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Topics to Help Focus Discussion

1. Wulnerability assessment for continuity of dairy
operations

2. National best practices and respongdans
A Federal Emergency Plans (FRReR

A Resources for communicating with the public and
stakeholders abouEMDrisk and response

A Secure Milk SupplySMS and Secure Egg Supply
(SES) Plans as models for improving preparedness

3. Suggested issues for New England states to
pursue



Importance of Milk Movement for
FMDPIlanning

FMD response will require controlling movement of
animals and animal products, including traffic to and
from farms, but . . .

U Consumers rely on milk moving from farm to table.

U Farms, ceops, processors, haulers, and vendors
rely on milk movement to stay in business.

U Animals rely on farm deliveries for feed and care.
U Environmental quality depends on keeping milk
flowing and animals alive.
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Destinations for ME Dairy Farms:
Where Milk Goes

1/2010 Productiorr 50 million pounc



Suppliers for ME Dairy Plants:
Where Milk Comes From

MA
0.4%

1/2010 Intake = 52 million pounc



Demand for Milk from ME Dairy Farms




Supply for ME Dairy Plants
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Millions of Pounds

Milk Shipped from NE DalRarms
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Milk Shipped to NE DaiBlants
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Millions of Pounds
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Millions of Pounds

Net Markets for Interstate Milk Movement:il
Farm Supply Minus Plant Demand in NE States
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Lessons of Statby-State Comparison,

U The six states vary greatly in the
amount of milk that 1s produced and
processedn-state.

U Theyalso vary greatly in their reliance
on routine inter-state milk movement

A Some states (especially MA) are milk importers;
other states (especially VT) are milk exporters.
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Lessons of Statby-State Comparisop

Vulnerability to Infection and risks for
continuity of operations vary with the role of
each state in an interdependent, regional
production and marketingsystem

In all New England states, both markets for

farm salesand suppliesfor processorsdepend
on interstate commerce




Destination of Milk Produced on New England Fa’(ms

Outside N
4%

1/2010 Total = 332 million pounc



Source of Milk Supply for New England Dairy Plants

1/2010 Totak 418 million Pounc



Lessons of Focus on
Inter-Regional MilkMovement )

With important exceptions,
the region Is less dependent or
Inter-regional than
Interstate transport
of raw milk.




Lessons of Focus on
Inter-Regional Milk Movement)

I Regionalraw milk exports constitute a small shareof the
total market for milk productionin New England
A 130f 333million poundstotal in January2010

A Out-of-regionplantsincreasedthe demandfor New England milk
by only 4% (peakingat just 5%in VT)

I Regional raw milk imports are a significant but still
relatively small share of the total supply for milk
processingn New England

A 99 of 418million poundsin January2010

A Out-of-regionfarms supplied24% of all the milk processedn New
Englandplants (peakingat 34% of the supplyfor CT,31% for VT
and27%for MA).

I Forboth supply and demandof raw milk, New Yorkis by
far the mostimportant trade partner for New England
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" Vulnerability offFarmsDue to

Restrictions on Milk Movement

Farm Minimum Loss Minimum Loss
Vulnerability If State Border<losed If Region BordeClosed
Total Pounds Pounds | Share of Pounds Share of
Production | Per Month| Per Day | Production| per Month Per Day Production
27,874,584 | 10,508,901 338,997 37.7% 316,803 10,219 1.1%
19,962,869 | 5,375,046 173,389 26.9% 986,975 31,838 4.9%
49,792,758 | 3,806,496 | 122,790 7.6% 0 0 0.0%
25,339,431 | 14,394,721| 464,346 56.8% 587,219 18,943 2.3%
1,565,845 1,163,636 37,537 74.3% 0 0 0.0%
207,988,465|113,395,54( 3,657,921 54.5% 11,100,084 358,067 5.3%
332,523,952 148,644,34( 4,794,979 44.7% 12,991,081 419,067 3.%
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Farm Sales Loss If Milk Movements
Are Stopped at State vs. Region Levels

80% -

70% -

60% - ® Minimum
Loss with

State Stop

50% - 45%

NN NN N

40% -

= Minimum
Loss with
Region Stop

30% -

20% -

L

O% | | | | | | |
CT MA ME NH RI VT Region

4%

21



Vulnerability ofDairyPlantsDue to
Restrictions on Milk Movement

Minimum Loss Minimum Loss

Plant

Vulnerability (172010

If State Border<losed

If Region BordeClosed

Total Pounds Pounds Share of Pounds Pounds Share of

Place Intake Per Month Per Day Intake per Month | Per Day 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%
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Millions of Pounds of MIlk

Minimum Market Loss and Waste Generated
Per Day on New Englaridairy Farms
With State vs. Regional Stops of Milk Movement
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Millions of Pounds of Milk
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Lessons of Comparing State and Regione
Border Controls in FAD Response

U Effects of restrictions on milk movement as in an FMD
responsewould be severefor all stakeholderdut alsovary
greatly among states and sectorsof the dairy industry in
NewEngland

0 If milk movementwere stoppedat state bordersrather than
allowed to move within the region, environmental
challengesand marketshare losseswould be particularly
heavyfor New Englanddairyfarms

U Stoppingmilk movementat the regionlevelwould be more
Immediately challengingfor New Englanddairy processors
(especiallyin CT,VT, and MA) than farmers, but they are
Interdependent



" Lessons of Comparing State and Regione
Border Controls in FAD Resporse

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.




~ Planning for Dairy Continuity in thﬁ
Context ofFMDresponse

Vulnerability to FMDand Dairy Continuity Is far
more than a matter of moving milk.

A Internationaltrade and regulatory environments.
A National markets and interstate commerce.

A RegionallyFMDsusceptibleanimalsare hugely
concentrated on but hardly limited to milking
parlors on commercial operations.
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[ FMD-Susceptible Animals in New England

U Cowscurrently milked for regulated markets:
215,000nhead on 1,70@arms of 2,500 farms with milk cows)

U Clovenrhoofed Livestock(all ages, both male and female):
593,000head, including:

A 488,00 cattle, g
A 27,000 swine
A 51,000 sheep

A 27,000 goats I I I
0 Wildlife: =

660,000white-tailed deer| " & Q*‘ é\m fss
* &
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Planning for Dairy Continuity in the
Context ofFMDresponse

Other authorities and priorities will be higher.

A Nearlyall strategies for moving milk entail assessin
risks and allocating resources that are subject
Incident command and more comprehensive,
competing priorities.



Portion of Allof Dairy Operations
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FederaFMDResponse Plans

A Assembled odine asFADPReP
(Foreign Animal Disease Preparedness and Responge Plan

fadprep.imi.org

A Strengths:
U Up-to-date, especially foHPAland FMDgetting there.

U Components easily accessed and navigated.

U dear, practical options for meeting performance
standards (more than ideals and less than mandates).
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Suggested Uses of FRReP

U Anticipate federalresponse(Whatd (i K S &db). |

U Learn federal expectations of state and local
stakeholders(Whatg S Q f fto d€)l @ S

U Find definitive, approved references,
components, or models for state and local plans.
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The Red Book

fadprep.lmi.org

Disease
Response
Plans
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FOOT-AND-MOUTH DISEASE
RESPONSE PLAN
THE RED BOOK
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(

FAD PReP

Foreign Animal Disease
Preparedness & Response Plan

National Center for Animal
Health Emergency Management
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Aims ofFMDResponse

G ! tile start of anyFMDoutbreak, thedesired
outcomeis to reestablishlFMDfree statusp &.s)

Goals 5.1

1.
2.

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

Eradicate FMD using strategies that seek to stabilize animal
agriculture, the food supply, and the economy.

Provide science- and risk-based approaches and systems to
facilitate continuity of business for non-infected animals and non-
contaminated animal products.

Strategic Principles .1.2.1)

1.
2.
3.

Prevent contact between FMD virus and susceptible animals.
Stop the production of FMD virus in infected or exposed animals.

Increase the disease resistance of susceptible animals to the FMD
virus or reduce the shedding of FMD virus in infected or exposed

animals. -



More Strategy Options

Pal

Gt 2a48A0f Seapp NI 0SIASEE

U Stampingout policy.
Slaughteof all clinically affected and4contact susceptible animals.

U Stampingout policy modified with emergency vaccination slaughter.

Slaughterof all clinically affected and Hoontact susceptible animals
andvaccination of arisk animals, with subsequent slaughter of
vaccinatecanimals.

U Stampingout policy modified with emergency vaccination to live.

Slaughterof all clinically affected and 4oontact susceptible animals
andvaccination of arisk animals, without subsequent slaughter of
vaccinatedanimals

U Vaccination to live policy without stampingut.

Vaccinatiorused without slaughter of infected animals or subsequent
slaughterof vaccinatecanimals.
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Recommendation for Using Federal Plans

U Review
state FA

A If acce

nlans in FABPReHor compatibility with
D and-FMDresponse plans.

ptable, uséhe Red Bodkr operations in state

FMDplan (akinPasteurized Milk OrdinanEePMCE 0
A Prepare for transfer of select response authorities.

U Concentrate state planning on:

A Preparation for first 48 hours, prior to federalizing
response (e.qg., lines authority, roles in IC&Nd
responsibility for staffing state response).

A Likely 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 Resource‘s

U Footand-Mouth Disease Messagelap

o0 Message Map Briefing Book
Full set of 148 message maps for 32 hazdrdsn Multi-State Partnership for Security Agriculture(MSPSA

2006)

U Recommendations from the U.S. Dairy Industoy-line, e.g.:
o0 Dairy Response Cent@bairy Managemening, , 2011)
0 Crisis Preparedness Toolkiiml, 2009).
0 Issues Management Message Manuy#ghtional Dairy Council, 20)L0

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

0 Best Practices in Effective Risk Communicatighs online training and messaging
template (NationalCenter for Food Protection and Defense, University of Minnesota,-2008).

o Effective Risk and Crisis Communication during Water Sec#mergenciesSummary
Report of EPA Sponsored Message Mapping Workshogs Environmental Protection Agency,
2007).
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ExampleFMDMessage Map

MESSAGE MAP

SCENARIO: FOOT-AND-MOUTH-DISEASE (FMD)
STAKEHOLDER: MEDIA EVENT/ STATE OFFICIAL
QUESTION: WHAT CAN YOU TELL US ABOUT THE SITUATION?

KEY MESSAGE 1

v

KEY MESSAGE 2

v

KEY MESSAGE 3

The disease is currently being contained
and investigated by state response teams.

State and Federal agricultural officials are
taking protective measures.

FMD is not considered a public health
threat.

'

.

!

Support Point 1.1

Support Point 2.1

Support Point 3.1

State animal health officials have
quarantined the area and submitted
samples for diagnosis.

State animal health officials are
conducting surveillance.

Disease in humans is extremely rare and
requires close contact with infected
animals.

Support Point 1.2

Support Point 2.2

Support Point 3.2

Tracking and trace-backs have been
initiated to determine the source and
extent of disease spread.

We are notifying veterinarians in the
state to raise awareness,

Only affects cloven-hoofed animals,
including cattle, swine, sheep, goat and
deer,

Support Point 1.3

Support Point 2.3

Support Point 3.3

The emergency operations center is staffed
and an incident management team has
been deploved to the site.

Working with industry to raise
awareness and encourage vigilance.

There have been no reported cases due to
consumption of infected meat or meat
products.
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Secure Milk SupphsM3 Plan ‘

U Aim: National performance standards for safely

moving milk from farm to processor during aaMD
outbreak.

A Leadership fromiSY UMN, UCDavis, and USBAPHIS plus
National Steering Committee and Work Groups.

A In first year, agreement in principles and draft plans.
U Model: Preparedness and Response PlansH&Al

A Secure Egg Supply (SES)

A Egg Movement Control (EMC) Plan

A Federal and State Transport (FAST) Egg Plans
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Regional Precedent

Dairy Summitand COBRn RI, 2009
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