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Topics to Help Focus Discussion 

1. Vulnerability assessment for continuity of dairy 

operations 

2. National best practices and response plans 

Å Federal Emergency Plans (FAD PReP) 

Å Resources for communicating with the public and 

stakeholders about FMD risk and response 

Å Secure Milk Supply (SMS) and Secure Egg Supply 

(SES) Plans as models for improving preparedness 

3. Suggested issues for New England states to 

pursue 
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Importance of Milk Movement for 
FMD Planning 

FMD response will  require controlling movement of 

animals and animal products, including traffic to and 

from farms, but . . . 

üConsumers rely on milk moving from farm to table. 

üFarms, co-ops, processors, haulers, and vendors 

rely on milk movement to stay in business. 

üAnimals rely on farm deliveries for feed and care. 

üEnvironmental quality depends on keeping milk 

flowing and animals alive. 
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Maine 
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Supply for ME Dairy Plants 
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New England 
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Population Density  

Milk Prices  



Milk Shipped from NE Dairy Farms 

10 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

200

CT MA ME NH RI VT

M
ill

io
n
s 

o
f 

P
o

u
n
d
s 



Milk Shipped to NE Dairy Plants 
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Regional Milk Markets: 

Farm Output and Plant Intake in NE States 

Total Production

Total Demand
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Net Markets for Interstate Milk Movement:   
Farm Supply Minus Plant Demand in NE States 
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Lessons of State-by-State Comparison (1) 

üThe six states vary greatly in the 
amount of milk that is produced and 
processed in-state. 

üThey also vary greatly in their reliance 
on routine inter-state milk movement. 

ÅSome states (especially MA) are milk importers;  
other states (especially VT) are milk exporters.   
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Lessons of State-by-State Comparison (2) 

Vulnerability to infection and risks for 
continuity of operations vary with the role of 
each state in an interdependent, regional  
production and marketing system.   

In all New England states, both markets for 
farm sales and supplies for processors depend 
on interstate commerce. 
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Source of Milk Supply for New England Dairy Plants 

1/2010 Total = 418 million pounds 17 



Lessons of Focus on  
Inter-Regional Milk Movement (1) 

With important exceptions,  
the region is less dependent on 

inter-regional than  
interstate transport  

of raw milk. 
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Lessons of Focus on  
Inter-Regional Milk Movement (2) 

üRegional raw milk exports constitute a small share of the 
total market for milk production in New England. 
Å13 of 333 million pounds total in January 2010. 

ÅOut-of-region plants increased the demand for New England  milk 
by only 4% (peaking at just 5% in VT). 

üRegional raw milk imports are a significant but still 
relatively small share of the total supply for milk 
processing in New England. 
Å99 of 418 million pounds in January 2010. 

ÅOut-of-region farms supplied 24% of all the milk processed in New 
England plants (peaking at 34% of the supply for CT, 31% for VT 
and 27% for MA).  

üFor both supply and demand of raw milk, New York is by 
far the most important trade partner for New England. 
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Vulnerability of Farms Due to 
Restrictions on Milk Movement 

Farm  

Vulnerability 

 

Minimum Loss  

If State Borders Closed 

 

Minimum Loss  

If Region Border Closed 

 

Place 
Total 

Production 

Pounds  

Per Month 

Pounds  

Per Day 

Share of  

Production 

Pounds  

per Month 

Pounds  

Per Day 

Share of  

Production 

CT 27,874,584 10,508,901 338,997 37.7% 316,803 10,219 1.1% 

MA 19,962,869 5,375,046 173,389 26.9% 986,975 31,838 4.9% 

ME 49,792,758 3,806,496 122,790 7.6% 0 0 0.0% 

NH 25,339,431 14,394,721 464,346 56.8% 587,219 18,943 2.3% 

RI 1,565,845 1,163,636 37,537 74.3% 0 0 0.0% 

VT 207,988,465 113,395,540 3,657,921 54.5% 11,100,084 358,067 5.3% 

Region 332,523,952 148,644,340 4,794,979 44.7% 12,991,081 419,067 3.9% 
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Vulnerability of Dairy Plants Due to 
Restrictions on Milk Movement  

Plant  

Vulnerability (1/2010) 

 

Minimum Loss  

If State Borders Closed 

 

Minimum Loss  

If Region Border Closed 

 

Place 
Total  

Intake 

Pounds  

Per Month 

Pounds  

Per Day 

Share of  

Intake 

Pounds  

per Month 

Pounds  

Per Day 

Share of  

Intake 

CT 37,885,320 20,519,637 661,924 54.2% 12,674,489 408,854 33.5% 

MA 160,395,926 145,808,103 4,703,487 90.9% 43,993,096 1,419,132 27.4% 

ME 52,411,125 6,424,863 207,254 12.3% 0 0 0.0% 

NH 28,185,877 17,241,167 556,167 61.2% 309,542 9,985 1.1% 

RI 1,950,965 1,548,756 49,960 79.4% 0 0 0.0% 

VT 136,901,096 42,308,171 1,364,780 30.9% 41,869,171 1,350,618 30.6% 

Region 417,730,309 233,850,697 7,543,571 56.0% 98,846,298 3,188,590 23.7% 

22 



0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

CT MA ME NH RI VT Region

56% 

24% 

Dairy Plant Supply Loss If Milk Movements  
 Are Stopped at State vs. Region Levels 

Minimum
Loss With
State Stop

Minimum
Loss with
Region Stop

23 



4.8 

Million  Pounds 

0.4 Million Pounds 
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

5.0

With State Stops  With Region Stops

M
ill

io
n

s 
o

f 
P

o
u

n
d

s 
o

f 
 M

Ilk
  

Minimum Market Loss and Waste Generated 
 Per Day on New England Dairy Farms   

With State vs. Regional Stops of Milk Movement 

24 



7.5 
Million Pounds 

3.2 
Million Pounds 

0.0

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

With State Stops With Region Stops

M
ill

io
n

s 
o

f 
P

o
u

n
d

s 
o

f 
M

ilk
  

Minimum Supply Loss Per Day  
for New England Dairy Plants 

With State vs. Regional Stops of Milk Movement 

25 



Lessons of Comparing State and Regional 
Border Controls in FAD Response (1) 

üEffects of restrictions on milk movement, as in an FMD 
response, would be severe for all stakeholders but also vary 
greatly among states and sectors of the dairy industry in 
New England.  

ü If milk movement were stopped at state borders rather than 
allowed to move within the region, environmental 
challenges and market-share losses would be  particularly 
heavy for New England dairy farms. 

üStopping milk movement at the region level would be more 
immediately challenging for New England dairy processors 
(especially in CT, VT, and MA) than farmers, but they are 
interdependent. 
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Lessons of Comparing State and Regional 
Border Controls in FAD Response (2) 

Continuity of business for all stakeholders  
would be much less vulnerable  

if milk movement restrictions were applied  
at the border of the region  

than the border of each state. 
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Planning for Dairy Continuity in the 
Context of FMD response 

Vulnerability to FMD and Dairy Continuity is far 
more than a matter of moving milk. 

ÅInternational trade and regulatory environments. 

ÅNational markets and interstate commerce. 

ÅRegionally, FMD-susceptible animals are hugely 
concentrated on but hardly limited to milking 
parlors on commercial operations. 
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FMD-Susceptible Animals in New England 

üCows currently milked for regulated markets:   
   215,000 head on 1,700 farms (of 2,500 farms with milk cows) 

üCloven-hoofed Livestock  (all ages, both male and female):   
   593,000 head, including: 

Å488,00 cattle, 

Å27,000 swine 

Å51,000 sheep 

Å27,000 goats 

üWildlife:   
    660,000 white-tailed deer 
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Planning for Dairy Continuity in the 
Context of FMD response 

Other authorities and priorities will be higher. 

ÅNearly all strategies for moving milk entail assessing 
risks and allocating resources that are subject to 
incident command and more comprehensive, 
competing priorities. 
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Populations and Futures: Cattle & Farmers 
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Federal FMD Response Plans 

Å Assembled on-line as FAD PReP 
(Foreign Animal Disease Preparedness and Response Plan)   

fadprep.lmi.org  

ÅStrengths: 

üUp-to-date, especially for HPAI and FMD getting there. 

üComponents easily accessed and navigated. 

üClear, practical options for meeting performance 
standards (more than ideals and less than mandates). 
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Suggested Uses of FAD PReP 

üAnticipate federal response (What άǘƘŜȅέ ǿƛƭƭ do). 

üLearn federal expectations of state and local 
stakeholders (What ǿŜΩƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ to do).  

üFind definitive, approved references, 
components, or models for state and local plans. 
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The Red Book 
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fadprep.lmi.org 



Aims of FMD Response 

ά!ǘ the start of any FMD outbreak, the desired 
     outcome is to reestablish FMD-free statusΦέ (5.4) 

Goals (5.1.1):   

1. Detect, control, and contain FMD in animals as quickly as possible. 

2. Eradicate FMD using strategies that seek to stabilize animal 

agriculture, the food supply, and the economy. 

3. Provide science- and risk-based approaches and systems to 

facilitate continuity of business for non-infected animals and non-

contaminated animal products. 

Strategic Principles (5.1.2.1):  

1. Prevent contact between FMD virus and susceptible animals. 

2. Stop the production of FMD virus in infected or exposed animals.  

3. Increase the disease resistance of susceptible animals to the FMD 

virus or reduce the shedding of FMD virus in infected or exposed 

animals.  35 



More Strategy Options 

 άtƻǎǎƛōƭŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎέ (5.1.2): 

üStamping-out policy. 
 Slaughter of all clinically affected and in-contact susceptible animals. 

üStamping-out policy modified with emergency vaccination to slaughter. 
 Slaughter of all clinically affected and in-contact susceptible animals 
 and vaccination of at-risk animals, with subsequent slaughter of 
 vaccinated animals.   

üStamping-out policy modified with emergency vaccination to live. 
 Slaughter of all clinically affected and in-contact susceptible animals 
 and vaccination of at-risk animals, without subsequent slaughter of 
 vaccinated animals. 

üVaccination to live policy without stamping-out. 
 Vaccination used without slaughter of infected animals or subsequent 
 slaughter of vaccinated animals. 
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Recommendation for Using Federal Plans 

üReview plans in FAD PReP for compatibility with 
state FAD and FMD response plans. 
ÅIf acceptable, use The Red Book for operations in state 

FMD plan (akin Pasteurized Milk OrdinanceΣ άPMOέύΦ 

ÅPrepare for transfer of select response authorities. 

üConcentrate state planning on: 
ÅPreparation for first 48 hours, prior to federalizing 

response (e.g., lines of authority, roles in ICS, and 
responsibility for staffing state response). 

ÅLikely key state roles in incident response (e.g., 
surveillance, local logistics, and business continuity). 
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Anticipate Public Concern 
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Risk Communication Resources 

ü Foot-and-Mouth Disease Message Map  

o Message Map Briefing Book 
Full set of 148 message maps for 32 hazards  from Multi-State Partnership for Security in Agriculture (MSPSA, 
2006) 

ü Recommendations from the U.S. Dairy Industry, on-line, e.g.: 

o Dairy Response Center (Dairy Management Inc, , 2011) 

o Crisis Preparedness Toolkit (DMI, 2009). 

o Issues Management Message Manual (National Dairy Council, 2010). 

 

ü Aids in risk communication, using and developing message maps: 

o Best Practices in Effective Risk Communication,  plus on-line training and  messaging 
template (National Center for Food Protection and Defense, University of Minnesota, 2008-2010). 

o Effective Risk and Crisis Communication during Water Security Emergencies: Summary 
Report of EPA Sponsored Message Mapping Workshops (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 

2007). 
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Example: FMD Message Map 
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Secure Milk Supply (SMS) Plan 

üAim:  National performance standards for safely 
moving milk from farm to processor during an FMD 
outbreak. 

ÅLeadership from ISU, UMN, UC Davis, and USDA-APHIS plus 
National Steering Committee and Work Groups. 

ÅIn first year, agreement in principles and draft plans. 

üModel:  Preparedness and Response Plans for HPAI 

ÅSecure Egg Supply (SES) 

ÅEgg Movement Control (EMC) Plan 

ÅFederal and State Transport (FAST) Egg Plans 
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Regional Precedent 
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Dairy Summit  and COBP in RI,  2009 


