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1. Situation 

 Introduction and Purpose 

The purpose of this document is to set out the national level direction for the phased eradication of 
Mycoplasma bovis (M. bovis) from New Zealand. It provides the National level direction to enable 
disease management, acute recovery and welfare response operations. 

This document is limited to “Response” activities and does not cover longer-term “Recovery” 
activities, including a range of welfare and system resilience initiatives. Refer to Appendix 6 for an 
outline of those activities.  

 Context up to the implementation of this Plan 

In July 2017, M.bovis was first detected on a dairy farm in South Canterbury. The outbreak appeared 
to be restricted to one cluster of seven infected places (IPs) in South Canterbury, until December 
2017 when a second cluster was detected in Southland.  

Tracing from the Southland places resulted in the number of IPs doubling through early 2018 and 
further IPs have been found regularly since. Many of these places were infected prior to the disease 
being confirmed in New Zealand and new detections do not indicate rapid spread of the disease. 

For current figures on IPs, Restricted Places (RPs) and depopulations refer to the Operations function 
who manage and collate these, or the most recent Situation Report (Sitrep).  

The uncertainty around the presence of the disease on a property under investigation, the impacts 
for on-farm management arising from the disease and disease control measures (including loss of 
income and constraints where controls are currently in place), and the complexity of compensation 
claims, all contribute to a significant level of anxiety and stress for farmers and owners of cattle.   

On 28 May 2018 Cabinet approved Option 2: Phased Eradication to take effect from [1 July 2018].  
Phased eradication has many similar disease management components as the initial phase of control 
and contain, but will further develop activities around reducing the impacts of M.bovis (disease and 
response) on farmers and in the longer term add the focus of building resilience to future incursions.  

 Context moving forward 

The plan will be delivered through a prioritised depopulation of all IPs and RPs in collaboration with 
the farmer when this will occur. This will require the development of a decision matrix to consider 
disease management, human welfare, animal welfare and reducing the costs of production loss to 
the farmer. This decision matrix will also be a key tool to identify and manage stress points through 
both acute and longer-term recovery. 

National surveillance via milk testing of dairy herds will be undertaken during spring lactation1. Early 
lactation is when cows are likely to be under stress, and therefore some unidentified infected dairy 
herds should be picked up during this period. A surveillance programme for the beef industry is also 
being developed.  This has been identified as a crucial stop/go point for eradication by the Technical 
Advisory Group. The existing indicators for reconsideration of the response objective need to be 
reviewed and refined to more clearly identify when eradication may or may no longer be feasible.  

                                                             
1 The timing of spring lactation varies across the country, as cows generally give birth to calves earlier in the 
north of the country.  
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2. Mission 

 National Controller’s Intent 

To eradicate M.bovis from New Zealand utilising an approach centred on welfare of the farmer, 
which also recognises the impacts on farming families and employees. This will see positive 
engagement with all affected farmers, providing detailed information about the processes involved, 
to allow the farmer to plan their future through to recovery. The broader farming sector will 
understand and support what we are trying to achieve.    

 Mission 

MPI and industry partners are working together to eradicate M.bovis, while mitigating the social, 
economic and environmental impacts of the disease and the response. To achieve this we will be 
culling infected herds, in collaboration with affected farmers, while enabling the cattle sectors to 
become more resilient to future incursions. 

 Objectives 

No. Objective 

1. Eradicate M.bovis from New Zealand 

2. Reduce the social, economic, environmental and farm impacts of M.bovis until eradication of 
M.bovis is achieved or the response is stood down, by: 

a. Implement an agreed phased eradication plan effectively within resources/budget; 
b. Support affected farmers, families and employees, and their communities, to 

manage the impacts of M.bovis and the response; 
c. Minimising impacts on animal welfare; 
d. Provide assurances and maintain confidence in New Zealand’s biosecurity systems; 

and 
e. To appoint and maintain a permanent and capable staff level for the required 

period. 

3. Provide farmers and associated industries with tools, options, knowledge and motivation they 
need to: 

a. Protect their farms from M.bovis; and 
b. Continue their farming business to the extent possible with M.bovis infected herds 

whilst under MPI directed movement control. 

4. Support directly affected farmers to re-establish viable and resilient farming businesses. 

a. Where necessary, continue direct welfare support for affected farmers, families 
and employees (e.g. ongoing case management; specialist referrals); and 

b. Establish regionally-based farming community recovery initiatives, including 
encouraging improvements in on-farm biosecurity (refer Appendix 7). 

 

 Vision (goals) 

• M.bovis is eradicated from New Zealand requiring no further response and any residual 
impacts are managed. 
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• The impacts on farmers, communities and wider NZ were mitigated to the extent possible. 
• All stakeholders understood and were engaged in the response. 
• All partners maintain confidence in their return on investment.  
• The cattle sector proactively manages the biosecurity risks and is more resilient to future 

incursions 
• Confidence in New Zealand’s biosecurity system is improved 
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2. Indicators and review process 

 Technical indicators 

With the information available at that time, Cabinet along with Industry leaders decided to fund an 
eradication campaign for Mycoplasma bovis as it looked technically feasible. However, it was 
recognised that there were still many uncertainties and unknowns. It is vital to monitor the course of 
the epidemic and the success of the eradication campaign to allow for early warning if the 
probability of success is seen to be decreasing.  

The evidence that suggested that eradication was technically feasible in May 2018, included: 

• Genetic typing indicated that a single incursion event had taken place; 
• The estimated timing of that incursion was the second half of 2015, based on genetic 

analysis and the tracing and testing work; 
• The majority of confirmed positive and pending positive farms had been demonstrated to be 

connected within a single network of infection that contained three distinct clusters; 
• Predictive disease spread modelling suggested that with sufficient surveillance to rapidly 

detect new positive properties the probability of success of an eradication campaign was 
high; 

• The predicted total number of infected farms over the course of the eradication campaign 
was low (up to 190) relative to the total number of dairy and beef farms in the country 
(approximately 25,000). 

The recognised uncertainties and unknowns at that time, included: 

• The number of untraceable cattle movements off known infected farms, particularly 
unrecorded movements of dairy calves; 

• The actual number of infected but not yet detected farms in the country that were still 
spreading the disease; 

• The significance of the positive farms where the connections to the known network of 
infection are still being investigated and confirmed; 

• A lack of confirmed primary farm or farms; 
• A lack of a confirmed importation pathway; 
• The infection status of beef animals and young dairy dry-stock had not yet been 

systematically assessed at a national level,  
• The sensitivity of the 2018 national milk survey was sufficient only to detect large clusters of 

infected farms, 
• The true importance of infection pathways other than live cattle in the spread of disease, 

such as the sale of unpasteurised milk for calf feeding, livestock trucks and sales yards;  
• The reliability of the diagnostic tests available to detect infected farms, particularly long-

term infected farms. 

The indicators which may have an impact on the possibility of eradication are summarised below 
with the full list in Appendix nine. Listed immediately below are those that are largely technical in 
nature. 

1. Genetic analysis shows that: 
a. There is more than one strain of M. bovis circulating in New Zealand, OR 
b. The same strain has crossed the border multiple times (i.e. multiple incursions). 
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2. Additional unconnected cluster/s of infected properties are discovered at any time. 
3. IPs are detected at any time with an estimated date of infection of 2014 or earlier. 
4. Between 1 June 2018 and 31 December 2018, an additional 80 or more infected places are 

confirmed positive, AND an additional 70,000 or more cattle have been or are due to be culled, 
OR another 110 or more restricted place notices are issued. 

5. Additional IPs are detected at any time that are thought to have been infected for 12 months or 
more, AND they are linked to 75 or more unique forward trace farms per year of infection, AND 
where four (4) or more of the first ten (10) trace farms tested are positive.  

6. Two (2) or more infected farms are detected via national surveillance activities (milk or dry-stock) 
that have previously tested negative AND the previous testing regimen used and results obtained 
supported the initial assessment of being free of infection AND subsequent reassessment of the 
date of infection indicates that disease was in fact present throughout that previous testing 
period. 

7. Evidence of transmission of infection within high frequency livestock or risk good movement 
pathways such as sale yards, trucking companies or breeding companies (semen or bulls) is found 
at any time. 

8. Replacement stock on two (2) or more properties that have been depopulated and 
decontaminated test positive at any time AND the source of infection appears to the farm 
environment. 

 Addition indicators (non-technical)  

As mentioned above, in addition to these technical indicators, there are a number of other aspects 
of the response that could impede the success or desirability of an eradication campaign, such as: 

• The eradication campaign loses its social licence. 
• A new and significant biosecurity response or adverse event affecting the pastoral sector 

occurs that requires resources to be withdrawn from Mycoplasma bovis. 
• NAIT compliance (detailed indicator to be developed) 
• There are substantiated concerns that the Mycoplasma bovis response is incurring large or 

long-term damage to trading agreements. 

 Monitoring and evaluation of indicators 

The purpose of these indicators is to act as a set of markers for a substantial decrease in the 
feasibility of success of an eradication campaign using the current strategy. 

The indicators will be monitored and evaluated alongside the general response monitoring process 
and dashboard for Governance. 

This should enable an early warning to be given to Governance that an indicator is approaching. 
Approaching one indicator would not necessarily result in a reconsideration of the eradication 
programme, however, the relevant aspects of the existing strategy would be reassessed.  

If multiple indicators are met, this would suggest that the probability of eradication was diminishing. 
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3. Strategy and approach  
There are a number of different disease management strategies that could be considered in the 
phased eradication of a disease from New Zealand. These include a progressive containment by 
geographic areas, or North/South Island roll back, etc. The main limitations to the approach that can 
be taken are the available diagnostic tests and disease control tools along with the impact of 
movement controls on farmers and their businesses.  

The strategy to achieve eradication is therefore a national approach with a focus on tracing of 
movements from affected properties to new farms, and identification of additional infected 
properties through a National Surveillance Programme. 

Disease spread is managed by movement controls on at risk and infected properties. Movement 
controls stay in place until testing shows the herd is not infected, or infected properties are 
depopulated then cleaned and disinfected. 

MPI is responsible for the welfare needs of primary industry people directly affected by the 
response. Primarily this is the affected farmers and their families and staff, whose needs will be 
matched with the required assistance and support measures to get them through this incursion and 
into recovery. 

The primary point of contact between MPI and a farmer under movement controls (properties under 
NoD, RP or IP) is the Infection Control Point (ICP) manager. The Acute Recovery team will support 
and work alongside the ICP manager to help farmers  to operate their business while response 
actions (including directions and restrictions under the Biosecurity Act) start to be lifted from a farm 
(a NOD, RP or IP).  The ICP manager and Acute Recovery team works with the affected farmer to 
develop plans that assist the farmer to return to business as usual.  This includes removal of 
restrictions, any on-farm support needed as a result of restrictions (e.g. additional feed, information 
on compensation, etc.), that reflects the needs of the farming business and other support (including 
welfare services delivered by trained rural facilitators) for the farmer.  At the end of the Acute 
Recovery phase, the farmer should have a clear plan forward to get back to business and no longer 
have any restrictions on activity related to the response. Following the response, there may be 
changes in on-farm biosecurity and animal recording processes.  

Ongoing welfare support or case-management may also be required and MPI continues to fund one-
on-one support and counselling services for affected farmers through trained Rural Support Trust 
facilitators. As a longer-term welfare and recovery structure is being developed, MPI is working with 
all Rural Support Trust Chairs and the industry and rural community-based National Adverse Events 
Committee (NAEC MBovis), to ensure support will be available across all affected regions.  The needs 
of more widely impacted people – staff, neighbouring farmers, communities and downstream 
businesses - are also being addressed largely through provision of understandable information by 
the MPI Public Information Management and Liaison teams, and also from industry groups 

Government agencies in the area have also been primed and are ready to provide assistance. 
Ministry of Social Development and Work and Income New Zealand can provide detailed benefit 
entitlement knowledge if or when it is required (such as Accommodation Supplement, Special Needs 
Grant or Recoverable Assistance Payments). Inland Revenue can take an understanding approach 
with affected farmers. 
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The key factors that need to be considered when assessing whether a farmer is suitable to continue 
farming once Mycoplasma bovis (M. bovis) has been confirmed (either under a Restricted or Infected 
Place Notice). The full process map can be found in appendix 8. 

Risk Type  Criteria for ICP and Response to consider  
Farmer Welfare - This is the person who due to the stress of their herd being 

diagnosed and associated movement control is no longer able 
to care for the animals on this farm 

- This is a very rare and serious situation, and indications of such 
behaviour are that the person has not milked their cows in days, 
fed their animals, moved them between paddocks and has 
generally ignored the animals in their care   

- This cannot be alleviated by compliance as the person 
responsible for the animals is generally not able to recognise 
that the animals need care and are often oblivious to the 
developing animal welfare problem 

- If there is no other person on farm able to assume responsibility 
for these cattle then the removal of animals from farm needs to 
be considered 

Note: The farmer may be able appoint a guardian or caretaker farm 
manager if this is appropriate (question); and  
- Where this type of issue arises, the Welfare function needs to 

be advised to ensure there is suitable support around the 
individual on an urgent basis (often the Rural Support Trust 
person will already be highlighting welfare concerns within the 
response). 

Animal Welfare - If the incidence of disease is high – i.e. the risk of other cows 
acquiring mastitis is high then depopulation of the herd is a 
response priority (rather than just removal of the affected 
cows) 

- Farms where the mortality of cattle is greater than 5% per 
month 

- Farms where the prevalence of lameness, mastitis or 
pneumonia is so bad that affected animals need to be 
destroyed for humane reasons 

- Dairy herds with an incidence of mastitis or lameness greater 
than 20 percent per month should not be eligible for continuing 
to farm. Due to the risk of transmission and associated animal 
suffering is increased by continuing to milk   

- Farms that have affected cattle which are showing clinical 
symptoms should dry these affected cows off as soon as 
possible. Thereby reducing the risk of disease spread via milking 
and reducing their requirement to walk to a cowshed daily  

Disease management – 
protecting the 
neighbouring farms  

- Animals with mastitis and / or pneumonia are a risk for 
transmission of disease to cattle on neighbouring properties.  If 
the farmer is not able to mitigate the risk of disease spread to 
neighbouring farms with cattle i.e. through animal placement 
and fencing  

- Herds with pneumonia cases should be depopulated if possible 
because they are likely to be transmitting disease via aerosol, 
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Risk Type  Criteria for ICP and Response to consider  
and pose a greater risk of transmission to neighbouring farms 
(and within herd) 

- The development of disease, either mastitis that produces 
M.bovis in milk or pneumonia that then sheds organism via 
aerosol in a manner that could infect cattle over the fence is the 
key risk event that needs to be mitigated 

- High prevalence of disease (number of affected cattle/ number 
of cattle on farm 

- Herds with M.bovis mastitis may be discharging waste milk into 
the environment that is then locally spread (effluent spreaders 
etc) on to neighbouring properties. Farmer would need to 
address this issue (if appropriate) 

Access to on-going feed 
and water for animals 

- If the ICP manager assesses that feed and water for the farm is 
going to become an issue 

o A qualified consultant should be available to support 
the farmer to develop feed budgets 

- Farmer to notify ICP manager in the event of a water shortage 
crisis  

- If the farmer is unable to source suitable quantities of feed or 
water for their animals this will result in the requirement to 
depopulate urgently  

Market for product - Farmer to notify contract of supply (either milk processor or 
meat) once M.bovis is declared 

- If the Farmer unable to secure a market for product (milk or 
meat) depopulation may need to be prioritised  

 

 Decision Matrix for depopulation on restricted properties 

MPI expects that many of the restricted properties that are not yet confirmed as an infected 
property will be found to be an infected property. A property is confirmed as an infected property 
following a positive test that identifies the DNA of the M.bovis organism (a PCR diagnostic test). 
Carrying out testing when the cattle are shedding bacteria can mean that multiple retesting is 
required to confirm the property is infected.  

Section 122 of the Biosecurity Act 1993 allows an inspector or authorised person to, whenever they 
consider it to be necessary, direct the culling of cattle in order to destroy M.bovis. A direction to cull 
requires the inspector or authorised person to have reasonable grounds to believe that the cattle 
harbour M.bovis before they direct destruction of the infected animals. 

This decision matrix will provide the evidence for believing these herds are infected with M bovis. 

 Management of Notices of Direction 

For those herds under a notice of direction a decision matrix will be developed to support 
collaboration and agreement with farmers on managing risks in relation to their continued farming 
business under movement control. The matrix needs to consider the risk of spread and the impact of 
movement controls. It also needs to be aligned with the farming calendar to ensure that production 
losses can be mitigated as much as possible and any possible animal welfare issues are appropriately 
managed.  
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 Approach 

 

The approach to Phased Eradication incorporates the following four aspects: 

1. Disease Management 
• Work closely with the farmer to ensure all activities on farm are done in a coordinated an careful manner that aligns with the farmers needs  

- Link to ICP Manager Specifications 
• Continue with general surveillance, bulk milk and dry stock, nationally and through tracing and self-reporting to delimit the spread of the 

disease. 
- Link to Surveillance specs 

• Use science to refine diagnostic testing protocols and guide surveillance programmes. 
• Impose restrictions to CONTROL the spread of M.bovis on infected and suspect properties using the Biosecurity Act, including controls on 

movement, and provide compensation for such directions in accordance with that Act. 
- Link to Movement control  plan 
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• Classification of farms into farm types as a result of tracing and testing (infected properties, restricted properties, farms under Notice of 
Direction (NODs), active surveillance and general surveillance (see Appendix 2). 

• Work with affected farmers to best CONTAIN the disease and mitigate its impacts until depopulation can be carried out. 
• Depopulate infected properties and restricted place in accordance with agreed schedules that take into account to extent possible given risks 

the farm business needs. 
• Clean and disinfect properties following depopulation and assist farmers to return to business, with a greater awareness of on-farm 

biosecurity. 
- Link to Overarching organism management plan 

 
2. Welfare, Compensation and Acute Recovery  

• Work with industry and farmers on increasing understanding of M.bovis and how to prevent M.bovis arriving on farm through changed farm 
practice (e.g. use of NAIT, use of biosecurity farm plans, reducing risk activities etc). 

• Work with affected farmers on how to manage M.bovis on-farm prior to depopulation to mitigate losses, reduce overall costs, and ensure 
business continuity. 

• Infection Control Point (ICP) managers have the training and support needed to advise and support farmers while managing disease risks. 
• Manage farmer welfare through: 

 Keeping the farmer at the centre of the facets of this response. 
 Ensuring as much continuity of contact as possible through the response. 
 Providing psychosocial support, community events and one-on-one support 
 Ensuring farmers and their staff are aware of available support and guidance information 
 Proactive, targeted and timely communication and engagement across the parties, to understand perspectives and needs, and to 

encourage support for the response. 
 Empowering farmers to make normal farm management decisions within the response control frameworks.  
 Establish positive relationships between farmers and ICP managers. 
 Setting appropriate and reasonable timeframes for compensation.  

• Accurate, and timely capture of expenditure on response, measurement of impacts in order to ensure maximum benefit from allocated 
resources and fair allocation of compensation.  

• Continue to enhance MPI’s knowledge of M.bovis and its impacts and adjust plans and processes accordingly. 
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• Monitoring and audit2 of the response and activities, including animal welfare. 
 

3. Intelligence including information and Data Management 
• Use sound epidemiological input and review of data to ensure constant improvement of surveillance methodology. 
• Both seek and provide relevant technical advice as required. 
• Develop knowledge of how M. bovis behaves in the New Zealand environment. 
• Develop a Common Operating Picture for the operational output from the M. bovis 2017 response to enable accurate reporting in real time.   
• Allow flexibility in where data is collected from but consistency in how it is managed and reported. 
• Maintain situational awareness through regular SitReps, aligned with the Common Operating Picture.  
• Assess how fit for purpose the current data management systems are through the course of operations. 

 
4. Communication and Engagement 

• Maintain public communications.  
• Develop and proliferate industry specific advice in consultation with affected industries.  
• Public meetings. 
• Engage individual farmers via their ICP managers throughout decision making processes affecting individual farms to ensure full awareness of 

ongoing farm planning. 
• ICP managers work in collaboration with the individual farmers to develop acute recovery plans.   
• Ensure industry representation and awareness through the identified structure. 
• Monitor media and social channel commentary to assess public opinion, understanding and address issues raised in a timely manner through 

effective channels 

A full approach Process Map is attached in Appendix 3 

 Transition to Recovery 

The farmer-centric model continues through into recovery, and includes support for the wider community of the impact of M.bovis.  It recognises that 
actions taken within the response have flow-on impacts for farm management that will require ongoing support to enable faster recovery.  It also 
recognises that there are opportunities for farmers to consider how they could improve their farm management systems, and become more resilient to 

                                                             
2 This is still to be developed at a national level. 
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future biosecurity and other events.  Farmers and communities are best placed to lead their own recovery, with support from their sector organisations and 
from government. 

The response (under this National Response Management Plan) and recovery will share governance.  A Recovery framework that encompasses short and 
long term recovery across the separate components of resilience, will be developed in partnership with industry.  Response and recovery will continue to 
work to align objectives and outcomes, so that as individual farms move from response to recovery they have the support they need, and the risks to 
recovery are managed.   

Key elements of medium-term recovery will include: 

- Ongoing psychosocial support via industry and community organisations (e.g. Rural Support Trusts) 
- Insights into what communities and farmers need to support recovery 
- Coordination of recovery activities targeted at community and farm 
- Activities and events to support community cohesion and wellbeing 
- Provision of information and advice that all cattle farmers can use to improve farm management practices. 

 
For longer term recovery, we will work closely with industry to consider and support wider system changes that increase resilience of all farming 
communities to biosecurity incursions and other adverse events, and support social, economic and environmental outcomes. 

 Critical facts, Constraints, Freedoms, Assumptions and Risks 

4.3.1 Constraints 
Constraints are restrictions imposed by Governance, or by the environment in which the response is operating. For example, if Governance has specified a 
time for the response to be completed, that is a constraint. Constraints can also be set by the Controller, working under a delegation of authority from the 
lead agency.  

• Source of incursion unknown as yet. Not everyone will support on-going response activities, and may criticise or seek to undermine MPI’s objectives 
• Resources available (MPI & others) over 6+ years. 
• Animals can be infected but show no sign of disease. Testing regime (It is hard to find M.bovis quickly/easily impacting on uncertainty and 

timelines). 
• Testing regime/ quality of information - Farm systems/ industry practices impact on biosecurity and cannot be changed easily. 
• MPI cannot use Biosecurity Act 1993 powers without reasonable proof that M.bovis is/may be present. 
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4.3.2 Freedoms  
Freedoms are things that the Controller and planners can determine for themselves. 

• Not limited to geographical boundaries – expand as needed provided indicators not reached. 
• Set up/set down Regional Control Centre where needed in accordance with contingency plans. 
• Define, impose and release restrictions in accordance with procedures and the Biosecurity Act 1993. 
• Take into account farmer individual circumstances when making response decisions provided this doesn’t unnecessarily increase risks or costs (may 

define some limits). 
• Flexibility to work with farmers around depopulation timelines within agreed risk matrix. 
• Can employ/deploy resources as needed within budget/ resource plans. 
• Crown and industry working in partnership can allocate resources on who is best-placed 
• Farmers can seek additional support when they need it, it is not imposed on them (e.g. recovery plans) provided Biosecurity Act-compliant. 
• A wider recovery and resilience programme can provide further support to individual farmers to get back into business as usual. 

4.3.3 Assumptions  
Assumptions are substitutes for fact used to allow planning to proceed. Assumptions become information requirements, and should be verified as soon as 
possible. Assumptions should not be made about the hazard or environments. If these are unknown, they become information requirements.  

1. There has been a single incursion of M.bovis in recent years.  
2. M.bovis is not currently present on large numbers of farms in New Zealand. 
3. Farms that are not yet Infected Places but are under a Restricted Place Notice are likely to test positive for M.bovis at an undefined time in the 

future. 
4. That 30% of NODS are likely to go positive and the rest negative. 
5. A high proportion of infected herds have already been identified, but it is expected that due to untraceable calf movements there will be some 

further infected properties identified next spring and possibly in the following 2-3 years. 
6. There are a number of disease control measures that help to eliminate or decrease spread of infection: 

a. Cull infected cattle, 
b. Controlling movements of cattle, 
c. Preventing the feeding of milk to calves unless it is pasteurised or treated, 
d. Practising good milking parlour hygiene and using well maintained milking equipment, 
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e. Preventing co-mingling of different groups of cattle, 
f. Preventing nose to nose contact of cattle from different farms, e.g. using fences,  
g. Controlling movements of potentially contaminated vehicles and equipment, and 
h. Carrying out good on-farm biosecurity practices, such as cleaning and sanitation practices. 

7. The two primary methods of disease spread observed between farms are: 
a. Movement of infected animals, and  
b. Feeding unpasteurised milk containing M.bovis to calves 
c. Without any disease control measures and with the current pattern of cattle movements across the country, M.bovis would spread too 

many farms. 
8. The majority of infected herds will not experience problems with clinical disease. 
9. Within an infected farm the proportion of animals in the herd that test positive for the disease can be high at 30-55%. NB For this organism 

infection does not necessarily equal clinical disease as some animals carry the M.bovis silently without getting sick. 
10. Productivity impacts will be seen on infected farms. Farms with clinical disease will experience greater production losses than seen on farms 

without clinical disease. 
11. There are no effective treatments that will completely cure an animal of this disease. 
12. There is no effective vaccine available to help control the disease. 
13. Phased eradication is likely to take 6+ years, due to the longer time taken to depopulate IPs. We may need to wait a full farming season before we 

can start depopulation of an identified infected herd depending on when it is identified. 
14. M.bovis is not a zoonotic disease (i.e. it does not cause infections in people) and there are no food safety issues with this disease. 
15. There are no major trade implications for dairy and meat products due to the presence of this disease in NZ. 
16. There may be limited trade implications for blood products and live animal exports. 
17. MPI has correctly assessed the level of support for eradication from industry groups and individual farmers, and farmer behaviour can be modified 

in ways to reduce the risk of M. bovis spread. 
 

In addition, the impacts of the disease on-farm, along with any biosecurity measures, will have a negative impact on the affected farming business, 
human and animal welfare.  For some farmers this may lead to loss of their business, or a significant part of their income, until post-recovery.  For some 
farmers it may trigger serious mental illness. 
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4.3.4 Risks 
Risk is defined as “the effect of uncertainty on objectives”. The most significant risks must be reviewed by the Governance Group on a monthly basis. Other 
risks should be owned by the Response Controller who can assign to appropriate functional lead. A risk working group will be established to identify 
mitigations and risk ratings. A risk committee will be established to then agree to the mitigations and take ownership of the delivery of the mitigation 
measures. 

Risks to phased eradication are included in appendix three. There are other risks that will be managed by this same process. Responsibility for collating the 
risks, and managing the progress dashboard will lie with planning function. The process is described further in section 4.1.2.  
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 Welfare and Recovery – Interim Arrangements 

Note: This is the interim structure until the appointment of the National Recovery Manager is confirmed. It is intended there will be a transition to the long-
term welfare and recovery arrangements set out in Appendix 7.  
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Management of Risks 

For Risks, the Planning team will assess whether the risk can be simply resolved, or whether it needs 
to go to the Risks and Issues Committee. If it can be quickly resolved, Planning will initiate corrective 
action and notify the submitter, then close off the task in the register. 

Risks and Issues Committee 

More significant risks will be escalated to a Risks and Issues Committee. This committee will include 
the Response Manger or nominee, and the function leads or a nominee from Ops, Intel and 
Planning. The Committee will be administered by Planning. The Risks and Issues Committee will 
identify corrective actions and task them, via Planning, to carry out actions to mitigate the risks. 
Planning will be responsible for ensuring the identified function carries out the corrective action, 
notifies the Risks and Issues committee and updates the Register. 

Management of Issues 

Issues will be managed by a similar process, although the Risks and Issues Committee will have a 
lesser role, and the emphasis will be on the Planning team working with the affected function to 
mitigate the issue. The Risks and Issues committee will be kept advised, but should not need to 
routinely become involved. 

 Process for collecting Lessons Learnt 

5.12.1 Process 
MPI has adopted a new process to ensure that we continue to improve the way we get ready for and 
carry out responses. The Process defines how MPI will gather, analyse, design and test 
improvements to the way we carry out responses. The Process will examine response, exercise and 
other learnings (e.g. from other emergency management sectors).  

Issues register (lessons learnt process) 

5.12.2 Types of improvements 
Three types of improvements will be made using this process.  

• Tactical fixes (e.g. changing the setup of a response room) 
• Response improvements to change the way a response is managed or works (e.g. a response 

management change such as how rostering is done),  
• Readiness improvements to make systemic-level fixes (e.g. designing new response tools, roles, 

or systems) 
 

5.12.3 Evaluation pilot 
We are piloting new evaluation tools in the Myrtle Rust, Bonamia and Bovis responses. The tools 
make sure we are considering all aspects of the response (e.g. Surveys structured around all 7 of our 
Readiness categories) 

5.12.4 Analyses and design 
We expect that the new tools will help us get better at identifying learnings, and help us design 
smarter, better improvements.  
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We will use experts to design, develop and test improvements to ensure that they are fit for 
purpose.  

Readiness improvements, once agreed by management, will be part of the readiness work 
programme.   
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6. Plan approval 
I approve the National Eradication Plan for M bovis 

Signature 

 

 

 

Date: 

Roger Smith 
Head of Biosecurity  
M Bovis Governance Chair 
 

Signature 

 

 

 

Date: 

Geoff Gwyn 
National Controller M bovis Response 
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 Risk descriptors and phased eradication risks.   
 

Likelihood 

1 Rare Would only occur in exceptional circumstances. 

2 Unlikely Small but distinct possibility of occurrence. 

3 Moderate The event may occur at sometime within the medium term, i.e. a reasonable 
probability of occurrence. 

4 Likely Significant likelihood of occurrence before response completion. 

5 Almost certain The event is almost certain to occur before completion, i.e. probability of 
occurrence is much greater than non-occurrence. 

Consequence 

1 Negligible Difficulties, uncertainty, etc. easily managed. 

2 Minor Any difficulties are able to be dealt with through existing response 
resources, timelines or allocated (non-contingency) budgets 

3 Major Difficulties may have to be resolved through re-planning and/or expenditure 
of contingency funds. 

4 High Response may fail to achieve one or more of its deliverables. Extra resources 
will be needed to achieve response outcomes. 

5 Very High Response may be forced to discontinue, or re-start. 
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 Phased eradication risks 
 

Risk register link 
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 Functional Plans 
Functional plans for Intelligence, Diagnostic, Planning, Operations, Logistics, Welfare, Animal 
Welfare, Acute Recovery, Legal, Liaison and Compensation are available here: Functional Plans  
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 Technical indicators for the Mycoplasma bovis 
eradication campaign 
Version 1.c – 26 June 2018 

On 28 May the NZ Cabinet along with Industry leaders decided to fund an eradication campaign for 
Mycoplasma bovis. With the information available at that time, eradication looked technically 
feasible. However, it was recognised that there were still many uncertainties and unknowns, and it 
was vital to monitor the course of the epidemic and the success of the eradication campaign to allow 
for early warning if the probability of success was seen to be decreasing.  

It is also important to monitor the progress of factors other than technical feasibility, such as the 
ongoing economic appropriateness or social acceptability of the eradication campaign.  

How the indicators will be used 

The purpose of these indicators is to act as a set of markers for a substantial decrease in the 
feasibility of success of an eradication campaign using the current strategy. 

The indicators will be monitored and evaluated alongside the general response monitoring process 
and dashboard for Governance. 

This should enable an early warning to be given to Governance that an indicator is approaching. 
Approaching one indicator would not necessarily result in a reconsideration of the eradication 
programme, however, the relevant aspects of the existing strategy would be reassessed.  

If multiple indicators are met, this would suggest that the probability of eradication was diminishing. 
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• A new and significant biosecurity response or adverse event affecting the pastoral sector 
occurs that requires resources to be withdrawn from Mycoplasma bovis. 

• There are substantiated concerns that the Mycoplasma bovis response is causing large or 
long-term damage to trading agreements. 

Robust criteria to measure these factors are still being developed. 

Context and background 

The evidence that suggested that eradication was technically feasible in May 2018, included: 

• Genetic typing indicated that a single incursion event had taken place; 
• The estimated timing of that incursion was the second half of 2015, based on genetic 

analysis and the tracing and testing work; 
• The majority of confirmed positive and pending positive farms had been demonstrated to be 

connected within a single network of infection that contained three distinct clusters; 
• Predictive disease spread modelling suggested that with sufficient surveillance to rapidly 

detect new positive properties the probability of success of an eradication campaign was 
high; 

• The predicted total number of infected farms over the course of the eradication campaign 
was low (up to 190) relative to the total number of dairy and beef farms in the country 
(approximately 25,000). 

The recognised uncertainties and unknowns at that time, included: 

• The number of untraceable cattle movements off known infected farms, particularly 
unrecorded movements of dairy calves; 

• The actual number of infected but not yet detected farms in the country that were still 
spreading the disease; 

• The significance of the positive farms where the connections to the known network of 
infection are still being investigated and confirmed; 

• A lack of confirmed primary farm or farms; 
• A lack of a confirmed importation pathway; 
• The infection status of beef animals and young dairy dry-stock had not yet been 

systematically assessed at a national level,  
• The sensitivity of the autumn 2018 national milk survey was sufficient only to detect large 

clusters of infected farms, 
• The significance of infection pathways other than live cattle in the spread of disease, such as 

the sale of unpasteurised milk for calf feeding, livestock trucks and sales yards;  
• The reliability of the diagnostic tests available to detect infected farms, particularly long-

term infected farms. 

Therefore, it was recognised that as further information became available, it was vital that the 
course of the epidemic and the success of the eradication campaign be monitored closely and early 
warnings issued if the probability of success was seen to be decreasing in a significant way. 

Origin of these indicators 

Version 1: Constructed following a discussion meeting of MPI and Industry partners on 1 June 2018. 
Attendees: M bovis Planning function (  [Chair], ); M bovis Intelligence s 9(2)(a) s 9(2)(a)
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function , ), M bovis Operations function (  DairyNZ, 
), Beef and Lamb NZ ). 

Version 1b: Reviewed and refined by M bovis Principal Science Adviser ( ) – 13 June 2018. 

Version 1c: Reviewed and refined in conjunction with representatives from M bovis Control, 
Planning ( ), Intelligence ( , tracing and surveillance teams) and Operations 
( ), as well as MPI’s Biosecurity Policy ( ), Economic Analysis (  

 and Finance ( ) teams, B+LNZ ( ), DairyNZ ( ), 
National Controller (Geoff Gwyn) – 28 June 2018. 

Version 1d– Reviewed by the M bovis Technical Advisory Group. Their recommended amendments 
were assessed by the M bovis Principal Science Adviser ). The indicators did not 
substantially change, but clarifications were made to some. These amended indicators were then 
reviewed by epidemiologists within the M bovis Intelligence function (  and  

). Consideration was given to including numbers of cattle to be depopulated within the 
quantitative indicator. This was ultimately not taken forward, but the numbers included within the 
economic assessment were sufficiently high and the complexity of the data regarding numbers of 
cattle culled or to be culled. The final recommended indicators were sent to the National 
Management Team on 29 July. 

Version 1e (current) – Reviewed by Response Liaison and National Controller in early September 
prior to public release. Wording of NAIT indicator modified because of lack of baseline date to 
evaluate changes in compliance rates. Response will work with MPI Compliance and OSPRI to 
develop a robust indicator around NAIT. Indicator relating to external economic shocks removed as 
considered unnecessary. 
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