
Terms of Reference  

Review of the National Pest Management Plan for Bovine Tuberculosis 

1. Purpose 

This document provides Terms of Reference for a project to develop a ‘Proposal’ for review of the National 

Pest Management Plan for Bovine Tuberculosis. As required, the PGG may amend this Terms of Reference. 

 

2. Background 

Control of bovine tuberculosis (TB) in New Zealand is carried out under a National Pest Management Plan 

(Plan) under the Biosecurity Act 1993 (the Act) managed by TBfree New Zealand Ltd. The Plan was last 

reviewed following notification of an amendment proposal by the Minister of Agriculture in September 2009 

(at that time pursuant to s88(6) of the Act). An Order in Council amending the Plan came into effect on 1 July 

2011. 

 

The Minister for Primary Industries is required to start a statutory review of the Plan by 1 July 2016, pursuant 

to s100D of the Act
1
. The review must be on the basis of a proposal; this proposal can be prepared by the 

Minister or any other Party and must identify whether the proposal is to amend, revoke, revoke and replace, 

or leave unchanged the plan or part of the plan. 

 

In the course of recent funding review work, a number of issues emerged that warrant bringing forward the 

next statutory Plan review. These issues included the: 

 Validity of the counterfactual used in the 2009 Cost Benefit Analysis to support amendment of the plan;    

 Identification of areas requiring further research to enable more robust analysis of Plan outcomes and 
benefits (see Appendix 3); and 

 The recent development of TB eradication strategies and disease freedom modelling.   

3. Proposal Development 

The Proposal, including any revised funding arrangements, needs to be provided to the Minister for Primary 

Industries no later than 31 August 2015 to ensure all necessary statutory processes can be completed in time 

for 1 July 2016 implementation. 

 

The project will use an inclusive approach, with funding parties and wider stakeholders involved as much as 

possible in both governance and implementation of the project. This includes: 

 a Plan Governance Group (PGG) consisting of the chief executives of DairyNZ, Beef & Lamb, Deer Industry 
NZ; a senior member from MPI; a senior member from OSPRI; an independent Chair and an independent 
member;  

 the OSPRI’s Strategy Technical Advisory Group (STAG) providing technical review inputs; and 

 secondments from funding parties, OSPRI and other stakeholders into the Project Secretariat.  
 

                                                             
1 The amendments to the Act in 2012 extended out the review period of National Pest Management Plans to ten years. 
However the transitional provisions require the next review of any Plans in force at the time the amendments came into force 
to be subject to the requirements of the earlier legislation (i.e. within 5 years). Subsequent reviews will then only be required 
every 10 years. 



There will also be wider consultation with stakeholders on Plan options, including the preferred option. 

Options assessment  

The PGG is expected to set and analyse multiple options – to consider different levels of eradication, 

management and control effort – to inform decisions on the Proposal made to the Minister.  

Outputs 

The following outputs will be produced (noting additional detail in Appendix 2): 

A. A summary review of the implementation of the Plan since 1 July 2011. This will include  

i. review of the science underpinning the Plan; and 

ii. efficiency review covering benefits from the merger with NAIT Ltd and technology and other gains 
over recent years 

B. Situation analysis, including review of the Plan in the context of broader biosecurity and market 
assurance system needs and priorities 

C. A report on the options for amendment of the Plan. The report should include a completed document 
for stakeholder consultation and accompanying consultation plan that meets the requirements of 
section 63 of the Biosecurity Act 

D. Completed Proposal to amend, continue, or revoke the Plan submitted for statutory review by the 
Minister for Primary Industries by end August 2015 

 

4. Roles and Responsibilities 

Plan Governance Group (PGG) 

The PGG will be responsible for approving and submitting the final Proposal to the Minister. The PGG will 

pursue consensus on all matters, including the Proposal made to the Minister.  

 

The PGG will provide oversight over a Project Secretariat. This includes responsibility for making major policy 

and operational calls and ensuring timely resolution of any emerging policy, technical, and resource 

constraints and issues.   

 

Project Secretariat 

The Project Secretariat will develop the options for consultation and the Proposal (and all associated policy 

and analytical work), working closely with the STAG and other working groups as required.   

 

The Project Secretariat will be headed by an independent Secretariat Manager and be made up, initially
2
, a 

minimum of two full time staff to cover the core policy, economic analysis, research, and planning needs. 

 

OSPRI and funding parties are expected to provide technical, planning and policy expertise as identified by the 

Secretariat Manager as practical and availability allows. Significant project support, communications and 

financial capability will also be required  

 

                                                             
2 The Secretariat Manager may make recommendations on additional resource requirements when submitting the detailed 

project plan for PGG approval 



The Secretariat Manager will report regularly to Chair of the PGG.  

 

The Secretariat Manager will be responsible for ensuring PGG papers are provided to members with 

reasonable notice ahead of meetings, preferably no less than one week reading time.  

Strategy Technical Advisory Group 

The STAG will provide technical review inputs to the Project Secretariat. This includes, but is not restricted to, 

reviewing and advising the Project Secretariat on:   

 development of the options and counterfactual 

 research requirements and outputs 

 the epidemiological modelling 

 draft consultation Plan 

 draft Proposal content 
 
A key function of the STAG is to ensure broader stakeholder issues and concerns are identified, and addressed 

early in the options and Proposal development process, and so mitigate potential downstream risks to the 

acceptance of the Proposal from wider stakeholder interests.  

 

The STAG will meet regularly (likely once every 4 – 6 weeks), and be available to review items electronically as 

appropriate. The STAG Chair will also be available to support the Secretariat Manager at PGG meetings. 

Working groups 

Working groups may be established by the Project Secretariat from time to time to consider significant 

technical and policy issues; for example to review epidemiological models. 

5. Stakeholder Involvement and Consultation 

Other stakeholders, such as Regional Councils, the Department of Conversation, DCANZ, Meat Industry 

Association and Landcare, will be kept informed of progress as appropriate and may be asked for specialist 

inputs or expertise from time to time.  

 

A structured consultation process, consistent with the requirements of section 63 of the Biosecurity Act, 

covering a wide range of stakeholder interests, including iwi, councils and farmers, will be conducted on the 

identified options, including the preferred option, for the proposal. The Project Secretariat will work with all 

funders – mindful of the potential for each funder to assist the consultation phase – to develop and facilitate a 

detailed consultation plan. It is expected that the consultation overall (based on the activities of all funders) 

will involve meetings with national and regional stakeholders as appropriate and engagement with farmers 

and local interests. OSPRI’s TBfree Committees may also be drawn on to support consultation at regional and 

local level.    



Appendix 1 Relevant provisions from the Biosecurity Act 1993 

100D Review of plans 

Reasons for reviews 

(1) The Minister or council must initiate a review of a plan as a whole if— 

(a) the plan is due to terminate in less than 12 months and the Minister or council proposes to extend 
the plan's duration; or 

(b) the plan is due to terminate in less than 12 months and a person submits a proposal to the 
Minister or council to extend the plan's duration; or 

(c) the plan was last reviewed as a whole more than 10 years previously. 

Proposal for review 

(4) A review is initiated by a proposal made by the Minister or council or any other person. 

(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) may propose that a pest or pathway, as appropriate, be added to the plan, whether or not the 
review is of the whole plan. 

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: 

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. 

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1993/0095/latest/whole.html?search=ts_act%40bill%40regulation%40deemedreg_biosec*_resel_25_a&p=1#DLM315388
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1993/0095/latest/whole.html?search=ts_act%40bill%40regulation%40deemedreg_biosec*_resel_25_a&p=1#DLM315719
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1993/0095/latest/whole.html?search=ts_act%40bill%40regulation%40deemedreg_biosec*_resel_25_a&p=1#DLM315772
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1993/0095/latest/whole.html?search=ts_act%40bill%40regulation%40deemedreg_biosec*_resel_25_a&p=1#DLM315795
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1993/0095/latest/whole.html?search=ts_act%40bill%40regulation%40deemedreg_biosec*_resel_25_a&p=1#DLM315384


Appendix 2 Detailed Outputs 

The following outputs will be produced: 

A. A summary review of the implementation of the Plan since 1 July 2011. This should: 

1) Include an assessment of overall Plan performance since 1 July 2011 to identify opportunities for 
improvement. This should include (but not be limited to) achievement of purpose and objectives, 
annual planning, review and reporting process, constraints and opportunities, and stakeholder 
support and expectations; 

2) Review of the science underpinning the TB plan; 

3) Efficiency review covering benefits for management of TB arising from the merger with NAIT Ltd and 
technology and other gains over recent years; and 

B. Situation analysis, including review of the scheme in the context of broader biosecurity and market 
assurance system needs and priorities 

C. A report on the options for amendment of the Plan, including no longer having a Plan. The report must 
include consideration of the costs and benefits of any amendment compared with leaving the plan 
unchanged, and should involve:  

1) Assessment of the different options for management of the disease identified above, especially in 
light of new research findings and technical or managerial developments, including any advice or 
reports available from OSPRI’s STAG.   

The assessment should include consideration of alternative scheme design options in relation to 
behaviour, cost recovery and compliance models, including: 

a. The materiality of cost to the scheme modelled between farmers who maintain closed herds 
and those who move animals in and out of their herds, and consideration given to how these 
differences in costs are reflected in cost recovery models (i.e. is an element of user pays 
warranted).  

b. Consideration given to alternative compliance models, including use of the NAIT model as a 
reference point for suspending herd status where noncompliant animals are received;  

The options should also be reviewed in the context of the wider framework for disease, pest and 
biodiversity management. 

2) Development of an agreed counterfactual (or counterfactuals); 

3) Epidemiological modelling for each option taking into account new data and the findings and 
recommendations of the recent review of the current ad hoc scenario epidemiological model. This 
should include ensuring the base herd data and population dynamics for the epidemiological model 
are accurate; 

4) Updating the funding methodology, including review of the benefits and beneficiaries, quantification, 
and allocation of funding shares; 

5) Accurate costing and cost effectiveness of the options identified and measures for monitoring 
achievement; and 

6) A consultation document and plan that meets all relevant requirements of the Biosecurity Act  

D. Completed Proposal to amend, continue, or revoke the Plan for Ministerial review by 31 August 2015 that 
is consistent with all requirements of the Act. 

  



Appendix 3 Potential research and analysis requirements identified by the Funding 

Review Stakeholder Steering Group  

Biodiversity benefits: More “real world” data needs to be accumulated from field research and case studies on 

the actual biodiversity benefits arising from TB vector control operations, as a basis for more substantive 

economic valuation of these benefits. Further investigation of ways to potentially improve the robustness of 

biodiversity valuation is desirable. 

 

Trade effects:  There is inevitable uncertainty about the extent to which the TB Plan helps to protect New 

Zealand’s trade and reputation in global markets. Further robust and independent research and risk analysis is 

proposed to better inform future planning and modelling of these benefits decision-making.  

Epidemiological Modelling and Assumptions: The modelling should consider: 

 Extending the base population in the model to the non-capital stock; i.e. the rising 1 year old and 
rising 2 year old non-replacement stock; 

 Developing a more realistic model of the spread of infection from herd to herd via the movement of 
animals, particularly from the expanded vector risk area; 

 Investigating some behaviours of the model that may or may not be errors, such as the change in the 
rate of increase of new herds at 30 years; 

 Investigating how model inputs that are very variable or not well defined affect outputs. For example 
appropriate distribution for inputs; 

 Consolidating the three separate models into one model to avoid disparities arising by accounting for 
interconnection between industries;  

 Consolidating and improving presentation of the inputs and outputs; 

 Better representation of herd dynamics and the movement of animals on and off farms; 

 Using a software platform more easily audited and less liable to accidental error than MS Excel; 

 Incorporating a spatial component in the model; 

 Network analysis to understand the interaction of movements and contact rates with livestock within 
the same industry but between industries; and 

 Better representation of within herd compartments. 

Milk Production Loss: Robust estimates of the likely milk production losses which might occur at higher TB 

infection levels under New Zealand conditions are required.    

 

Real option values: The TB plan contributes broadly to land value by maintaining options for farming of cattle 

or deer. Further investigation of ways to potentially improve the robustness of valuing real option values of 

land is desirable  

 

Sector-specific disease control arrangements: Differences in disease control policies, funding and 

compensation arrangements between the deer and the broader cattle sectors should be reviewed, including 

between the beef and dairy cattle sectors and how they are managed and implemented through the Plan.  

 

 


