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Point #1
Empirical Estimates on  
Producer Biosecurity 
Decision-Making are 

Limited & Needed



https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/tbed.13626

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/tbed.13626


Biosecurity Investment 
Cost & Risk Benefit Sensitivity

• Choice Experiment, Example Scenario:

 4 or 5 Scenarios per respondent (Market Hog Sellers; National 2017 survey)



Biosecurity Investment 
Cost & Risk Benefit Sensitivity

 Tonsor & Schulz, 2020 TED Results: Producer Homogeneity Approach

1. Producers willing to pay (WTP) $2.02/pig sold to have improved biosecurity 
2. For each 1% own-farm disease risk reduction, WTP $0.36/pig sold 
3. WTP $2.24/pig sold for enhanced market access 
4. WTP $1.39/pig sold for enhanced indemnity status 

 Can derive implied biosecurity participation elasticities from producer 
selections:

• +0.06 own-farm risk reduction  
• For each 10% reduction in risk, biosecurity participation increases by 0.6%

• -0.17 cost 
• For each 10% reduction in costs, biosecurity participation increases by 1.7%



Biosecurity Investment 
Cost & Risk Benefit Sensitivity



Biosecurity Investment 
Cost & Risk Benefit Sensitivity

 Tonsor & Schulz, 2020 TED Results: Producer Heterogeneity Approach

 No Indemnity Expected to Be Available (31%)
 +0.02 own-farm risk reduction  
• -0.15 cost 

 Indemnity Expected to Be Biosecurity Conditional (32%)
 +0.08 own-farm risk reduction  
• -0.20 cost 

• This group will respond most to mitigation efficacy & implementation cost gains!

 Indemnity Expected to Be Unconditionally Available (38%)
 +0.06 own-farm risk reduction  
• -0.13 cost 



Biosecurity Investment 
Cost & Risk Benefit Sensitivity

Those expecting indemnity to be biosecurity conditional respond most to mitigation efficacy & implementation cost gains!



Point #2
Heterogeneity of 

Livestock Producers Must 
Be Appreciated



https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fvets.2021.660857/full

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fvets.2021.660857/full


Heterogeneity Revealed

 Pudenz et al., 2021 Results

 Adoption of 13 enhanced biosecurity practices is generally low 

 Those who have adopted pre-outbreak practices (e.g. having a biosecurity 
manager, having written plan, having lines of separation) are more likely to 
consider other in-event practices more feasible. 
 Punchline #1: Complementarity exists in adopting multiple practices 
 Punchline #2: Industry is split in biosecurity adoption



Point #3
Public-Private Partnering 
via Carefully Designed & 

Targeted, Cost-Share 
Programs



https://academic.oup.com/erae/article/48/3/447/5986602?login=true

https://academic.oup.com/erae/article/48/3/447/5986602?login=true


Mitchell, Tonsor, & Schulz, 2021 
ERAE Results

 Implicit market for traceability 
between feeder cattle sellers & 
buyers  

 Supply & demand for traceability 
changes with prices & policies 



Mitchell, Tonsor, & Schulz, 2021 ERAE Results 
 At a premium of $4.08/hd, 41.6% of buyers & sellers would select electronic T



Mitchell, Tonsor, & Schulz, 2021 ERAE Results 
 At a discount of $20.94/hd, 16.3% of buyers & sellers would select NO traceability



Targeted Cost-Share Merits & Limitations
Mitchell, Tonsor, & Schulz, 2021 ERAE Results 



More information available at:

This presentation will be available in PDF format at:
http://www.agmanager.info/about/contributors/individual/tonsor.asp
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