI’s accountability and 
reporting arrangements to ensure appropriate arrangements for the new approach are in place (such as input 
into relevant OSPRI processes and workstreams, and transparency of information).  

IMPLEMENTING THE AMENDED TB PLAN – OPERATIONAL POLICY IMPLICATIONS FOR OSPRI 

It is expected that TBfree NZ (OSPRI) will develop a range of new policies and tools to implement the proposed 
changes in approach to disease management and vector control.   

At a high level, it is expected that the acceleration in eradicating TB will be achieved by reprioritising vector 
control activity to target first: 

• all the Vector Control Zones with current or recent infection (since 2012) in livestock or ferrets, and  

• all of the unmanaged or still infected areas where eradication will take the longest.  

This will be supported by updated disease management and vector control operational policies to be 
developed by: 

• Introducing a more targeted risk-based  approach to livestock testing across the programme over the 
next 2-3 years; 

• Restricting the movement of animals from infected herds to slaughter only; 

• Using an adaptive approach to the use of high intensity vector survey and control methods to ensure 
more appropriately targeted and cost effective interventions; and 



14 
 

• using, where appropriate, a lower probability of freedom (Proof of Freedom) threshold than at 
present (the point at which a VRA status is revoked). 

A description of our proposed key changes to operational policy is provided in Appendix 4, with more detail 
provided in the accompanying consultation document and supporting documents. 

MONITORING, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Regular review of progress – both annual and relating to longer term milestone achievement – will be 
undertaken and reported on by TBfree NZ (OSPRI) as part of its statutory reporting obligations under the 
Biosecurity Act, and wider reporting responsibilities to funding parties and/or shareholders. These will include 
both financial and non-financial performance reporting and will ensure that any issues arising with the TB Plan 
implementation are identified and addressed early.  

Funding parties also intend to formalise a process with OSPRI through a Heads of Agreement arrangement 
whereby ongoing collective review of progress against the TB Plan can be formalised, with an opportunity for 
all parties to raise any issues or concerns related to progress or any aspect of the TB Plan. This is expected to 
include the commitment by funding parties and OSPRI to undertake a health check to review progress and 
risks at the end of the first two years of the TB Plan’s implementation, and a more substantive review of the TB 
Plan after five years. 

CONSULTATION 

Stakeholder engagement has occurred throughout the review and a thorough consultation process was run.  
This included written submissions (including an online survey), a telephone survey, and a nationwide roadshow 
of information workshops.  Stakeholder engagement during the consultation phase was good - 214 
submissions were received, 167 telephone surveys completed and more than 350 people attended the public 
workshops (see attached ‘Stakeholder consultation for the TB Plan Review’ document for more detail).   

The attached ‘Analysis of Submissions’ sets out the core themes that emerged from consultation and our 
response to these.  

KEY ASSUMPTIONS AND RISKS 

There are a number of risks associated with our Proposal that we want to bring to your attention.   

Challenges to implementation of new vector control and disease management approaches 

There is a risk that TBfree NZ (OSPRI) will not be able to implement the proposed changes in vector control and 
disease management fast enough (i.e. within the first three years of the amended TB Plan) to achieve the 
milestones and eradication objective in the timeframes set.  

We consider that this risk can be effectively mitigated by:   

• the additional front-end funding of $10 million over that consulted on in the first two years of the 
amended TB Plan; 

• the planned ‘health check’ by TBfree NZ (OSPRI) and funding parties after the first two years of 
implementing the amended TB Plan; 

• the efficiencies gained through removal of ‘cost buckets’; 

• the proposed Heads of Agreement arrangements  which is likely to include the planned ‘health check’ 
and strong industry commitment to supporting  TBfree NZ (OSPRI) implementation of the new 
approaches; 

• increased emphasis on monitoring and surveillance to inform adaptive decision-making in vector 
control; and 



15 
 

• supporting a less risk averse approach to probability of freedom decisions, allowing vector control to 
be stopped earlier. 

Risk of increased incidence of TB breakdowns 

Changing the vector control priorities will enable a quicker and more cost-effective route to eradication of TB 
from infected possum populations in New Zealand. It carries a higher risk of some possum-related breakdowns 
occurring in herds in those areas not prioritised for immediate control. However, research has identified that it 
is cheaper to control these breakdowns when they occur, rather than undertaking control until the area is 
declared TB free.  

TBfree NZ (OSPRI) will continue to monitor the intensity and frequency of these breakdowns and use the 
information to adjust its vector control strategy and plans, if necessary. 

NAIT & risk-based testing 

Under the current plan, different TB testing requirements apply to different parts of the country. We are 
proposing that TB testing now becomes much more targeted – down to farm level or smaller geographic areas 
– using what’s called ‘risk-based testing’. To implement this concept, OSPRI will need to undertake detailed 
design work for a new methodology, including modelling work; design of a testing framework that can be 
applied in practice and explained clearly to farmers; and changes to existing contract arrangements for testing. 
Changes to the way deer testing is managed will also be required. A key feature of risk-based testing will also 
be the use of animal movement data to inform the appropriate TB testing policy for a farm, because the extent 
and pattern of animal movement are important determinants of TB risk. NAIT data will, therefore, play a key 
role. Given a number of implementation issues to work through, risk-based testing will be phased in. OSPRI will 
work with funders on the implementation approach and seek to generate cost savings in disease testing as 
soon as possible. 

Funding from Live Animal Exports 

The volatility of the live animal export market means that the total annual contribution by the live animal 
export sector will vary according to the number of animals exported each year. This is likely to result in annual 
over and under contributions by this sector. As the contribution represents just over 1% of the total industry 
contribution, we consider the overall risk to the TB Plan’s implementation from annual fluctuations can be 
managed, with any sustained under or over collection addressed through the proposed periodic review.  

Differential cattle slaughter levy 

In the short term, we consider that the best option is to differentiate dairy/beef cattle at slaughter via a broad 
visual classification at the meat processing premises by the meat processor, using an agreed definition of a 
dairy animal.  This approach is unpopular with meat processors, who are likely to incur additional costs.    It 
may also prove to be unworkable.  MPI will continue to work with OSPRI, MIA and meat processors to ensure 
that the system is as simple as possible to implement while the longer term options are developed.  

However, in a worst case scenario, an alternative collection mechanism may be required (e.g. setting a 
Biosecurity Act milk solids levy and/or increased funding from DairyNZ out of its commodities levy). These are 
unpalatable for the dairy sector and, in the case of a new Biosecurity Act milk solids levy, will not be able to be 
implemented by the proposed start of the amended TB Plan on 1 July 2016.   

Continued use of 1080 within the TB Plan 

Our Proposal is based on the continued availability of 1080 or practical alternatives for vector control. It is 
expected that the move to eradication will require a significant increase in the amount of aerial 1080 usage 
over the next five years.  After this time, the use of 1080 for TB control purposes is expected to fall away very 
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quickly to zero by 2030.  Ground control is neither a practical nor an economically viable alternative for this 
work. 

We also note that there has been considerable improvement in baiting technology and reduced level of bait 
use over the years which are expected to continue.  The science reviews have supported this view.  Research is 
currently being undertaken into alternative toxins that, subject to the results of further research and 
assessment work, could potentially be approved for aerial application, as well as improvements in technology 
for multi-species ground control.  We expect OSPRI to adopt new technologies and tools into future work 
programmes.   

Up to then, the safeguards for the use of 1080 and other toxins in possum control will continue to be applied.  
The regulations are mostly under the Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Act 1993, and include 
requirements to obtain approval for most 1080 operations from the local Medical Officer of Health. Other 
safeguards may also be applied through consent processes under the Resource Management Act.   

TBfree NZ (OSPRI) will continue to ensure that there is: 

• Strict application of standard operating procedures to all operations to ensure full regulatory compliance, 
effective consultation with affected parties and communities of interest, and minimisation of any adverse 
effects; 

• Continued focus on technical improvements in bait quality and application methods, with further reduced 
application rates; 

• Cooperation with DOC and other parties to maximise biodiversity benefits from TB control operations; and 

• Carefully planned and managed communications to the public, stakeholders and communities of interest 
about the need for and benefits of targeted 1080 application for TB control and biodiversity management. 

CONSISTENCY WITH STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS 

Biosecurity Act 1993 plan review and levy setting requirements 

We consider that the process we followed, and our Proposal itself, is consistent with the requirements set out 
in Section 100D of the Biosecurity Act.  Our assessment is provided in the Proposal and Appendix 5 of this 
briefing.  We also consider that the information we provided on the proposed amendments to the cattle 
slaughter levy and introduction of a cattle and deer export TB levy has been consistent with Section 140 of the 
Biosecurity Act. 

National Policy Direction for Pest Management 2015 

The National Policy Direction for Pest Management (NPD), gazetted 24 August 2015, was under development 
while the TB Plan Review was being undertaken.  Our assessment is provided in the Proposal and Appendix 5 
of this briefing. However we were able to take account of advice from the Ministry of Primary Industries about 
the likely content and requirements of the NPD and we consider there is alignment with the requirements in 
the final NPD. 

ANY STAKEHOLDER CONSIDERATIONS OR LIKELY RESPONSES IF MINISTER ADOPTS THE PROPOSAL 

Major stakeholders including funding parties, a number of regional councils, and the Department of 
Conservation have indicated their support for our Proposal. Letters of support from Dairy NZ, Beef + Lamb, 
DINZ, Federated Farmers and OSPRI are provided in Appendix 6.  All are supportive of the Proposal as 
presented.  

• DairyNZ note that they will be seeking changes to the governance and shareholding arrangements of 
OSPRI to reflect the changed funding profile (i.e. increased dairy farmer share and reduced beef and 
deer farmers’ shares) for the TB Plan; the TB Plan makes up over 80% of OSPRI’s total revenue. This is 
an organisational governance matter for OSPRI, shareholders and its Stakeholder Council to discuss.  
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• Beef+Lamb and DairyNZ commitment to funding shares is contingent on resolving one outstanding 
issue relating to the metrics to be used in the calculation of farm gate value in the funding index. It is 
expected that this will be resolved by December 2015. 

• OSPRI reinforce the challenges of transitioning the TB Plan – in terms of change in objectives and 
underlying operational strategies and reduced funding. They note that the increase in funding for the 
first two years will go some way to managing the risks to the success of the TB Plan they have raised, 
but that the risks, although reduced, do remain and will need to carefully monitored through regular 
health checks.    

Some individual farmers may not support the funding share arrangements, although the consultation 
suggested this represented a minority view. 

There is likely to be some elevated media comment from people who oppose the use of the 1080 or disagree 
with the proposition that possums are TB vectors.  We propose that TBfree NZ (OSPRI) will manage the issues 
raised in the media on a case-by-case basis, as they do currently.  They will also be available to support MPI 
and your office with any responses to direct communications (e.g. from meat processors) as required.  

RELEASE OF PGG MATERIAL 

There is some interest already being expressed in the results of our review of the TB Plan. We would therefore 
like to make available to the public, via the TB Review website, our final Proposal, covering note and 
submissions analysis, at the earliest opportunity.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that you: 

- Note that scientific evidence and past experience means that eradication of bovine tuberculosis is 
now both feasible and economically justifiable; 

- Note that the proposed amendments to the TB Plan to target full biological eradication are a result of 
comprehensive review and consultation process; 

- Note that the PGG consider the proposed amendment and review process meet the statutory 
requirements for a Proposal under the Biosecurity Act, including the 2015 National Policy Direction on 
Pest Management; 

- Note that the proposed amendments to the TB Plan have the support of the funding parties and the 
management agency; 

- Note the PGG consider the risks to implementation and achievement of the benefits of the TB Plan 
are manageable and will be monitored by funding parties and OSPRI; 

- Approve the proposed amendments to the TB Plan;  

- Agree to the reappointment of OSPRI as the Management Agency for the amended TB Plan; 

- Take the steps necessary for the proposed amendments to be in place by 1 July 2016; and 

- Agree to the release of the final Proposal, covering note and submissions analysis.  
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APPENDIX 2 OVERVIEW OF THE THREE OPTIONS CONSIDERED FOR THE 2016 TB PLAN 

Attributes Eradication (Proposal) Faster Eradication Containment 
TB freedom in livestock By 2026 By 2026 Contained @ ≤ 0.2% 

prevalence of infection 
TB freedom in possums By 2040 By 2035 TB in wildlife contained to 5.7 

million ha by 2025 (down 
from 9 million ha)9 

Biological Eradication By 2055 By 2050 Never 
Sporadic breakdowns potentially occurring for up to 15 years 
after TB freedom declared (mostly within first five years) 

 

Economics $billion except 
where otherwise noted 

Eradication (Proposal) Faster Eradication Containment 

Average annual cost for first 
10 years 

$65 million p.a. for first 2 
years then $60 million p.a. 

$70 million p.a. $51 million p.a. 

Total plan cost  $1.187 $1.100 $1.509 
(over 40 years, same 

timeframe as Proposal) 
Present value (PV) of TB Plan 
Cost10  

$0.618 $0.595 $0.486 

PV of benefits that come from 
having the TB Plan11 

$6,690 $6,690 $6,509 

Benefit Cost Ratio  11:1 11:1 13:1 
Use of a lowered probability of 
freedom stopping rule (0.9) 

Results in a reduction in the overall costs of TB Plan (vector 
and total) by ~$54m and shortens the time to freedom by 1-2 
years.  

 

Post- freedom ‘mop up’ costs 
triples from ~$6m to $18m 

Post- freedom ‘mop up’ costs 
triples from ~$7m total to 
$21m 

 

Funding arrangements Eradication (Proposal) Faster Eradication Containment 
Crown 
   Total contribution 

40% 
$24 million/year 

40% 
$28 million/year 

40% 
$16 million/year 

    
Beef 
Total contribution 
    CSL12 
    transitional CSL 

14.46% 
$8.67 million / year 

$5.50 
$5.95 

14.46% 
$10.12 million/year 

$6.40 
 

14.46% 
$7.38 million/year 

$4.65 
 

    
Dairy  
Total contribution 
  DNZ direct contribution 
    CSL 
    transitional CSL 

43.04% 
$25.83 million / year 

14.5 million/year 
$11.75 
$13.90 

43.04% 
$3.13 million / year 
$14.5 million/year  

$16.00 
 

43.04% 
$21.95 million / year 

$14.5 million/year  
$7.90 

    
Deer 
Total contribution  
   transitional 

1.67% 
$1.00 million / year 
$1.08 million / year 

DINZ contribution via existing 
Deer Industry Levy 

1.67% 
$1.17 million / year 

 
DINZ contribution via existing 
Deer Industry Levy 

1.67% 
$0.8 million / year 

 
DINZ contribution via existing 
Deer Industry Levy 

    
Live animal exports $0.50 million / year 

Export levy @ $11.50/animal 
$0.58 million / year 
Export levy @ $13.25/animal 

$0.44 million / year 
Export levy @ $10.00/animal 

                                                                 

9 This figure is in addition to current TB free areas. The aim is to capture eradication gains from previous investment by completing 
eradication in small areas, or areas where the probability of freedom is already high. 
10 Present Value figures are calculated using Treasury’s recommended 8% discount rate and are summed over a 30 year period. 
11 ‘No control’ counterfactual used. 
12 Indicative only, cattle slaughter levy estimated on 2014/15 slaughter figures from Beef+Lamb New Zealand Economics Service. 
Calculations do not take into account potential balancing with industry reserves held in memoranda account or changes to direct 
contributions. 
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APPENDIX 3 PROPOSED INDEX FOR REVIEWING INDUSTRY FUNDING SHARES 

This appendix describes how the index for TB Plan contributions from each of the 3 industries would operate.  
It excludes the live export industry. 

It is proposed that the funding index should 

1. be based on farm gate value (as derived from average animal revenue multiplied by number of 
animals). 

2. be initially baselined on the average of the 5 years data up to, and including, 2013/14,  

3. apply annually from year 2 (i.e. apply to the 2017/18 financial year)  

a. using the previous year’s settings  

b. using the average of the data available from the relevant previous 5 year period 

c. with small adjustments internalised through use of reserves, and 

d. larger adjustments externalised through adjustments to levies/contributions 

A simple index has been developed which annually adjusts the funding share on the basis of the change in 
proportion of each sector share of the total value of the index metric. Further work is being done to finalise 
the final attributes of the index which will be provided to MPI by the end of November. 

The changes in the index’s metrics would be monitored as part of OSPRI’s annual levy review process, and the 
means for managing any adjustments in contributions agreed with the affected industry funding parties (e.g. 
whether to fund out of/feed into reserves, levy adjustments and industry body contribution adjustments). 

The index will only apply to the annual baseline industry funding, i.e. it does not apply to the industry share of 
the additional $5 million transitional funding in 2017/18. 
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APPENDIX 4 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED KEY CHANGES TO THE TB PLAN 
 From To Why 

O
bj

ec
tiv

es
 

Testing whether 
eradication is 
possible 

Confirmed objective 
for TB eradication 
from NZ 

“Proof of Concept” under current TB Plan has worked well 
Eradication is ahead of the test target 
Delivery of current plan has validated it is possible to go faster 
Further science review has underscored eradication is possible 

Infected herd 
prevalence less than 
0.4 

Infected herd 
prevalence less than 
0.2 

We can achieve the level recognised for international trade 

Di
se

as
e 

te
st

in
g 

Broad disease testing 
areas 

Much more risk 
based tailored 
disease testing areas 

TB Testing can now be focused on specific risk factors such as location, 
movement activity and TB infection history 
Disease testing now an integrated activity to vector control choices (helping 
detect wildlife infection), not a stand-alone activity itself  
National Animal Identification & Tracing scheme (NAIT) data now in existence  
Changes will ultimately lead, through a phased implementation, to a significant 
reduction in testing overall 
New approach will strengthen behavioural incentives for farmers, including use 
of NAIT data  
 

Ve
ct

or
 co

nt
ro

l 

Existing classification 
of Vector Risk Areas 

New classification of 
Vector Risk Areas 

Improved knowledge and surveillance work can inform an updated 
classification of Vector Risk Areas – significant areas of existing VRA will be 
removed 

Use of a standard 
phased approach to 
control 

More emphasis on 
surveillance work to 
better inform control 
choices 

Significant developments in wildlife surveillance, proven in pilot projects, can 
now be rolled out to the programme 

Prioritisation model 
based on eradication 
of land readily 
achievable  

New prioritisation 
model based on full 
eradication from NZ 

Improved knowledge can underpin a new methodology to optimise control 
decisions across a range of relevant factors 
Broadly speaking, a change of focus from areas easiest to eradicate – under 
current TB Plan’s objectives to trial eradication – to areas most urgently 
requiring work to eradicate TB from New Zealand by an end date (with a 
number of other factors influencing what is done when)  

Fu
nd

in
g 

m
at

te
rs

 

$80M annually $60M average 
annually 

Improved cost-effectiveness now possible with range of advancements in 
knowledge and tools 
Balance with other industry spending pressures 
Expected to achieve eradication in acceptable timeframe 

Old funding shares New funding shares Significant work on the benefits of the TB Plan has informed a change in funding 
shares 
The biodiversity benefits of the TB Plan are part of the Crown’s share 
The Beef share is significantly reduced; Dairy increased and Deer about the 
same 
An index is proposed for industry funding shares to ‘flex’ through time if 
circumstances change. 

Landowner funding 
via Regional Councils 

No landowner 
funding via Councils 

Regional Council funding on behalf of landowners has proven unpredictable and 
has high administration costs 
Landowners (pastoral farmers and others) receive benefits from the TB Plan 
which can be recognised in industry and Crown funding shares 
Avoids farmers unnecessarily paying through two separate channels (industry 
contribution and rates) 
Treating landowners as “exacerbators” is not favoured ahead for range of 
reasons, and benefits landowners receive are recognised 

No funding from live 
animal exporters 

Funding from live 
animal exporters 

Live animal exporters benefit from TB control but current funding arrangements 
do not collect a fair contribution – a levy is proposed 

Restrictions on what 
activities money can 
be spent on 

No restrictions Improved flexibility will improve cost effectiveness 
Focus on benefits of TB Plan overall, not particular sub-activities 

Restrictions on where 
money can be spent 

No restrictions Improved flexibility will improve cost effectiveness 
Regional Council funding restricted use of funding (including industry and 
Crown funds) to regional boundaries 
Focus proposed on best possible decisions and spending for New Zealand 

O
th

er
 m

at
te

rs
 

65% compensation 
for culled animals 
(with possibility of 
industry-funded top-
up) 

Between 0-100% for 
culled animals 

Current approach and fixed level too simple to reflect different circumstances in 
practice 
Higher or lower compensation payments (than the 65%) may be a legitimate 
cost of the TB Plan, depending on farmer compliance with rules and recognising 
some ‘false positives’ in tests 
Compensation categories, rules and criteria would be worked through by OSPRI 

Compliance only 
using prosecution 

Ability to have either 
infringements and/or 
prosecution  

Previously under Biosecurity Act prosecution was the only avenue for 
management of significant non-compliance. There is now an ability to utilise 
infringement offences as a means of managing non-compliance. 
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APPENDIX 5 MATTERS TO BE COVERED BY THE PROPOSAL:  ASSESMENT OF THE JUNE 2015 TB PLAN 
  REVIEW CONSULTATION MATERIALS 

Section 100D of the Biosecurity Act 1993 specifies the following in relation to a review of a plan 

Proposal for review 

... 

(5) The proposal— 

(a) must state whether the proposal is to amend, revoke, revoke and replace, or leave unchanged the 
plan or part of the plan; and 

(b) must give reasons for the proposal; and 

(c) must,— 

(i) if the proposal is to amend the plan or part of the plan, set out any proposed amendments 
in full; or 

(ii) if the proposal is to revoke and replace the plan or part of the plan, set out the 
replacement plan or part; and 

(d) must comply with section 61, 70, 81, or 90 to the extent to which the sections are relevant and 
reading in any necessary modifications; and 

(e) … 

Provisions applying to reviews 

(6) Reviews are conducted under the following sections to the extent to which they are relevant and reading in 
any necessary modifications: 

(a) sections 59 to 67, for a national pest management plan: 

(b) … 

Action after review 

(7) Following the review, the Minister or council may approve— 

(a) the amendment of the plan or part of the plan; or 

(b) the revocation and replacement of the plan or part of the plan; or 

(c) the revocation of the plan or part of the plan; or 

(d) the leaving unchanged of the plan or part of the plan. 

 

Since September 2012, section 61(2) of the Biosecurity Act 1993 has required a National Pest Management 
Plan proposal to set out a number of matters.  The table below maps these against where in the consultation 
document and supporting documents where these matters have been covered.  
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Section 61(2) requirement 

Location in 
document (page)/ 

Supporting 
document 

(a) the name of the person making the proposal: 17 

(b) the subject of the proposal, which means— 

(i)the organism proposed to be specified as a pest under the plan or the organisms 
proposed to be specified as pests under the plan; or 

(ii)the class or description of organism proposed to be specified as a pest under the plan or 
the classes or descriptions of organisms proposed to be specified as pests under the plan: 

16 

(c) for each subject,—  

(i)a description of its adverse effects: 16 

20 

(ii)the reasons for proposing a plan: 16 

(iii)the objectives that the plan would have: 31 

(iv)the principal measures that would be in the plan to achieve the objectives: 31 

(v)other measures that it would be reasonable to take to achieve the objectives, if there are 
any such measures, and the reasons why the proposed measures are preferable as a means 
of achieving the objectives: 

64 

(vi)the reasons why a national plan is more appropriate than a regional plan: 17 

(vii)an analysis of the benefits and costs of the plan: 36 – 41 

Options analysis 
document 

Benefit cost analysis 
document 

(viii)the extent to which any persons, or persons of a class or description, are likely to 
benefit from the plan: 

37-41 

Options analysis 
document 

Benefit cost analysis 
document 

(ix)the extent to which any persons, or persons of a class or description, contribute to the 
creation, continuance, or exacerbation of the problems proposed to be resolved by the 
plan: 

41 

Benefit cost analysis 
document 

(x)the rationale for the proposed allocation of costs: 42, 43 

(xi)if it is proposed that the plan be funded by a levy under section 100L, how the proposed 
levy satisfies section 100L(5)(d) and what matters will be specified under section 100N(1): 

43-45 

Appendix D 

(xii)whether any unusual administrative problems or costs are expected in recovering the 
costs allocated to any of the persons whom the plan would require to pay the costs: 

54 

(d) any other organism intended to be controlled: Other organisms to 
be controlled 

(e) the effects that, in the opinion of the person making the proposal, implementation of the plan 
would have on— 

 

(i)economic wellbeing, the environment, human health, enjoyment of the natural 
environment, and the relationship between Māori, their culture, and their traditions and 
their ancestral lands, waters, sites, wāhi tapu, and taonga: 

37-39 

46-48 

 

38 
(ii)the marketing overseas of New Zealand products: 

(f)if the plan would affect another pest management plan or a pathway management plan, how it 
is proposed to co-ordinate the implementation of the plans: 

54 
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Section 61(2) requirement 

Location in 
document (page)/ 

Supporting 
document 

(g)the powers in Part 6 that it is proposed to use to implement the plan: 49 

(h)each proposed rule and an explanation of its purpose: 50 

(i)the rules whose contravention is proposed to be an offence under this Act: 

(j)the management agency: 52 

(k)the means by which it is proposed to monitor or measure the achievement of the plan's 
objectives: 

53 

(l)the actions that it is proposed local authorities, local authorities of a specified class or 
description, or specified local authorities may take to implement the plan, including contributing 
towards the costs of implementation: 

54 

(m)the basis, if any, on which the management agency is to pay compensation for losses incurred 
as a direct result of the implementation of the plan: 

51 

(n)information on the disposal of the proceeds of any receipts arising in the course of 
implementing the plan: 

54 

(o)whether or not the plan would apply to the EEZ and, if it would, whether it would apply to all of 
it or parts of it and, if it would apply to parts, which parts: 

54 

(p)whether the plan includes portions of road adjoining land it covers, as authorised by section 6, 
and, if so, the portions of road proposed to be included: 

54 

(q)the anticipated costs of implementing the plan: 39, 40 

(r)how it is proposed that the costs be funded: 41-45 

(s)the period for which it is proposed the plan be in force: 18 

(t)the consultation, if any, that has occurred on the proposal and the outcome of it: See appended 
consultation 

summary 

(u)any matter that the national policy direction requires be specified in a plan: 55 

(v) the steps that have been taken to comply with the process requirements in the national policy 
direction, if there were any. 

 

The TB Plan review has been assessed against the requirements of the National Policy Direction for Pest 
Management 2015 on what should be included in a proposal for a national pest management plan, the benefit 
cost analysis requirements, and the allocation of costs. The location of the information on where these 
requirements are met and/or the process followed to meet the requirements are identified in the table below. 
All documents referred to have been included with Proposal submitted to the Minister. 

 

National Policy Direction requirement 

Location in Proposal 
(page)/ 

Supporting document 

4. DIRECTIONS ON SETTING OBJECTIVES 

(a) state the particular adverse effect or effects of the subject on the matters listed in 
section 54(a) of the Act that the plan addresses; 

3 

 

(b) state the pest management intermediate outcomes that the plan is seeking to 
achieve, being one or more of the following intermediate outcomes 

3 

(c) for each applicable outcome in sub clause (1)(b)(i) to (iv), specify – 
(i) the geographic area to which the outcome applies; and 
(ii) the extent to which the outcome will be achieved (if applicable); and 
(iii) the period within which the outcome is expected to be achieved; and 

5 

5 

5 
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National Policy Direction requirement 

Location in Proposal 
(page)/ 

Supporting document 

(f) if the period within which the pest management intermediate outcome is expected 
to be achieved is more than 10 years, state what is intended to be achieved in the 
first 10 years of the plan, or during the current term of the plan prior to next 
review (as applicable). 

5 

 

5. DIRECTIONS ON PROGRAMME DESCRIPTION 

(1) For each subject in a pest management plan or pathway management plan, the plan must 
contain one or more of the following programmes…  

6 

 

6. DIRECTIONS ON ANALYSING BENEFITS AND COSTS 

(1) When determining the appropriate level of analysis of the benefits and costs of the plan 
for each subject for the purposes of a proposal for a pest management plan or pathway 
management plan, a proposer must consider: 

(a) the level of uncertainty of the impacts of the subject, or an organism being spread 
by the subject, and of the effectiveness of measures; and 

(b) the likely significance of the subject, or an organism being spread by the subject, or 
of the proposed measures, in terms of stakeholder interest and contention, and 
total costs of the proposed plan; and 

(c) the likely costs of the programme relative to the likely benefits; and 
(d)  the level of certainty and the quality of the available data. 

See information in 

- Science reviews 
- Supporting analysis 

documents 
- Consultation 

document 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document 

(2) In the proposal for a pest management plan or pathway management plan, an analysis of 
the benefits and costs of the plan for each subject must: 

(a) identify, and quantify (if practicable), the impacts of the proposed subject or an 
organism being spread by the subject; and 

(b) identify two or more options for responding to the subject or an organism being 
spread by the subject (one option must be either taking no action or taking the 
actions that would be expected in the absence of a plan); and 

(c) identify, and quantify (if practicable), the benefits of each option; and 
(d) identify, and quantify (if practicable), the costs of each option; and 
(e) state the assumptions (if any) on which the impacts, benefits and costs are based; 

and 
(f) be at an appropriate level of detail as determined in accordance with sub clause 

(1); and 
(g) take into account any risks that each option will not achieve its objective; and 
(h) identify any realistic mitigation options for the risks identified in sub clause (2)(g); 

and 
(i) adjust the benefits and costs for each option as appropriate to take account of sub 

clause (2)(g) and (h); and 
(j) clearly identify which option is preferred. 

See information in 

- Consultation 
document 

- Supporting analysis 
documents 

- Options analysis 
- Science reviews 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document 

(3) When taking into account any risks that each option will not achieve its objective under 
sub clause (2)(g), a proposer must consider: 

(a)  the technical and operational risks of the option; and 
(b) the extent to which the option will be implemented and complied with; and 
(c) the risk that compliance with other legislation will adversely affect implementation 

of the option; and 
(d) the risk that public or political concerns will adversely affect implementation of the 

option; and 
(e) any other material risk. 

See information in 

- Consultation 
document 

- Supporting analysis 
documents 

- Options analysis 
- Science reviews 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document 

(4) When taking into account any risks that each option will not achieve its objective under 
sub clause (2)(g), a proposer must: 

(a) for analyses where the benefits are fully quantified, either: 
(i) estimate the residual risks as a probability of success and calculate the 

See information in 

- Consultation 
document 

- Supporting analysis 
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National Policy Direction requirement 

Location in Proposal 
(page)/ 

Supporting document 

expected benefits of the option by multiplying the benefits by the 
probability of success; or 

(ii) state the residual risks to the programme and calculate what the 
probability of success would need to be to make the expected benefits 
equal the costs; and 

(b) for all other analyses (where the benefits are not fully quantified): 
(i) state the residual risks to the programme and, where practicable, give an 

indication of likelihood and impact; and  
(ii) specify which of the benefits are most likely to be affected if the risk 

eventuated. 

documents 
- Options analysis 
- Science reviews 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document 

(5) The proposer of a pest management plan or pathway management plan must document 
the assessments made in sub clauses (1), (3) and (4) and make them publicly available 
with the proposal for a pest or pathway management plan.  

See information in 

- Consultation 
document 

- Supporting analysis 
documents 

- Options analysis 
- Science reviews 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document 
7. DIRECTIONS ON PROPOSED ALLOCATION OF COSTS FOR PEST AND PATHWAY MANAGEMENT PLANS 

(1) If a proposer of a pest or pathway management plan is determining an appropriate 
grouping of subjects, or organisms being spread by the subject, for cost allocation 
analysis, the proposer must consider: 

(a) whether the subjects, or organisms being spread by the subject, have similar 
groups of beneficiaries and exacerbators; and  

(b) whether the exacerbators have similar existing legislative responsibilities and 
rights; and 

(c) if applicable, whether the organisms in a proposed pest management plan are at a 
similar stage of infestation and whether the proposer has similar management 
objectives for the  organisms. 

See information in 

- Consultation 
document 

- Report to Minister 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document and 
supporting analysis 
documents 

(2) When determining the appropriate cost allocation to be proposed for a pest management 
plan or pathway management plan, a proposer must: 

(a) identify and estimate the direct costs of the plan and identify the indirect costs of 
the plan; and 

(b) where possible, identify the beneficiaries of the plan; and 
(c) where possible, identify the active and passive exacerbators; and 
(d) determine whether the best cost allocation method is to have beneficiaries or 

exacerbators or a mixture of both bearing the costs of the plan and determine the 
appropriate cost allocation by considering all of the following matters: 

(i) the legislative responsibilities and rights of beneficiaries and 
exacerbators; 

(ii) the management objectives of the plan and the stage of infestation; 
(iii) the most effective agents to undertake the control to meet the objectives 

of the plan; 
(iv) if proposing that beneficiaries bear any of the costs of the plan, how 

much each group of beneficiaries will benefit from the plan and whether 
each group of beneficiaries will benefit more than the amount of costs 
that it is proposed that it bear; 

(v) if proposing that exacerbators bear any of the costs of the plan, how 
much each group of exacerbators is contributing to the problem 
addressed by the plan;  

(vi) the degree of urgency to make the plan; 

See information in 

- Consultation 
document 

- Report to Minister 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document and 
supporting analysis 
documents 
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National Policy Direction requirement 

Location in Proposal 
(page)/ 

Supporting document 

(vii) efficiency and effectiveness of the cost allocation method and proposed 
cost allocation; 

(viii) practicality of the cost allocation method and proposed cost allocation; 
(ix) administrative efficiency of the cost allocation method and proposed cost 

allocation; 
(x) security of funding of the cost allocation method and proposed cost 

allocation; 
(xi) fairness of the cost allocation method and proposed cost allocation; 
(xii) whether the proposed cost allocation is reasonable; 
(xiii) the parties who will bear the indirect costs of the plan; 
(xiv) the need for any transitional cost allocation arrangements;  
(xv) the mechanisms available to impose the cost allocation; and 

(e) consider what is the best mechanism(s) to impose the cost allocation, taking into 
account the cost allocation method chosen, the most effective control tools and 
agents to undertake the control to meet the objectives of the plan, practicality, 
administrative efficiency, security of funding and any statutory requirements; and 

See information in 

- Consultation 
document 

- Benefit cost analysis 
document and 
supporting analysis 
documents 

(f) document the steps and assessments carried out under sub clause (a) to (e) and the 
rationale for the proposed allocation of costs, and make them publicly available 
with the proposal for a pest or pathway management plan. 

See information in 

- Consultation 
document 

- Benefit cost analysis 
document and 
supporting analysis 
documents 

- PGG ToRs and 
meeting documents 
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APPENDIX 6 LETTERS OF SUPPORT  

 



 

beef + lamb new zealand ltd 
level 4, wellington chambers, 154 featherston street, wellington 6011, new zealand 

po box 121, wellington 6140, new zealand 
freephone 0800 beeflamb (0800 233 352) email enquiries@beeflambnz.com website www.beeflambnz.com 

30 September 2015 

 

Rt Hon Nathan Guy 

Minister for Primary Industries 

Parliamentary Buildings 

Private Bag 18041 

Wellington 6160 

 

 

Dear Minister, 

 

Re: Beef + Lamb New Zealand’s support, on behalf of beef farmers, for the PGG proposal to 

amend the Bovine Tuberculosis National Pest Management Plan 

 

Beef + Lamb New Zealand Ltd (B+LNZ) is established under the Commodity Levies (Meat) 

Order (2010) to help sheep and beef farmers make informed business decisions and to 

promote their collective interests. B+LNZ is a shareholder in OSPRI and a stakeholder in the 

TBFree programme and, in this role, has been an active participant on the Plan Governance 

Group (PGG) that was established to review the existing National Pest Management Plan for 

bovine tuberculosis (TB). 

 

Beef farmers are strongly supportive of nationally coordinated eradication of TB because of 

its potential implications for their farm businesses and because of the wider environmental, 

social and economic benefits that stem from control of the disease and its vectors in New 

Zealand. 

 

B+LNZ is confident that the PGG Proposal represents an efficient and appropriate use of levy 

payers resources. The funding model proposed is the product of robust negotiation and 

represents a pragmatic agreement on the shares to be contributed by each funder.  

 

The Differential Cattle Slaughter Levy (DCSL) has been proposed by the dairy industry to 

make its contribution. B+LNZ believes that, as long as the final mechanism does not have any 

negative impact on beef producers, an appropriate collection mechanism is a matter to be 

resolved between the dairy industry and meat processors.  This is in keeping with the principle 

that it is for funders to decide how best to collect their shares of funding for the Plan, 

provided adequate security of funding is assured and other considerations of good public 

policy are met. 

 

If the PGG Proposal meets with your approval, then for the first time eradicating TB from New 

Zealand will be formally pursued. B+LNZ looks forward with enthusiasm to working with OSPRI 

and the other stakeholders to successfully transition to and implement the new Plan. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 
 

James Parsons 

Chairman 

Beef + Lamb New Zealand 



 

 

 
 
 
29 September 2015 
 
Hon. Nathan Guy 
Minister for Primary Industries 
Parliamentary Buildings 
Wellington 
 
Dear Minister 
 
I write to formally convey my Board’s support for the TB Plan Review Plan Governance 
Group’s proposal to amend the bovine tuberculosis National Pest Management Plan.  
 
Over the years the dairy industry has made a considerable investment in the scheme – and 
has derived considerable benefit from it, as evidenced by the currently low rates of herd 
infection nationwide.  This is an exciting moment for the TB programme as it now embeds a 
central goal of biological eradication and seeks to take advantage of gains in technology and 
disease control experience to deliver more for less in future.    
 
DairyNZ’s contribution to the TBfree programme has been our organisation’s single largest 
investment of levy funds and this will continue to be the case under the new plan.  Our 
decision to support for the proposed Plan was not taken lightly.  This is particularly so 
because (notwithstanding the overall decrease in the programme budget) the overall dairy 
contribution will increase both relatively and absolutely at a challenging time for the industry 
and when scrutiny over dairy farmer levy investment is high.     
 
Our board believes that continued support for the programme is necessary, not only to 
prevent roll back to higher infection rates, but also to ensure that the full benefit of the 
investment is ultimately realised when the disease is fully eradicated with no risk of return.  
We believe farmer support to this end is also high. 
 
Given significant shifts in the funding profile of the programme, DairyNZ will be seeking 
changes to the governance and shareholding arrangements of OSPRI.  We look forward to 
discussing our proposals in this regard with you.  
 
With an average annual programme cost of $60m for the duration of the plan (excluding 
additional funding to support transition), there will continue to be a clear expectation to 
demonstrate return on investment from the scheme.  My organisation is committed to 
working with your Ministry, other funding party representatives and OSPRI to demonstrate 
programme value and to drive for efficiencies and further innovations, while continuing the 
best possible outcomes for TB control and eradication. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
Hon John Luxton 
Chairman, DairyNZ 



 

30 September 2015 
 
 
Hon Nathan Guy 
Minister for Primary Industries 
Parliament Buildings 
Wellington 
 
 
 
Dear Minister 
 
PROPOSAL FOR NEW TB PLAN 
 
We are pleased to provide OSPRI’s support for the new TB Plan recommended to you by the Plan Governance Group. 
 
From an OSPRI perspective, the Plan review has been a thorough and inclusive process, with the PGG examining a 
wide range of strategic, policy and operational issues relevant to managing TB. The process has also provided a 
demonstrable example of collaborative work by industry, Government and OSPRI. 
 
The review has also been reassuring by recognising the results to date under the programme, which have also given 
funders high confidence in OSPRI’s ability to successfully implement a new plan. We look forward to the Plan’s next 
phase and already have internal development work underway to prepare for a 1 July 2016 start, including the 
development of a National Operations Plan which must be completed within three months of the plan taking effect.  
 
One of the key challenges OSPRI will face is managing the transition between the current and new plan. As the 
Management Agency for the Plan, it is important we point this out. Under PGG’s proposal, unprecedented changes 
are recommended to the Plan’s objectives, size and operational focus. Of particular note are the proposed funding 
level and evolution of both disease testing (to further extend its targeting) and vector control (prioritising such work 
for complete eradication of TB). Some changes will also require phased implementation, such as the introduction of 
‘risk-based testing’. In some cases, further detailed operational development with our stakeholders will also be 
required, such as changes to deer testing and how new compensation arrangements would work in practice. We will 
also need to be mindful of changes in the distribution of pest control activity across New Zealand and the impacts of 
that on stakeholders, including Regional Councils. 
 
While supportive of the changes to the Plan being proposed, we underscored to PGG that the changes would have a 
number of potentially undesirable impacts, unless additional funding to manage the transition period (beyond the 
$60M initially proposed) was provided. Our key concerns were the potential impacts on contractor markets and sharp 
changes to the distribution of pest control activity across regions. A number of submissions to PGG also raised these 
concerns. Having considered those submissions and further analysis that we put forward, PGG has made a decision to 
include an additional $5M of funding in years 1 and 2 of the proposed new plan.  
 
 



 

 
Based on our modelling, this additional transition funding will reduce transition impacts, and subsequent risks to the 
Plan’s longer-term goals, by about one third, but leave some of the risks and impacts we pointed out. We nonetheless 
support PGG’s proposal given a clear understanding amongst funders of the remaining risks, and an agreement to 
have regular health checks to monitor progress against the Plan. We recognise that it’s important for industry and 
Government partners to ensure progress is consistent with the stated aims of the Plan.  
 
Our organisation is deeply committed to the effective management of TB and we are excited about a new phase for 
our operations. We have appreciated the opportunity to work closely with industry and Government agencies through 
the Plan review.  
 
OSPRI would also like to record its thanks to Chris Kelly for his skilled chairing of the Plan review process; along with 
our appreciation for the extensive work undertaken by all members of PGG and the PGG’s Secretariat.  
 
We would be pleased to support you, as useful, through the remaining steps of the process, and look forward to 
working effectively with all our stakeholders on implementing a new plan to continue our collective success.  
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Jeff Grant Michelle Edge  
Chair Chief Executive 
 
 



  

 

 

30 September 2015 

 

 

 

 

Hon. Nathan Guy 

Minister for Primary Industries 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bovine Tuberculosis National Pest Management Plan review proposal 

 

Dear Minister 

 

Deer Industry New Zealand ('DINZ') is the body established by regulations to promote and 

represent the interests of all participants in the farmed deer industry, whether farmers, 

processors, exporters or marketers. 

The deer industry has for many years supported co-ordinated management of bovine TB 

through the bovine TB National Pest Management Plan, recognising that the susceptibility of 

deer to TB has implications for deer industry production, profitability and reputation.  To that 

end, DINZ is an Ospri shareholder and is represented on the Ospri Stakeholder Council. 

The deer industry is subject to the bovine TB National Pest Management Plan by its farmers 

undertaking TB tests on stock and complying with herd movement controls and directions to 

cull infected or TB suspect deer and its processors participating in carcass inspection 

arrangements.  It funds the plan through Deer Industry New Zealand's direct contributions 

(raised by levy) to the Plan's management agency and deer farmers directly paying for TB 

testing and bearing the loss of infected or suspected infected stock without compensation.  

Through our CEO Dan Coup, we have participated in the Plan Governance Group that has 

reviewed the current plan and now recommends, through the proposal supplied to you, its 

revision.  DINZ also had opportunity to make submissions on the changes proposed during 

public consultation.  Our comments have been taken on board by the PGG in the revised 

proposal.   



 

 

We believe the proposed revisions to the plan are in the deer industry's interests, particularly 

its focus on eradication of TB by 2055, greater reliance on more risk-based approaches to 

vector and disease control (with attendant efficiency benefits), and move towards more 

stable and equitable funding arrangements – including the improvement in consistency in 

how testing and compensation is treated between industries.  On funding, we support the 

proposal that both Government and the Crown commit funding in principle for the same 

period (ten years), the relative shares of industry funding and a mechanism by which industry 

contributions going forward are indexed to changes in relative size and value of the deer, 

beef and dairy sectors. 

We note that other deer industry stakeholders had the opportunity - and did - comment on the 

proposal and that they supported continuity of TB control through the Plan, its focus on 

eradication, the types of control involved, the funding arrangements and the relative 

contributions by investor. 

The process of revising the strategy and its funding in parallel has been ambitious and 

resource intensive.  Nevertheless, the outcome is a Plan proposal that we are confident will 

provide medium to long term benefits to the pastoral sector and New Zealand as a whole 

and whose arrangements will meet the needs of all stakeholders.  As the result of 

collaboration and consultation, we believe it takes into account all interests fairly and as 

such we urge you to approve it.  We look forward to working closely with other stakeholders 

and Ospri on devising practical operational plans. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

Andy Macfarlane 

Chairman 

Deer Industry New Zealand 



 
 
 
 

WELLINGTON  
 

Wellington Chambers 
Level 6, 154 Featherson St 

PO Box 715 Wellington 6140 
New Zealand 

 
T +64 4 473 7269 
F +64 4 473 1081 

9 September 2015 

 
Mr C Kelly 
Chairman 
Plan Governance Group 
Bovine TB National Pest Management Plan Review 
c/- OSPRI New Zealand 
Level 9 Guardian Trust House 
Willeston St 
WELLINGTON 6140 
 
 
Federated Farmers support for the PGG proposal to amend the Bovine Tuberculosis National Pest 

Management Plan 

Dear Chris, 

The Federation has had extensive engagement in the process that has resulted in the proposal to be sent to 
the Minister of Primary Industries for his consideration. 

Accordingly, the Federation is pleased to advise that we support the final proposal that has been developed 
by the PGG and which has been presented for consideration. The Federation’s members are strongly 
supportive of the continuation of the Plan to eradicate, from cattle and deer, the threat that bovine tuberculosis 
presents to the New Zealand farming sector.  

The Federation believes that the proposal developed by the PGG (with support from the Secretariat), is robust 
and equitable and adequately balances the disparate factors that are in play around the management of this 
disease.  

The Federation is mindful that the effective and efficient implementation of the amended Plan, by the 
designated agency (TBFree New Zealand through its parent OSPRI New Zealand) is necessary to deliver the 
desired outcomes described in the Plan and we look forward to contributing constructively to this on-going 
work. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Dr William Rolleston  
President  
Federated Farmers NZ 
 



PROPOSAL TO AMEND THE BOVINE TB PEST MANAGEMENT PLAN 

BACKGROUND  

Bovine tuberculosis (TB) is a disease of farmed cattle and deer in New Zealand which, if left to 
spread, would lead to serious production losses and animal health issues. This disease can also affect 
humans. The management of TB supports New Zealand’s pastoral industries to increase productivity 
and access foreign markets – key elements of Government and industry strategies. A healthy farming 
sector is a vital component of New Zealand’s economic wellbeing.  

When the Biosecurity (National Bovine Tuberculosis Pest Management  Plan) Order 1998 was 
amended in 2009 (the current TB Plan), it was intended that it would provide a large-scale proof of 
concept that TB can be eradicated from both farmed cattle and deer and from the wildlife species 
(principally possums) that act as a reservoir and vector of the disease.  It was intended that 
demonstration of this, in conjunction with new scientific research, would inform subsequent TB Plan 
reviews.   This is reflected in the primary objective in clause 5 of the current TB Plan.   

Progress under the current TB Plan is ahead of schedule, with 1.1 million of the 2.5 million hectares 
targeted for TB freedom by 2025 already free of TB; while the number of infected herds has fallen 
from 68 in 2011 to 36 in September 2015. 

THE PROPOSAL DEVELOPER 

This proposal is submitted by a ‘Plan Governance Group’ (PGG), established in January 2015 by the 
existing TB Plan funding parties to oversee a review of the TB Plan. The principal outcome of the 
review was to be a proposal on the future management of TB in New Zealand that would satisfy the 
requirements for a review of a national pest management plan under section 100D the Biosecurity 
Act. 

The PGG has an independent Chair (Chris Kelly) and independent member (Russ Ballard). Other 
members include the Chief Executives of DairyNZ (Tim Mackle), Beef+Lamb New Zealand  
(Scott Champion), and Deer Industry NZ (Dan Coup); the Chair of the OSPRI Stakeholders’ Council 
(Anders Crofoot); a Ministry for Primary Industries representative (Julie Collins); and three 
representatives from the management agency, TBfree NZ (OSPRI), (Michelle Edge, Stu Hutchings and 
Peter Alsop).  

The PGG was supported by an independent Secretariat which used an evidence-based approach to 
review the options for managing TB.  Technical and policy support was provided by PGG 
organisations alongside independent specialist analysis and scientific reviews.  

The PGG review of the TB Plan included an extensive consultation process involving 36 roadshows, 
phone surveys, online and paper submissions, which indicated strong support from stakeholders for 
the Proposal. 
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CORE PROPOSAL  

It is proposed that the bovine tuberculosis national pest management plan be amended to have a 
primary objective of biologically eradicating TB from New Zealand by 2055. A number of other 
changes relating to funding and compensation are also proposed. 

The current TB Plan contains objectives that contain bovine tuberculosis in livestock and trial 
eradication of the disease in wildlife.  It was intended to provide a large scale proof-of-concept that 
TB can be eradicated from both farmed cattle and deer and from the wildlife species (principally 
possums) that act as a reservoir and vector of the disease.  The demonstration of this, in conjunction 
with new scientific research, was intended to inform subsequent Plan reviews.  

In light of the progress to date, and expected new technical and management developments, 
eradication is now considered both feasible and economically justifiable.  It is appropriate that the 
Plan is amended to reflect this new situation.  

The PGG review also found that the provisions in the current TB Plan that relate to implementation, 
including plan rules, remain fit for purpose and should remain unchanged.  Appendix 1 summarises 
which provisions in the TB Plan would and would not be changed under this proposal.    

The PGG considers that the process for the Proposal is consistent with the requirements for a 
national pest management review under section 100D of the Biosecurity Act, including the relevant 
requirements of section 61. The PGG also consider Proposal is consistent with the requirements of 
the National Policy direction for Pest Management 2015.  The consultation document contains 
analysis describing how the Proposal meets each requirement, and further detail is in the options 
analysis and benefit cost analysis documents. Appendix 2 describes where in the Proposal, 
consultation document and the supporting documents these matters have been covered.  

It is proposed that the amendments come into force on 1 July 2016. 

RATIONALE UNDERPINNING THE PROPOSAL 

This document outlines proposed amendments to the TB Plan, which take into account progress, 
improved scientific knowledge and technical developments. It has been developed with 
consideration of the wider biosecurity and animal welfare obligations and animal health issues that 
cattle and deer farmers must address and manage on a daily basis. If implemented, the changes are 
expected to provide for cost-effective eradication of TB in cattle and deer herds, to: 

• prevent, avoid and manage animal health implications relating to TB infection;  
• prevent, avoid and manage livestock production losses and associated costs of TB infection 

to industry;  
• deliver upon and satisfy market and consumer assurance requirements;  
• maintain and build on the significant gains made in managing TB; and 
• realise cost-savings and gains in overall effectiveness from a single national programme, 

without duplication in separate industry or regional programmes. This enables economies of 
scale in the design and delivery of operations. It also enables a skilled workforce and wide-
ranging organisation capability to be built and maintained, in order to address the challenges 
posed by TB across New Zealand. 
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The Proposal also outlines new funding arrangements for the Plan, to ensure the Plan is funded in an 
equitable, secure and sustainable manner.  The Proposal makes provision for industry funding shares 
to change over time to reflect changes in the relative size and value of the beef, dairy and deer 
industries. 

There are a range of secondary benefits of the Plan, including control of non-native pest animals 
responsible for the spread of TB (e.g. possums and ferrets).  This will also reduce adverse effects of 
these animals on biodiversity and environmental values. 

Mycobacterium bovis and its adverse effects 

The subject organism of the Proposal, Mycobacterium bovis (TB), is the bacterium that causes the 
disease of bovine tuberculosis.  TB is the ‘pest’ to be managed in accordance with the proposed TB 
Plan. 

Mycobacterium bovis can infect humans as well as a range of domestic and wild animals. TB is 
particularly significant as a disease of farmed cattle and deer in New Zealand, and if left unchecked 
would cause unacceptable adverse animal welfare effects, result in significant production losses, and 
increase risk to market access for export animals and animal products.  There are also potential 
reputational knock-on effects if New Zealand was not considered to have effective biosecurity 
arrangements in place for TB.  

No other organism will be controlled under the proposed amended Plan, except as described in the 
section on “Proposed measures to achieve proposed objectives” which notably includes large-scale 
possum control and a range of disease control and surveillance measures in livestock and other 
wildlife. 

Why a national plan remains the most optimum approach 

The appropriateness of a national TB Plan has been established previously. The current TB Plan is 
derived from the original Plan (then called a ‘Strategy’), which first came into force in 1998. 

A national plan is appropriate because the organism M. bovis affects more than one region and, as 
the cause of TB, the organism: 

• has, or is likely to have, a significant effect on economic well-being; 
• is unlikely to be successfully eradicated without significant use of central government 

(Crown) resources and significant industry resources managed on behalf of cattle and deer 
sectors by national organisations; and 

• is relevant to New Zealand’s international obligations1. 

A national plan offers advantages for the control and eradication of TB.  In New Zealand, TB is a 
wildlife and livestock borne disease, so control measures must extend well beyond individual farms.  
They must be applied on a broad scale irrespective of land ownership, land use, or regional 
boundaries. Nationally consistent regulations on livestock testing and movement, herd registration 

                                                           

1 The OIE (the World Organisation for Animal Health) Terrestrial Animal Health Code. 
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and animal identification, along with nationally-collated disease control records and information 
systems, are essential for management of in-herd infection and to prevent herd-to-herd infection. 

National planning and coordination of disease and vector control measures enables achievement of 
agreed national objectives.  The affected livestock industries are nationally integrated, and any 
adverse trade effects associated with TB would impact on the industries at a national level. 
Therefore a national plan shares industry costs and benefits in an appropriate manner, and funding 
can be applied from national, rather than regional, industry sources (although regional contributions 
can still be made on behalf of landowners in regions to reflect regional benefits of TB control). 
Where regional or local variations are appropriate (as with herd and animal testing policies) these 
can readily be applied within a national plan framework. 

Management Agency 

It is proposed that TBfree New Zealand Limited, a fully-owned subsidiary of OSPRI New Zealand 
Limited, (TBfree NZ (OSPRI)) continues to be the management agency responsible for implementing 
the proposed national Plan. Farmers and organisations representing the current Plan’s funders – 
Beef+Lamb NZ, DairyNZ, Deer Industry NZ and the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) – support 
TBfree NZ (OSPRI) in this role as is has the necessary systems, competence and expertise in both its 
employees and its contractors to deliver on the TB Plan.   

TBfree NZ (OSPRI) would be statutorily accountable to the responsible Minister for the management 
of the TB Plan and to the Ministry of Primary Industries for the prudent expenditure of Crown funds. 

The directors of TBfree NZ (OSPRI) are also accountable to the company shareholders and, through 
them, to farming and other stakeholders for the conduct of the TB Plan and the prudent use of the 
funds they contribute. 

PROPOSED REGULATORY AMENDMENTS 

Implementation of the Proposal would require  

- amendments to the Biosecurity (National Bovine Tuberculosis Pest Management Plan) Order 
1998 (TB Plan);  

- amendments to the Biosecurity (Bovine Tuberculosis - Cattle Levy) Order 1998 (the cattle 
levy);  

- a new Biosecurity Act levy order to recover costs from live cattle and deer exporters (live 
export levy); and 

- revocation of the Biosecurity (Bovine Tuberculosis – Otago Land Levy) Order 1998. 

It is proposed that the amendments come into force on 1 July 2016.  

The amendments and supporting rationale are described below and in more detail in the 
accompanying briefing, options analysis, benefit cost analysis and consultation document.  There 
may also be some ancillary amendments required (e.g. to the Interpretation section – refer 
Glossary).   

1) Proposed amendments to the TB Plan  

The proposed changes to the TB Plan will require amendments to:  
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• set new objectives (with key milestones achieved over time through a staged approach) 
(clause 5); 

• include an Eradication Programme (new clause) 
• extend the term of the Plan to 30 June 2055  (clause 7); 
• alter the compensation entitlements (clause 18); and  
• update the sources and application of funding for implementation of the TB Plan (clauses 19 

& 20). 

New objectives (clause 5) 

The TB Plan seeks to address adverse effects of bovine tuberculosis on economic wellbeing, the 
environment, and human health.  A healthy farming sector is a vital component of New Zealand’s 
economic wellbeing.  Bovine tuberculosis is a disease of farmed cattle and deer in New Zealand 
which, if left to spread, would lead to serious production losses and animal health issues. The 
disease can also affect humans.  

The PGG undertook and/or commissioned extensive research and analysis into the practicality of 
eradicating TB from both livestock and vectors. This analysis, when considered in combination with 
the considerable progress to date, and expected further technical and management developments 
to come, confirmed that eradication is now both feasible and economically justifiable.  

The PGG recommends that TB Plan objectives be amended from trialling eradication of the disease 
from wildlife and its containment in livestock to focus on biologically eradicating bovine TB from 
New Zealand altogether by 2055. 

The proposed new objectives of the TB Plan are therefore: 

• Biological eradication of TB from New Zealand by 2055 to address the adverse effects of 
bovine tuberculosis on the economic wellbeing, the environment, and human health with 
the key milestones of:  

o TB freedom in livestock by 2026 - cattle and deer herds would be largely free of TB 
infection by 2026, with potentially a very small number of isolated breakdowns 
which will require mopping up. 

o TB freedom in possums by 2040 - this is the point of ‘statistical freedom’ of disease 
from possums, where there is confidence, at an acceptable level of certainty that the 
disease is absent from possums which are then no longer able to infect livestock.  

Complete biological eradication of TB from New Zealand, where TB is considered eradicated 
from all wildlife, would take a further 12 – 15 years after the declaration of TB freedom in 
possums and will involve low level monitoring and verification, and the very occasional mop-
up of residual or previously undetected infection. 

• Ensuring the infected herd annual period prevalence stays at or below 0.2%2 on average to 
minimise the adverse effects of bovine tuberculosis on economic wellbeing, the 
environment, and human health throughout the term of the Plan. 

                                                           

2 The OIE Terrestrial Animal Health Code threshold at which a country can be declared free of bovine tuberculosis 
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Plan Programme (proposed new clause) 

It is proposed that the TB Plan will be delivered through an “Eradication Programme” (as defined in 
the National Policy Direction for Pest Management) in which the intermediate outcome for the 
programme is to reduce to zero the level of TB infection nationally in livestock (by 2026), possums 
(by 2040) and wildlife (by 2055).  

Achieving the objectives  
It is proposed that the principal measures to achieve the TB Plan objectives, as currently prescribed 
in cl 5A of the TB Plan, remain unchanged, that is: 

• Detection of TB infection through testing herds and vectors, 
• Slaughter of  livestock suspected to be infected with TB, 
• Vector management in VRAs and buffer zones, and 
• Livestock movement controls. 

No additional measures are proposed to be included in the TB Plan Order. However the PGG 
recommends that TBfree NZ (OSPRI) significantly changes its operational approach (i.e. non-
regulatory measures) to vector control and disease management to deliver on the plan objectives 
and milestones.  The proposed approach to disease management in livestock and in wildlife is 
described in the consultation document (attached) and supporting papers.  

Full details and policies for the implementation of these measures will be set out in the TBfree 
(OSPRI) National Operational Plan that is reviewed annually, as required by Section 100B of the 
Biosecurity Act. 

Monitoring and review 
Regular review of progress – both annual and relating to longer term milestone achievement – 
would be undertaken and reported on by TBfree NZ (OSPRI) to funders and to the Minister. A key 
purpose of the review is to ensure the Plan and its implementation remains fit for purpose.  

Funding parties also intend to formalise a process with OSPRI through a Heads of Agreement 
arrangement whereby ongoing collective review of progress against the Plan can be formalised, with 
an opportunity for all parties to raise any issues or concerns related to progress or any aspect of the 
Plan. 

Term of Plan (clause 7) 

The current TB Plan terminates on 30 June 2026. The Proposal is to extend the term to 30 June 2055. 

The TB Plan is subject to 10 yearly reviews under section 100D of the Biosecurity Act.  

The first 10 year review is expected to coincide with the first major milestone of TB freedom in 
livestock, when operational activity is also expected to decrease. At this point, provided the livestock 
freedom milestone has been achieved, the operational programme will change to reflect the new 
circumstances, with a focus on TB freedom in possums and less need for disease control. 
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Compensation (clause 18) 

It is proposed to amend clause 18 of the TB Plan Order so that compensation levels within the plan 
can be set to allow compensation to be paid for reactors taken (animals deemed to be suspicious of 
having TB and requiring slaughter and further diagnostic testing), or potentially for other animals not 
deemed to be reactors under specific circumstances, from 0% up to 100% fair market value. 

This would allow TBfree NZ (OSPRI) to determine, in agreement with industry groups, what levels of 
compensation are appropriate to be paid dependent on criteria such as: 

• Whether the reactor animal was subsequently negative for tuberculosis at post-mortem 
diagnosis ; 

• Whether the reactor was diagnosed with TB at post-mortem (currently set at 65% fair 
market value compensation and recommended to remain at this level); 

• The level of infection found within the herd if TB is diagnosed (currently herds classified as 
high risk receive 100% of fair market value as compensation); 

• Whether the farmer was compliant with the regulations and policies within the Plan; and 
• Whether there are other circumstances that result in further losses from the herd that could 

be eligible for wider compensation. 

In addition to the payment of compensation for cattle and deer reactors, it is proposed that TBfree 
NZ (OSPRI) may also continue to pay compensation for cattle and deer when slaughter is: 

• the only practical or permitted option for an animal following the imposition of restrictions 
on the movement from that herd; or 

• required, to either protect the TB status of an officially TB free area or to achieve eradication 
of TB from a herd within an acceptable time frame, so as to enhance the achievement of the 
TB Plan objectives.  

Funding of the Plan (clause 19)  

It is proposed to amend clause 19 of the TB Plan to enable payments from the live animal export 
sector to contribute to the funding of implementation of the plan.  

Minor amendments are recommended to update the nomenclature of the representative dairy and 
deer industry organisations and the management agency. 

The current mechanisms in clause 19 are considered sufficient to support the funding from the beef, 
dairy and deer industries.  The more specific detail of arrangements is expected to be set out in a 
new ‘Heads of Agreement’ arrangement between funding parties and TBfree New Zealand (OSPRI). 
A new sub-clause will be required to enable a Biosecurity Act levy on live cattle and deer exports for 
the purposes of funding the TB Plan. 
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Regional council contribution 

Although regional council contributions are no longer proposed for funding the TB Plan, it is not 
proposed to amend or revoke clause 19(g) or (h) of the TB Plan Order3 at this time.  Clause 19(g) 
relates only to the ability of councils to make discretionary contributions to the Plan’s 
implementation costs.  This may still be desirable for councils on a case-by-case basis, while any levy 
raised under clause 20(h) would still need to be subject to full consultation and regulatory approval 
(i.e. it cannot be imposed unilaterally by the agency).  

Application of Funds (clause 20)  

Revoke clause 20 of the TB Plan Order because tying sector, local government and central 
government funds to specific cost buckets is no longer required. 

Clause 20 requires that the only purposes for which TBfree NZ (OSPRI) may spend funds under the 
current TB Plan are disease control, vector control or common programme costs (including 
research). These ‘cost buckets’ have been useful in ensuring that industry payments are directed as 
closely as possible to activities that benefit that industry or a region e.g. for disease testing.  

The use of cost buckets does, however, create inefficiencies.  TBfree NZ (OSPRI) is not able to direct 
funds towards activities that are most beneficial for the overall programme.  In addition, activities 
previously considered beneficial for specific industries are now recognised to have wider benefits.  
For example, livestock TB testing not only identifies infection within one industry sector, but also 
serves as a surveillance tool to hone vector control to the right locations, benefiting all sectors.  

It is therefore proposed that the requirement to target sector funds through the use of the ‘cost 
buckets’ is removed from the TB Plan, by revoking clause 20 of the TB Plan Order.  This will give the 
management agency, TBfree NZ (OSPRI), the flexibility to direct funding towards the areas of 
greatest programme benefit.  This is expected to result in cost and operational efficiencies. 

The PGG strongly recommends that TBfree NZ (OSPRI) establish clearer financial and non-financial 
reporting processes to ensure the accountability obligations implicit in clause 20 continue to be met. 
These processes should be developed by TBfree NZ (OSPRI) in collaboration with the funding party 
representatives (i.e. MPI, Beef+Lamb New Zealand, DairyNZ, DINZ and live cattle and deer 
exporters4). 

Crown and Industry funding contributions (new clause 20) 

Intent To prescribe funding shares and provide for the calculation of relative industry funding 
shares in the future 

                                                           

3 19 The implementation of the plan is to be funded by payments from the following sources: 
(g) by a payment made at the discretion of each regional council: 
(h) subject to section 100L(5) of the Act, by a levy under section 100L(1) of the Act on persons within a region. 

 
4 MPI may need to represent the interests of live animal exporters until such time they have a representative body 

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/1998/0179/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM4758114#DLM4758114
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/1998/0179/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM4758114#DLM4758114
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New funding shares for the Crown and beneficiary industries have been developed. These have been 
informed by a variety of factors, taking into account the Biosecurity Act requirements for cost 
recovery for a national pest management plan (i.e. the extent to which they are beneficiaries or 
exacerbators, and a sound rationale for the allocation of costs).  

It is proposed that the Crown contributes 40% of the funding for the annual TB Plan costs, and the 
beef, dairy and deer funding shares are set at 14.46% for the beef industry, 43.04% for the dairy 
industry and 1.67% for the deer industry.  The proposed funding share for live animal exporters, 
identified as a new funder for the TB Plan, is 0.8% of the annual TB Plan costs.   

The final industry funding shares are the result of negotiated agreement between the industry good 
organisations.  They were informed by factors including industry size, the benefits generated by the 
TB Plan, consultation feedback and sector willingness to pay.  The more detailed analysis that 
underpins the proposed Crown and industry funding shares is set out in the consultation document 
and supporting benefit cost analysis. 

Future review of funding shares  

It is proposed to include in the TB Plan Order a funding share ‘index’ to make future adjustments to 
relative industry funding shares to reflect medium term changes in the fiscal and economic 
environment for each sector, and so avoid the considerable contention around the issue experience 
up to now. 

The ‘index’, based on the size and value of each sector (farm gate value and livestock 
numbers/units), would be used to calculate shifts against an initial baseline.  It would apply from the 
first year of the Plan.  It would use an average of the most recent five years’ data to moderate the 
impacts of short term swings in circumstance, while allowing medium to longer term changes to be 
picked up. Smaller adjustments to industry shares would be managed annually through industry 
reserves, with any larger adjustments, only likely occur every few years, given effect through 
amended levies and/or direct contributions after appropriate consultation with affected farmers and 
industry bodies. 

Detail on the index – the proposed metrics and how it would operate - should be included in a 
schedule to the TB Plan Order.  

2) Proposed amendments to the Biosecurity (Bovine Tuberculosis - Cattle Levy) Order 
1998  

Amendments to the Biosecurity (Bovine Tuberculosis—Cattle Levy) Order 1998 are also required to 
provide for a differential levy for beef and dairy animals. 

The amendments and supporting rationale are described in summary below and in more detail in 
the accompanying briefing and consultation document. Appendix 3 provides suggested drafting for 
the proposed amendments to the Cattle Levy Order. 

Differential cattle slaughter levy 
It is proposed that two different rates for the cattle slaughter levy should be set to reflect the 
proposed new funding shares – the levy on beef cattle slaughtered should reduce to a maximum of 
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$8.00/head but initially be set at $5.95, while the levy on dairy cattle slaughtered would remain at 
the maximum rate of $15.00/head but initially be set at $13.90.  

This would require the following amendments to the Biosecurity (Bovine Tuberculosis – Cattle Levy) 
Order 1998: 

1. Clause 9 – which currently states that the levy is set at a single rate, would be changed to state 
that the levy would be set at two rates;  

2. Clause 11 (2) b – which currently states “the share of costs to be funded from the levy as 
established by the funding formula set out in Chapter 12.5 of the Animal Health Board 
(Incorporated’s) proposal for a national pest management strategy for bovine tuberculosis 
notified in the Gazette on 16 November 1995” should be changed to reflect that future levy values 
would be set on the basis of the TB Plan funding shares proposed by funding parties and agreed to 
by the Minister; and 

3. Clause 16 – which states how the levy money must be spent and reflects the current system of 
‘cost buckets’ would be amended to reflect the removal of cost buckets and would state that the 
only purposes for which TBfree NZ (OSPRI) may spend levy money are disease control, vector 
control, research and programme management. 

3) A new levy on livestock exports 

It is proposed that a new levy on live cattle and deer exporters is introduced to part fund the TB Plan 

Livestock exporters were identified as beneficiaries of the TB Plan as they benefit from access to 
foreign markets afforded by New Zealand’s low TB prevalence – a direct result of the TB Plan. TB 
infected animals are not accepted by importing countries and a resurgence in TB prevalence would 
result in market closures, as was the case when TB infection increased during the 1990s.  

Live animal export benefits from the TB Plan are estimated to be 0.8% of the total Plan value. This 
equates to a share of the annual plan costs of just over $500,000 per annum.  When divided by the 
average annual number of live cattle and deer exported over the last five years (just under 44,000 
animals per annum), this gives a per head cost of $11.36.  

The PGG therefore proposes that the levy be set at $11.50/animal exported with a ceiling of 
$15.00/animal exported.  This will mean that the total annual contribution by the live animal export 
sector would vary annually according to the number of animals exported each year. In recognition of 
the volatility of the market, this should be reviewed periodically to reflect changing circumstances.   

It is proposed that TBfree (OSPRI) invite a representative of the Livestock and Germ Plasm Trade 
Association (LAGTA) to join the OSPRI Stakeholders Council. 

The new levy would be enacted under the Biosecurity Act 1993 and collected by the Ministry for 
Primary Industries alongside other charges5 at the point of export certification. The levy proceeds 

                                                           

5 Existing charges by the Ministry for Primary Industries on exported livestock cover the costs of export certification and the unit fee 
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would then be passed on to TBfree NZ (OSPRI) as the management agency. The proposed payers of 
the levy are exporters registered by the Ministry for Primary Industries, who export live cattle or 
deer.  

A levy on exported livestock is considered the most appropriate means to target this group of new 
beneficiaries of the Plan.  The levy is specific to exported livestock only and to those exporting the 
livestock (rather than domestic producers). It is clear that livestock exporters receive benefits from 
the TB Plan and do not currently contribute towards Plan funding. 

4) Revocation of the Biosecurity (Bovine Tuberculosis–Otago Land Levy) Order 1998  

In keeping with the removal of funding for the Plan from regional councils, it is recommended that 
the levy on Otago landowners as provided for by the Biosecurity (Bovine Tuberculosis–Otago Land 
Levy) Order 1998 should be revoked.  

Given the ongoing annual challenge of securing funding from some regional councils, the proposed 
funding approach incorporates landowner shares into the industry and Crown funding shares. 

This approach would simplify the collection of funding and improve funding security for the 
management agency, TBfree NZ (OSPRI). It also reflects that some of the landowner benefits are 
diffuse and, for any individual landowner, very small. The benefits may also be difficult to explain to 
rural landowners, other than pastoral farmers, particularly in regions with low TB risk and minimal or 
infrequent Plan activity.  

It is also important to recognise that, even with funding collected from landowners (via regional 
councils) cattle and deer farmers are still incurring a significant portion of that cost. This supports 
the rationalisation of two separate charges – levy and rates – into one.  

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

charged under the Animal Products Act. 
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GLOSSARY 

Biological eradication The complete absence of TB in wildlife and livestock (but not humans) from a particular management unit, 
such as a Vector Control Zone, with a near zero chance of disease reinvasion. A declaration of biological 
eradication follows a declaration of TB freedom. 

Breakdown Refers to TB being diagnosed in a Clear or Suspended status cattle or deer herd. 

Infected herd annual 
period prevalence (also 
herd infection rate) 

Is the number of cattle and deer herds classified as infected at the start of the financial year, together with 
the number of cattle and deer herds found infected during the financial year, divided by total cattle and 
deer herds, expressed as a percentage. 

False positive reactor Is a Reactor animal that subsequently is negative to post-mortem diagnostic tests for TB. This means that 
one of the tests it had (usually the skin TB test) was a false positive. 

Livestock TB freedom A TB Plan milestone where cattle and deer herds are largely free of TB infection, with the exception of a 
very small number of isolated breakdowns which would require mopping up. 

Management agency Is defined in the Biosecurity Act as “a management agency responsible for implementing a national pest 
management plan”. The management agency for the TB Plan is TBfree NZ, a subsidiary of OSPRI New 
Zealand (TBfree NZ, OSPRI). 

Movement Control Areas  
(MCA) 
 

Defined geographical areas used under the current Plan to control the risk of TB transmission through 
cattle or deer movements from areas with the highest wildlife infection risk, being those areas where 
infected herd annual period prevalence (as a proxy for wildlife infection risk) is greater than one per cent. 

National Animal 
Identification and Tracing 
Scheme (NAIT). 

The National Animal Identification and Tracing scheme (NAIT) is a mandatory New Zealand scheme which 
has been established to create an electronic identification system for animal identification and lifetime 
traceability. The scheme requires all cattle and deer to be identified with an approved permanent NAIT 
device within 180 days of birth or prior to movement. 

National Operational Plan 
(NOP) 

The set of operational measures and polices developed by the management agency to give effect to the 
Minister’s decision and the TB Plan Order. The NOP is required under s100B of the Biosecurity Act 1993 to 
be produced by the management agency within 3 months of the TB Plan Order (or amended Order) coming 
into effect. It must be reviewed by the management agency annually, with a report on performance and 
any amendments provided to the Minister. The NOP cannot place any statutory obligations on farmers or 
other stakeholders other than as provided for within the Order. 

Passive surveillance The use of data from different sources to provide inference about the likelihood of presence or absence of 
TB. These data may come from unplanned incidental observations (such as the detection of TB in pigs or 
deer by recreational and commercial hunters or possum fur trappers) or from information collected for 
other primary purposes (such as the use of slaughterhouse inspection of cattle and deer for TB, and the use 
of livestock testing data collected to determine TB presence in livestock, not wildlife per se). 

Plan Governance Group 
(PGG) 

Established by funding parties to lead the TB Plan Review. Is responsible for preparing and submitting the 
Proposal to the Minister. 

Proof of concept Proof of concept is a realisation of a certain method or idea to demonstrate its feasibility. 

Probability of freedom The probability that TB has been eradicated from the possum population in a defined area. 

Proposal Means a proposal to create, amend, revoke, replace, or leave unchanged a National Pest Management Plan 
under the Biosecurity Act 1993. The contents and other requirements of a proposal on review of a national 
pest management plan are outlined in sections 105D and 59-67 of the Biosecurity Act 1993. 

Residual Trap Catch Index  A measure used to determine the density of possum populations in a given area based on the number of 
possums captured per 100 traps laid (according to a specific design), expressed as a percentage. 

Reactor Means an animal that is positive to an approved TB test or tests and which is directed to slaughter. Such 
animals are to be identified with official Reactor ear tags up to the time of slaughter. 

Spillover host A spillover host cannot independently and indefinitely maintain TB within a population solely by 
transmission within the species concerned. Spillover hosts typically (in New Zealand) become infected by 
interacting with infected possums or some other host, but only very occasionally pass on the disease to 
another animal of the same species as itself. Some species can be true maintenance hosts at very high 
density (when there is lots of opportunity for transmission between individuals) but not at the low 
densities at which they usually occur in the wild. That is believed to be the case for wild deer, feral pigs, and 
ferrets, the three main spillover hosts in New Zealand. 

Stopping rule Means the level at which possum control stops in an area because the possum population is considered to 
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be TB free. The level is currently set at a probability of TB freedom of 0.95. At that level, it is expected that 
one in 20 areas declared TB free will still contain TB possums and herds in such areas would be vulnerable 
to becoming infected. These areas would receive additional possum control to eradicate the identified 
infection. 

Surveillance The process of conducting formal field surveys to try to detect the continued presence of TB in possums. It 
includes direct necropsy surveys of possums (usually by trapping) and/or necropsy of sentinels species such 
as pigs, ferrets, and deer, which are known to largely be spillover hosts in which the presence of TB 
indicates the probable presence of TB in possums. 

TB Used as an abbreviation for bovine tuberculosis. Mycobacterium bovis, is the bacterium that causes the 
disease of bovine tuberculosis (and is the ‘pest’ managed by the proposed TB Plan).  

TB Plan The set of objectives, measures and operational policies established to manage bovine TB in New Zealand.  
It is given effect to through the TB Plan Order and operationalised through the National Operational Plan (a 
requirement under s100B of the Biosecurity Act. References to the ‘current Plan’ mean the TB Plan as 
currently enacted and implemented through the TB Plan Order and the National Operational Plan. 
References to the ‘proposed Plan’ mean the TB Plan as amended if the changes set out in this proposal 
were to be approved. 

TB Plan order Is the Biosecurity (National Bovine Tuberculosis Pest Management Plan) Order 1998 that gives effect to the 
regulatory elements of the TB Plan. 

TB freedom A defined geographic area (e.g. a Vector Risk Area or New Zealand) is considered to become free of bovine 
TB when it becomes free of unacceptable risk of infection in wildlife. The level of acceptable risk is specified 
by the calculated probability that TB is no longer present – the ‘Stopping rule’ set by the Board of TBfree on 
the advice of technical and scientific experts (currently 0.95). At that level, one in 20 Vector Risk Areas 
could potentially be declared free but still contain TB. There would therefore be some residual outbreaks in 
areas declared free that would require a low level of ‘mop up’ activity after the declaration of freedom and 
revocation of Vector Risk Area status. Can also be known as ‘statistical freedom’ of TB in possums. 

Vector Control Zone (VCZ) A defined geographical area in which activities are undertaken to control the populations of wild animals 
that are known vectors for bovine tuberculosis. 

Vector Free Area (VFA)  A defined geographical area where bovine tuberculosis is not maintained in the wildlife populations. 

Vector Risk Area (VRA) A defined geographical area where bovine tuberculosis is being maintained in the wildlife population as 
indicated by either epidemiological information from infected cattle and deer herds, or the finding of 
tuberculosis in wildlife animals that are classed as bovine tuberculosis maintenance hosts. 

Works surveillance Refers to inspection of carcasses for TB at cattle and deer slaughter premises. 
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APPENDIX 1 SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO TB PLAN ORDER 

Clause Proposed amendment 

1 Title and commencement No change 

2 Interpretation No change 

3 National Bovine Tuberculosis Pest Management Plan No change 

4 Pest No change 

5 Objectives of plan Proposed new objectives for eradication and disease 
management 

New Plan Programme Specify the TB Plan contains an eradication programme 
to reduce TB in New Zealand to zero  

5A Principal measures to implement plan No change  

6 Management agency No change 

7 Term of plan Propose to extend the term of the Plan to 30 June 2055 

8 Powers used to implement the plan No change 

9 Plan rules No change 

10 Obligation to notify TBfree NZ (OSPRI) of place where herd 
is kept 

No change 

11 Obligation to provide facilities and assistance for restraint 
of animals 

No change 

12 Identification of animals with bovine tuberculosis No change 

12A Identification of cattle and deer for testing No change 

12B Declarations No change 

12C Form and content of declarations No change 

12D Retention of declarations No change 

12E Sales No change 

12F Meaning of movement No change 

13 Restrictions on testing and treatment of animals No change 

14A Obligation of persons performing ante- and post-mortem 
examinations to submit specimens for investigation 

No change 

14B Obligation of persons in charge of verifying compliance 
with ante- and post-mortem examination procedures 

No change 

15 Obligation of laboratories to provide results No change 

16 Obligation of operator of commercial slaughter premises No change 

17 Obligation to report suspected presence of bovine 
tuberculosis to TBfree NZ (OSPRI) 

No change 

17A Release of pigs into wild state No change 

18 Compensation Amend the compensation entitlements to allow 
payment from 0% up to 100% compensation  

19 Funding of plans Update funding arrangements to reflect proposed new 
arrangements and funding parties 

20 Application of funds Revoke targeted funding requirements 

21 Actions that may be taken by local authorities No change 
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APPENDIX 2 MATTERS TO BE COVERED BY THE PROPOSAL:  ASSESMENT OF THE JUNE 2015 TB 
  PLAN REVIEW  

Section 100D of the Biosecurity Act 1993 specifies the following in relation to a review of a plan 

Proposal for review 

... 

(5) The Proposal— 

(a) must state whether the Proposal is to amend, revoke, revoke and replace, or leave 
unchanged the plan or part of the plan; and 

(b) must give reasons for the Proposal; and 

(c) must,— 

(i) if the Proposal is to amend the plan or part of the plan, set out any proposed 
amendments in full; or 

(ii) if the Proposal is to revoke and replace the plan or part of the plan, set out the 
replacement plan or part; and 

(d) must comply with section 61, 70, 81, or 90 to the extent to which the sections are 
relevant and reading in any necessary modifications; and 

(e) … 

Provisions applying to reviews 

(6) Reviews are conducted under the following sections to the extent to which they are relevant and 
reading in any necessary modifications: 

(a) sections 59 to 67, for a national pest management plan: 

(b) … 

Action after review 

(7) Following the review, the Minister or council may approve— 

(a) the amendment of the plan or part of the plan; or 

(b) the revocation and replacement of the plan or part of the plan; or 

(c) the revocation of the plan or part of the plan; or 

(d) the leaving unchanged of the plan or part of the plan. 
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Section 61(2) requirement 

Location in 
consultation 

document (page)/ 

Supporting 
document 

(a) the name of the person making the Proposal: 17 

(b) the subject of the Proposal, which means— 

(i)the organism proposed to be specified as a pest under the plan or the organisms 
proposed to be specified as pests under the plan; or 

(ii)the class or description of organism proposed to be specified as a pest under the plan or 
the classes or descriptions of organisms proposed to be specified as pests under the plan: 

16 

(c) for each subject,—  

(i)a description of its adverse effects: 16 

20 

(ii)the reasons for proposing a plan: 16 

(iii)the objectives that the plan would have: 31 

(iv)the principal measures that would be in the plan to achieve the objectives: 31 

(v)other measures that it would be reasonable to take to achieve the objectives, if there are 
any such measures, and the reasons why the proposed measures are preferable as a means 
of achieving the objectives: 

64 

(vi)the reasons why a national plan is more appropriate than a regional plan: 17 

(vii)an analysis of the benefits and costs of the plan: 36 – 41 

Options analysis 
document 

Benefit cost analysis 
document 

(viii)the extent to which any persons, or persons of a class or description, are likely to 
benefit from the plan: 

37-41 

Options analysis 
document 

Benefit cost analysis 
document 

(ix)the extent to which any persons, or persons of a class or description, contribute to the 
creation, continuance, or exacerbation of the problems proposed to be resolved by the 
plan: 

41 

Benefit cost analysis 
document 

(x)the rationale for the proposed allocation of costs: 42, 43 

(xi)if it is proposed that the plan be funded by a levy under section 100L, how the proposed 
levy satisfies section 100L(5)(d) and what matters will be specified under section 100N(1): 

43-45 

Appendix D 

(xii)whether any unusual administrative problems or costs are expected in recovering the 
costs allocated to any of the persons whom the plan would require to pay the costs: 

54 

(d) any other organism intended to be controlled: Other organisms to 
be controlled 

(e) the effects that, in the opinion of the person making the Proposal, implementation of the plan 
would have on— 

 

(i)economic wellbeing, the environment, human health, enjoyment of the natural 
environment, and the relationship between Māori, their culture, and their traditions and 
their ancestral lands, waters, sites, wāhi tapu, and taonga: 

37-39 

46-48 

 

38 
(ii)the marketing overseas of New Zealand products: 
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Section 61(2) requirement 

Location in 
consultation 

document (page)/ 

Supporting 
document 

(f)if the plan would affect another pest management plan or a pathway management plan, how it 
is proposed to co-ordinate the implementation of the plans: 

54 

(g)the powers in Part 6 that it is proposed to use to implement the plan: 49 

(h)each proposed rule and an explanation of its purpose: 50 

(i)the rules whose contravention is proposed to be an offence under this Act: 

(j)the management agency: 52 

(k)the means by which it is proposed to monitor or measure the achievement of the plan's 
objectives: 

53 

(l)the actions that it is proposed local authorities, local authorities of a specified class or 
description, or specified local authorities may take to implement the plan, including contributing 
towards the costs of implementation: 

54 

(m)the basis, if any, on which the management agency is to pay compensation for losses incurred 
as a direct result of the implementation of the plan: 

51 

(n)information on the disposal of the proceeds of any receipts arising in the course of 
implementing the plan: 

54 

(o)whether or not the plan would apply to the EEZ and, if it would, whether it would apply to all of 
it or parts of it and, if it would apply to parts, which parts: 

54 

(p)whether the plan includes portions of road adjoining land it covers, as authorised by section 6, 
and, if so, the portions of road proposed to be included: 

54 

(q)the anticipated costs of implementing the plan: 39, 40 

(r)how it is proposed that the costs be funded: 41-45 

(s)the period for which it is proposed the plan be in force: 18 

(t)the consultation, if any, that has occurred on the Proposal and the outcome of it: See appended 
consultation 

summary 

(u)any matter that the national policy direction requires be specified in a plan: 55 

(v) the steps that have been taken to comply with the process requirements in the national policy 
direction, if there were any. 
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The TB Plan review has been assessed against the requirements of the National Policy Direction for 
Pest Management 2015 on what should be included in a proposal for a national pest management 
plan, the benefit cost analysis requirements, and the allocation of costs. The location of the 
information on where these requirements are met and/or the process followed to meet the 
requirements are identified in the table below. All documents referred to have been included with 
Proposal submitted to the Minister. 

 
National Policy Direction requirement 

Location in Proposal 
(page)/ 

Supporting document 
4. DIRECTIONS ON SETTING OBJECTIVES 

(a) state the particular adverse effect or effects of the subject on the matters listed in 
section 54(a) of the Act that the plan addresses; 

3 
 

(b) state the pest management intermediate outcomes that the plan is seeking to 
achieve, being one or more of the following intermediate outcomes 

3 

(c) for each applicable outcome in sub clause (1)(b)(i) to (iv), specify – 
(i) the geographic area to which the outcome applies; and 
(ii) the extent to which the outcome will be achieved (if applicable); and 
(iii) the period within which the outcome is expected to be achieved; and 

5 
5 
5 

(f) if the period within which the pest management intermediate outcome is expected 
to be achieved is more than 10 years, state what is intended to be achieved in the 
first 10 years of the plan, or during the current term of the plan prior to next 
review (as applicable). 

5 
 

5. DIRECTIONS ON PROGRAMME DESCRIPTION 
(1) For each subject in a pest management plan or pathway management plan, the plan must 

contain one or more of the following programmes…  
6 
 

6. DIRECTIONS ON ANALYSING BENEFITS AND COSTS 
(1) When determining the appropriate level of analysis of the benefits and costs of the plan 

for each subject for the purposes of a proposal for a pest management plan or pathway 
management plan, a proposer must consider: 

(a) the level of uncertainty of the impacts of the subject, or an organism being spread 
by the subject, and of the effectiveness of measures; and 

(b) the likely significance of the subject, or an organism being spread by the subject, or 
of the proposed measures, in terms of stakeholder interest and contention, and 
total costs of the proposed plan; and 

(c) the likely costs of the programme relative to the likely benefits; and 
(d)  the level of certainty and the quality of the available data. 

See information in 
- Science reviews 
- Supporting analysis 

documents 
- Consultation 

document 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document 

(2) In the proposal for a pest management plan or pathway management plan, an analysis of 
the benefits and costs of the plan for each subject must: 

(a) identify, and quantify (if practicable), the impacts of the proposed subject or an 
organism being spread by the subject; and 

(b) identify two or more options for responding to the subject or an organism being 
spread by the subject (one option must be either taking no action or taking the 
actions that would be expected in the absence of a plan); and 

(c) identify, and quantify (if practicable), the benefits of each option; and 
(d) identify, and quantify (if practicable), the costs of each option; and 
(e) state the assumptions (if any) on which the impacts, benefits and costs are based; 

and 
(f) be at an appropriate level of detail as determined in accordance with sub clause 

(1); and 
(g) take into account any risks that each option will not achieve its objective; and 
(h) identify any realistic mitigation options for the risks identified in sub clause (2)(g); 

and 

See information in 
- Consultation 

document 
- Supporting analysis 

documents 
- Options analysis 
- Science reviews 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document 
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National Policy Direction requirement 

Location in Proposal 
(page)/ 

Supporting document 
(i) adjust the benefits and costs for each option as appropriate to take account of sub 

clause (2)(g) and (h); and 
(j) clearly identify which option is preferred. 

(3) When taking into account any risks that each option will not achieve its objective under 
sub clause (2)(g), a proposer must consider: 

(a)  the technical and operational risks of the option; and 
(b) the extent to which the option will be implemented and complied with; and 
(c) the risk that compliance with other legislation will adversely affect implementation 

of the option; and 
(d) the risk that public or political concerns will adversely affect implementation of the 

option; and 
(e) any other material risk. 

See information in 
- Consultation 

document 
- Supporting analysis 

documents 
- Options analysis 
- Science reviews 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document 
(4) When taking into account any risks that each option will not achieve its objective under 

sub clause (2)(g), a proposer must: 
(a) for analyses where the benefits are fully quantified, either: 

(i) estimate the residual risks as a probability of success and calculate the 
expected benefits of the option by multiplying the benefits by the 
probability of success; or 

(ii) state the residual risks to the programme and calculate what the 
probability of success would need to be to make the expected benefits 
equal the costs; and 

(b) for all other analyses (where the benefits are not fully quantified): 
(i) state the residual risks to the programme and, where practicable, give an 

indication of likelihood and impact; and  
(ii) specify which of the benefits are most likely to be affected if the risk 

eventuated. 

See information in 
- Consultation 

document 
- Supporting analysis 

documents 
- Options analysis 
- Science reviews 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document 

(5) The proposer of a pest management plan or pathway management plan must document 
the assessments made in sub clauses (1), (3) and (4) and make them publicly available 
with the proposal for a pest or pathway management plan.  

See information in 
- Consultation 

document 
- Supporting analysis 

documents 
- Options analysis 
- Science reviews 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document 
7. DIRECTIONS ON PROPOSED ALLOCATION OF COSTS FOR PEST AND PATHWAY MANAGEMENT PLANS 
(1) If a proposer of a pest or pathway management plan is determining an appropriate 

grouping of subjects, or organisms being spread by the subject, for cost allocation 
analysis, the proposer must consider: 

(a) whether the subjects, or organisms being spread by the subject, have similar 
groups of beneficiaries and exacerbators; and  

(b) whether the exacerbators have similar existing legislative responsibilities and 
rights; and 

(c) if applicable, whether the organisms in a proposed pest management plan are at a 
similar stage of infestation and whether the proposer has similar management 
objectives for the  organisms. 

See information in 
- Consultation 

document 
- Report to Minister 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document and 
supporting analysis 
documents 

(2) When determining the appropriate cost allocation to be proposed for a pest management 
plan or pathway management plan, a proposer must: 

(a) identify and estimate the direct costs of the plan and identify the indirect costs of 
the plan; and 

(b) where possible, identify the beneficiaries of the plan; and 

See information in 
- Consultation 

document 
- Report to Minister 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document and 
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National Policy Direction requirement 

Location in Proposal 
(page)/ 

Supporting document 
(c) where possible, identify the active and passive exacerbators; and 
(d) determine whether the best cost allocation method is to have beneficiaries or 

exacerbators or a mixture of both bearing the costs of the plan and determine the 
appropriate cost allocation by considering all of the following matters: 

(i) the legislative responsibilities and rights of beneficiaries and 
exacerbators; 

(ii) the management objectives of the plan and the stage of infestation; 
(iii) the most effective agents to undertake the control to meet the objectives 

of the plan; 
(iv) if proposing that beneficiaries bear any of the costs of the plan, how 

much each group of beneficiaries will benefit from the plan and whether 
each group of beneficiaries will benefit more than the amount of costs 
that it is proposed that it bear; 

(v) if proposing that exacerbators bear any of the costs of the plan, how 
much each group of exacerbators is contributing to the problem 
addressed by the plan;  

(vi) the degree of urgency to make the plan; 
(vii) efficiency and effectiveness of the cost allocation method and proposed 

cost allocation; 
(viii) practicality of the cost allocation method and proposed cost allocation; 
(ix) administrative efficiency of the cost allocation method and proposed cost 

allocation; 
(x) security of funding of the cost allocation method and proposed cost 

allocation; 
(xi) fairness of the cost allocation method and proposed cost allocation; 
(xii) whether the proposed cost allocation is reasonable; 
(xiii) the parties who will bear the indirect costs of the plan; 
(xiv) the need for any transitional cost allocation arrangements;  
(xv) the mechanisms available to impose the cost allocation; and 

supporting analysis 
documents 

(e) consider what is the best mechanism(s) to impose the cost allocation, taking into 
account the cost allocation method chosen, the most effective control tools and 
agents to undertake the control to meet the objectives of the plan, practicality, 
administrative efficiency, security of funding and any statutory requirements; and 

See information in 
- Consultation 

document 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document and 
supporting analysis 
documents 

(f) document the steps and assessments carried out under sub clause (a) to (e) and the 
rationale for the proposed allocation of costs, and make them publicly available 
with the proposal for a pest or pathway management plan. 

See information in 
- Consultation 

document 
- Benefit cost analysis 

document and 
supporting analysis 
documents 

- PGG ToRs and 
meeting documents 
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Executive summary 
The proposed amendments to the TB Plan were generally well received.  All elements of the 
Proposal were supported by the majority of submitters. 

Issues commonly raised were: 

• That the proposal to change the cattle slaughter levy to differentiate between beef 
and dairy cattle was questioned as unworkable and unfair. This was probably the 
most contentious proposal but was supported by a majority (60%), provided it could 
be made to work fairly and effectively.   

• The use of 1080 (opposed by around 10% of submitters). 
• That the lower Plan costs may create operational risks, including related to the 

capacity and capability of contractors during the transition to the amended Plan 
(raised by 5% submitters including OSPRI and industry organisations). 

Industry organisations involved in the review were unanimous in their support for the 
eradication objectives and the proposed changes to key aspects of how the plan would work 
(e.g. risk based testing, vector control, compensation and infringements).  An outstanding 
issue was the funding split between beef and dairy, and how that funding would change over 
time.  The final agreement has been reflected in the PGG’s proposal to the Minister. 

Summary of consultation 
Consultation ran from the 23rd June to the 31st July 2015.  Further submissions were 
accepted throughout August.   

Information was made available via: 

TB Plan Review website 

Full and summary consultation documents, along with a range of supporting papers, were 
available on the website.  The consultation period and the website were publicised through a 
Plan Governance Group media release and through OSPRI and industry organisations' 
networks. 

Nationwide roadshow 

36 information sessions were held around New Zealand from 24 June through to 20 July 
2015.  
 

Dedicated email and 0800 number 

A dedicated email address and 0800 number were established for submitters to ask 
questions about the proposal or review process. 
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Stakeholder feedback was sought in a variety of ways: 

Online survey 

A survey form was available on the website throughout the consultation period, which asked 
the same 21 questions as were in the full consultation document.   

Telephone survey 

A telephone survey was conducted during the period 27 July – 5 August.  This survey 
targeted a random sample of farmers across New Zealand from the beef, dairy and deer 
farming sectors. 75% of the respondents from all sectors were owner/operators, with the 
remainder being herd owners, day to day managers or sharemilkers (according to the NAIT 
database).  Answers were recorded anonymously. 

Written submissions 

Written submissions were emailed, posted or submitted at the workshops. 

Engagement 
350 people attended the information sessions, some of whom also made written 
submissions. 

Written submissions (including online surveys) 239 

Telephone survey responses 175 

Total number of submissions 414 

Table 1: Total number of submissions 

 
Sector # submissions 
Beef 122 
Dairy 131 
Deer 22 
Beef & Deer 13 
Beef & Dairy 12 
Dairy & Deer  3 
Other (e.g. regional councils, vets, TBfree committees, industry 
organisations, unknown) 

110 

Table 2: Number of written/online/telephone survey submissions by sector.  Telephone survey 
respondents’ sector was identified through the NAIT database, all others are self-identified. 
 

Submissions Analysis Overview 
 
The aim of this paper is to organize the submitters’ comments so that the Plan Governance 
Group can easily see what submitters have said and respond to the issues raised. This 
information is then used to inform the Proposal that is presented to the Minister, and the 
Minister for Primary Industry‘s consideration of the Proposal.   
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No weighting was given to any of the submissions, even those from the stakeholder industry 
organisations – it is important to note that all submissions have been treated equally.  The 
executive summary draws attention to the main issues raised, and the summary of 
submissions gives a broader picture of the other themes. 
 
For the purposes of analysis, there are two metrics used to convey the number of submitters 
that held a certain view.  The ‘% of survey respondents’ refers to the % of people who gave 
clear yes/no answers to the consultation questions – this was a subset of submitters who 
answered the online or telephone surveys and some written submissions that gave yes/no 
answers to the same questions.  Most written submissions did not provide definitive yes/no 
answers.  The other measure is the ‘% of submitters’, which is a count of the number of 
unique submitters who held a certain view, divided by the total number of submitters.  This 
latter measure is therefore representative of all submitters, rather than just a subset. 
 
A number of operational issues (beyond the setting of the Plan itself) have been raised by 
submitters through this process.  These comments are included in this paper for 
transparency and are matters for OSPRI to consider as part of operationalising the new plan.  
 
Feedback received from the information sessions is included in the “Submissions by Theme” 
chapter of this document but has not been included in the summary section as the 
comments cannot be quantified.  They are also available in a separate document 
(Consultation Meetings Outcome Summary). 
   

Summary of submissions on the Proposal 
Is a National Plan still required? 

The continuation of a national plan to manage TB was strongly supported, with 90% of 
survey respondents in favour. 

Should the Plan focus on M. bovis? 

Most submitters supported a strong focus on M. bovis, with around 80% of survey 
respondents in favour.  Around 2% of submitters supported the inclusion of pest control for 
biodiversity purposes.   

The term of the Plan 

The proposed term of the Plan was supported by around 75% of survey respondents.  
Around 4% of submitters opposed the term of the Plan, largely arguing for a shorter time 
frame and/or more frequent reviews. 

Preferred option 

The PGG’s preferred option was strongly supported with around 80% of survey respondents 
in favour.  Around 5% of submitters commented that they preferred the faster eradication 
option. 
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Proposed objectives 

The proposal to eradicate TB from New Zealand was strongly supported.  The majority 
favoured the proposed option, while a reasonable minority preferred the faster option.  The 
objectives were supported by all the major industry organisations representing the affected 
farming sectors. 

The objectives and milestones were supported by 90% of survey respondents. 

Funding shares 

The funding shares were also generally accepted.  Around 70% of survey respondents 
supported the proposed shares for 2016/17.  The survey responses from beef and dairy 
farmers mirrored this result with around 70% from each sector stating their support.  The 
written comments (from all sources) again support this figure, with around 20% of submitters 
commenting that they oppose the proposed shares. These comments were varied but the 
strongest theme was for a smaller gap between beef and dairy (either beef should be higher, 
dairy should be lower, or that beef and dairy farmers should pay the same amount per 
animal – around 10% of submitters). 

The proposal to apply a sliding scale to the dairy and beef shares in the first five years of the 
Plan drew almost no attention from submitters.  Similarly, there were only several comments 
on the topic of a funding index, with those submitters noting that the funding shares need to 
be adjusted over time to reflect changes in the industries. 

The outstanding issue for Beef + Lamb New Zealand and DairyNZ was the funding split 
between beef and dairy, and how that would change over time.  The final agreement 
between these industries has been reflected in the PGG’s proposal to the Minister. 

Regional Council funding on behalf of landowners 

This proposal received little attention.   Regional councils and several other submitters were 
in favour of no longer seeking landowner funding from Regional Councils, while 6 submitters 
wanted such funding to continue.  4 submitters specifically wanted the Otago Land Levy 
Order to remain in place but set at zero, instead of being revoked. 

Cattle Slaughter Levy 

The majority of survey respondents supported the proposal, provided a fair and workable 
solution could be found (around 60%).  13% of submitters preferred a flat levy (9% dairy, 3% 
beef, 1% other), while 2% (including B+LNZ and MIA) specifically supported sourcing the 
funds from a levy on milk solids (either existing or new, but not always specified).  

Survey responses from beef farmers were supportive of the differential levy provided it could 
be made to work fairly and effectively (around 75%) while responses from dairy farmers 
were split (around 45% support). 

The proposal to differentiate between dairy and beef cattle for the slaughter levy was 
arguably the most contentious issue in the proposed amendments, and was regularly 
criticised at the workshops. The main concerns were that it may be unworkable and 
perceived as unfair.  
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Levy on live cattle and deer exports 

The proposed levy on live cattle and deer exporters was widely supported as it was seen to 
be fair (95% of survey respondents).  The Live Animal and Germplasm Trade Association 
opposed the levy, arguing that the exported cattle are comparable to beef cattle (as they 
have not produced milk yet), therefore they should only be levied around $6, and that they 
already pay this amount for pre-export TB testing.  They argue that their TB testing benefits 
the TB Plan. 

Assessment of benefits, costs and wider effects 

The assessment provided in the consultation document was widely supported.  More than 
85% of survey respondents agreed with the assessment and while some submitters raised 
issues that they felt had not been considered, there was no strong theme in this regard. 

There was concern, however, about the reduction in Plan costs in the first few years of the 
Plan, primarily from TBfree committees, OSPRI, and industry organisations.  A staged 
reduction in funding was proposed to mitigate the risks to the operational programme 
(around 5% of submitters). 

Principle Measures 

The continuation of the current principle measures was supported by the majority of 
submitters, with 90% of survey respondents in favour.  The main concerns with the current 
approach were that a stronger focus on managing infected livestock is needed, as opposed 
to vector control, and/or that better TB tests are needed (total of around 5% of submitters). 

Risk based testing 

The proposal to move to risk based testing was generally supported on the basis that it is 
more targeted, is a better use of resources, and will save farmers the hassle of unnecessary 
testing.  More than 95% of survey respondents supported the proposal, and there were 
opposing comments from up to 5% of submitters.   

Three key concerns were raised: 

a. that conducting fewer tests will lead to TB infected livestock not being 
detected, 

b. that post mortem inspections may not be reliable, and 

c. that NAIT is not ready. 

The proposal to introduce an ability to apply ‘user pays’ for TB testing where farmers 
purchase high risk animals was also supported (80% of survey respondents) as it was 
generally seen as fair and creating the right incentives.  Concerns were only raised by a 
small number of submitters and included the risk of perverse incentives being created, and 
that some TB testing is for the greater good and so should be a shared cost.   
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NAIT 

The important role of NAIT was acknowledged by many, along with the need for an easier 
way for farmers to assess herd/animal risk before purchase so they can protect themselves 
from both TB and the user pays testing regime.  Several other elements of the NAIT scheme 
that submitters do not consider to be working well were mentioned. 

Vector control 

The proposed, more targeted approach to vector control was widely supported (90% of 
survey respondents).  Concerns raised by submitters were that the relationship between 
OSPRI and their vector control contractors could be improved (4 submitters) and that other 
TB vectors are not being adequately managed (11 submitters).  

Regional councils consistently called for a formal handover of pest control operations from 
OSPRI to the regional councils once TB has been eradicated from an area to enable a 
smooth transition.  This would also help to alleviate the concern raised by some farmers that 
possum numbers will get out of control once TB has been eradicated. 

The use of 1080 

The use of aerial 1080 was opposed by around 10% of submitters, one third of whom do not 
agree that possums spread TB.  Other concerns included the risk that 1080 will become a 
trade issue for New Zealand exports, that 1080 has adverse biodiversity impacts and that 
there are better methods available such as trapping. On the other hand, a number of 
submitters and workshop participants agreed with the importance of its use. 

Compensation, powers and compliance 

The proposal to allow for 0 to 100% compensation was supported (90% of survey 
respondents).  Submitters supported 100% compensation when animals are slaughtered 
due to a false positive test result and through no fault of their own.  The key concern 
regarding this proposal was that the new compensation policy be very clear and leave little 
room for discretion. 

The proposal to introduce an infringements regime in the future was supported (90% of 
survey respondents). 

The continued use of the current powers in the TB Plan was supported (around 95% of 
survey respondents). 

Monitoring and reporting 

While the 10 year timeframe for formal Plan reviews was generally supported, around 10 
submitters called for an internal review within the first few years of the amended Plan, 
regular ongoing internal reviews and reporting against key targets to ensure that the new risk 
based approach to testing and vector control were working as planned, and not resulting in 
the spread or non-detection of TB.  
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PGG Response to key issues 

Funding  
A number of submitters raised concerns about the impact on operational activities and 
capability from significantly reduced funding in the first years of the amended plans 
implementation, and the flow on effects on the ability to achieve the Plans milestones and 
objectives in the timeframes set out.  

The PGG has therefore proposed an additional $5 million per year for the first two years (on 
top of the proposed $60 million per year) to reduce the impact of lower funding, including to 
mitigate a reduction in vector control activities (and capability) during the transition period. 
The PGG considers that any further risks as a result of lower funding can be managed, 
including through ongoing review of progress.  

Funding parties have also committed to undertake a health check with OSPRI after the first 
two years to assess any risks to the Plan’s implementation.  

Industry Funding Shares 
Taking into account the feedback received through the consultation process, and after 
further discussion with industry organisations, the PGG now propose that the beef, dairy and 
deer funding shares should be 14.46% for the beef industry, 43.04% for the dairy industry 
and 1.67% for the deer industry.  

These shares will be set from 1 July 2016, with no graduated shift in relative shares of beef 
and dairy funding as proposed in the consultation document. However the proposed funding 
index to review, and adjust where necessary, the relative beef, dairy and deer industry 
funding shares will apply from year two of implementation of the amended TB Plan (i.e. will 
be applied for the 17/18 financial year).   

Differential cattle slaughter levy 
The PGG has noted the concerns that a differential CSL may not be the most efficient, 
fairest or cost effective way to fund the dairy share of the new TB Plan.  The PGG has also 
noted DairyNZ’s view that an increase in the amount provide from the Commodities Act milk 
solids levy is unacceptable, particularly in the current economic climate.  After considering all 
concerns and views, the PGG has decided to include a differential cattle slaughter levy in its 
proposals to the Minister.  

The PGG proposes that meat processors will initially differentiate between beef and dairy 
animals on the basis of an agreed definition of a dairy animal. This is contentious with meat 
processors and some funding parties.  MPI and OSPRI will work with meat processors to 
ensure the arrangements work successfully.  In the longer term, the PGG considers that 
better options to differentiate dairy and beef cattle at slaughter are available, but further work 
is still required to identify and test the potential options. 
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Use of Aerial 1080 
The PGG recognises the concerns held by some submitters in regards to use of aerial 1080.   

The PGG took into account supporting reports and analysis of 1080, including the 2011 
report by the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment. 

Although the use of 1080 is an operational decision for OSPRI, the PGG considers that 
aerial 1080 remains an important, and at this point essential, tool for OSPRI to achieve 
vector control sufficient to achieve the Plans milestones and objectives.  

OSPRI continues to exercise best practise levels of planning and management of aerial 
1080 activities. This includes engaging with communities and ensuring control tools are 
selected appropriate to location and conditions.  

There has also been considerable improvement in baiting technology and reduced level of 
bait use over the years, which is expected to continue although incremental gains may 
become smaller over time.  The science reviews have supported this view.  Research is 
currently being undertaken into alternative toxins that could be approved for aerial 
application, as well as improvements in technology for multi-species ground control.   

Responses to consultation questions 
Table 1: Responses to each consultation question from the online and telephone surveys, 
and written submissions where yes or no responses were clearly provided.  The telephone 
survey asked a limited array of questions which are indicated by *, and those responses are 
provided in ().   

Question Yes No 

Do you agree that a national plan to manage TB is still 
required?  

104 7 

Should the scope of the Plan be limited to focus on M bovis?  68 18 

Do you agree that the term of the Plan should be extended 
out to 30 June 2055?  

73 23 

Do you support the proposal as option 1 to eradicate bovine 
TB?  

80 17 

Do you support the Plan objective and supporting 
milestones?* 

77 
(170) 

11 
(5) 

Do you agree the principal measures to achieve the objectives 
of the Plan should remain unchanged? 

73 7 

Do you agree with a more targeted risk based approach to 
disease management?  

86 2 

Do you agree with allowing for up to 100% compensation 
within the Plan based on agreed criteria?  

79 7 
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Question Yes No 

Do you agree with allowing for user pays by farmers for TB 
testing in cattle in circumstances where they purchase high 
risk animals? 

71 14 

Do you agree to the change in focus of vector control 
activities?  

76 6 

Do you agree with the assessment of benefits and costs 
arising from the Plan?  

66 9 

Do you agree that live animal exporters should contribute to 
the funding of the TB Plan? 

84 2 

Do you agree with the proposed funding share for each sector 
in 2016/17?* 

60 
(118) 

17 
(57) 

Do you agree with the proposal to introduce a differentiated 
cattle slaughter levy for beef and dairy animals if it can be 
made to work fairly and effectively?* 
 

49 
(94) 

30 
(57) 

Do you agree with the funding arrangements for the dairy 
sector? 

53 17 

Do you agree with the funding arrangements for the deer 
sector? 

59 7 

Do you agree with the proposed levy on live cattle and deer 
exports?* 

77 
(157) 

2 
(6) 

Do you agree with the assessment of the wider effects of the 
Plan? 

67 7 

Do you agree with the powers available to implement the TB 
Plan remain unchanged? 

66 3 

Do you agree with the proposed introduction of 
infringements for cases of deliberate non-compliance with 
the Plan?  

75 6 

Do you agree with the proposed changes to the compensation 
provisions? 

72 3 
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Submissions by theme 

Overall comments 
[WS] = comments from workshops [131,170] = the comment was made by submitter 131 and 170, see the submitters list for their name. 
 

Comments PGG Response Action1 
Supporting 

The overall response from workshop attendees to the PGG proposals was 
positive and supportive.  People who attended the workshops were mostly 
pleased to hear of substantial progress that has been made since 2011.  Also 
well received was confirmation that eradication is feasible and can be achieved 
more quickly and for a lower cost than was previously envisaged.  Most were 
keen to see the ‘job done’, were pleased that an end is now in sight, and 
emphasised that they do not want the ‘foot to be taken off the pedal’ [WS]. 
A clear message was that the ‘foot must not be taken off the pedal’.  At one 
workshop a comparison was drawn to “MAF withdrawing a programme for 
managing a disease (Caprine arthritis and encephalitis – CAE) in goats 10 years 
ago leading to situation where CAE is now re-established and widespread across 
both large and small scale operations”.  At the same workshop it was suggested 
that there is an opportunity for OSPRI, through NAIT, to support a voluntary 
registration and disease status regime for CAE [WS]. 

 Noted 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Need more public education about the TB Plan and its benefits [131,170] and the 
benefits of using 1080 [176]. 

Agreed PGG advice to OSPRI to 
continue to highlight benefits of 
the plan and approaches and 
tools used 

Need to maintain the momentum [19, 31, 45, 206].   Agreed  
OSPRI has made fantastic progress to date [9,10,19,20,24,31,46,139]. Agreed  
We need to avoid complacency in the future with regards to TB control and 
awareness [108]. 

Agreed  

Some submitters supported the proposal in its entirety 
[1,27,28,39,41,47,49,50,71,83,98,121,231,232,234,235,236,237,238,390] 
 
 

Noted  

                                                

1 Absence of an identified action indicates PGG consider none required 
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Comments PGG Response Action1 
Concerns /issues 

Two submitters called for a full and independent review of TB and its 
management [105,134]. 

The PGG considers that it has run a full, robust and 
thorough process, benefitting from independent input and 
open consultation, to review the TB Plan. 
 
  

 

TB control is ineffective and a waste of money [11]. The analysis and scientific review undertaken by the PGG 
and summarised in the publically available supporting 
documents strongly support the case for TB control, its 
effectiveness and wide-ranging benefits to a number of 
parties.  

 

TB control is ineffective and a waste of money [11,65].  Resources should 
instead be directed towards BVD [37].and Johnne’s [172]. 

TB has historically (less than 20 years ago) had a very 
substantial impact on cattle and deer. The TB Plan has 
been successful in driving down TB infection rates, and this 
may have led to it having a lower impact on more farmers, 
particularly in TB free regions. 

Advise MPI and industry 
bodies of feedback on BVD 
and Johnne’s 

Is a National Plan still required to manage TB? 
(Page 17 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

Most submitters agreed that a National Plan is still required to manage TB for the 
following reasons: 
• To prevent a return to previous high levels of TB and/or leverage off previous 

investment [4,74,82,137,139,142,149,152,161,166,177, 
178,183,192,196,221,225,213,219,225,417] 

• A nationally coordinated approach is required [76,96,140,191,193, 
204,211,220]  

• It is the most efficient and cost effective means of delivering TB control [120, 
76] 
• To protect human health, [4,43,141,144,154,191,201] 

• To protect exports [4, 3,74,144,149,154,166,172,181,182,184,189,201] 
• To prevent impacts on cattle and deer / agribusiness 

[4,154,158,164,166,181,191,226] 
• For all the reasons provided in the consultation paper [145]  

Noted  
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Comments PGG Response Action 
• It provides the necessary legal/operational framework [146,166,167] 
• Because national funding is required [166,204,227] 
• To ensure that research is directed towards operational needs [76] 
• It is essential to achieve eradication 

[108,118,141,147,151,155,162,163,165,170,171,174,177,181,182, 
187,192,194,195,198,216,223,226,230] 

Opposed 

TB/possums are already sufficiently under control [65,111,209]. 
Because TB should only be managed in infected areas, not nationally [209]. 
The eradication of TB is impossible and OSPRI should be dissolved [65]. 

Analysis and historical evidence have demonstrated 
anything less than a nationally coordinated approach to 
managing TB will result in much higher prevalence in 
livestock within a decade. 
Control measures must extend well beyond individual farms 
and must be applied on a broad scale irrespective of land 
ownership, land use, or regional boundaries.  
Further rationale for support of nationally planned approach 
is  set out in full on page 18 of the consultation document. 

Propose a national plan 

Should the Plan focus solely on M. bovis? 
(Page 16 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

Submitters cited the following reasons: 
• We will get better results from a focussed Plan [74,82,96,118,187, 

189,196,204,417] 
• Because that is the scope of TBfree NZ’s responsibility [143]. 
• Because that is the basis of the levies that are currently in place [146]. 
• Due to the Biosecurity Act [194]. 
• Agree with the reasons provided in the consultation document [51,145,184] 
• Agree that it should focus solely on M.bovis, but not possums [215] 
• Provided that the Plan continues to control TB vectors and conducts 

surveillance on livestock [177] 
 
 

Noted  

Opposed 
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Comments PGG Response Action 
The Plan should be broadened to also control/eradicate pests (e.g. possums and 
feral pigs) for biodiversity purposes [40,60,70,76,139,176,192,211,213]  
The Plan should specifically target possums as a vector of TB [216] 

The PGG agree that possum numbers will quickly increase 
once vector control activity stops and as a result will see 
the significant impacts that possums have on biodiversity. 
However including a possum control/eradication objective 
alongside the disease objective has the potential to dilute 
the focus of the programme, with a corresponding risk that 
the programme will need to be extended. 
The PGG considered adding possum control as an 
objective of the Plan, but decided that it would have the 
potential to reduce focus on TB management in some 
areas (if possum numbers are large but without TB). A 
wider range of parties would be needed to formulate a 
wider strategy.  The PGG considers that that an ongoing 
focus on TB itself is optimal (with collaboration with other 
parties for wider pest control purposes where possible). 
 

PGG to recommend to 
OSPRI and its shareholders 
that OSPRI  
- continue to work 

collaboratively with 
other stakeholders to 
support possum control 
activity after the 
conclusion of TBfree 
vector control activities 
in an area. 

The Plan should be broadened to cover other animal diseases as well [60,223] 
 

The PGG notes that a number of disease management 
activities carried out under the TB Plan could be used to 
also support farmers to manage other animal diseases in a 
more cost effective way than currently.  The value of using 
a national plan to manage these diseases is initially for the 
affected sectors to explore.  

- continue work with 
industry bodies, 
veterinary associations, 
and MPI to identify and 
develop opportunities 
for leveraging off the TB 
Plan implementation to 
deliver wider animal 
disease management 
outcomes for beef and 
deer farmers 

The Plan and management should cover all areas that may arise and be open to 
different paths and direction [174] 
The Plan should not have such a strong focus on possum control [66] 

By setting a plan with clear goals, considerable discretion is 
left to OSPRI as the management agency, in consultation 
with funders and other key stakeholders, to achieve those 
goals in the best possible way. PGG’s proposal also 
provides more flexibility to OSPRI to optimise activities than 
under the current plan. 
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Proposed term of the Plan 
(Page 18 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

Many submitters supported the proposed term of the Plan: 
• We need the time to achieve eradication and the milestones 

[43,141,142, 
160,177,181,182,187,185,186,189,191,192,194,216,230,417] 

• This is an ambitious and achievable timeframe [96,140,147] 
• The long time frame gives flexibility [191] 
• We need a long term commitment [51,148] 
• Because further monitoring is required anyway [149]. 
• Subject to regular reviews /satisfactory progress [4,96,104,137,169,171, 

204,213,221,225], including outside of the 10 year schedule if significant 
changes in progress occur [120] 

• No reason provided [21] 
• Noting that it would be shorter if more funding was available [152]. 

Support the programme going quicker if economical to do so [46,163,196]. 

Noted  

Opposed 
The timeframe should be shorter to capitalise on:   

• The availability of 1080 as a control tool [139,164]. This was one of a number of factors considered by PGG in 
deciding on what plan to propose to the Minister.  
Shortening the timeframe may reduce the need to use 
1080, or similar, for 3 up to years.  
The PGG considered that on balance, given the ability for 
OSPRI to adopt less risk averse vector control policy 
options and develop new technologies which will reduce 
the need for 1080 in out years. 
 

Recommend OSPRI 
continue to work with 
industry boards, Federated 
Farmers, regional councils, 
DoC and MPI to develop 
and implement an ongoing 
coordinated communication 
programme which includes 
a focus on the value of the 
different technologies, 
including 1080 and other 
toxins, for controlling 
possums. 

• Current stakeholder support and funding [166] The PGG considers that stakeholder support can be 
maintained for as long as the benefits of the programme to 
all funders remain clear. All funders and OSPRI have an 

Recommend that OSPRI 
continue to work with 
industry boards, federated 
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Comments PGG Response Action 
interest in ensuring these benefits are clearly identified and 
well communicated to stakeholders.  

farmers, regional councils, 
and MPI to develop and 
implement an ongoing 
coordinated communication 
programme which includes 
a focus on sustaining 
support and funding of the 
programme 

• Future technological, vector control and NAIT improvements mean that 
eradication can be achieved sooner [143,144,145] 

OSPRI and funders will remain open to all control options 
or programme improvements that could contribute to 
eradication being achieved sooner. The current timeframes 
are based on a range of factors, including scientific 
assessment of feasible timeframes to eradicate TB based 
on a cycle of recurring control activity. 
 

Recommend that OSPRI to 
continue to support the 
development, testing and 
implementation of new 
technologies, where 
appropriate. 

• No reason provided [60,118,124,155]   
The Plan should be reviewed every 5 years to ensure new developments are 
incorporated [143,144,145]. 

OSPRI and funders will keep an open mind to when the 
Plan is next formally reviewed (within the 10 year 
requirement for reviews under the Biosecurity Act); 
balanced against other reporting, monitoring and 
performance stocktakes that can be used to check on 
progress.  
 

Recommend that OSPRI 
continue to work with 
shareholders on the 
development of its Heads of 
Agreement, which includes 
triggers for Plan review 

Need more oversight of the operators [146] PGG considers that there are a wide range of checks and 
balances that provide performance pressure and assurance 
for activity under the Plan. Improvements will be made by 
OSPRI, in consultation with funders, on a case by case 
basis. 
 

Advise OSPRI of concerns 
so that that the next review 
of operating policies and 
procedures can take into 
account the concerns raised 
through this consultation 
process 

Prefer shorter and region specific goals [162] These will be developed by OSPRI as part of routine 
operational planning under the Plan.  

 

Don't think 2055 should be defined as the end if TB is not eradicated [178] Important that objectives are time bound (and realistic) to 
help drive performance. Ongoing monitoring and the 10 
year review cycle will identify issues with delivery (or early 
delivery) that require amending of timeframes 

 
The plan should be indefinite but open to interpretation and change when 
needed and guidance [174]. 

 

Only if M.bovis remains for that long [207]  
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Comments PGG Response Action 
It should have been eradicated already like they have in Australia [215] Noted  

Proposed plan objectives 
The preferred option 

(Page 26-29 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

The PGG’s preferred eradication option and proposed new TB Plan objectives 
were widely supported.  While some initially questioned why the faster 
eradication option was not preferred, workshop attendees generally agreed that 
affordability, stakeholders’ willingness to pay and the findings of the cost-benefit 
analysis supported the proposed eradication option.  It was almost universally 
accepted that the containment option was a substantially inferior option and 
much more costly in the long-run [WS]. 
There was some concern that many stakeholders don’t understand how and why 
eradication is now possible and it was suggested that a lot of work needs to be 
done to communicate this in the lead up to implementing the amended plan 
[WS]. 
The proposed eradication option is supported because: 

• Best balance between speed and cost [120,160,417] 
• Best return on investment / cost effective [96,120,160,165,187,194,223] 
• Best benefits and is the most affordable [43,68,145,192,204] 
• A more even spread of costs across present and future beneficiaries 

[104]  
• The lowest cost in the long term [79,137,141,147,191,195,216] 
• An achievable and realistic plan [68,79,162,165,193,211] 
• No reason provided [54,63,67,119] 
• Agree with reasons provided [60,89,104,171,181] 

The options considered were constrained by affordability concerns from the dairy 
sector and a more ambitious option may actually be available [104]. 
Many submitters supported eradication over containment more generally 
because: 

• It is now possible [27,70,108,186,221,223] 

Noted 
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Comments PGG Response Action 
• Eradication will enhance our clean green reputation / trade [4,110,140, 

196,225] 
• It maintains the current momentum and also makes the best use of the 

available tools [142,164,96] 
• Of the ongoing costs of containment [62,96,153,154,158] 
• It is important to preserve the progress made to date 

[108,112,113,114,115, 116,167,219] 
• Animal health and welfare benefits [62] 
• Of the adverse financial impacts on farmers with TB infected herds [44] 
• Containment is not an option [141] 
• No reason given [18,21,42,66,86,93,107,220,239] 

Support this option provided: 
• Eradication is achieved as soon as possible [47,48,148] 
• There is no increase in the numbers of infected livestock or vectors [45] 
• the job is done thoroughly and completely [90] 

Support the eradication effort but doubt that it will be achieved [172,174] 
It was also requested at one workshop that, given the current prevalence of herd 
infection is below 0.2 percent and that this is likely to be sustained, steps be 
taken at the first possible opportunity to ensure that New Zealand’s TB free 
status is formally recognised internationally [WS, 103] 

MPI reports annual herd prevalence to OIE MPI to consider formally 
advising OIE of ‘TB 
freedom’ 

Opposed 
A minority of workshop attendees supported the faster eradication option, while a 
smaller minority supported the containment option [WS].     
A number of submitters preferred the faster eradication option because: 

  

• It is possible and they generally prefer to eradicate TB sooner 
[52,124,125,131,132,187,189,222,224,226,273,354] 

PGG has balanced a wide range of factors in deciding 
which Plan option to propose to the Minister. An important 
consideration for all funders was affordability and balancing 
the costs of TB control across other funder priorities. 
 

 



Page 18 of 75 

 

Comments PGG Response Action 
• It capitalises on the current tools available, public and political support, 

staff and contractor capacity [52,62,76,124,131,140,149,166,169] 
PGG has accepted submissions that its consultation 
proposal gave rise to an unacceptable level of transition 
risk between the current and new plans, and as a result 
additional funding for years 1 and 2 of the plan has been 
proposed to the Minister. 
  

Propose increased funding 
for first two years by $5 
million/ year, with a review 
after two years to assess 
any ongoing risks to 
achieving the Plan’s 
objectives. 

• Lower risk of farmer apathy in the future [76,131,140,166] The PGG considers that stakeholder support can be 
maintained for as long as the benefits of the programme to 
all funders remain clear. All funders and OSPRI have an 
interest in ensuring these benefits are clearly identified and 
well communicated to stakeholders.  

Recommend OSPRI 
continue to work with 
industry boards, federated 
farmers, regional councils, 
and MPI to develop and 
implement an ongoing 
coordinated communication 
programme which includes 
a focus on sustaining 
support and funding of the 
programme 

• It reduces the risk that future events will derail the programme or reduce 
funding [3, 132,166] 

The timeframe for eradication cannot be separated from a 
number of other important considerations that must be 
weighed up, and PGG considers an appropriate balance 
has been struck.  
  
 

 

• Technological developments in vector control and NAIT will allow 
eradication to be achieved sooner [143] 

OSPRI and funders will remain open to all control options 
or programme improvements that could contribute to 
eradication being achieved sooner. The current timeframes 
are based on a range of factors, including scientific 
assessment of feasible timeframes to eradicate TB based 
on a cycle of recurring control activity. OSPRI will also 
make an ongoing investment in research to underpin 
potential improvements to the programme. 
 

Recommend that OSPRI to 
continue to support the 
development, testing and 
implementation of new 
technologies, where 
appropriate. 
Recommend OSPRI puts in 
place effective monitoring 
reviewing, reporting and 
planning processes to take 
advantage of technological 
advances.  
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Comments PGG Response Action 
Recommend Funding 
parties and stakeholder 
council provide appropriate 
scrutiny of OSPRI’s 
monitoring and planning 
processes 

• 1080 may not be available in the future [76,131,149,166] Shortening the timeframe will reduce the need to use 1080, 
or similar, for 3 up to years.  
The PGG considered that on balance, given the ability for 
OSPRI to adopt less risk averse vector control policy 
options and develop new technologies which will reduce 
the need for 1080 in out years, and that both options come 
in at similar overall cost but have significantly different 
annual costs for the first 10 -15 years ($70 million 
compared to $60 million for the proposed plan) that the risk 
of losing 1080, or an equivalent under either option was 
very similar.  
In the meantime it will be important to continue 
communications work with stakeholders and communities 
on the value of the different technologies for controlling 
possums. 

 

• It will minimise the risk of breakdowns [227] The risk of breakdowns remains the same under both 
options; the livestock milestone remains the same, 
although the faster eradication option would bring forward 
the milestone for TB freedom in wildlife which may mean 
there is a lower risk of vector related breakdown in the 
years immediately after the declaration of livestock 
freedom. However the difference between the two is 
considered to be very small and does not provide a strong 
or cost effective case for the faster eradication option. 

 

• It provides a more realistic assessment of costs [149] The underlying cost assumptions are  the same for both 
options, but if the comment relates to near term vector 
control funding differences (plus comparison to current 
expenditure) then: 
- Estimates for both are based on current costs, activities 

and results and considered to be sufficient to deliver 
the vector control activities required to achieve the Plan 
outcomes 
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- Transition funding arrangements will alleviate the 

impact of reduction in funding for vector control in early 
years 

• It will be lower cost overall [132] We considered that although the total cost of the Proposal 
over its full duration is $87 million (~8%) more than the 
option for faster eradication, this additional cost to farmers 
is outweighed by the benefits of:  
- TB freedom in livestock being achieved in the same 

timeframe and at lower upfront cost 
- balancing the costs of TB control against other funder 

priorities; 
- lower annual cost to farmers, and  
- likely material efficiency improvements over the lifetime 

of the TB Plan allowing later annual costs to be less 
than currently estimated. 

 

Do not believe eradication is possible with the proposed approach [118,172] The PGG is confident that the analysis and evidence it has 
considered, including two independent science reviews, 
support the proposed approach. It recommends that OSPRI 
establishes strong monitoring and review processes to 
ensure any issues with programme delivery are identified 
and addressed early and, if necessary bring to 
shareholders if there are material issues which affect the 
achievement of the objective.  

Recommend OSPRI 
establishes monitoring 
reviewing, reporting and 
planning processes to take 
advantage of technological 
advances.  
 

There should have been an option to support the status quo plan [93] The options developed and considered by the PGG were 
the result of considerable analysis of issues affecting the 
management of TB in NZ. This included analysis of the 
current plan. The status quo Plan was considered to be 
similar to the containment option in that it involved rolling 
back VRA, but with an added objective on testing ability to 
eradicate TB from difficult areas.  

 

Prefer the current plan [7,93]. PGG considers that analysis clearly shows an opportunity 
to eradicate rather than contain, and to do it at lower cost.  

 

It has taken over 10 years to achieve the reduction in infected herds on the West 
Coast.  Will the proposed strategy affect the continuance of this trend? [95] 

No, it is believed that the proposed approach will maintain, 
if not accelerate, the reduction in infected herds on the 
West Coast. This issue will be left to OSPRI’s operational 
planning. 

 



Page 21 of 75 

 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Do not support eradication [407,409,416] 
Containment may be sufficient [136] 
The scope of the TB Plan and the management agency should be limited to 
farms and bush areas on the margins of farms, not in the bush and other wild 
places [168] 

The PGG considers that the animal health and economic 
cases support eradication. We note that the containment 
option costs more over the 40 year period than either of the 
two eradication options, and has an ongoing cost beyond 
that period. 

 

 

Objectives and milestones 

(Page 31 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

The majority of submitters supported the proposed objectives and milestones 
because: 

• The objectives are realistic but achieving the milestones is optimistic [96] 
• The milestones are useful targets and a good way to check progress 

[101,137,142,171,223] 
• The timing of the milestones seems appropriate/realistic 

[43,141,145,165,174,187] 
• Progress to date, and science reviews, indicate that the objectives and 

milestones are achievable [104,192,194,225] 
• The objectives and milestones proposed seem well thought out 

[4,76,140,162,187,225] 
• They are simple and measurable [204] 
• Achieving these objectives will improve our trading reputation [170] 
• Agree with the reasons provided in the consultation document [181,417] 
• No reason given [49] 

Hopefully the milestones can be achieved sooner than those dates 
[142,145,155,161,169] 
Provided that TB free cattle areas and VFAs are not compromised by lack of 
surveillance [82]. 
 
 

Noted 
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Opposed 

Support faster eradication and delivery of milestones [118,139,146,166,207,209] It is not practically possible to deliver the TB freedom in 
livestock milestone any earlier than proposed. This is 
constrained by the epidemiology of the disease in livestock 
at present and the management strategies effectiveness to 
eradicate the disease.  
It is possible to bring forward TB freedom in possums and 
other wildlife by up to 5 years but no more. This based on 
1. it takes 20 years to eradicate TB from possums in an 

area which has not had control before  
2. a further 5-10 years is needed to confirm that TB is no 

longer in other wildlife, e.g. pigs, deer 
3. the balance after that is very low cost low level 

monitoring to ensure isolated incidents of infections are 
managed  

It is important to noted that the bulk of the expenditure will 
be concluded by 2035, after which much lower  funding is 
required for monitoring and management of isolated 
infections 

 

Other 
Milestones are meaningless, just get on with it [164] PGG consider it is important for accountability and planning 

purposes, particularly in a Plan with such a long time frame, 
that there are clear delivery milestones and outcomes for 
OSPRI to plan towards and be held accountable for. These 
milestones are also important for farmers and landowners 
who are funding the Plan.  

 

 

Should the principle measures remain the same? 
(pages 31-33, 59-64 of the Consultation document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

The principak measures were supported because: 

• Progress to date has demonstrated that they work [120,141,147,165, 

Noted  
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166,179,192,213] 

• The principal measures used to achieve the Plan objectives are sound 
and fit for purpose [9,104,120,137,164,170,177,181,187] 

However: 
• Evidence suggests savings could be made through better 

communication with those on the ground [192] 

PGG note communication with farmers and contractors has 
been a significant issue raised in the consultation.  

Recommend that OSPRI 
review its communication 
strategy and plans for 
TBfree programmes and 
NAIT to ensure better and 
simpler messaging focused 
on reinforcing farmer and 
stakeholder support, and 
compliance as appropriate 

• Provided it is a more targeted approach [146] PGG agree that a more targeted approach is required by 
OSPRI. The PGG’s proposal sets out more detail on what 
this would involve, although OSPRI will be responsible for 
the operational planning. 

Recommend that OSPRI 
adopt a more focused and 
targeted disease 
management and vector 
control approach consistent 
with the PGG proposal, and 
where possible and 
appropriate formally include 
these within the NOP. 
 

• OSPRI should remain open to innovation in TB control and any change 
in strategy/operations may require adjustment of the measures 
[104,140,171,174] 

OSPRI and funders will remain open to all control options 
or programme improvements that could contribute to 
eradication being achieved sooner. The current timeframes 
are based on a range of factors, including scientific 
assessment of feasible timeframes to eradicate TB based 
on a cycle of recurring control activity. OSPRI will also 
make an ongoing investment in research to underpin 
potential improvements to the programme. 
.  

PGG recommend that R&D 
funding remains similar to 
current levels, and OSPRI 
continue to test and 
incorporate results of these 
and external developments 
into operational planning 
and implementation 

These measures would need to be maintained until all cattle are TB free and the 
VRA’s become VFAs [74]. 

  

Support continued herd testing at some level, and pest control. Suggest a 
dedicated team visiting each property to do this [5] 

Noted, this is operational decision and OSPRI to consider 
best approach to achieve the required disease 
management objectives 
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Opposed 

The principle measures were not supported by some submitters on the basis 
that: 

The measures set out in the proposal are set at a more 
strategic level than those proposed by submitters. To 
include more ‘tactical’ measures in a statutory instrument 
such as the TB Plan Order would be counterproductive as 
have potential to be constraining (e.g. similar to the cost 
buckets) and therefore lead to inefficiencies.   
However it is appropriate that measures such as those 
proposed in submissions are considered as part of 
OSPRI’s operational planning and implementation process. 
The current tests are best internationally accepted tests 
that maintain high specificity and sensitivity commensurate 
with disease levels in the cattle and deer populations.  
 
Active monitoring are employed 

PGG to pass on 
recommended measures to 
OSPRI to consider as part 
of their operational planning 
processes  

• More focus on livestock movements is needed [56,61,66,72,81,88,105, 
123,134,168,395] 

• More focus on farm management, rather than vector control, is needed 
[72,215] 

• Support the culling of infected herds [53,66,72,103,118,134,168,179] 
• There are better options, keep up to date with latest knowledge 

[169,193,227] 
• Better TB tests are available and should be used / there are too many 

false positives in the current testing process 
[8,57,61,64,65,66,72,81,88,123, 134,135,168,215,405] 

Other factors suggested as having a role in transmitting TB infection were: 
• Pasture [105,118] 
• Animal health and stress [105] 
• Infected milk [105] 
• People [287] 
• Dairy goats [287] 

Consider vaccinating animals at those farms with continuous or regular sporadic 
Tb infection [66,297] 

OSPRI has undertaken some research on vaccination and 
will keep an open mind to use of vaccination if 
circumstances support its use as the best of all options.  
 

 

The Marlborough District Council noted that the feasibility of eradicating the 
disease in possums with conventional means in geographically remote, 
entrenched and climatically challenging areas of New Zealand remains a risk.  
Feral animals, particularly deer, are an ongoing risk, particularly in Marlborough 
where the feral deer population is increasing [132]. 

This issue has been specifically included in the analysis 
and modelling of eradication of TB from wildlife and is one 
of the reasons a long tail of low level monitoring and 
surveillance is planned  

 

One submitter proposed moving to a new pest control approach that sees 
OSPRI partnering with NGOs to control all vectors to achieve measured 
biodiversity gains.  Every farm needs a self-loading trap killing possums stoats 
and rats to facilitate Containment Rollback and Eradication. DairyNZ should fund 
and facilitate but community ownership is the key.  DOC is involved with 
hundreds of volunteer pest control projects all over the country, which are 

The PGG notes that OSPRI already works collaboratively 
with DoC and regional councils. The PGG notes it is 
important for OSPRI to remain focused on achieving its 
primary objectives for TB while maximising wider benefits. 
They also see such collaboration and opportunities to build 
and expand on its pest control capability and experiences 

Recommend OSPRI 
continues to take advantage 
of its pest control capability 
and experience. 
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providing a return far greater than eradicating TB and NZ Inc. is the beneficiary. 
When government funding stops we need other partners to step in [20]. 
There should be no live sale restrictions for clear herds in endemic TB areas [73] The introduction of risk based testing is likely to lead to the 

lifting of various restrictions or testing requirements (with 
details to be determined).  

 

The only reason we still have TB is because of non-compliance with movement 
controls and the poor test being used [111] 

OSPRI and MPI work hard to ensure movement control 
requirements are met and this will continue. However we 
believe that with the steadily improving recording of 
movements in NAIT, alongside incentives around RBT and 
the falling number of infected herds, non-compliance will be 
less an issue. The introduction of risk based testing will lead 
to reconsideration to where movement control makes 
sense and what types of non-compliance are most 
damaging to the Plan’s goals and therefore in need of 
greater compliance focus. 

 

Assessment of benefits and costs 
(Page 36-40 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

Agreed with the analysis provided 
[43,118,137,142,146,147,171,181,187,193,230,417] 
Regional councils view the proposed Bovine TB Plan as a positive step towards 
the eradication of bovine TB in New Zealand.  A successful eradication 
programme will see long-term benefits for the economy, rural community and the 
Crown [79,89,97,136] 

  

Opposed / concerns 
It should be acknowledged that the biodiversity benefits of TB control are not 
enduring beyond the term of the Plan, and in some geographical locations the 
benefits may be misplaced and not necessarily targeted to the highest 
biodiversity values either at a national level or regional scale [132]. 

We accept the impact of ceasing vector control can only be 
inferred to in the Proposal. The discussion does identify 
that vector control for TB purposes may not deliver benefits 
to areas of highest biodiversity value.  
However the underlying cost benefit analysis (discussed in 
more detail in the supporting documents) was on the basis 
of the biodiversity benefits falling away after TB vector 
control is ceased. Similarly, biodiversity benefits were 

Recommend that the 
benefit costs analysis 
document and  all 
supporting documents 
continue to be available on 
the website 
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discounted to recognise non-alignments with government 
biodiversity priorities. Temporary benefits are still benefits 
(being higher levels of biodiversity in year X than would 
otherwise be the case), and provide an option for other 
parties or programmes to continue investing in protecting 
and enhancing NZ’s biodiversity 

The benefits to trade and human health have been overstated while the following 
issues have not been considered in the analysis: 

• potential trade impacts from the use of 1080  
• animal welfare and human health impacts from 1080 poisoning  
• damage to the environment and ecosystem health from 1080 
• social benefits of possum harvesting for TB control purposes by 

stimulating economic and social growth in rural communities 
• the impacts of the lost recreational use of wilderness areas during and 

after 1080 aerial operations [105] 

The benefit costs analysis considered all of these based on 
a number of the supporting documents made available at 
the time of the consultation. 

Recommend that the 
benefit costs analysis 
document and  all 
supporting documents 
continue to be available on 
the website 

The ecological benefits of possums, as browsers in part replacing the role of the 
Moa has not been considered [55] 

  

The high cost of blood testing or farm slaughter for deer farmers (including extra 
on farm costs) when false positive reactors occur has not been included [14]. 

This benefit was included in the benefits cost analysis Recommend that the 
benefit costs analysis 
document and  all 
supporting documents 
continue to be available on 
the website 

Limiting the time horizon to 40 years artificially deflates what the total cost of 
containing TB (Option 3) will be to New Zealand. The 8% discount rate used in 
calculating present costs is also unrealistically high given the proposed 40% 
contribution to the program by central government and its much lower cost of 
borrowing. 

It is important for comparative analysis to compare options 
across the same period of time. However both the 
consultation and options analysis documents identify the 
ongoing cost implications. An 8% discount is the Treasury’s 
general expectation in considering the value over time of 
policy programmes. 

 

In addition, the assessment does not take into account the non-economic costs 
of impacts to vector control capability. Consideration of these costs would 
improve the assessment against criteria of Option 2 (Faster Eradication) relative 
to Option 1 (Eradication). Such considerations also make increasing immediate 
vector control resourcing at the expense of disease management resourcing 
desirable [76]. 

Some qualitative consideration of the social and wider 
opportunity costs that arise from a lower level of funding 
was made as part of the wider benefits assessment by 
Covec and Blaschke in their 2014 report on the broader 
benefits of the TB Plan (see supporting information 
provided). 

 

Grazers are no longer paying through rates but do receive a benefit [138]. Value grazers receive ultimately borne through value  
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received and levies/contributions paid by the beef or dairy 
farmer 

Estimates of the on farm costs borne by farmers is underestimated e.g. Labour 
min wage, 1.5 hr to set up bring in half hour to take back $29.5 + as not usually 
min wage either.  Dairy per herd (500) takes at least 3 hours each test, not 
usually a junior staff member $66 [149] 

Used estimate of $24/hour – an updated figure of average 
farm labour cost. Estimates of time reviewed by industry 
advisors. Also an action identified by technical group for 
further work at next review 

 

Need to watch assumptions made re rates of reduction. Also assuming that NAIT 
can lift its game [188]. 

PGG agree and consider the monitoring and review 
processes will ensure any emerging issues are identified 

 

Appears logical but there is concern about the variability of these estimates [96] Noted, but PGG believe that an appropriate and robust 
process has been followed to quantify the benefits and 
costs   

 

The options analysis on cost/benefit should have been peer reviewed and 
reflects a good outcome for option 1 [190] 

The options analysis was reviewed by policy and technical 
specialists of the funding parties and OSPRI. Independent 
analysis and review was also provided for key issues, e.g. 
trade, biodiversity benefit, option values. The overall benefit 
analysis was also independently reviewed with 
amendments to the final analysis made as appropriate. 

 

 

Assessment of wider effects 
(Page 46-48 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

Agree with the assessment [43,165,171,174,177181,183] 
 

  

Opposed/Other 
You have not covered the difficulty of protecting kea in your worst infected areas, 
a negative affect but still an effect, whether you can capture and re-release to 
provide protection should also be factored into the plan. Nor have you covered 
the benefits and timeframes of prey predator cycles but I'm being nit picking, as 
the area of control diminishes so too does the wider benefits [149] 

The vector control activities will continue to apply best 
practise for application of aerial 1080 and use of other baits 
in respect to impact on indigenous biodiversity. This will 
include taking into account advice of DoC. As currently 
practised, the timing of TB vector control activities will be 
synchronised with wider biodiversity objective gains where 
possible. 

 

Impacts of the increasing wild deer population have not been taken into account 
[210] 

The Plan recognises that persistence of TB in wild deer 
populations, including the likelihood that these may 
increase, has been included in the analysis underpinning 
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the biological eradication objective – in particular allowing a 
significant tail of surveillance (15 years) after the modelled 
projection of eradication in wildlife 

If TB is eradicated from wildlife in some or all regions this will markedly decrease 
the number of possum control programmes, resulting in adverse effects on 
biodiversity in New Zealand.  Additional Crown funding would need to be 
provided to DOC to control animal pests.  1080 poison reduces both rat and 
possum numbers [96] 

The PGG agree that possum numbers will quickly increase 
once vector control activity stops and as a result will see the 
significant impacts that possums have on biodiversity return. 
The PGG believe, however, that there are considerable 
opportunities for OSPRI, with the considerable experience, 
knowledge and system it has, to develop partnerships with 
regional councils, landowners and DoC to ensure possum 
control continues after the end of TB Plan vector control 
activities.  

Recommend to OSPRI and 
its shareholders that 
OSPRI continue to work 
collaboratively with other 
stakeholders to support 
possum control after the 
conclusion of TBfree vector 
control activities in an area. 

Plan costs 
(Page 39 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

Workshop attendees were generally surprised that a 25 percent cost reduction 
could be achieved, but most seemed to be comfortable with the proposals and 
the explanation of how the savings can be achieved [WS]. 
Most also appeared to comfortable with the overall cost of implementing the 
proposed Plan (i.e. it was seen as reasonable and providing value for money in 
the context of the management agency’s successes to date) [WS]. 
During the workshops it was noted that the costs of the proposed, amended 
approach were not inflation-adjusted in out-years and that this is consistent with 
the approach to funding for the current Plan.  The expectation is that savings 
generated by efficiency gains and other operational improvements will continue 
to offset any future inflationary costs. [WS]. 
Efficiencies in the programme should continue to be sought where possible to 
minimise the cost of the plan to farmers. In addition, should progress towards 
plan objectives be made faster than anticipated, OSPRI will need to engage with 
funders and shareholders about whether a reduction in overall programme cost 
might be possible at an earlier date [120]. 
The removal cost buckets will provide greater flexibility for OSPRI to direct 
funding towards areas of greatest programme benefit [120,153].  
Would like to see OSPRI given flexibility and support around funding to achieve 
eradication [47,48] 

Noted  
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Commend the proposer in identifying programme efficiencies and reducing of 
the existing total programme annual costs by up to $20m year [132]. 

Opposed / concerns 
There was some concern about the impact of reduced funding, particularly on 
vector control in the first few years of the Plan, before the savings from risk-
based testing come through [WS]. 
There was a significant level of feedback from some workshops that farmers 
would be happy to pay more than was being proposed, at least for a few years, 
to support an effective transition from the current approach.  They wish to 
ensure that current momentum and/or past gains are not lost and that vector 
control capacity and capability is maintained [WS]  
There was also some concern that it would be harder to seek extra funding in 
future if it turns out this is required [WS].   
Should not reduce $80m spend yet, wait till transitioned to new plan [161] 

In response to further analysis by OSPRI and concerns 
raised by farmers PGG have proposed an additional $5 
million per year for the first two years to reduce the impact 
of lower funding and allow vector control activities (and 
capability) to be better maintained during the transition 
period.  
We consider that the risks highlighted by OSPRI’s analysis 
can be managed. In particular we believe that TBfree NZ 
(OSPRI) has a number of tools that will allow an adaptive 
approach to vector control and disease management to 
achieve the TB Plan’s proposed milestones and objectives. 
Funding parties have also committed to undertake a health 
check with OSPRI to review progress and risks at the end 
of the first two years of the TB Plan’s implementation. 

Recommend to the Minister 
additional transitional 
funding of $5m/year for two 
years. 
Funding parties review 
progress after two years, 
with particular focus on 
whether identified funding is 
sufficient to achieve 
objectives as planned 

Several workshop attendees commented that sector organisations representing 
their interests (in particular Dairy New Zealand and Beef+Lamb New Zealand) 
need to take notice of levy payers’ view that they are happy to pay more than 
what is being proposed (i.e. when settling on the total amount of funding 
required and the sector shares) [WS] 

The PGG note that funding parties have been engaging 
directly with their farmers separate to the review process to 
inform their positions. 
 

Passed concerns onto 
industry bodies 

Some felt the costs were too high: 
• This is too expensive for the taxpayer [212]. 

The PGG’s proposal for the Crown share of funding has 
been informed by a range of factors (as for other funders), 
with particular respect to biodiversity, biosecurity, and wider 
trade benefits that come from the Plan.  

 

• OSPRI’s operating costs should be lower, e.g. 27 staff paid over 
$100,000 and testing costs over recent years should have reduced with 
reduced testing staff and fewer tests being done as the incidence of TB 
has declined [75]. 

OSPRI (and AHB) previously have continuously delivered 
efficiencies and productivity gains over time which has 
resulted in significant re-investment into vector control and 
disease management that has allowed the current TB Plan 
to be ahead of target. This is in no small part possible due 
to the high quality and qualified staff OSPRI has. Funding 
parties have also maintained a high degree of scrutiny over 
the operations of AHB/OSPRI. 

 

Others considered the costs too low: 
• Prefer to pay more to achieve eradication faster or continue the current 

spend [3,13,19,42,68,85,93,258,393] 

The PGG consider there are relatively little gains to be 
made for the added early expenditure, given the TB 
freedom in livestock milestone (and therefore impact on 
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farmers) is the same for both eradication options.  

• Need more funding to pay for more testing [335] The PGG analysis supports a more targeted risk based 
approach to testing as being more informative and cost 
effective. 

 

As the budget has been cut by so much, it would be wise to inflation proof. This 
could be done by setting a threshold, if inflation goes above a certain amount 
then funding can be adjusted [127] 

A significant element of the reduction has been possible 
due to the significant change in the proposed testing 
arrangements and the removal of the inefficiencies 
generated by the ‘cost buckets’. The PGG consider that the 
current ‘no inflation’ approach used over the last 20 years 
which has been a key factor in driving efficiencies remains 
valid. Regular review of the Plan progress by funding 
parties will provide mechanism to identify and address any 
risks (including insufficient funding) to the Plan’s objectives.  

Recommend funding parties 
and other key stakeholder 
groups closely monitor 
progress 

Farmers' willingness to pay for the TB Plan beyond the achievement of the TB 
freedom in livestock milestone is a real risk.  Something needs to be done 
before then to lock in the funding [52] 

The PGG considers that stakeholder support can be 
maintained for as long as the benefits of the programme to 
all funders remain clear. All funders and OSPRI have an 
interest in ensuring these benefits are clearly identified and 
well communicated to stakeholders.  

Recommend OSPRI 
continue to work with 
industry boards, federated 
farmers, regional councils, 
and MPI to develop and 
implement an ongoing 
coordinated communication 
programme which includes 
a focus on sustaining 
support and funding of the 
programme 

Programme management costs (i.e. overheads) however have not been 
examined in detail and are significant. DairyNZ will request as a shareholder in 
OSPRI that an independent review of this spend is conducted within the first 
year of the new Plan [120]. 

Noted  

DairyNZ however will reserve its support for the removal of cost buckets 
pending the development of satisfactory fiscal management protocols with 
OSPRI in order to provide the requisite accountability to dairy farmers (via 
DairyNZ) for their money [120]. 

Noted  

 

Funding shares 
(Pages 40-43 of the Consultation Document) 
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Supporting 

There was a general acceptance of the proposed 40% Crown share, and that it 
includes recognition of biodiversity benefits received [WS].   
Overall there was agreement with the funding share split between industry 
sectors, with a small number of both beef and dairy farmers commenting that 
their respective industry shares should be smaller. However it was generally 
accepted that the size of the two industries and relative benefits they received 
have changed significantly since the current share arrangements were set 14 
years ago, supporting the need of the funding shares to be amended to reflect 
these changes [WS]. 
There was little concern about the proposed levy amounts.  Levies were largely 
seen as reasonable and a small expense given the benefits delivered by Plan 
implementation.  While there were opposing views expressed as to the relative 
beef and dairy shares, there were also a number of comments that farmers were 
willing to pay more to get the ‘job done’ [WS]. 
DairyNZ and Deer Industry NZ support the funding shares for the year 2017/18 
onwards being determined by the funding index, whereas Beef+Lamb New 
Zealand is committed to seeing a reduction in their funding share to 13%  (but 
not necessarily total Plan budget) within 5 years, and shares thereafter being 
determined by the funding index [87,104,120]. 
OSPRI support the proposed funding methodology, including the future use of 
an index and the removal of cost buckets, as it will improve security of funding 
and operational efficiency for the Plan [101]. 
The proposed industry funding shares were supported as they: 

• fairly represent the benefits from the TB Plan, as shown by 
epidemiological modelling, including consideration of farm gate values 
and the likely impacts should TB spread rampantly [87,104] 

• seem about right [140,146,154,165,170,171,177,187,191,193,194,201, 
216,221,242] 

• the increase in the dairy sector’s share is warranted given the changes 
in the beef and dairy industries over recent years and that this makes 
dairy farmers the biggest TB Plan funder [120].  

• The agreed shares represent a pragmatic solution that take into account 
a number of factors discussed amongst funders, including 
organisational priorities, affordability and different perspectives on the 
appropriate methodology [120]. 

• Beef sector has been paying more than their fair share [187,191,226] 

Noted  
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• The deer share seems fair [137,142,147,148,149,165,174,181,187, 

190,192,193,195] 
• No reason given [78] 

However the following points were raised: 
• Two submitters supported the funding shares on the provision that they 

can be revised as circumstances change [142,221] 
• One submitter considered that the number of beef farmers compared to 

dairy farmers needs to be made clear [158] 
• The new funding index will be very important [194] 

The dairy sector share was supported because: 
• the dairy sector is more intensive and move stock around more so 

exacerbate TB spread [14,182] 
• it seems fair [146,187,193] 
• it is appropriate given the size of the industry [84,148,187,195,203,216] 
• dairy receive the greatest benefits from TB control [155,170,171] 

Support user pays funding approach for the TB Plan [179] 
Funding Index / Sliding Scale 
A running calculation should take into account the FOB value (maybe a 5 year 
rolling average) of each industry and funding contributions should be altered 
annually to reflect the changing sizes/value of each industries [52] 
Funding shares need to change over time as the farming sectors change 
[84,138] 

Noted Consider as part of 
development of index 

Opposed / concerns 
The contribution being asked from farmers is minimal.  It would be better to get 
more money and spend less, than to ask for less and then need more in the 
future [19] 
 

The Proposal must be a fully costed and realistic Plan 
acceptable to all parties, including the Crown and should 
not include contingency funding. This is particularly critical 
for securing government funding. In addition the Biosecurity 
Act restricts the ability to over-collect funds for a national 
pest management plan.  

 

Don't agree with the funding shares [118]. 
Prefer the current funding model [42] 
The funding shares don't seem fair [162,327] 

Noted  

Funding shares should be based on: 
• Land use [302] 

The benefit costs analysis that informed the PGG 
recommendations took into account all of these identified 
elements. Although affordability (and willingness to pay) 

Ensure the BCA and 
underlying documents 
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• % farmers affected by TB [309] 
• Number of cattle [311,317,363] 
• Only those who receive TB possum control on their properties should 

pay for the Plan [172]. 
• Only those in the residual infected areas should have to fund the TB 

Plan [158,207,339,340,341]. 
• Costs should be shared evenly [341] and not linked to affordability [218] 
• User pays. Each sector should be paying closer to its true costs [143] 
• Using FOB values from 2015 would see dairy contribute 7.6 times more 

than the beef industry for the strategy.  Noting also TB is worse in dairy 
because dairy has more movements, larger herds, older animals and 
more intensive management, so it could then be argued the FOB or 
FGV relativity could  justifiably be used as a ceiling for the beef 
contribution vis a vis dairy [52] 

was also a consideration this was just one factor 
considered alongside benefits, costs, exacerbation and size 
and value of the different beneficiaries.  
Ultimately the final funding shares were the result of a 
negotiated agreement among the funders, informed by all 
these factors. 

remain available 

The TB Plan should be 100% Government funded [73,374] 
Some felt that the Crown contribution should be higher to reflect exacerbation of 
risk from infected possums on Crown owned/managed lands and the public 
good benefits of the TB Plan.  Others expressed concern about funding and 
vector control responsibilities of other landowners (including forest owners and 
Maori landowners) and whether/how this was reflected in the cost allocations for 
the TB Plan [WS]. 
The Crown's share should be higher [124,261,281,328,338,378,399,401], at 
50% of Plan costs [104]: 

• on the basis of exacerbation from TB infected possums on Crown 
owned land,  

• to be aligned with the Government Industry Agreement (which sees a 
minimum 50% Crown contribution) and  

• given that the governments of other TB infected countries fully fund their 
control programmes, making New Zealand exports less competitive 
[104]. 

The benefit cost analysis incorporated both exacerbation 
(by all landowners including the Crown) and the public good 
benefits. Other landowner benefits were identified and 
included in the BCA. These have in effect been shared 
across all the funding parties as the cost of recovery from 
the parties would have been greater than the funding 
recovered. 
It is a matter for the Crown to consider the consistency of 
the proposed funding with its GIA policy and to consider the 
appropriateness of the levy of public funding for the TB 
scheme.  
 

MPI to note comments 
made 

The beef share should be: 
• higher [192,271,329,266,271,275,323,329,330,409] 
• lower for 2016/17 [52] 
• Beef+Lamb New Zealand note that the proposed funding share for beef, 

even after the proposed drop to 13%, is higher than what was 
suggested by modelling undertaken by funders in 2014, and that this 

The benefit costs analysis that informed the PGG 
recommendations took into account a wide range of 
elements including relative size and value of the different 
sectors, and the changes over time.  
Ultimately the final funding shares were the result of a 
negotiated agreement between funders (and, in the case of 
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reflects a good will compromise on behalf of the beef sector to ensure 
the continued success of the TB Plan.  Similarly, that the proposed dairy 
share is lower than what was suggested by modelling [104]. 

industry, their representative industry bodies) informed by 
all of these factors. 

Dairy share should be: 
• lower [4,23,118,168,181,190,338,342,349,352,365,366,375, 

379,406,408,415,416,417], as all cattle farmers benefit from TB being 
eradicated [165] 

• higher [139,161] 
Concerned about the affordability of the dairy sector share [46,145,342] 

 

I think we should all, dairy and beef, step up and pay a $15 levy and that the 
Crown should match this dollar for dollar to eradicate TB from NZ asap [13] 
Believe that beef and dairy farmers should pay the same amount 
[86,188,218,322,343,361,403] 
The setting of funding shares between beef and dairy needs to be rigorous and 
transparent as it is a distraction from the important goal of TB eradication [54] 

 

Deer share should be: 
• lower [182] 
• higher [52,188,313,323,329,379] 

Don't support reduced deer contribution if it means lowering the levy [146] 
Not clear in the consultation documents how the deer contribution is calculated 
[14,369] 

 

Additional sources of funding suggested were: 
• Urban residents on the basis of biodiversity protection, suggested 

asking for $3 donations [3] 
• Forestry [86], as they do not contribute to TB control yet they are the 

main nursery for TB in NZ [12,] 
• Graziers [86,351] 
• Crop farmers that may convert to cattle farming in the future should 

contribute [86] 
• Groups that receive ecological benefits e.g. fish and game [298] 
• Recreational hunters [329]  
• Dairy companies [382] 
• A levy on exports [281] 

The benefit cost analysis captured all the identified 
beneficiaries and potential exacerbators. Very widespread 
benefits have in effect been shared across the existing 
funding parties, as the cost of recovery from many smaller 
beneficiaries would have been greater than the funding 
recovered. We note: 
- Value  graziers receive will be reflected in prices for 

grazing 
- Crop farmers real option value is incorporated within 

the broader landowner benefit which is distributed 
amongst existing funders for the reasons above 

- Ecological and hunter benefits are captured within the 
spill over benefits allocated to Crown 

- Some regional councils may continue to fund or 
coordinate cross over vector control activities from rates 
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- Levying exports or requiring funding from Dairy 

companies would in effect be double collection, with 
both likely to pass the levy back onto the producing 
farmers. Export levy would only work where it is the 
only point of collection for a beneficiary/funder, such as 
that proposed for the live animal exporter. 

All industry funders should fund through a Biosecurity Act levy as: 
• Commodity levies are less secure [52,104] 
• Commodity levies may limit OSPRI's ability to raise a loan to front load 

some activities [52] 
• It would provide greater equity of influence among TB Plan funders 

[104] and  
• It would avoid sector organisations having to choose between TB 

control and other industry good activities [52]. 

The PGG notes the concerns raised.   

A submitter disagreed with the sliding scale of levies proposed for the first five 
years of the Plan as the dairy sector wants fixed values going forward [181] 

Noted, further review of the sliding scale has resulted in 
fixed values over time, with a funding index used to reflect 
changes in the sectors’ size and value over time. 

 

 

Regional council funding and the Otago land levy 
(Page 42 of Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

Overall there was acceptance that the removal of regional council funding 
contributions made sense [WS]. 
DairyNZ encourages OSPRI to work closely with regional councils to align 
programme activities, particularly pest control. Where opportunities exist to 
leverage respective activities, councils may opt to voluntarily contribute to the 
TBfree fund. OSPRI will need to engage with other funders on the implications 
of this happening for the respective contributions of other funders, ideally to 
agree a process that applies to voluntary contributions from regional councils 
and other funding sources up front [120] 
Regional Councils have passed all their costs on to ratepayers, meaning that 
farmers are paying twice for the control of TB.  Removing Regional Councils 
from the equation should help to lessen the burden, providing costs to farmers 
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are not increased by OSPRI in the future [118] 
Regional Councils (inc Marlborough District Council) support the new funding 
model proposed and note that it is consistent with the 2014 funding review 
[79,80,97,132, 136]. 

Opposed 
A strong case can be made for regional council contribution 
[171,190,401,409,411] 

The PGG note that the benefits analysis identified that rural 
landowners receive approximately 14 % benefit from the TB 
Plan. The proposal is for a landowner contribution to in 
effect be incorporated into the Crown and industry funding 
party shares. This recognises the challenges AHB/OSPRI 
have had each year to secure regional council funding, the 
efficiencies gained from not having funding tied to regions, 
reducing the need to invoice farmers twice – through levy 
and through rates –  and pursuing small funding amounts 
from other rural landowners. We therefore believe that the 
proposed funding arrangements are appropriate and 
provide the best ongoing security for the TB Plan.   

PGG recommend OSPRI 
work with regional councils 
to further explore 
opportunities for leveraging 
benefits from both parties 
possum/pest control 
activities. 

In Cromwell there was a suggestion that the Otago land levy could be retained, 
but set at zero for the time being.  This would enable the levy to be more easily 
reinstated in future, if there was ever a return to land-owner funding similar to 
the current Plan [WS] 
Support leaving the Otago levy in place but setting it at zero. This allows funders 
to easily resurrect the levy if required for future TB control purposes, recognising 
the difficulty it would take to set up again [63,128,130]. 
Prefer to continue the Otago land levy and keep the additional funds in reserve 
[283] 

Although we understand the arguments made, we consider 
that retaining the levy would not be appropriate.  We do not 
anticipate a return to regional funding contributions and 
therefore the likelihood of needing the Otago land levy in 
the future is slim.  Even if there was a need to return to 
regional funding this would need to be through a new 
process run across the entire country. 
It is not possible under the BSA to continue the levy and 
hold funds unless specifically associated with the Plan. 

 

Concerned that the removal of regional council funding will result in reduced 
funding for TB control on the West Coast and a subsequent increase in TB 
infection in the region [95] 

The PGG expects that there will be a considerable lift in 
control activities in the West Coast region as this will be 
essential to achieving the near term milestones and long 
term objective.  

PGG recommend that 
OSPRI continue to work 
closely with the appropriate 
regional councils and DoC 
to maximise outcomes from  
pest control work  

A levy under s137 of the Biosecurity Act could be established to ensure 
appropriate distribution of control costs when operations are required due to an 
outbreak [99].   

 

 

The cattle slaughter levy 
(Pages 43-45 of Consultation Document) 
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Supporting 

This levy will rectify the current imbalance in sector contributions and more 
accurately reflect relative industry values [100]. 
This levy is workable and is the best available option to source the dairy sectors 
funding share.  A new biosecurity act levy on milk solids is not acceptable, 
increasing the milk solids levy is unaffordable for farmers at this time, and 
increasing the contribution from the existing milk solids levy would require the 
sacrifice of other industry good activities [120].   
This proposal was supported because: 

• It avoids cross subsidisation between sectors [164] 
• Farmers have minimal appetite for increasing the levy to DairyNZ, and it 

is not appropriate to move more of the levy into TB control at the 
expense of other activities that provide greater benefit for dairy farmers 
[153] 

• There isn't the appetite politically to increase the MS levy and not in the 
current economic climate in particular [154] 

• It is workable [417] 
• No reason given [90] 

Provided that: 
• a regular review of the funding criteria is undertaken to allow for any 

major marketing and production shifts [74,82] 
• it can be made to work fairly and effectively [98,137,142,145,148,165, 

171,174,193] 
• it is clearly defined and transparent [177] 

Suggestions for making the proposal work were: 
• The dairy slaughter levy should only be applied to females of dairy 

breed, not dairyXbeef and not dairy bulls, to which the cattle levy should 
apply.  I'm unsure at what age a female dairy animal should become a 
'dairy' animal - could be after first calving because the increased benefit 
to dairy doesn't occur until they're productive, however, that doesn't 
recognise the increase movements among dairy young stock relative to 
beef young stock and is out of line with the export levy [153] 

• Using NAIT data to identify dairy cattle [84,158] 
• All male cattle are classed as beef, female cattle with a dairy herd 

supply number are classed as dairy [83] 

Noted, information used to inform development of option  
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• Levying based on manufacturing (instead of Dairy) and prime (instead of 

Beef) [90] 
Opposed 

There was significant concern and scepticism at many of the workshops about 
whether the proposal to have different levy rates for slaughtered beef and dairy 
cattle could be made to work in practice.  Issues raised were that the differential 
approach would be unworkable, a potential source of conflict between the 
sectors, and could be ‘gamed’ due to the incentive to declare dairy cattle as beef 
to avoid paying the higher rate.  For example, how meat works would be able to 
distinguish between beef and dairy animals and how to treat animals where their 
status changes over time.  Suggestions made at the workshops included: 

• treating all female cattle as ‘dairy’ and all male cattle as ‘beef’ for levy 
purposes; 

• setting a slaughter levy rate that is the same for both beef and dairy and 
changing, or contributing more from the dairy commodity levy on milk 
solids. 

One workshop attendee suggested that consideration be given to an alternative 
funding approach – such as some sort of transaction levy (e.g. when animals 
are bought and sold), or when tags are purchased.  Another suggestion made at 
several workshops was that the dairy sector contribution should be by way of a 
Biosecurity Act levy on milk solids – as this removes the risk of losing the dairy 
top-up (i.e. over and above what is collected by way of the slaughter levy) [WS]. 
ASD declarations are considered impractical and classification by the processor 
places an unfair burden on them to ‘police’ the policy, in addition, a simple 
definition of a dairy animal is currently not available. The Meat Industry 
Association was also frustrated at the lack of engagement on this issue [102].   
The Meat Industry Association submits that the proposed differential levy places 
an unfair burden on meat processors, as they will be required to distinguish 
between beef and dairy cattle, and that sourcing the required funding via the 
milk solids levy would be a more cost effective approach. This would also 
ensure that the costs of collecting the levy are placed on those responsible for 
the higher costs rather than the meat processor [102]. 
Beef+Lamb New Zealand consider that there is also a point of principle where it 
is proposed that one party (meat processors) is being subject to inconvenience 
in collecting a differential levy it opposes, merely to satisfy the preferences of 
one party (DairyNZ), when workable alternatives exists (e.g. a Biosecurity Act 
levy) [104]. 

The PGG has noted the valid concerns that a differential 
CSL may not be the most efficient or cost effective way to 
fund the dairy share of the new TB Plan.   
 
MPI has lead responsibility for the output of this working 
group because, as the regulator, it has primary 
accountability for implementing the levy.   
 
The PGG proposes that meat processors will differentiate 
between beef and dairy animals on the basis of an agreed 
definition of a dairy animal. This is contentious with meat 
processors and funding parties.  MPI and OSPRI will work 
with meat processors to ensure the arrangements work 
successfully. In the longer term, the PGG considers that 
better options to differentiate dairy and beef cattle at 
slaughter are available, but further work is still required to 
identify and test the potential options 
 
The overall aim is to identify a workable and equitable 
option that meets all regulatory requirements. 
 
Despite the challenges with a differential cattle slaughter 
levy, the PGG considers alternatives (e.g. increase direct 
contribution from DairyNZ, establishing a new Biosecurity 
levy on milk solids) are more challenging at this time.  
 
MPI will continue to work with funding parties, OSPRI, MIA 
and meat processors to ensure the system is as practical 
as possible to implement while the longer term options are 
developed. 
 

It is recommended that MPI: 
1) ascertain whether the 

proposed differential 
cattle slaughter levy can 
meet the requirements 
of the Biosecurity Act;  

2) develop a 
disputes/appeal 
process; and 

3) consult with meat 
processors to 
understand their 
potential role and any 
administration and 
compliance costs. 
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Sourcing the funds from a levy on milk solids would more clearly link the levy to 
benefits received and note that the proportion of the existing milk solids levy that 
goes to TB has reduced over time, suggesting that maintaining the same % of 
the levy going towards TB could provide an alternative funding source for the 
dairy industry.  Any administrative or other costs of implementing the differential 
levy should be borne solely by the dairy industry [104].   
DairyNZ should pick up the shortfall to reduce room for error in meatworks [49] 
Submitters opposed the differential levy proposal on the basis that: 

• It will become impractical and erode support for the programme. Many 
farmers could dispute if an animal is beef or dairy and this will become 
an unnecessary cost to administer [63,122,127,169,192] 

• It will be difficult to regulate by the meat processor, be unclear for 
farmers and erode support for the programme [62,128,130,131] 

• The proposed differential levy places an unacceptable burden on meat 
processors [42,52,102,104].   

• It will create tension between the beef and dairy sectors [124].   
• Do not support the lowering of the beef levy, the funds are needed to 

finish the job off [139] 
• Each sector pays their fair share by virtue of the number of animals they 

have [140] 
• It is unworkable [14,42,46,62,77,84,138,149,154,157,160,168,177, 

188,218,283,338,340] 
• It is vulnerable to manipulations/gaming [42,52,54,69,104,149,192] 
• It doesn't seem fair [118,146,178,188,218,223] 
• No reason given [67,150,169] 
• It puts funding at risk which puts the programme at risk [63] 
• Dairy already pay more through the milk solids levy [304] 
• It is too difficult [172,194] 

Alternatives suggested were: 
• Levy should be based on % product value/return to farmer 

[298,299,364, 378] 
• Would favour levy on breed weaner sales, lot of hill country breeding 

herds don’t finish their weaners and also lot of finishers sell through 
sales so don't pay slaughter levy [46] 

• Would prefer to split the cost based on risk.  i.e. all breed on farm and 
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all sent to slaughter only pay a lower levy as they are missing 
opportunities for profit [14,149,230,290] 

• Use a biosecurity levy on milk solids for the dairy contribution instead of 
a commodity levy to avoid politics and to make the funding transparent 
[63,128,130] 

• Prefer to raise the funds from milk solids [102,104,127,128,130,131,157, 
177,192,194] 

• Prefer a flat slaughter levy 
[46,49,62,63,69,77,108,124,138,149,162,181, 
187,194,204,218,223,253,271,275,300,302,304,305,306,307,315,319, 
327,341,342,343,354,357,358,360,367,368,370,371,373,374,375,377, 
398,399,401,402,403,404,407,412,414,415] as it is simple and fair 
[108,127,131,148], even if beef ends up paying more, it is a small cost 
per farmer [77]. 

• Increase the slaughter levies and do not use milk solids levy for TB 
[349] 

Other 
I would like to know the number of dairy cows and heifers that are killed each 
year as I suspect the dairy sector may be contributing more through the cattle 
slaughter levy than is put forward [42] 

  

 

Live animal export levy 
(Page 45 of Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

Most workshop attendees appeared to support the proposal given the benefits 
attributed to that sector.  It was recognised that it is the low level of TB infection 
that contributes to New Zealand being a desirable source for export animals. If 
there were higher TB infection rates testing alone would not be regarded as 
sufficiently reliable for export purposes [WS]. 
A levy on live animal exports was supported because: 

• It is fair as they receive benefits from the TB Plan 
[4,16,43,74,82,100,118, 
137,138,140,142,145,146,147,149,153,154,157,158,164,165,169,170,1

Noted  
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71, 172,177,179,181,184,187,191,192,193,194,201,204,211,221,225]. 

• They are exacerbators as they contribute to the movement of animals 
within NZ [153,192] 

• The levy is the only way to get funding from this sector [170] 
• They benefit and noting that they do not contribute to Plan costs 

[96,140], particularly since the removal of ratepayer funding via regional 
councils [120] 

• They receive more benefit on an individual animal basis than other 
farmers as their entire trade is affected by TB status.  The levy should 
be higher to reflect the higher level of benefit that these businesses 
receive ,e.g. $20/head [104,124,161,322,359]. 

• No reason provided [18,21,42,417] 
Support the levy but: 

• The cost is likely to go back to the farmer who is avoiding the slaughter 
levy [221] 

• The income is likely to be unreliable given the nature of the trade [149] 
• Only if the levy is recouped from the overseas purchasers [343] 
• It is of little importance [181] 

The value of the contribution could be gauged by the value of the benefits.   I.e. 
how much of their supply could be affected by TB infected cattle/deer [43] 

Description and valuation of the benefits included in the 
Benefit Cost Analysis 

 

It would be appropriate for this sector, if levied, to be represented on the OSPRI 
stakeholder council [120]. 

Noted OSPRI to consider adding 
live animal export 
representation to their 
Stakeholders’ Council 

Opposed 
One workshop attendee considered the proposal to levy live animal exporters to 
be ‘nit-picking’ given the small amount they would ultimately contribute [WS].   
One person expressed a view that the levy could stifle live animal export activity 
[WS].  
The pre-export TB tests ensures they can trade their animals even with TB 
present in NZ [162] 
Problems will arise for funding if live exports are banned in the future [118]. 
Don't support the export of live animals [174,266,319] 
Should pay the same as the beef slaughter levy [74,82] 
I think they should have to pay for the testing as well [138] 

Live animal exporters are the only cattle or deer farming 
business that currently does not get captured by the TB 
Plan funding arrangements. 
 
The key driver for including live animal export sector in the 
TB Plan is the benefit and value gained from the TB Plan – 
i.e. access to markets – not the animal type or testing 
regime. Testing is an external market requirement.  The 
export testing regime does provide one avenue for 
surveillance; however, it does not cover the benefit of 

Propose that the levy still be 
set at $11.50/head but, in 
recognition of the volatility of 
the market, that this should 
not be tied to the dairy levy 
in subsequent years, but be 
reviewed periodically to 
reflect changing 
circumstances. This will 
mean that total annual 
contribution by the live 
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The sector should not have to pay a levy provided thorough testing is done and 
they cover their own costs [162] 
It is just a money making scheme [352] 
It is not worth it [265,407,412] 
It is not fair [416]. 
The Live Animal and Germplasm Trade Association opposed the levy on the 
basis that: 

• Recognition is required for the fact that, the export sector funds TB 
testing of all candidate cattle for export prior to final export preparation. 
The numbers currently vary from 40,000 to 100,000+ per annum across 
2,000 to 3,000 farms. This incurs a cost in the range $5-7 per head 
tested (AQ Vet manager). 

• Any TB test reactors are investigated under the TB Free management 
plan, initially with a Bovigam test at further industry expense. 

• We propose that this testing data can provide valuable surveillance data 
for industry good. This data can be included in the risk assessment 
profile for the farms tested, if it is agreed to release all test data to TB 
Free. 

• The cattle exported are predominantly unmated and/or have not calved 
prior to export. Some are beef cattle. Given that the cattle have not 
entered the dairy industry milk production system, we submit that it is 
more appropriate to recognise these cattle as equivalent to beef in 
terms of any levy assessed. 

• We understand that the beef slaughter levy could be adjusted to 
something in the order of $6 per head. Given that we are investing 
approximately this value in testing export stock, and then agree to 
provide the data to TB Free at no cost then it can be considered that 
exporters have meet the obligation to the revised scheme [239] 

animals being ready for export (and export testing) with 
significantly less risk of animals having TB because of the 
Plan. 

animal export sector will 
vary annually according to 
the number of animals 
exported each year.  
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Transitional issues 
(Page 40 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Concerns 

A number of risks around the transition phase were noted by submitters, in 
particular by OSPRI.  Specific issues raised in relation to the reduction in 
funding for vector control were: 

• the potential loss of staff and contractor expertise and operational 
capacity [76,101,130,152] 

• to meet the eradication milestones, work on high priority areas should 
commence immediately, which the proposed funding does not allow for 
[101] 

• some funds will need to be spent up front on reassessing vector risk 
areas and resetting boundaries [101] 

• considerable effort will need to be put into community liaison on the new 
approach and its implications for farmers [101] 

Although we agree with the plan in general, we do have concerns regarding a 
25% reduction in the funding, whilst increasing the plan objectives 
[44,63,68,83,108,119,122,125,126,127,128,130,131,283].  
A staged reduction in costs would address our concerns around the reduction in 
funding [63,77,83,125,126,127,128,131]. 
OSPRI also considered that high initial funding, balanced by lower funding in 10-
15 years would also capitalise on the current strong level of stakeholder support 
for TB control and the availability of 1080 as a control tool, which is an ongoing 
contentious issue [101]. 
Beef+Lamb New Zealand support higher interim funding for OSPRI in order to 
allow them to commence the high priority vector control and transition to risk 
based testing, and expect the required annual funding in the first few years to be 
$65-70 million.  They are willing to contribute funds from the beef sector 
reserves held by OSPRI, subject to similar contributions from other funders in 
line with the proposed funding shares [104].   
Beef+Lamb New Zealand note that the transition to the new approach must be 
handled carefully, and as such adequately funded, to avoid adverse impacts 
(e.g. increase in breakdowns) that would reduce farmer confidence in the TB 
Plan [104]. 
Submissions from TBfree committees expressed their concern that introducing 

We have considered the concerns of farmers and others, 
alongside analysis by OSPRI on the impact of the drop in 
funding from current levels on their ability to achieve the 
Plan’s objectives.   
We are recommending additional funding of $5 million per 
year for the first two years to reduce these concerns and 
allow vector control activities (and capability) to be better 
maintained during the transition period.  
We consider that, with the additional transitional funding, 
the concerns and risks raised can be managed, but note 
that the change in approach will lead to a reduction in work 
requirements for ground control contractors. In particular we 
believe that TBfree NZ (OSPRI) has a number of tools that 
will allow an adaptive approach to vector control and 
disease management to achieve the TB Plan’s proposed 
milestones and objectives.  
Funding parties have also committed to undertake a health 
check with OSPRI to review progress and risks at the end 
of the first two years of the TB Plan’s implementation. 
 

Recommend additional 
funding of $5 million/year for 
the first two years of 
implementing the amended 
Plan with a review by 
OSPRI and funding parties 
to consider progress and 
risks at the end of that 
period. 
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the new plan will require a large amount of investment and more funds will be 
needed to cover that time.  They seek assurance from the PGG and funders 
that: 

• the first few years of the plan will not be a risk to the 
programme [63,128,130] 

• that funding is adequate and the reputation of the 
programme is not damaged by asking our levy payers for 
more; especially after promising complete eradication for 
less money [122,126,127,131] 

• noting that funders can smooth out the transition years to 
ensure organisational and contractor capability is not 
compromised [84,122,126,127,130,131]. 

Need to carefully manage the impact of the transition to lower funding, 
particularly the possible impacts on farmers [98]. 
Need higher funding in the transition period [48,89,159] 
The shift towards eradication could potentially have negative impacts on the 
contractor and employment market for pest management within the Waikato.  
The  proposed changes  may  mean  TBfreeNZ  (OSPRI)  withdrawing  from  
areas  which  sit  alongside WRC  and  DOC  managed  areas.  This is likely to 
reduce opportunities for contracting efficiencies and could potentially shrink the 
contracting market in the Waikato, leading to resourcing issues and increased 
costs for pest management operations for the Council [99]. 

Unfortunately this is a potential downside as a result of the 
success of the TB Plan. We note that in some areas where 
TBfree has been withdrawing from vector control and there 
has been considerable success in handing over to farmers 
and regional councils (e.g.  Banks Peninsula, Hawkes Bay, 
and Southland). We encourage OSPRI to continue 
facilitating this handover with RC and DoC wherever 
possible. 

Support ongoing OSPRI 
initiatives to transition 
possum control work to RCs 
and landowners at 
conclusion of TB free 
activities 

Risk-based testing  
(Pages 12, 32-33 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

The proposal to transition to risk-based testing and a new approach using 
individual herd risk profiles rather than geographic area testing and movement 
controls was also supported by most workshop attendees [WS]. 
The eventual reduction in the total amount of on-farm testing was welcomed – as 
was the proposal to give top priority to vector control in the more difficult areas 
where control has not previously been undertaken and surveillance confirms they 
are TB ‘reservoir’ areas [WS]. 

Support noted   
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Most submitters supported the move to risk based testing, citing a variety of 
reasons: 
• Testing of low risk herds/animals (e.g. clear herds, weaners, herds in 

surveillance areas) is unnecessary; we should instead be using that money 
on vector control.  It seems to be the best use of resources 
[10,26,30,43,45,46,60,75,173,177]. 

• It is a more efficient and cost effective approach [104,141,142,148,153,154, 
163,164,165,167,177] 

• It will improve farmer support for TB testing and it addresses a number of 
concerns that farmers have raised in the past [126,153] 

• Farmers will see a benefit to complying with the NAIT scheme and this will 
give farmers more control over their farming practices such as the purchase 
of stock, TB status and subsequent TB testing [126,127] 

• The deer industry has successfully trialled a risk based approach and 
therefore expanding on this makes sense [100,194] 

• The current rate of infected herds is low enough that a risk based approach 
should be able to keep the numbers in decline and is required to better target 
the risk [137,120] 

• Risk based testing will reduce the cost and work for farmers, noting that it is 
particularly onerous for deer farmers [60,145,158,177].  

• It should enable the objectives to be achieved sooner [141,145,147,154]. 
• This approach will better target the risk [50,84,108,122,170,171,174,177, 

179,187,192,223,417] 
• Risk based testing along with making information on herd history more 

readily available so that farmers can better protect themselves, and will be 
incentivised to be more careful when sourcing new stock [53,168,221]. 

• The risk based testing approach capitalises on the valuable information and 
investment in NAIT and available research [120,130,131,165,169] 

• Support reducing the number of tests and targeting those at risk 
[54,101,146]. 

• Moving to risk based testing is a natural progression given the high number 
of animal movements and low rate of TB infection [63,127,128,130,131] 

• It will prevent TB spread to uninfected areas [181,193,184]. 
• This model has been proven to increase the efficacy of control in other 

systems such as FMD in the UK, rabies in wildlife [76] 
• This system should already be in place [158] 
• It correctly focuses attention on the importance of livestock transmission of 

TB as opposed to possums [118,162,182] 
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• The proposal is well thought out [34] 
Two submitters commented that they supported the continued testing of livestock 
though it was unclear whether they supported the proposal or wanted to keep the 
current level of testing [18,22]. 
The user pays approach was supported because: 

• It will incentivise farmers to keep NAIT records up to date and take 
measures to decrease their risk of TB.  If extra testing is required for 
commercial reasons, e.g. studs, the cost of testing should be borne by 
the parties involved [153] 

• It will help prevent the spread of TB [192,227] 
• It is fair - farmers who take more risks (exacerbators) should pay for the 

testing [43,60,104,137,140,141,145,147,157,164,165,167,170,171,177, 
177, 179,181,182,182,186,187,191,193,194,204,207,216,221,223,230, 
417] 

• It helps to maintain the integrity of the scheme [142]. 
• It will help protect areas that have been clear of TB for a long time [46] 

  

Support from some submitters was conditional on: 
• The system not incentivising farmers to just not test the animals, and as 

long as NAIT can detect if this happens.   Might need to wait 4 or 5 years 
until NAIT is ready [138] 

• There not already being a levy for farmers in the area [174] 
• The farmer knowing that the animals/actions were high risk [184] 
• The definition of a high risk animal/herd being fair [96] 
• A high level of knowledge and skill being applied to the herd risk ratings 

[140]. 
• Any outbreaks resulting from the reduction in testing are speedily, 

effectively and appropriately dealt with [98] 
One submitter suggested offering farmers a peace of mind testing option outside 
the TB testing programme [166] 

 
PGG note that further work is required as part of OSPRI’s 
operational planning to ensure a transparent and robust 
process in place that supports both RBT and any future 
introduction of user pays in particular circumstances 

 
Pass submitters 
observations/concerns to 
OSPRI to consider in their 
operational planning 

Observations/Concerns 
• Success will depend on the accuracy of the herd risk ratings as well as the 

efficiency and effectiveness of slaughterhouse surveillance.  It is uncertain 
as to the amount of testing that farmers would be undertaken on a pay basis.  
There are many unknowns with regard to the number of animals purchased 
from infected herds as this is dependent on dairy expansions, which is  

The observations and concerns raised by submitters are 
valid and need to be considered as the operational plan 
and RBT approach is developed, tested and implemented. 
OSPRI has already begun work on the new approach to 
testing and the concerns raised will be passed to OSPRI to 

Pass submitters 
observations/concerns to 
OSPRI to consider in the 
development of the new 
approach to testing 
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influenced by the price paid for milk solids.   The current TB risk status is I, S 
& C1-C10, but it is not clear what the new herd TB risk status will be and if it 
is sufficiently transparent [96] 

• There is  inherent  risk  with  the  modelling  approach  given  the  lack  of  
maturity  in  the  NAIT datasets. The revised testing regime should be 
transitioned in, as proposed within the Plan, to ensure its total efficacy before 
implementation [99]. 

• Need to ensure there is a large enough buffer between infected areas and 
those areas where TB testing will no longer occur [167]. 

• DairyNZ supports a gradual movement towards risk based testing for 
farmers who trade high risk animals, but this should be considered alongside 
possible restrictions on the movement of animals from vector risk areas and 
the overall risk based herd testing regime to be developed.  Further 
discussion on this matter between OSPRI and stakeholders is encouraged 
[120] 

• I would like to see in the Plan some evaluation of how each individual farmer 
could have input into the risk analysis for his farming operation and how any 
disputes would be handled [14] 

• The proposed risk based testing approach is based on analysis of data from 
the past 5 years, and while the logic is sound, 10 years may actually be 
required to be certain that a previously infected herd is now TB free.  Whole 
herd testing 10 years after the last positive test is therefore suggested [53]. 

• The concept of risk based testing is sound but the proposed guidelines for 
assessing risk need to be provided as well as the means by which the 
guidelines will be adjusted over time. What other herd characteristics in 
addition to location, movement and previous history will be used to identify 
high risk e.g. traders and herds being established from animals from many 
different sources. [53]. 

• It is sound to apply these risk based principles to herds, but not individual 
animals [53] 

• What are the expected consequences of the late detection of breakdowns in 
low risk herds? [53] 

• There is a risk that even this approach will be overly conservative with little 
reward, perhaps testing could be reduced even further or introduced sooner 
[166,417]. 

• This approach should be more fully implemented in order to generate more 
savings that can be directed to vector control.  For example, the immediate 
phasing out of annual testing in vector control zones that have not had any 
cases of wildlife related TB infection in livestock since 2011 [76] 

inform the development and communications to farmers as 
the new approach is rolled out. 



Page 48 of 75 

 

Comments PGG Response Action 
• It will take a long time to get NAIT data to the required standard.  Perhaps an 

interim solution where older animals can only be moved to slaughter, 
whereas younger animals can be sold or moved, would work [149] 

• Support the new approach but nervous about moving away from the current 
system which is working well [152] 

• The risk based testing model needs to be simple and easy to understand to 
ensure farmers can accurately assess the TB risk of animals prior to grazing 
or purpose [63] 

• If a farmer takes a risk buying or moving animals recorded in NAIT, they 
need to easily understand how this will affect their future TB testing 
[122,126,127,128,131].  

• The system needs provide a simpler and quicker way of finding out about a 
herd’s TB status before purchasing [128,130,131,168]. 

• There needs to be a lower threshold for being declared a clear herd.  A deer 
farmer for over 25 years, operating a closed herd with no positive TB test 
results [58] 

• MPI need to be consulted as 'affected parties' prior to the change in herd 
classification system because the change will affect claims made on our 
export certificates regarding TB [240]. 

Opposed 
In some cases this proposal was met with scepticism and concern that TB would 
‘get away’ and not be detected for some time [WS].   

  

• Prefer the current approach [7,172] Noted  

• The shift away from regular testing increases the risk of an outbreak 
spreading before it is detected [74,96,206] 

PGG analysis has shown that there is a considerable 
amount of over testing. The new approach will still ensure 
that testing occurs where TB risk is present, which in 
combination with works surveillance will ensure TB is 
detected and managed promptly. 
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• Should not rely solely on slaughter inspections in untested areas [5,18,53, 

82,192]. 
• Errors can occur in post mortem inspections, and these will be increasingly 

important under risk based testing.  These inspections must be rigorous 
[54,74] 

• There will be an ongoing need for a comprehensive training and quality 
assurance programmes to ensure that meat inspection in all abattoirs is to 
the required standard [96]. 

• Removing surveillance in low risk herds will reduce the amount and quality of 
data on TB infections in cattle which is important to assess the success or 
otherwise of the TB Plan [105] 

• Auditing of meat works post-mortem surveillance will be important due to 
future reliance on this surveillance method.  It was suggested that OSPRI 
may need to do more in the long-run to ensure competence and compliance 
[WS]. 

OSPRI will take these factors and considerations into 
account in the detailed design of risk-based testing. 

OSPRI work with MPI to 
ensure post mortem 
inspection standards 
provide for effective TB  
surveillance 

• While herds from a TB free area may be tested less frequently, cattle coming 
in from outside the area should be checked carefully and more frequently 
until deemed clear [74,82]. 

This will be taken into account in the detailed design of risk-
based testing.  

 

• Lifestyle blocks need to be included in testing programme [21] This will be taken into account in the detailed design of risk-
based testing.  

Recommend OSPRI 
consider the implication of 
high level of home kill in 
lifestyle sector in regards to 
TB surveillance needs 

Routine surveillance of pigs’ heads, some laboratory investigation into suspect 
lesions in possums and the tracking and eradication of illegal releases of deer in 
Northland forests should be maintained to a level that the spatial TB possum 
model (SPM) and proof of freedom models are relevant to Northland in future 
[74,82]. 

Surveillance of wildlife, and livestock as sentinels, is 
expected to continue as required and should take into 
account implications of illegal movement of wildlife into VFA 
areas 

 

The user pays approach to TB testing 
• Testing should be funded by the scheme to spread the cost as all parties 

benefit, e.g. the risk of spreading the disease from infected service bulls is 
an industry problem due to the widespread movement of sire bulls following 
nationwide bull sales [146,159,163]. 

• The user pays approach could create perverse incentives, which will need to 
be carefully managed [104]. 

• Do not support user pays as it will create a backlash against NAIT [158] 
• Suggest a subsidised scheme for farmers who engage in risky practices to 

 
Testing costs associated with delivering the new retargeted 
RBT approach and achieving the Plan’s objectives will be 
funded under the Plan. 
Further work would be required before deciding what 
component of the cost will be charged on a user-pays basis 
applied and in what circumstances. 
It is intended that a user pays element for testing will only 

 



Page 50 of 75 

 

Comments PGG Response Action 
encourage compliance [213]. 

• Establishing that the farmer has bought high risk animals “knowingly” and 
deliberately would be difficult when the problem is more likely to be the fault 
of the person who was selling ‘high risk animals’ [118]. 

apply where animal and herd management practises 
elevate the risk of contracting and/or spreading TB above 
the baseline of TB testing funded by the programme.  
We do not consider it appropriate that farmers whose herd 
animal and management practises exacerbate the risks of 
sustaining and spreading TB should be subsidised by other 
farmers.  OSPRI will balance these issues on a case-by-
case basis. 
The risk profiling that underpins the more targeted risk 
based testing regime will allow information on factors that 
contribute to high risk (e.g. frequent movements, 
movements from VRA, etc).  In time, farmers may be able 
to consider this information when selling and buying 
animals. This is expected to influence the purchase of 
animals from herds which have high risk profile; including 
farmer imposed testing requirements in addition to any TB 
Plan or user pays requirement. It will also limit the need to 
restrict the movements of high risk animals (i.e. those not in 
infected herds but have an elevated risk profile) to 
slaughter. 

• User pays for testing of high risk animals is not required because high risk 
animals should only be sent to slaughter [74,82]. 

• High risk animals should be strictly controlled, instead of relying on farmers 
to pay for extra testing [162]. 

 

Stakeholder engagement 
Farmers, TB testers and vector control contractors indicated that they expect a 
lot of communication from OSPRI about the new approach as it reviews its 
National Operational Plan and during the transition period.  They said that 
OSPRI needs to be clear about what the Plan means for farmers, testers and 
contractors and for specific locations or herds [WS]. 
User pays for testing by farmers who buy high risk animals needs to be well 
advertised so that buyers ensure they get all the information they need before 
purchasing.  Otherwise the seller should pay [149]. 
We urge the management agency to communicate the new programme carefully 
to farmers [122,130]. 
Other comments 

 
PGG notes these valid concerns and observations. will 
pass them to OSPRI to take into account as it develops it 
testing and communications policies and how TB status is 
recorded in NAIT 

 
Pass the issues raised to 
OSPRI to take into account 
as it develops it testing and 
communications policies. 

Suggest moving resources from wider TB testing to testing all stock before 
movement [45] 

Resources for a TB Plan can only be used for the purposes 
of the Plan. 

 

TB testing for deer should be paid for by the scheme, as it is for testing of cattle 
[58] 

Agreed Be clear in proposal that 
testing for deer is within the 
Plan 



Page 51 of 75 

 

 

Vector control 
(Pages 12, 34-35 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

The proposed change in approach to vector control was generally supported at 
the workshops, particularly in those areas where TB infected vectors are still 
causing livestock infection [WS].  
Submitters supported the new approach to vector control because: 

• It is more targeted and will deliver eradication more efficiently 
[75,140,141, 142,145,164,165,166,170,177,191,193,213,417] 

• It is vitally important to continue targeting possums [9] 
• Agree with the reasons provided in the consultation document [181] 
• We agree with moving control into some of the harder areas where TB 

eradication needs the most time [44,46,54,68,104,126,127,130]. 
• Farmers in the vector risk areas, such as West Coast and Otago, will be 

happy to see more effort directed to their areas [84,125,128] 
• Support a less conservative approach to get best use out of the available 

funding [120,158] 
Support from some submitters was given, provided that: 

• Bait is applied only where needed, e.g. where monitoring shows that 
possums are still there [tbc]. 

• There is a limit on the extent to which areas are prioritised for vector 
control based on exacerbator behaviour. To do so would be to reward 
rather than disincentivise this pattern of behaviour [104]. 

• There is possum control on our property [172] 
• Stakeholders and farmers still need to see the progress in the TB 

programme in all areas [122,126,130,131] 
• Eradication efforts in those areas that are close to completion is 

continued [122,131,139,161] 
• The infected herd rate is maintained [137] 
• Sufficient buffer areas are put in place between TB hot spots and 

surveillance areas [159] 
• We need to keep those farmers motivated and supportive even when 

We note that the vector control activity will be prioritised to 
most effectively achieve the TB freedom milestones and 
the infected herd prevalence and eradication objectives in 
the shortest time practical that the available resources 
allow. 
This may mean that some areas will see reduced, and 
where TB freedom has been achieved, no vector control 
activity. However funding for the Plan is for the 
achievement of the objectives at a national level. 
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they have lost out both times and can see other areas picking up more 
work [122,131] 

• Vector control operations continually improve [227] 
Funds need to be available to communicate the new programme and easily 
explain where in the plan a farmer will fit. As the programme has been 'turned on 
its head' to achieve faster eradication, this may be confusing to farmers 
[126,127,131] 
Stress the importance of possum trapping to reduce risk, support a dedicated 
team visiting farms to do this [5] 
I agree to the change in focus of vector control activity.  This should have 
happened long ago, with the focus on the real cause of TB and not just blaming 
possums – most of which are extremely healthy [118] 
Support continue eradication of possums, ferrets and wild pigs [18,21] 
Coordination of pest control operations with other agencies 
To improve the transition from TB vector control to regional council and DOC led 
possum programmes there is a need for improved communications with OSPRI.  
Sufficient time is needed to secure funding and ensure alignment with our 
respective programmes.  Councils would like to develop a formal ‘handover 
process’ before areas are declared TB free to ensure a seamless transition 
between the control programmes [79,80,97,99136] 
The handover of pest control operations to others after TB is eradicated from an 
area needs to be carefully handled [176] 
OSPRI needs to work closely with the Department of Conservation and regional 
councils to ensure that overlaps are minimised [141]. 
Regional Councils should be encouraged to continue pest control in areas where 
TB infected vectors are found [45] 
The withdrawal of TB pest control operations will create significant resource 
pressures for Environment Southland and Environment Waikato.  Measures such 
as TBfree establishment of a bait station network for ongoing local maintenance, 
joint communications, a phased withdrawal, identification of areas at higher risk 
of TB re-establishment, and ensuring that land handed over has a RTCI of <3% 
would help [80,99]. 
Operations in the locations where TBfreeNZ (OSPRI) is currently managing TB 
risk are well supported by local communities and it is therefore important that any 
changes to current arrangements are appropriately managed in a collaborative 
way. The Waikato Regional Council therefore seeks the inclusion of a clause in 
the Plan that provides for a 24 month  transition  period  within  the  Waikato  

PGG note that OSPRI has worked well to transition pest 
management activities with DoC and regional councils as 
they have withdrawn (e.g. Hawkes Bay). 
  
We do not consider it necessary or appropriate to 
incorporate these requirements into a statutory instrument; 
in particular given the purpose of the instrument is the 
eradication of TB not possums or other pests.  
 

Recommend OSPRI work 
with DOC and Regional 
councils to develop 
policy/procedures for 
handing over pest 
management activities after 
TB related vector control 
activities cease.   
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Region,  from  current  approach  towards eradication.  This  will  allow  time  for  
the  Council  to  negotiate  the  management  of operational changes with 
TBfreeNZ (OSPRI) and to engage on the changes with our communities of 
interest. The specific details of the transitional arrangements would be confirmed 
between the parties through the National Operations Plan [99]. 
Propose the involvement of the Game Animal Council in identifying impacts on 
hunting and potential mitigation of adverse effects on hunting. In addition, we 
may be able to assist with co-ordination of hunters monitoring TB presence in 
sentinel game animals. As a statutory agency with responsibilities for physically 
overlapping resources we request early notification of proposed vector control 
activities and the opportunity to work alongside TBfreeNZ to enhance vector 
control whilst minimising adverse effects on hunting and the environment [107]. 

Note the Game Animal Council’s offer and propose OSPRI 
engage further with the Council (and other groups 
interested in hunting and recreational pursuits that interface 
with pest control activity) to identify further opportunities for 
information sharing, building understanding of respective 
and common views, and for collaborative work 

Propose OSPRI engage 
further with the Game 
Animal Council to identify 
opportunities for 
collaborative work 

Opposed 
The more targeted approach risks TB increasing in uncontrolled areas [42,192]. 
Disagree with the proposed change in focus of vector control activities if that 
means that vector control will stop in other areas [33,146]. 

Control will only halt in areas where TB is assessed to have 
a very low probability of remaining. Various monitoring and 
surveillance activities will continue after declaration to 
ensure the area is/remains free. 

 

Need more pest control especially in forested areas [416] The objective of pest control is to eradicate TB, not the 
pests. Vector control will be targeted on the basis of 
presence and extent of the disease, and if present reducing 
the density of the vector population for a sustained period 
of time until satisfied the probability of the disease is 
present is very low.  

 

Concern was expressed at one workshop that possum monitoring isn’t showing 
real possum densities (e.g., monitoring lines on a bluff versus in a gorge) [WS]. 
Concerns about programme quality assurance of vector control contractors [WS].   

OSPRI is confident that the monitoring regime it has is both 
practical and effective. It continuously monitors the 
effectiveness of its monitoring regimes and performance of 
contractors. PGG would encourage anybody with concerns 
with either to raise these with OSPRI directly to take up as 
appropriate. 

 

Doubts about the extent that possums actually harbour and spread TB [WS]; 
Wild animal control for TB purposes is unnecessary and serves private business 
interests by subsidising wild animal control that improves their bottom line.  This 
creates an incentive to falsely attribute livestock infection to wildlife [134] [WS] 

The PGG considers the extensive science and other 
evidence supports the case for a significant role of wildlife, 
particularly possums, in sustaining and spreading TB 

 

A small minority of people who attended the workshops spoke in opposition to 
the TB Plan and/or the methods used by the management agency – for example: 

• concerns about the use of aerial 1080; 

The PGG recognise the genuine concerns held by parties 
in regards to use of aerial 1080. Although this use is an 
operational decision for OSPRI, we consider that aerial 
1080 remains an important, and it this point essential, tool 
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for OSPRI to achieve vector control sufficient to achieve the 
Plans milestones and objectives. We also consider that 
OSPRI continues to exercise best practise levels of 
planning and management of aerial 1080 activities. 
The review of the Plan was not a review of the 
appropriateness of using 1080, which is a role for the EPA 
and other consenting and monitoring agencies. 

• theories about the relationship between livestock mineral/trace element 
deficiencies and susceptibility to TB;  

The PGG agrees that in general principle poor health and 
mineral deficiencies can make an animal more susceptible 
to disease, particularly once a disease is established within 
a herd. However there has been no evidence that there is a 
specific link between TB infection and mineral/trace 
element deficiencies.  

 

Other TB vectors 
At one workshop concerns were raised about TB risks from alpaca herds [WS]. 
It should not be forgotten that possums are not the only carriers of bovine TB 
[WS] 
Ferrets should be better controlled under the Plan [38,267] 
The risk of other possible vectors such as other farmed animals or fur seals may 
be a significant risk to the TB Plan [210] 

 
While TB has been detected in alpaca in the past, due to 
the nature of alpaca farming, the risk of passing on TB 
infection to cattle or deer is considered negligible.  The 
infected alpacas did not pass on their infection to others in 
the herd and were thought to have become infected 
through individual contact with infected wild animals. 
Operational Planning by OSPRI does take into account, 
and target where appropriate, vectors other than possums 

 

The risk of TB spread from the illegal release of TB hosts such as pigs is not 
addressed currently or by the Plan proposal and needs more focus [15,22,74, 
82,100,149,227] 
It was noted at several workshops that OSPRI will need to work very closely with 
both regional councils and the Department of Conservation on matters such as 
the illegal release of wild pigs and deer and possum control [WS]. 

The release of pigs and other animals is illegal under the 
current and proposed amended Plan. Tracking and 
enforcing this prohibition is challenging but OSPRI does 
take this risk seriously and works with hunting associations 
and others to reduce its incidence 

 

Potential use of a lower proof of freedom threshold 
Some submitters were opposed to the potential use of a lower proof of freedom 
threshold: 

• Concerned about the potential lowering of the proof of freedom stopping 
rule resulting in incomplete TB eradication from the area [74,82,] 

• The potential use of lower proof of freedom thresholds is a concern, a 
conservative approach is preferred as it is much harder to pull it back if 
TB gets out of hand, than to put the extra effort in and be sure it is gone 
first [125,130].  The West Coast milk supply is particularly vulnerable due 

 
The PGG consider that there is scope for using a lower 
proof of freedom threshold, in some areas at least, noting 
that this would come with an increased risk of additional 
mopping up activity. However we consider this is an OSPRI 
operational decision as part of its operational planning and 
decision-making to deliver the Plan objectives in the 
timeframes as proposed. Any lowering of the threshold 
would need to be accompanied by appropriate monitoring 

 
Recommend that OSPRI 
actively consider using a 
lower proof of freedom 
threshold more often. 
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to most of the dairies being in Westland, where TB infected deer are still 
being found in the Karamea bush.  TB should not be underestimated 
[125]. 

Two submitters were in favour of a less conservative approach: 
• The proposal should explicitly mandate adoption of the use of lower 

probability thresholds for declaring wildlife disease freedom, expanding 
operational testing of low-cost approaches aimed at doing just enough, 
and varying the intensity of vector control between areas according to 
current risk and the consequences of failure. To achieve this, the 
proposal should mandate the adoption of experimental adaptive 
management as a core operational philosophy [76] 

• DairyNZ support the proposed vector control approach and seek further 
discussion on other operational improvements, such as reducing the 
proof of freedom stopping rule [120]. 

and surveillance 

Other 
There was a lot of concern about what will happen with possum control in TB 
free areas when control for TB Plan purposes ceases.  While workshop 
attendees generally understood why TB-related possum control in those areas 
would not continue, they were very concerned that other organisations (e.g. 
regional councils) would not respond quickly enough to prevent a resurgence of 
possums in areas where TB eradication had been achieved [WS]. 
It was suggested at one workshop that, in implementing the Plan, OSPRI needs 
to work with farmers and their representative bodies to ensure they get credit in a 
wider sense for the contribution being made by vector control to wider 
biodiversity and sustainability goals; and there must also be opportunities to 
secure complementary funding from others interested in achieving such goals.  A 
contrary view was that OSPRI needs to maintain a clear and strong focus on TB 
Plan-related objectives (i.e., as it is a TB eradication Plan not a possum control 
plan) [WS]. 
Vector control operators expressed concern about implications for their 
businesses.  They want open communication from OSPRI about how it will 
implement the new approach in both the short- and longer-terms and how 
national capacity and capability will be maintained in the face of reduced overall 
funding for the TB Plan [WS]. 
Vector control operators can give OSPRI more information to generate 
efficiencies, if OSPRI was willing to engage with them [WS,19,33,43].  For 
example, the use of computer generated trap locations results in traps going in 
places where a possum will never be caught.  While the random placement 

PGG note that OSPRI has worked well to transition pest 
management activities with DoC and regional councils as 
they have withdrawn (e.g. Hawkes Bay) and believe a clear 
policy developed collaboratively with DOC and Regional 
councils and given effect through OSPRI medium term 
planning would be helpful. 
There may also be opportunity for OSPRI to work with 
farmers, DoC and RCs to implement long term possum 
control programmes outside of the TB Plan to keep 
population densities low 
More broadly PGG agree that OSPRI should involve 
stakeholders, including contractors, to take advantage of 
the knowledge and experience available as much as 
practicable and is appropriate in its operational planning. 

Recommend  
- OSPRI work with DOC 

and Regional councils 
to further enhance 
handing over pest 
management activities 
after TB related vector 
control activities cease.   

- where appropriate 
OSPRI involves 
stakeholders and 
farmers in operational 
planning, and where 
possible moves to long 
term planning cycles to 
help assist contractor 
business and capability 
planning 

- regular communications 
with farmers and 
contractors 
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method may be useful sometimes, it should be used alongside the use of 
trappers knowledge and experience on where to place traps to get the best 
information on, and kill rate of, possums [38] 
Vector control contractors have to retender every year which doesn’t give them 
good job security and opens the door for non-locals to get the job [33] 
Concerned that there will be no more possum control in many areas once TB is 
eradicated, which could lead to resurgence of TB and/or possums [91,92,167], 
Support more use of possum hunting and the use of a bounty to encourage 
people to hunt possums [11,272] 
Suggest producing a leaflet on TB symptoms in infected possums for people who 
trap possums on their own properties [35] 
Control methods are becoming over complicated [78] 
Frustrated about lack of pest control on their property and complained to regional 
council but got little response [93] 
Understanding the West Coast terrain from Karamea to Fox Glacier, and 
specifically the “back country” the threat of infiltration of infected wildlife is very 
real.  Will this strategy ignore all other traditional control areas that have been 
considered infection free, and if so are there any contingencies for an 
unexpected outbreak? (E.g. outbreak from an unanticipated infected wildlife 
source in a typical back country intensively farmed area such as  
Kowhtirangi/Kokatahi.  What contingency is in place for such an outbreak - 
anywhere on the West Coast) [95] 

Active surveillance will continue in recently declared areas, 
with passive surveillance through livestock and other 
sentinels also continuing. The Plan anticipates there will be 
occasional unanticipated outbreaks and breakdowns which 
will require reinstatement of targeted vector control and 
disease management. 

 

The use of 1080 and possums as vectors of TB 
(Page 47 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

A number of submitters expressed their support for the use of 1080 as a control 
tool because: 

• it is the only viable tool for inaccessible areas [139,141,100] 
• is the more economic than ground control methods [139]  
• of its biodiversity benefits [51,193] 
• sometimes it is the most suitable solution/is a critical tool [139,153, 

170,177,192] 

Noted  
 

Pass comments to OSPRI 
to consider as appropriate 
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• The sooner these steeper inaccessible areas are poisoned the sooner 

we can reduce the amount of 1080 being used and the cheaper the 
eradication programme will be [177] 

Need more public education on the benefits of using 1080 [177]. 
Accessibility to aerial 1080 is a risk to both the success of the TB eradication 
programme and ongoing possum control in general. The future of possum 
control is dependent on aerial 1080 being readily available with no further 
restrictions or costs placed on the aerial application process. Does TBfree NZ 
intend to allocate any resource to ensure the continued use of aerial 1080 in 
New Zealand? [79].  
Incorporate deer repellents widely during 1080 operations to reduce public 
opposition [71]. 

Opposed 
A small minority of people who attended the workshops spoke in opposition to 
the methods used by the management agency.  Issues raised by these people 
included: 

• concerns about the use of aerial 1080; 
• doubts about the extent that possums actually harbour and spread TB 

[WS].   
Further consideration needs to be given to vector control strategies that do not 
use 1080 [221,222]. 
The successful reduction in TB infection attributed to reduced possum densities 
could actually be due to the simultaneous reduction in other wildlife vectors from 
the same control methods [105]. 
Submitters opposed to the use of 1080 cited the following reasons: 

• It is likely to become a trade issue as overseas consumers are 
increasingly concerned about its use [32,57,106,164,168,221] 

• It is likely to become a trade issue if contaminated meat or milk products 
enter the food chain [55,109] 

• It has adverse biodiversity impacts [6,61,81,123,135] 
• Adverse animal welfare and environmental impacts [6,16,36,106,168] 
• There are more effective management tools available such as better on 

movement controls and culling, focus on managing the livestock not the 
possums [16,118,168] 

• Sometimes ground based methods are able to be used and are safer for 

The PGG recognise the concerns of parties in regards to 
use of aerial 1080, and note that the review of 1080 is not a 
Plan review matter.  
The impact of 1080 on biodiversity and the wider 
environment was also considered by the PGG, taking into 
account supporting reports and analysis, including the 2009 
report by the Parliamentary commissioner for the 
Environment. 
Although the use of 1080 is an operational decision for 
OSPRI we consider that aerial 1080 remains an important, 
and it this point essential, tool for OSPRI to achieve vector 
control sufficient to achieve the Plans milestones and 
objectives. 
We also consider that OSPRI continues to exercise best 
practise levels of planning and management of aerial 1080 
activities. This includes engaging with communities and 
ensuring control tools are selected appropriate to location 
and conditions – the consultation document provides 
further detail on the approaches used.  
We also firmly believe the use of 1080 is not indiscriminate. 
Further to this we note, as a result of ongoing research  by 
AHB/TBfree, the application rate of 1080 has fallen from 
over 25 kg/ha in the 1980s to 2 kg/ha (of which less than 3g 
is active ingredient of 1080) today. OSPRI continues to 

Recommend OSPRI 
continue to  
- look at ways of 

improving delivery of 
1080 and other toxins 
to  maximise 
biodiversity benefits 
and  minimise collateral 
damage to the 
environment and other 
animals 

- work with landowners 
and local communities 
to plan 1080 and vector 
control operations 

- support research into 
alternatives 
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recreational land users [25] 

• If an infected farm is on the bush boundary, pest control just in the buffer 
zone is adequate e.g. can use trapping and cyanide [61,66,72,134,168] 

• Support further ground control employing local people [146].   
• It is not needed for remote inaccessible areas as possum numbers are 

low in mountainous areas.  Their highest numbers occur in marginal 
bush and scrub areas, where the use of 1080 risks livestock poisoning 
[123] 

• 1080 is a carcinogen and needs further testing before it is used so widely 
[212]. 

• The use of 1080 is getting local communities offside with the TB Plan, 
but community support is essential for success [162]. 

• It is indiscriminate and kills livestock, dogs and deer [88,123] 
• There are economic benefits to harvesting possum fur, or, trapping is 

more effective  [32,103,135,221] 
• 1080 is used to keep the industry employed and/or government officials 

have shares in the 1080 industry [55] 
• Some submitters consider that the role of possums in infecting livestock 

with TB is unproven, overstated or non-existent [6,55,61,64,72,103,105, 
109,118,123,134,146,215] 

• No reason given [29,72,323,373,389] 
While the New Zealand pig hunting association supports the control of possums 
and ferrets for the purposes of TB control, it opposes the indiscriminate use of 
1080.  Where 1080 is to be applied aerially, the association seeks assurance 
that: 

• The need for such operations and the use of aerial 1080 are evidence 
based. 

• That operations are independently monitored 
• Methods are species specific and minimise the by-kill of pigs and other 

game animals 
• Humane standards in the kill of target species, and avoids sub lethal 

doses in non-target species especially the killing of pig hunting dogs 
[110] 

fund research into improved delivery mechanisms and 
alternatives. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The PGG considers the extensive science and other 
evidence supports the case for a significant role of wildlife, 
particularly possums, in sustaining and spreading TB and 
that the disease needs to be managed in both if TB is to be 
controlled or eradicated. This was supported by the two 
independent science reviews commissioned by the PGG. 
 

TBfree NZ should hold liability for any accidents in the application of baits, rather 
than shift the liability to contractors [109] 

The liability associated with mis-use of toxins is a detailed 
matter that needs to take into account regulatory, consent 
and contractual details in each circumstance.  
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Research 
(Page 39 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

The proposal to continue with significant annual investments in research to 
support and improve ongoing plan implementation was also widely supported.  In 
response to questions raised at the workshops it was noted there are other 
sources of funding for research into animal pest management (i.e. outside the TB 
Plan funding).  Improving the TB test was suggested as a worthwhile research 
topic [WS]. 
Continued research to improve TB management is essential to achieving the 
Plan objective, including keeping up to date with international advances in 
disease control [76,96] 
Involve pest control manufacturers in the research process [71] 

Noted  

Opposed/concerns 
Request the plan is regularly reviewed to take account of new evidence around 
toxins and associated diseases, and cattle brought into the area from outside 
should be checked on a regular basis.  Examples could include the toxin causing 
mitochondrial disease in dogs and possibly humans, (known as Go Slow) from 
eating animals from the bush (mainly pig but also cattle and goats) is 
determined. While the toxins currently used for pest management have not been 
attributed to the disease, their metabolites have not been ruled out as yet [74,82] 
Additional research topics suggested were: 

• Alternatives to 1080 [110,161]. 
• Reducing the susceptibility of deer and cattle to TB and repellents that 

minimise the ingestion of toxins by pigs and other Game Animals 
[88,110] 

• Investigating the transport of water straight down under 1080 baits 
through soil layers to determine the extent of microbial breakdown by soil 
particles in well-draining soils under conditions of heavy rainfall, and to 
determine the relative quantity of 1080 which reaches deep 
groundwater, directly below the baits" [94] 

• The fundamental epidemiology of TB in cattle is required to reduce the 
number of assumptions in the modelling and to give credibility to the 
claims about the role of wildlife vectors in spreading TB to livestock and 
look at ways that animal health can reduce infection [105,106]. 

PGG note that many of these topics (or elements of) have 
been subject to, or are currently being looked into under 
OSPRI’s Research Programme.  
PGG, and supported by the independent review of the 
Science Programme, consider the processes OSPRI uses 
to identify, support and monitor research funded under the 
programme as extremely good. The programme is 
continuously reviewed to ensure research is appropriate 
and value for money. As for any programme, research 
outputs have variable value, but this cannot be determined 
in advance of the work being undertaken.  
 

Pass the suggestions and 
comments onto OSPRI to 
review with the Science 
Technical Advisory Group  
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• Research to improve farm stock management and testing along with 

enhancing NAIT is required [134] 
• Review the bait loadings used to make them more specific to possums 

and unable to kill larger animals [88] 
• Review bait application methods to improve accuracy e.g. the use of 

“Spydertrack” [88] 
Some of the research conducted recently appear to be adding little value to the 
operational programme, need to ensure that future research is beneficial to 
OSPRI and contractors [43] 
 

Compensation 
(Page 51 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

The proposal to provide 100% compensation for cattle slaughtered as a result of 
false positives in the testing process was widely supported at the workshops.  In 
response to the proposal that OSPRI are given the flexibility to provide 0-100% 
compensation, workshop attendees commented that the policy needs to be very 
clear and leave little room for discretion [WS]. 
Many submitters supported the proposed changes to compensation: 

• This seems like a fair approach [122,126,131,142,145,146,170, 
171,177,187,190] 

• Support full compensation for compliant farmers and those who do not 
engage in risky business practices such as high levels of livestock 
movements [104,140,141,167,169,170,171,181,230].   

• Those who do not follow the rules should be penalised [104,137,417].  
• Lower or no compensation for those who are non-compliant is fair and 

should incentivise compliance [100] 
• As reactor numbers decline, compensation is less expensive.  Therefore 

support better compensation provisions if it helps with eradication 
[147,139]. 

• Support full compensation for farmers who lose stock because of false 
positive tests [46,96,104,118,145,146,168]. 

Noted 
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• Especially for farmers in an area that has been TB free, in a VFA and 

has been fully compliant [74,82] 
• Full compensation will get better farmer buy in to the strategy and 

compliance [101,120,142,177,192,193] 
• This proposal allows a more flexible approach [104,118,120,130,131, 

179,194] 
• Provides better support for farmers with TB infected herds [165] and is a 

more consistent approach, noting that DairyNZ has been topping up 
some compensation payments for years [120]. 

However: 
• Need clear and agreed criteria [118], and accurate compensation values 

- it may be open to gaming [53,158,174,177]. 
• It is important to maintain a balance between there being a disincentive 

to acquire TB infection and ensuring that those suffering herd 
breakdowns are not incentivised to conceal the fact [104]. 

• The policies and processes need to make sure, with the range of 0 to 
100% compensation, that this does not result in costly appeals. If 
compensation 'top ups' are coming out of the programme funds this 
should not begin to cut into core work [126,131]. 

• The criteria in the operational policy need to be solid, there is already a 
lot of information available to farmers to help them avoid TB infection 
when buying new stock [43] 

• Provided the policy is implemented with an open mind and being realistic 
[174] 

• Not providing compensation for non-compliant farmers may be 
challenging from a legal perspective, however, non-compliance does 
need to be directly addressed [104]. 

• We would like to see farmers in high risk areas who have poor TB status 
through no fault of their own not being penalised, as no one should 
suffer for the greater good of New Zealand [127] 

• Compensation using the industry standard valuations should be used 
only as a guide e.g. a more productive dairy cow is worth more than one 
that is less productive [108] 

• If compensation 'top ups' are coming out of the programme funds this 
should not begin to cut into core work [122] 

 
These are important and valid concerns which OSPRI 
should take into account when developing the 
compensation policy and underlying criteria 

 
Pass comments onto 
OSPRI to take into account 
when developing the 
compensation policy and 
criteria 

Opposed/concerns 
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Support 100% compensation regardless of the circumstances [82,168,192,224]. 
Farmers should be 100% compensated for TBfree for negligence or failures 
within the TB free programme [109] 
Farmers need to manage their own business risks, and should not be rewarded 
for mismanaging those risks [164,215,227]. 
Prefer a graduated compensation plan [137] 
Prefer the current policy [172] 
Compensating for the slaughter of a false positive alone at either 65% or 100% 
almost completely misses the point. If they had been through the experience 
themselves which some NZ farmers have had with TB they would know that this 
is not acceptable. Compensation alone is not enough and it sends the wrong 
message [13] 
Farmers should not be compensated, as evidenced by the low TB rate in deer; it 
provides the wrong incentive to farmers. Current compensation policy is too 
arbitrary and needs to be more transparent [111] 

The PGG carefully considered the options for 
compensation taking into account some of the perverse 
incentives identified and also the impact on farmers that do 
lose livestock. We consider the proposal, whereby no fault 
farmers can receive up to 100% compensation while those 
that lose stock as a result of their own decisions and 
farming practises may receive smaller amounts or nothing 
at all, strikes the right balance between minimising impacts 
on farmers while not encouraging risky behaviour. 

 

The policy is unfair on deer farmers as they receive no compensation and pay for 
their own testing, even though they are doing it for the greater good [14]. 

It is proposed to bring deer testing and compensation 
provisions within the plan to treat deer provisions on a 
comparable basis to other livestock.  

 

The use of powers and infringements 
(Pages 49-50 of the Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Supporting 

Powers 
Keeping the current powers is appropriate [137,145, 
147,164,165,170177,193,417] 
Provided: 

• The powers are used solely within the implementation of the plan as 
described [74,82] 

• The use of the powers remains in control of farming and agricultural 
people and organisations [161] 

Support the use of the existing powers but note that getting farmer buy in is the 
preferred approach [162,221] 
Need to include knowingly falsifying animal identification for profit as an 

 
Noted 

 
Pass comments to OSPRI 
and MPI for consideration 
when reviewing the BSA 
infringement offences 
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infringement offence [74,82] 
There must be consequences for non-compliance [170,194,225] 
Infringements 
The idea of introducing an infringement regime to encourage greater compliance 
was supported, but some reassurances were sought regarding what ‘appeal’ 
mechanisms would be in place [WS]. 
Infringement penalties were supported because: 

• It is fair that deliberate non-compliance is punished 
[4,43,104,130,141,142, 169,187,417] 

• Infringements will improve compliance [101,158,181] 
• Compliance is essential for the success of the Plan 

[118,140,145,147,155,177,191]  
• It is appropriate that greater tools are available to support compliance 

with the plan. As TB incidence decreases, individual farmers will need to 
take greater personal responsibility for adhering to their legal obligations. 
Infringements will provide a less burdensome and more immediate 
avenue (than a breach of the law) for bringing non-compliant activities 
into line. This compliance approach – based on the VADE model - is 
consistent with the approach taken to other statutory requirements (such 
as animal welfare and NAIT) [120]. 

Provided: 
• It was clear and deliberate non-compliance e.g. some NAIT tags don't 

read at the works [165,168,230] 
• There is an open minded approach and/or the fines are fairly applied 

[96,174] 
• Some consideration is given to a small holder who cannot afford a NAIT 

reader. Perhaps a unit could be hired to these people? [192] 
But: 

• Penalties should be significant to act as a deterrent [154] 
• Support prosecution of offenders [22] 

Infringements should have been put in place sooner [139] 
Opposed 

Remove section 128, there may be very good reasons some don't give consent 
[146]  
The type of infringements potentially could derail the program and add to costs 

Noted Pass comments to OSPRI 
and MPI for consideration 
when reviewing the BSA 
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[137] 
A stricter enforcement regime, with severe economic penalties for non-
compliance is essential to better manage livestock to livestock infection [134] 

infringement offences 

Monitoring and reporting 
(Page 53 of Consultation Document) 

Comments PGG Response Action 
At several workshops the point was made that there needs to be adequate, 
effective and transparent monitoring and reporting so all stakeholders can be 
assured that that the new approach is working.  This was seen as critical to 
ensuring adequate accountability to farmers and others who fund the Plan [WS]. 
Need sufficient monitoring of the new testing and vector control approaches to 
make sure they are working [45,96,101,104,140,283] 
DairyNZ support a review of the amended approach within the first few years of 
the Plan [120]. 
There need to be good performance indicators and low thresholds in place, and 
an agreed process to increase funding if the plan “doesn’t go to plan” 
[108,125,128, 130].   

The PGG agree that an important element of the TB Plan’s 
implementation will be having a robust monitoring and 
review process. This should include well developed 
financial and non-financial performance measures and 
indicators aligned to the Plans overall objectives and 
measures within the NOP and underlying planning 
instruments. 
The PGG also support the OSPRI and funding parties 
proposals to  
- review implementation of the Plan after two years with 

particular regard to managing the transition period  
- establish a formal heads of agreement arrangement to 

agree the basis for engagement by funding parties with 
OSPRI during the operation of the plan  

Funding parties and OSPRI 
agree appropriate 
measures, indicators and 
reporting mechanisms  

Additional monitoring measures suggested were: 
• A ‘stakeholder commitment’ measure to assist OSPRI to mitigate risks of 

apathy in the future [76] 
• A biodiversity benefit measure will become essential as biodiversity 

stakeholders are increasingly important to the Plan over time [76] 

PGG note that although the Plan is not a biodiversity 
conservation plan, there is merit in considering developing 
an appropriate measure of the biodiversity benefit given the 
considerable weight farmers and other stakeholders place 
on this.  
The information gathered may also assist OSPRI in 
‘handing over’ vector control programmes to regional 
councils, DoC and landowners. It could also be of benefit to 
OSPRI as it seeks to broaden its programme. 

OSPRI  consider including 
measures on stakeholder 
commitment and 
biodiversity benefit in the 
NOP  

Request the plan is regularly reviewed to take account of new evidence around 
toxins and associated diseases, and cattle brought into the area from outside 
should be checked on a regular basis.  Examples could include the toxin causing 
mitochondrial disease in dogs and possibly humans, (known as Go Slow) from 
eating animals from the bush (mainly pig but also cattle and goats) is 
determined. While the toxins currently used for pest management have not been 

PGG understand OSPRI already monitor and consider new 
evidence on toxins and associated diseases as they arise 
as part of its broader reach programme  
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attributed to the disease, their metabolites have not been ruled out as yet [74,82] 
West Coast farmers expect there to be annual possum control / monitoring 
measures throughout the region.  With such a change in strategy and therefore 
control measures, will there be the need for some information sharing, 
particularly between OSPRI and the West Coast farming community? [95] 

PGG understand OSPRI already monitor and consider new 
evidence on toxin impacts  as this arises, as part of its 
broader research  programme  

OSPRI continue to 
communicate, and develop 
further, with farmers and 
other stakeholders as 
necessary possible 

 

NAIT 
Comments PGG Response Action 

The important role that the National Animal Identification and Tracing (NAIT) 
programme can play in supporting the new approach was acknowledged.  
However, farmers were also clear that NAIT would need to improve before it can 
be relied on for the purposes indicated in the Plan Review proposals – 
particularly for on-farm records and where stock movements are made directly 
between farms.  This related to both farmer compliance and the technical 
reliability of the NAIT system. It was noted that some farmers have limited 
access or expertise with internet/computers and this might impact on how 
information is kept up-to-date [WS].  
Various suggestions, comments and queries about NAIT were made in the 
course of the workshops.  These are recorded here for consideration by OSPRI: 

• Suggestion that there be one farm visit for both NAIT purposes and TB 
testing. 

• TB testers should record NAIT numbers of animals 
• What happens to NAIT tags on home-kill animals? 
• Some lifestyle blocks are not NAIT registered and not TB tested.  Are 

any lifestyle blocks tested? 
• How are non-NAIT compliant herds detected (i.e., herds that are not 

even registered)? 
• While there are high levels of NAIT compliance at slaughter and 

saleyards (97 – 98 %), there is much less compliance for farm-to-farm 
sales and related movements and this needs to be addressed. 

• NAIT doesn’t record whether tags are issued for beef or dairy 
animals.  If this was implemented it would help support the proposed 
differential levy. 

• NAIT costs that support TB Plan implementation need to be included in 

As noted in the consultation document PGG consider NAIT 
(and, more specifically, the recording by farmers of animal 
movement data) to be a critical element to delivering the 
proposed amended Plan. We also recognise that, although 
considerable progress has been made since NAIT was 
established in 2012, there remain some areas of NAIT 
operations which will need to improve if the Plan is to be 
successful. 
We recommend that OSPRI continue to improve the 
system and that industry and stakeholder organisations and 
MPI work collaboratively with OSPRI to ensure NAIT is 
successful. 

Pass comments onto 
OSPRI to consider in its 
development and 
implementation of NAIT 
Recommend that industry 
and stakeholder 
organisations and MPI work 
collaboratively with OSPRI 
to ensure NAIT is 
successful. 
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the Plan cost calculations (possibly around $5 per animal?). 

• Farmer buy-in to NAIT for on-farm recording is still a big problem as on 
farm tag compliance is too difficult – therefore speed is not such an 
issue (i.e., until this critical problem is resolved). 

• Some farmers find the electronic data transfer aspect of NAIT to be too 
hard.  They want to be able to use older technology such as a fax.   

We need NAIT to make the Plan work [96,98,100,167] improving NAIT 
compliance is essential [149,159] 
NAIT is not yet delivering what was promised e.g. incomplete data on stock 
bought from saleyards and going to the works, getting charged for unreadable 
tags at the works, tag loss and damage, improving traceability 
[45,59,63,66,72,93] 
NAIT information can potentially be changed to manipulate the herd risk 
assessment [74,82] 
A dairy farmer communicated the difficulties in reconciling the time needed to 
make operational decisions on the parentage and fate of calves with the time-
constraints imposed by NAIT on registering those calves and their movements 
[149]. 
At testing the test officer should now know how many animal he is going to test 
by Nait tags and should scan all animals both times to make certain all animals 
are tested [206] 
There is a big hole in the home kill situation [206] 
For the TB programme to progress this will rely on NAIT and there are ongoing 
issues with tag retention, reading tags at the meat works and poor rural internet 
services. A lot of work will be required to get NAIT running smoothly, before risk 
based testing becomes a reality [128]. 
For the risk based testing proposal to work and be of benefit, the NAIT system 
will have to allow animal histories and TB risk factors to be shared [130] 
As more farmers will use NAIT is it important that the management agency 
listens and responds to farmer feedback [126]. 
It is dangerous to change ear tags in large cattle.  There are a lot of farmer 
injuries occurring because of this.  Many smaller farms do not have adequate 
facilities to do this safely [2] 
NAIT needs to gain the confidence of farmers to support its use for risk based 
testing [98]  
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Other issues 
 

Comments PGG Response Action 
Stakeholder communication/engagement 

Need better education of farmers on how to prevent TB infection on 
their farm [168] 
There is a need for individual consultation on T.B status setting with 
opportunities for both sides to state their case to someone suitably 
qualified and has some farming knowledge and common sense 
[198] 
The Waikato Regional Council would also encourage the 
continuation of local TB free committees as an important aspect of 
stakeholder engagement.  Furthermore, the Council would also 
encourage continued integration and collaboration with councils and 
its own regional biosecurity statutory leadership role [132} 
One submitter asserts that there is insufficient public input prior to 
aerial 1080 drops and manipulation and bullying of landowners. 
Additionally there have been cases of milk powder and meat 
shipments being contaminated, then recalled and secretly destroyed  
[134] 
Need more public education about the TB Plan and its benefits 
[62,131,170]  
It is imperative that there is continuing “grassroots” input in to sound 
policies around stock movement, pest control, data recording and 
collection systems and continuation of awareness within the industry 
of the disease. Part of this awareness needs to be based around the 
cost to individuals, as well as to the nation and our international 
trade if this disease becomes endemic in NZ again 
[112,113,114,115,116] 
Concern was also expressed at several workshops about apathy in 
out-years when livestock freedom has been achieved, but while 
considerable funding will still be needed to achieve the eradication 
objective.  This is because the farmers with personal experience of 
TB are generally older and the younger generation may not have the 
same level of understanding about the importance of managing TB.  
It was suggested that OSPRI will need to maintain a strong 

The PGG agree that good communication and 
public awareness programme will be a very 
important factor in the success of the TB Plan.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The PGG considers that stakeholder support can be 
maintained for as long as the benefits of the 
programme to all funders remain clear. All funders 
and OSPRI have an interest in ensuring these 
benefits are clearly identified and well 

We encourage OSPRI, industry partners and 
stakeholder organisations to take into account 
and incorporate where possible the feedback 
received 
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advocacy and communication role to mitigate against any potential 
lack of funding commitment and support for the Plan [WS]. 

communicated to stakeholders.  

Comments on OSPRI 
OSPRI has made fantastic progress to date [9,10,19,20,24,31,44,46,52,80,91, 92,95,139,277,282]. 
TB Free have already proven that their methods work well and that they can deliver what they set in their objectives [84] 
OSPRI seems to be expanding into new business areas but has no money or mandate to do this [75]. 
OSPRI need to improve their relationships with contractors and regional councils, have more trust and move away from draconian KPIs and micro management [75] 
As the amended Plan is due to come into effect next financial year, it is difficult to see why this year’s vector control contracts have been put on hold or cancelled.  This is 
extremely difficult for contractors who employ local people who are now effectively all out of work at short notice.  If your team had taken contractors into consideration they 
would have let the contracts tendered for go ahead, informed  us earlier of the review and enabled us to make plans going forward [17] 

Comments on the TB Plan Review and Consultation 
One submitter was sceptical that the review would fairly assess their 
submission and understood that an arbitrary weighting system would 
be applied to manipulate the analysis of submissions presented to 
the Minister [134] 

Every effort has been made by the PGG and 
Secretariat to consider and respond to each 
submission on its merits. There is no particular 
weighting system. Each submission has been 
considered against the proposal and the underlying 
analysis for the proposal, with changes made where 
considered valid/appropriate. Many submissions 
were of an operational nature and therefore of more 
relevance to OSPRI and its operational planning. 
These have been passed to OSPRI to consider as it 
developments its various implementation policies 
and plans. 
The submissions, and the analysis of the 
submissions, will be provided to the Minister and 
MPI for further review.   

 

Notification of the information sessions and coverage was 
inadequate [25,26,33, 124] 
Inadequate time was allowed at the Otorohanga meeting which 
meant we were unable to fully question your team due to our 
planned attendance at the beef & lamb workshop.  There appeared 
to be limited advertising about the meetings and very poor 
attendance [93] 

The PGG accept the very tight time frames for 
reviewing the Plan did limit the notice period. The 
events were publicised and where possible 
coordinated with existing events to minimise the 
impacts on framers.  

 

Suggest involvement of some of the scientists involved in the earlier 
TB programme, e.g. Roger Morris and Chris Carter [75]. 

A number of scientists involved in earlier TB 
Programme were involved in the Review, others 
were interviewed as part of the independent Science 
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review 

This is not a genuine consultation, merely a fine tuning of the current 
Plan.  The science reviews were not independent.  There are 
conflicts of interest between the management agency and 
government agencies, and the relationships are too close [111] 

We consider the proposed amended Plan as quite a 
fundamental shift from the current Plan. Unlike 
previous reviews, the PGG and independent 
Secretariat was established to lead the review.  

 

The consultation and supporting documents were high quality and 
demonstrated sound analysis [10,76,80,83,221] 

  

The consultation documents are neither professional nor peer 
reviewed [55] 

  

The consultation questions feel leading [124,168,172]. The intention of the questions was to assist 
submitters consider the issues presented in the 
consultation document and were not meant to be 
exclusive; some were drafted to ensure statutory 
consultation requirements were met. It was not 
intended to restrict or narrow options for feedback to 
the questions provided. A number of submitters 
either provided comments in addition to the 
questions, or ignored them completely in preference 
for sharing their views in a format suitable for them. 
The PGG is satisfied that the breadth of the 
questions set out ensured that submitters had the 
opportunity to respond to all relevant issues raised 
in the consultation document. 

 

It is a frustration that industry contributions are subject to public 
consultation but the Crown share is a “fait accompli” capped at 40%, 
despite clear evidence that it should contribute more. This does not 
lead well into the GIA negotiations [52] 

Crown contribution at 40% was consulted on, any 
feedback received on the level of Crown contribution 
has been considered and will be passed onto the 
Minister. 

 

Other    

Bovine TB should be made a notifiable disease, this would make 
information on TB status more easily available for farmers [66,168] 

The PGG considers that TB status should be 
included as a NAIT attribute which will be visible to 
purchasing farmers.  More work would be needed to 
explore the operational and regulatory aspects of 
this issue. 
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