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Market Report L oL 2-14-20
Ago Ago

Livestock and Products,

Nebraska Slaughter Steers, « «
35-65% Choice, Live Weight. ...... 124.00

Nebraska Feeder Steers,

Med. & Large Frame, 550-600 Ib. ... .. 179.94 176.06 171.60
Nebraska Feeder Steers,

Med. & Large Frame 750-800 Ib. . ... 148.63 150.76 144.63
Choice Boxed Beef,

600-750 Ib. Carcass. . ............ 216.68 212.58 207.52
Western Corn Belt Base Hog Price % «
Carcass, Negotiated .. ............. 48.59

Pork Carcass Cutout, 185 Ib. Carcass

51-52% Lean..........oouuunnnn. 62.81 74.36 62.20
Slaughter Lambs, wooled and shorn,

135-165 Ib. National. ...... 130.04 151.54 158.94
National Carcass Lamb Cutout

FOB. ..ottt 378.36 421.11 423.74
Crops,
Daily Spot Prices

Wheat, No. 1, HW.

Imperial,bu..................... 4.32 4.44 4.20
Corn, No. 2, Yellow

Columbus, bu................ 3.52 3.76 3.68
Soybeans, No. 1, Yellow

Columbus,bu................. 8.04 8.60 8.36
Grain Sorghum, No.2, Yellow

Dorchester,cwt. . ................ 5.63 6.05 5.86
Oats, No. 2, Heavy

Minneapolis, Mn, bu............... 3.17 3.48 3.36
Feed

Alfalfa, Large Square Bales,

Good to Premium, RFV 160-185 * « *
Northeast Nebraska, ton...........

Alfalfa, Large Rounds, Good

Platte Valley, ton. .. .............. 105.00 107.50 105.00
Grass Hay, Large Rounds, Good N

Nebraska, ton. .................. 95.00 103.00
Dried Distillers Grains, 10% Moisture

Nebraska Average. ............... 142.50 158.50 144.83
Wet Distillers Grains, 65-70% Moisture

Nebraska Average................ 52.50 50.00 50.67
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There is nothing magical or mythical about making a
profit. Each ranch/farm business has unique challeng-
es and complexities. This fact makes it easy for opera-
tors to become overwhelmed or distracted from the
fundamental factors that drive profitability. Each de-
cision made in the farm or ranch business has an im-
pact on profitability through one of three fundamen-
tal paths—cost, revenue and their common link
productivity. As a result of being involved in the Uni-
versity of Nebraska Testing Ag Performance Solu-
tions (UNL-TAPS) competition in North Platte for
the last several years, I have observed some very strik-
ing factors that have helped teams (farm competitors)
be more profitable. While some teams have barely
made positive returns, others have netted hundreds of
dollars per acre (TAPS.unl.edu, 2017 Banquet Report,
page 11 or 2018 Banquet Report page 20). It is im-
portant to remember that each farm/team was on
equal ground and had the same resources, the same
ground with the same land costs, the same water sys-
tem, the same equipment, and the same weather and
market opportunities. But yet their profit outcomes
were each quite different.

Simplistically, profit is the leftover revenue from
crop/livestock sales after covering all costs. The fol-
lowing discussion is in relation to the three funda-
mental paths to profitability as listed above. For pur-
poses of this discussion, we will refer to each of these
fundamental paths as a strategy.

Strategy 1: Cutting Costs (cost focused)

This strategy relies on cutting costs while trying to
maintain productivity or inversely increasing produc-
tivity while holding the line on costs. This approach
includes the reduction of any costs, fixed or variable
(direct) costs. Since TAPS is a single-season event,
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many of the costs are fixed . which would not be true for
real-world ranches and farms. TAPS is reflective of the real
world in that during any single season farmers would be
hard pressed to change some of their costs, i.e. land costs,
depreciation expenses and so on. However, if you think in
terms of many seasons or an extended time period, all costs
may be altered and are variable. Therefore, cutting costs is
both a seasonal and multi-seasonal objective. Benchmarks
can be very useful tools in the process of evaluating and
cutting the right costs. However, the benchmarks must be
relevant to the operation being evaluated. Ultimately cost
reductions should be focused on a per-unit production ba-
sis, not a per-acre basis. Using the productivity measure is
the key to evaluating which costs are worthwhile and those
that are not (see the September 25, 2019, Cornhusker Eco-
nomics article https://agecon.unl.edu/cornhusker-
economics/2019/difference-between-max-profit-max-

production ). To illustrate the point, two side-by side-acres
with the same cost of production/acre ($758/acre) with
different yields (225 bu/ac and 250 bu/ac) would have pro-
duction costs of $3.37/bu and $2.70/bu, respectively. Cut-
ting costs by forgoing an input would save the value of the
forgone input. But if that missing input reduces yield re-
sulting in a revenue loss greater than the realized savings, it
would not be a wise choice, since more would be lost than
gained. Conversely, buying an input might appear to in-
crease overall costs, but if it reduces costs per unit it would
be a wise choice. The key is to use inputs that return more
value than what they cost. Another way to view cost savings
is how to get as much bang for your buck as you can. One

such case would be the aiilication of a needed herbicide
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