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ABSTRACT

Livestock Risk Protection: An Analysis of Coverage Length and Level

to Determine Optimal Contract Selection

by

Logan B. Haviland, Master of Science
Utah State University, 2023
Major Professor: Dr. Ryan Feuz
Department: Applied Economics
Livestock Risk Protection (LRP) is a subsidized livestock insurance program from
the USDA that aims to reduce price risk for producers. We evaluate the historically
optimal producer-selected coverage options comprised of coverage length and level for
each marketing month for various types of insurable livestock. The optimal contracts are
identified as those that have historically provided the highest probability of a positive net
return and the highest average net return. We begin with feeder cattle steers weight 2
(600-9001bs), followed by the other types of feeder cattle and weights, fed cattle and
swine. We find the optimal choice set of contracts consists of relatively higher coverage
levels (95.00-100.00%), while the optimal length of the contracts varied over marketing
month and livestock type. When comparing the results to actual LRP policies purchased
we find that most producers are choosing policies with relatively higher coverage levels,

while the chosen length generally does not align with the optimal choice set.

(150 pages)



PUBLIC ABSTRACT

Livestock Risk Protection: An Analysis of Coverage Length and Level
to Determine Optimal Contract Selection

Logan B. Haviland

We evaluate the historically optimal producer-selected coverage options
comprised of coverage length and level for each marketing month for various types of
livestock insured with Livestock Risk Protection insurance. We begin with feeder cattle
steers (600-9001bs) and then analyze the other types of feeder cattle, followed by fed
cattle and swine. The optimal contracts are identified as those that have historically
provided the highest probability of a positive net return and the highest average net
return. We find that regardless of marketing month, the optimal contracts consist of
relatively high coverage levels whereas the optimal length of the contracts varies across
marketing months and by livestock type. The results are compared against actual policies
purchased to evaluate whether producer decision patterns are in line with the current

findings.
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Introduction

Livestock producers regularly strive to maximize profits while simultaneously
mitigating risks. While there are many risks in livestock production, price or market risk
is very impactful. The past few years have demonstrated the volatile nature of agriculture,
especially within livestock markets. Many factors have impacted prices recently; from
changes in consumer demand for products during the Covid pandemic, to supply issues
such as the fire at the slaughtering facility for Tyson Foods. While price risk will always
be a concern, there are tools for producers to help mitigate this risk. Some of the more
commonly known risk management tools include forward contracts, futures put options,
and livestock risk protection (LRP) insurance. While each of these tools have been shown
to be effective at helping to reduce price risk (Coelho, 2008; Feuz, 2009; Burdine &
Halich, 2014; Griffith, Boyer & Lewis, 2017; Mark, 2004), some work better for one
operation compared to another. LRP insurance was created by the Risk Management
Agency (RMA) of the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) in 2003. This
risk management tool is an insurance product for livestock producers to help mitigate and
compensate for losses because of unexpected low prices in the market. LRP is most often
compared to futures put options as they have similar components. Both LRP and put
options create a price floor for producers and allow them to take advantage of price
increases in their local market. While put options work effectively for large operations,
they are not well-sized for smaller operations (Burdine & Halich, 2014; Griffith, Boyer &
Lewis, 2017; Wei, 2019). A put option requires a minimum contract of 50,000 Ibs for
feeder cattle and for many smaller producers that is more coverage than they require.

LRP offers more flexibility by allowing producers to insure as little as one animal. This
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brings greater flexibility for smaller-scale producers in choosing insurance options. Until
recently, participation in the LRP program has been minimal with actual total contracts
purchased for feeder cattle steers above 6001bs. in 2019, and 2020 equaling 1,092, and
1,108 respectively (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2022). Previous studies propose that
the lack of participation is due to a variety of factors including lack of understanding of
the program, uncertainty of which contract options to choose, and optimism that prices
will remain high (Burdine & Halich, 2008, 2014; Griffith, Boyer & Lewis, 2017). The
LRP program participation increased significantly in 2021 with continued increased
participation in 2022. This increased participation comes in part due to an increase in the
premium subsidy levels offered by the government (Parsons, 2021). When the program
was first rolled out, the government offered a flat 13% subsidy for premiums regardless
of the selected coverage level. For the 2019 crop year,! the subsidization rate was
increased to 20%. In 2020, yet another change to the subsidy was enacted which greatly
increased the subsidy rate. The current subsidy rates range from 35-55% varying
inversely with the coverage level selected. These increased subsidy levels have been
shown to often make LRP more affordable than futures put options and have increased
the demand for the product from producers looking to mitigate price risk (Parsons, 2021).
The purpose of this study is to determine the historically optimal producer-
selected coverage options comprised of coverage length and coverage level for each
marketing month? for feeder cattle (600-9001bs.) followed by the other insurable

commodities. The optimal contracts are determined to be those that have historically

! The LRP insurance crop year is from July 1% to June 30',

2 A marketing month is the month in which producers intend to sell their livestock.



provided the maximum probability of a positive net return while also providing the
highest average net return. The optimal coverage options are presented for each month of
the year to fit the array of production systems in the nation that market their feeder cattle
throughout the year (as evidenced by the actual contracts purchased; U.S. Department of
Agriculture, 2022). After determining the optimal coverage options, we compare them
with the actual contracts purchased from 2019 to April 2022 to determine if producers are
currently making optimal coverage decisions when purchasing LRP insurance. This study
is sorely needed, as previous literature with similar objectives was performed before the
changes in subsidy levels that started in 2019. These significant changes warrant
reexamination of the optimal choice sets for producers, to act as a decision aid for
producers when purchasing LRP insurance. By determining the optimal combinations of
coverage length and level, we hope to partially alleviate the concern of producers being
overwhelmed by coverage options and present a more concise choice set for feeder cattle
producers.

Literature and Background Information

LRP is administered by the USDA, RMA and helps to protect producers from
negative price risk. To purchase LRP insurance, producers must first fill out and submit
an application with an approved livestock insurance agent for livestock in which they
have an ownership interest. After application acceptance, producers can watch the daily
LRP expected ending price and coverage options posted on the USDA website. Once a
producer finds a contract that they like with a specific coverage length (weeks) and level
(percent of expected ending price) they can contact their agent to purchase a specific

coverage endorsement (SCE). A producer can buy multiple SCEs with the same
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application with a limit of 12,000 feeder cattle per contract or 25,000 head per insurance
crop year (U.S. Department of Agriculture Risk Management Agency, 2022a). There are
different types of cattle available for coverage including steers, heifers, brahman, dairy,
and unborn cattle with options of two weight categories: 1 (100-599 1bs) or 2 (600-1000
Ibs). The insured contract ending prices are not based on an individual producer’s spot
market price they receive, but instead a weighted average 12-state index based on Feeder
Cattle futures market prices referred to as the CME Feeder Cattle Index (FCI) price (U.S.
Department of Agriculture Risk Management Agency, 2022). Upon contract expiration
there are two possible scenarios: 1) prices rose during the time the contract was held such
that the actual ending value is now above the coverage price from the policy resulting in
full premium (less subsidy) paid by the producer with no indemnity received or 2) prices
fell during the time the contract was held such that the ending value is less than the
coverage price resulting in the producer receiving an indemnity payment equal to the
difference between the two prices by submitting a claim form within 60 days of the
contract expiration date. For a payment to be received the producer will need to have
proof of ownership of the livestock during the contract period. As with most traditional
insurance products, in the long run the insured generally pays more in premiums than
what they receive in indemnity payments. However, insurance can protect against major
price drops that have the potential to bankrupt operations. (Mark, 2004; Thompson, 2008;
Wei, 2019).

Feuz (2009), examined the effectiveness of LRP along with other risk
management tools. He found that the LRP program is effective in establishing a price

floor for producers wanting to sell their livestock. In a comparison of LRP versus a put
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option (its most similar risk management tool), LRP has advantages of a lower premium
and thus lower overall price, as the government subsidizes the program. The LRP
program also has no margin calls when the market moves, and no specific number of
animals needed to be covered (Mark, 2004). These factors have shown that LRP is an
effective and worthwhile management tool for livestock producers. It is not the best
solution in all scenarios, but with small producers it can be particularly effective when
compared to other tools like futures hedging and put options.

Only recently has research been conducted to determine which combination of
producer-selected coverage options would provide the best outcomes, meaning which
coverage level and length would be most likely to return an indemnity payment
exceeding the amount of premium paid. A thorough analysis of the indemnity payouts
was performed in research conducted by Griffith, Boyer, and Lewis (2017). In their
analysis of the probability of the net price being greater than the CME FCI price, they
looked at insurance quotes with ending dates in all 12 months of the year within the 13,
17, and 21 week coverage lengths. This greatly helped to extend the literature and
provided producers with valuable information when selecting LRP coverage options at
the time.

In Boyer and Griffith (2022a), the effect of the subsidy changes is analyzed by
comparing pre- and post-subsidy change on the probability of a positive net return. They
find that the new subsidies helped lower the cost of purchasing LRP insurance assuming
the way premiums were offered remained constant pre- and post-subsidy. This lower cost
would increase the probability of a positive net return. In subsequent articles by Boyer

and Griffith (2022b, 2023), the authors look at how the changes in subsidy structure have



affected producer premiums. They find the subsidy increases lowered the cost of the
premium that producers pay for LRP feeder cattle and fed cattle insurance.

While all the previous work has contributed greatly, the recent changes in the
LRP insurance program, specifically the changes to the subsidy structure, warrant
additional research regarding the current optimal contract selection for producers
purchasing LRP.

Data and Methods

Historical policy data was retrieved from the USDA RMA from 2003 to
September of 2021. This data is comprised of all LRP contracts offered for feeder cattle
steers 600-900 Ibs. (weight 2). As feeder cattle insurance is the most popular of the
different insurable commodities, we begin the analysis focusing on feeders, with the other
commodities to be examined after. The data contains information regarding the length of
the contract which can consist of 13, 17, 21, 26, 30, 34, 39, 43, 47, and 52 weeks. The
coverage level is also provided and can range from 75 to 100% coverage of the expected
ending price. Other variables contained in the dataset are the expected ending price, the
premium cost, and the actual ending price all expressed as dollars per hundredweight
($/cwt).

Additional variables were created to ease the process of analysis described in the
methods section. A month variable was extracted from the ending date of the policy to
aggregate the policies into separate marketing months when the producers would be
expected to market their cattle. We organize the data based on when contracts expire
versus when the policy is purchased because it is the price when the contract expires that

determines if an indemnity is received. This also helps to account for the varying lengths



of coverage that are possible. Producers generally know when they will market their
livestock and we assume the length of their LRP insurance contract purchases reflects the
expected marketing month. We also include a variable for the net price of each contract
and an indicator variable to represent whether a contract had a positive net return.
Previous literature, as in Griffith and Boyer (2017) has focused analysis of
historically optimal coverage options on endorsement lengths less than or equal to 21
weeks as historically very few policies were sold with greater coverage lengths.
However, with the recent increases in participation we have found increases in the rate of
policies sold with greater coverage lengths. For this reason, we have extended the number
of contract lengths examined to include the 26 week and 30-week contracts. This aligns
more closely with the increased number of policies being purchased. Only coverage
levels of 85% or higher will be looked at as contracts below that threshold account for
only 1% of the policies purchased (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2022). The coverage
level is split into five different category levels expressed as follows:
1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4 = (95.00% -
97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%). These categories are aligned with the new subsidy
levels to ensure that each category level only has 1 subsidy level assigned to it. The
subsidy levels are 45% for coverage levels of 85% to 89.99%, 40% for levels of 90% to
94.99%, and 35% for coverage levels above 95% (Parson, 2021). The producer premium
paid can then be calculated as the cost per hundredweight multiplied by one minus the
subsidy amount. While the most recent subsidy change came into effect in 2020, we will
be applying those subsidy levels across the entire span of the data from 2005 through

2021. This will provide a ceteris paribus analysis of the effect of coverage length and
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level on the likelihood of receiving a positive net return. Combining the coverage length
and level provides 25 different independent variables for our analysis.

The data for the actual contracts selected was retrieved from the USDA RMA for
the time period of January 2019 to April 2022. Data before these years was not
available®, and since we are looking at the changes in the program due to the increase in
subsidies occurring in 2019 and 2020, this data is sufficient to accomplish the objective.
The sample size for this dataset was N = 72,539.

Empirical Methods

The first part of determining the historically optimal LRP feeder cattle coverage
options is to determine which combinations of coverage length and level provide the
highest likelihood of receiving a positive net return. The net return for each contract can
be defined as
(1) NR;(L,C) = I;(L,C) — P;(L,C)
where NR;(L, C) is the net return ($/cwt) for the ith insurance contract and is a function
of coverage length L in weeks, and of coverage level C between 85% - 100%. [; is the
indemnity payment to the producer, and P; is the producer premium (net of subsidy). An
important note for the producer premium is that while the premium is calculated upfront,
it is not paid until the contract expires, which can be beneficial to producers who may not
have excess capital at the time the insurance is purchased. An indemnity payment is only

received when the coverage price is greater than the CME FCI ending price, with the

3 Data for contracts purchased in previous years has subsequently been added since this

analysis has been completed.



indemnity value equal to the difference between the coverage price and the CME FCI
ending value. The producer will receive no payment if the coverage price is the same or
less than the FCI price. The indemnity payment is expressed as

_ (C*EP(L)— AEP,  if C*EP,(L)— AEP; >0
@ (L0 = {0 if C*EP,(L) — AEP;, <0

where C is the coverage level specified by the contract, EP;(L) is the expected CME FCI
price when the insurance policy is purchased, and AEP; is the actual FCI ending price
reported on the day the contract expires.

An indicator variable is created to represent the condition when the net return for
the producer is positive, and is expressed as

(3) I* = {1 if NR;(L,C) >0

0 if NR;(L,C) <0

where I*, the indicator variable, equals 1 when the net return is positive and equals 0 when
the net return is less than or equal to zero. A probit model is then estimated as

4) Pr(I* = 1),, = ®{a + Bnx+ uy)

where @ represents a normal cumulative distribution function, f;, is a vector of
coefficients estimated for month m (the month the contract expires, and the livestock are
marketed), X is a matrix of indicator variables for the coverage lengths and levels, and u,,
is the stochastic error term. To provide producers not only the most likely contract to
provide a positive net return, but also the contract associated with the highest average net
return, the average net return of each combination of coverage length and level is
estimated for each month. The following regression is estimated as

(5) NR,,(L,C) = Bo+ BiL+ B,C+B3L+C+u
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where NR,, (L, C) is the average net return ($/cwt) for the m™ marketing month as a
function of coverage length L in weeks, and of coverage level C between 85% - 100%, L
* C 1s the interaction term between the coverage length and level, u is the error term.

Results

Following the estimation of the probit model for each month, marginal
probabilities are estimated and pairwise comparisons are made for all 25 combinations of
coverage length and level. The probit model estimated coefficients are shown in Tables 1
and 2 for marketing months January to June and July to December respectively. The
omitted base category, which the other coverage lengths and levels are compared against
is a coverage length of 30 weeks and a coverage level of 5, (97.50% to 100% coverage).
The positive coefficients would suggest a higher probability of having a positive net
return while the negative coefficients would suggest a lower probability relative to the
base contract. Looking at the coefficients for the main effect of coverage level shows that
apart from a few months, the highest coverage contracts (both length and level) have
historically been more likely to return a positive net return. This was expected based on
previous results found in the literature (Griffith and Boyer, 2017). However, this was not
the case for all the months. In January and December, the historically optimal contracts to
purchase were the 13 weeks and 17 weeks contracts, compared to the 21, 26, and 30
weeks. For the rest of the marketing months, the 26 weeks and 30 weeks contracts were
preferred. This is important as we conclude that the coverage length, depending on
marketing month also impacts which contracts are optimal.

Tables 3 and 4 display the predicted probabilities of a positive net return for the

marketing months of January to June, and July to December respectively. Pairwise
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comparisons were used for each of the months to test for differences at the 5%
significance level. The coverage lengths and levels marked with an ‘a’ superscript
designate the contract coverage options for that month with the highest historical
probability of a positive net return. These tables again show that the higher coverage
levels have resulted in a significantly higher probability of a positive net return on
average for the producer. This result has important implications for producers when
considering LRP insurance, as it suggests that in general, selecting contracts of increased
coverage levels should provide on average a higher probability of a positive net return.

There are only four months, March, April, May, and June, in which the
probability of having a positive net return is over 50% In March a 21/5 contract
combination, meaning a 21-week length with level 5 coverage contract has historically
provided a 54.77% probability of a positive net return. In April, the contracts over 50%
were 26/4, 26/5, and 30/5. May had the most with seven contracts over 50% including
13/4, 13/5, 21/5, 26/4, 26/5, 30/4, and 30/5. June had one contract over 50% at the 17/5
contract. The highest probability was the 30/4 contract in May with a 60.92% probability
of a positive net return. This suggests that on average, LRP feeder weight 2 contracts are
not indemnified at a sufficient level to exceed the producer premium cost.

The effect of coverage length on the probability of a positive net return varies by
marketing month. Figure 1 shows the results for the marketing months of January and
April as well as the annual average with the combination of coverage length and level
being plotted against the predicted probabilities. The figure shows an upward stair-step
effect occurring for the month of April with increases to coverage length and level. As

the endorsement length increases, the probabilities have an overall upward trend, while
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considering the drops for the lower coverage levels. Many of the other marketing months
follow this trend. However, some do not such as January depicted in figure 1 as having a
lower probability of a positive net return as the coverage length increases.

By using equation (5) combined with a pairwise comparison of marginal effects
we are able to find which of the contract options on average have provided the
statistically highest average net return for each of the marketing months. Combining this
approach with the analysis of probability of a positive net return allows for contracts to
be identified that have not only historically mitigated price risk (which is achieved by
choosing the contract with the highest likelihood of a positive net return) but have also
simultaneously maximized average returns. Tables 5 and 6 show the estimated
coefficients from the regression of months January-June and July-December respectively.
Predicted values are estimated at the means of the data and are shown in Table 7 for the
first half of the year and Table 8 for the second half. Over half of the contracts would
have historically provided negative net returns on average to the producer. For August,
no contract options are shown to provide positive net returns on average. This result
aligns with the previous analysis of the probability of positive net return (Table 4)
considering the maximum probability within August was shown to be 27.36%. The
highest average net return of all twelve months was $6.16/cwt for the 26/5 contract in
April, and the second highest being $4.45/cwt for the 26/5 contract in May.

The optimal set of coverage choices could be represented as the consolidated set
of options that have historically simultaneously provided the highest probability of a
positive net return and highest average net return. This optimal choice set for each month

is presented in Table 9. The results presented in Table 9 can be used by producers as a
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decision aid to help them make informed risk management decisions when purchasing
LRP insurance. By purchasing a contract listed within Table 9, producers are purchasing
contracts that have historically provided the highest probability of a positive net return
and thus mitigate their price risk, while also maximizing their net return. These optimal
contract options for each marketing month or the cells in Table 9, are marked with an
“X”. As an example of how the information in Table 9 could be used, assume a producer
typically markets feeder cattle in April. This producer, referencing Table 9, would
purchase a contract for 26 weeks in October with a coverage level of a 4 or 5 (95.00-
100.00%).

After consolidation of the optimal choice set, we also aimed to evaluate whether
producers’ current purchasing patterns align with this optimal set of choices. Table 10
shows the spread of contracts over each month from the actual policies purchased. It is
evident that producers are choosing policies with higher coverage levels, which is
consistent with our findings of a positive correlation of coverage level and the probability
of a positive net return. The highest density of purchased policies is in the level 5
coverage zone which covers 97.50% - 100%. However, Table 10 demonstrates that in
general producers selecting LRP policies are less informed about which coverage lengths
should be chosen for the highest probability of a positive net return as their purchase
patterns do not align with the optimal choice set defined in Table 9. Total feeder cattle
steers weight 2 actual contracts purchased from January 2019 to April of 2022 was 8,394
with 2,909 of those contracts found as optimal in our analysis. This could be due to
producers simply not knowing which coverage length has the best probability, as well as

producers not planning or thinking about getting LRP until they are closer to their
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marketing month. With the volatility of the livestock markets, producers may simply be
choosing contracts based on their current prices instead of trying to estimate what prices
may be in 3-7 months.

Other Commodities

We evaluate some of the other insurable commodities that LRP covers, including
feeder cattle, fed cattle, and swine. Effective in January of 2021 the USDA RMA has
included contracts for unborn calves and swine, however due to this specific contract
having low adoption rates in our time frame of 2019 to April of 2022, they will not be
considered for this analysis. LRP also offers lamb, however, lamb was not analyzed due
to infrequent contracts that are only updated on Mondays (Griffith, 2014; Livestock
Reports; Livestock Risk Protection Insurance Policy, 2021). All other insurable
commodities under LRP will be analyzed using the same data source and methods
employed for the feeder weight 2 analysis. The purpose of the subsequent analysis is the
same as before, to determine the historically optimal choice set for producers who are
using LRP insurance to insure against declining market prices. Both the probability of a
positive net return and the highest average net return will be analyzed and combined to
produce a choice set that producers may refer to when selecting contracts based on their
given marketing month. Similar with feeder cattle steers weight 2, each of these
commodities have contracts offered throughout the year, are available in every county in

the United States, and must be purchased through a livestock insurance agent.

Feeder Cattle
Feeder cattle comprise the largest share of contracts for LRP and range in weight

from 100 to 1,000 Ibs. There are four different categories which are further subdivided
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into weights (weight 1 is below 600 lbs. and weight 2 is between 600 and 1000 1bs.) The

four types of feeder cattle are heifers, steers, predominately brahman, and predominately
dairy. Feeder cattle specific coverage endorsements (SCE) may be purchased with an
annual limit of 25,000 head for an individual producer per year, with each individual SCE
up to 12,000 head (U.S. Department of Agriculture Risk Management Agency, 2022a).
Prices follow the CME Feeder Cattle futures market and are then cash settled to the CME
FCI. However, these prices are specific to steers (excluding brahman and dairy) weighing
650-8491bs. To calculate prices for the other types of feeder cattle, LRP uses price
adjustment factors (PAFs). All the other feeder cattle types are priced off steers weight 2.
Heifers’ weight 1, and brahman weight are priced with a 0% PAF. Steers weight 1 are
priced at a premium with a PAF of 110%. Heifers weight 2, and brahman weight 2 are
priced at a discount with a PAF of 90% and both weights of dairy feeder cattle have a
discount (PAF) of 50% (U.S. Department of Agriculture Risk Management Agency,

2022d).

Steers and Heifers

The coefficients for the probit model are found in Tables A.1, A.2 for heifers
steers 1, Tables B.1 and B.2 for heifers weight 1, and Tables C.1 and C.2 for heifers
weight 2 in the appendix for January-June, and July-December respectively. Each of the
different types and weights of feeder cattle follow close trends and patterns within the
optimal contract option choice set identified. However, some commodities follow each
other closer than others. Each of the two different weights for steers and heifers have very
few differences when examining both the probability of a positive net return and the

highest average net return for each of the marketing months. This makes sense intuitively
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as the main difference between them is the weight and gender, and the fact that they are
all priced based on the same index given a specific discount or premium. Each of these
four commodity types exhibit the same contracts that have a probability greater than 50%
of a positive net return for each month. As shown in the original analysis of feeder cattle
steers weight 2, these contracts are in March, April, May, and June. For steers weight 1
this is shown in the appendix as Tables A.3 and A.4, for January-June, and July-
December, respectively. Predicted probabilities are shown in the appendix as Tables B.3
and B.4 for heifers weight 1 January-June, and July-December respectively, and in

Tables C.3 and C.4 for heifers weight 2 January-June, and July-December respectively.

Analyzing the highest average net return for each of the given marketing months,
patterns are shown to be consistent across these four commodity types. The regression
coefficients and statistical significance are available in the appendix as Tables A.5 and
A.6 for steers weight 1, Tables B.5 and B.6 for heifers weight 1, and Tables C.5 and C.6
for heifers weight 2. Tables A.7 and A.8 show the historical average net returns for steers
weight 1 January-June, and July-December respectively. The historical average net
returns for heifers weight 1 are shown in Tables B.7 and B.8, and in Tables C.7 and C.8
for heifers weight 2 for January-June and July-December respectively. While the exact
amount per hundredweight varies slightly across the commodities, the pattern of which
contracts in each month are the most significant remains the same. This is shown clearly
by comparing the tables of each commodity simultaneously showing the highest
probability of a positive net return and the highest average net return. Tables 10, 11, 12,
and 13 show these optimal contracts as bolded cells for steers weight 1, steers weight 2,

heifers weight 1, and heifers weight 2 respectively. Each commodity shares the same
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optimal choice set with the exception of steers weight 2 and heifers weight 2, which have
an additional optimal choice in the marketing month of May at the 21/5 contract. Tables
10, 23-25 are overlaid with the actual LRP contracts purchased from January 2019 —
April 2022. Results are comparable to the analysis of feeder cattle steers weight 2.
Producers are selecting the contracts with higher coverage levels, however, within a
given marketing month producers are not selecting the optimal contract length. Total
feeder cattle steers weight 1 contracts purchased over this time period equaled 1,796 with
699 of those contracts being found as optimal. Feeder cattle heifers weight 1 and weight 2
actual contracts purchased equated to 1,415 with 517 being optimal, and 3,585 with 1,279

found as optimal respectively.

Brahman

Brahman feeder cattle are unique from other types of cattle. These cattle are
known for their heat tolerance, environment adaptability, and are often used for
crossbreeding to introduce some of these advantages to a herd (Brahman, 2020). These
cattle are generally found in southern states with warmer climates, though they can be
found throughout the country. The two commodity types of brahman feeder cattle, weight
1 and weight 2, follow the same pattern as both weights of the steer and heifer feeder
cattle commodities. Probit coefficients are shown in the appendix as Tables D.1 and D.2
for brahman weight 1 and Tables E.1 and E.2 for brahman weight 2. Results showing the
predicted probabilities of a positive net return for brahman weight 1 are shown in the
appendix as Tables D.3 and D.4 for January-June and July-December respectively, and
for brahman weight 2 in Tables E.3 and E.4 for January-June and July-December,

respectively. The LRP contracts for predominately brahman feeder cattle had the same
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historical contracts with percentages over 50% for a probability of a positive net return.
This is expected as these feeder cattle are priced similarly to the base type of steers

weight 2.

The regression coefficients are available in the appendix as Tables D.5 and D.6
for brahman weight 1 and Tables E.5 and E.6 for brahman weight 2. The historical
average net return for each weight of the predominately brahman feeder cattle type are
show in Tables D.7 and D.8 for brahman weight 1, and Tables E.7 and E.8 for brahman
weight 2 respectively. These prices align with the prices of steers weight two given the
appropriate PAF. Tables 14 and 15 show the optimal decision set for brahman feeder
cattle weight 1 and weight 2 respectively with the optimal contracts highlighted in grey.
These tables show the same pattern of the feeder cattle weight 2 commodity, having an

additional optimal contract during the marketing month of May at the 21/5 contract.

While brahman feeder cattle show historically similar patterns in prices and in the
optimal choice decision set for producers, these contracts have not been purchased at the
same quantity as the more traditional steers and heifers. Actual purchased SCEs from the
years January 2019 to April of 2022 amount to 2 policies purchased for feeder cattle
brahman weight 2 and zero policies purchased for weight 1. In comparison the previous
feeder cattle commodities had purchased contracts equating to 1,796, 8,394, 1,415, and
3,585 for steers weight 1 and 2, and heifers weight 1 and 2 respectively. We conclude
that each of these six commodities for feeder cattle will have the same optimal choice set

for each division of weight based on historical data.

Dairy
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The last type of feeder cattle that LRP offers contracts for are predominately dairy

feeder cattle, weight 1 and 2. The trends within dairy feeders aligned with the other
feeder cattle commodities, and tables showing the coefficients can be found in the
appendix as Tables F.1 and F.2 for dairy weight 1 and Tables G.1 and G.2 for dairy
weight 2. Both weights of the dairy feeder cattle commodity show the same historical
contracts that have a probability of a positive net return above 50.00% as the other feeder
cattle types. Tables F.3 and F.4 show the predicted probabilities of a positive net return
for dairy weight 1, January-June, and July-December respectively. The historical
probabilities for dairy weight 2 are shown in Tables G.3 and G.4 for January-June, and

July-December respectively.

Examining the historical average net return for dairy feeder cattle compared to the
other commodities shows a departure from the trends we analyzed for the previous feeder
cattle. The regression coefficients are found in the appendix as Tables F.5 and F.6 for
dairy weight 1 and Tables G.5 and G.6 for dairy weight 2. The historical average net
returns for feeder cattle dairy weight 1 are shown in Tables F.7 and F.8, and Tables G.7
and G.8 for dairy weight 2 for January-June and July-December respectively. While
historic average net returns were the highest in April for the other feeder cattle types, the
marketing months of December, October, and November have provided the highest
average net returns for dairy weight 1. Within dairy weight 2 the months of December

and October have provided the highest average net return.

LRP dairy feeder cattle insurance contracts have not seen large numbers of
participation. From January 2019 - April 2022 only 16 contracts were purchased for dairy

feeder cattle weight 1, with 26 being purchased for weight 2. The results demonstrate that
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the optimal choice set for dairy feeders of both weights does not align with the choice
sets of the other feeder cattle commodity types. Tables 16 and 17 show the combinations
of coverage length and level that historically have simultaneously provided the highest
probability of a positive net return and highest average net return for feeder cattle dairy
weight 1 and weight 2 respectively. Optimal contracts for feeder cattle dairy weight 1
(Table 16), depart from the pattern of other feeder cattle in almost every marketing
month. In January, the optimal contracts are at 26/3, and 30/3. This is particularly
noteworthy as these are the only contracts in all the feeder cattle commodities that are
optimal at the coverage level 3 (92.50-94.99%). All other optimal contracts are at a
coverage level of 4 or above (>95.00%). Additional optimal contracts were found at
February 17/4, March 26/5, April 30/5, May 13/5, and July 17/5, 21/4, and 26/4. The
optimal choice sets for June, August, and September remained the same as the other
feeder cattle types. October had one less optimal contract at 13/5, along with November
not showing 13/5 as optimal, but included 26/5, and 30/5. December did not show the
17/5 contract as optimal but did include the contract at 30/5. As shown previously in
other commodities, within each marketing month the optimal contracts vary. While many
of the historical optimal contracts are occurring in the 26 weeks and 30 weeks coverage
length, the actual policies purchased do not follow this pattern. As shown in Table 16, the
majority of dairy feeder contracts purchased end in the fall and winter months at a

coverage length of 13 weeks.

The optimal choice set for feeder cattle dairy weight 2 in Table 17 shows the
optimal contracts as a mix between the dairy weight 1 pattern and the other feeder cattle

commodities. January has an optimal choice set at 21/5, as the other feeder cattle
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commodities, but also includes the contract at 17/5. Additional optimal contracts were
also found in March (26/5), April (30/5), and May (13/5). The optimal choice sets for the
marketing months of February, June, July, August, September, and October all aligned
with the choice sets for dairy weight 1. The optimal choice set for November includes
13/5, 21/5, 26/5 and 30/5, while December has one historical optimal contract choice at
17/5. Within all the feeder cattle commodities, the dairy feeder cattle exhibited the most
variance from the patterns of the other feeder commodity types, which all largely
followed the same patterns and trends across each marketing month and combination of
contract length and coverage level. Of the 16 contracts purchased for feeder cattle dairy
weight 1 only 3 were optimal, with 8 of the 26 contracts purchased for dairy weight 2

being found optimal.

Fed Cattle

Fed Cattle differs from feeder cattle mainly in the age and weight. While feeder
cattle are typically considered to be under 1,000 Ibs., fed cattle range from 1,000 to 1,600
Ibs on average. Marketing months for slaughter depend on the specific producer’s
operation, needs, and how quickly the cattle reach slaughter weight. A producer may
insure up to 12,000 head of cattle for one SCE, with an annual limit of 25,000 head.
While the feeder cattle commodity type separated steers and heifers, the fed cattle
commodity type combines them together for LRP insurance contracts offered. Important
to our analysis is how the RMA determines prices for the actual ending value. Just as
feeder cattle prices within LRP insurance are not based off cash market sales, the same is
true of fed cattle. Prices are determined by the Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS)

and published in the 5 Area Weekly Weighted Average Direct Slaughter Cattle report.
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The section of this report which is used to determine actual ending value for LRP fed
cattle is the Live Basis Sales, Steers, “35-65% Choice” (U.S. Department of Agriculture
Risk Management Agency, 2022b). These prices follow the CME Live Cattle futures

market.

Unlike the feeder cattle marketing months where certain contracts had an
historical probability of a positive net return, fed cattle have no contracts within any
marketing month that have a historic probability of a positive net return above 50.00%.
Tables 46 & 47 show the predicted probabilities of a positive net return for fed cattle for
January-June, and July-December respectively. June had the highest probability of a
positive net return at the contract 30/5 with a historic probability of 43.19%. Probit
coefficients are available in the appendix as Tables H.1 and H.2. Tables 48 and 49 show
the historical average net returns for LRP fed cattle for the marketing months of January-
June, and July-December respectively. The marketing month with the highest average net
return was July with a historical average net return of 1.43 ($/cwt) at the 30/5 contract.
The next highest were in December at the 17/4, and 26/4 contracts. Regression

coefficients for fed cattle are shown in the appendix, Tables H.3 and H.4.

The optimal choice set of coverage options is represented in Table 50. This table
represents the optimal choice set that simultaneously provides the highest probability of a
positive net return and highest average net return. Table 50 also provides the number of
actual LRP fed cattle policies purchased from the years 2019-2022 for each combination
of contract length and coverage for each marketing month. This table depicts a valuable
pattern for producers choosing to purchase a LRP fed cattle SCE. The highest density of

optimal contracts is found in the last four months of the year (September-December).
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There are 25 optimal contracts in these four months, while the rest of the year contains
only 9 optimal contracts. While this information is valuable, as it indicates that LRP
contracts that end in these four months exhibit a historically higher likelihood of
receiving a positive net return and the historical highest average net return, not all
producers market their cattle during these four months. Our analysis of each of the twelve
marketing months gives producers further insight as they strive to make the best choices
for each of their operations and unique timelines. Three of the marketing months
(February, May, and August) did not have an optimal contract. This conveys an important
aspect of our analysis, which is that while specific contracts may not offer both the
highest probability of a positive net return and the highest average net return, it may still
provide one of those traits. Dependent upon a producer’s risk preference, they may still
select a contract that has historically provided the highest probability of a positive net
return or the historically highest average net return. While we do not designate either of
these options individually as optimal, they can still be useful for producers to examine,
particularly if that producer is marketing their livestock in a month that does not have an

optimal contract choice.

The pattern of optimal contracts being found in the higher coverage levels is still
evident in fed cattle. When comparing actual fed cattle LRP purchases, we find that
producer purchases do not align with the optimal choice set described. While there are
policies being purchased in these optimal contracts, the majority of policies purchased
occur in the beginning and middle of the year with the most policies being purchased in
April (318), and the least amount in November (86). However, April only has two

contracts that we find to be optimal, while November has eight. Looking within each
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marketing month, the patterns swap. Over 50% of those who purchase LRP contracts in
the last quarter of the year are choosing an optimal contract, while less than 45% are
choosing the optimal contract during the other nine marketing months. While it may not
be possible to reorganize a producer’s operation to market their fed cattle at a different
time of the year, producers could benefit by purchasing those contracts in their marketing
month that are included within the optimal choice set. Total fed cattle contracts purchased
over this time period equated to 2,389 with only 602 of those found as optimal in this

analysis.

Swine

Contracts for swine have an annual limit of 750,000 hogs for each crop year with
up to 70,000 hogs for each SCE (U.S. Department of Agriculture Risk Management
Agency, 2022c¢). Producers can purchase insurance for both born and unborn swine.
Contracts for swine that are born before the start of the policy range from 13, 17, 21, 26,
and 30-weeks, while contracts for swine born after the effective date of the policy range
from 30, 34, 39, 42, 47, and 52-weeks. The actual ending values for swine use a weighted
average and follow the price series of the CME Lean Hog futures. The weighted average
uses the end date and the day prior to the contract expiration data. The AMS publishes
prices in the National Daily Direct Hog Prior Day Report — Slaughtered Swine and uses
the Negotiated and Swine or Pork Market Formula columns for their calculations (U.S.

Department of Agriculture Risk Management Agency, 2022c¢).

Tables 23 and 24 show the predicted probability of a positive net return for the
months January to June, and July to December respectively. There are five months when

the probability of a positive net return exceeds 50%. January had contracts at 52.10%,
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57.22%, 51.16%, and 58.43% for the contracts 13/4, 13/5, 17/4, and 17/5 respectively.

March had contracts over 50% for the 17/5, 21/4, and 21/5 contracts. April had the most
contracts over 50% with 8 contracts for the coverage lengths and levels of 13/4, 13/5,
17/5,21/4, 21/5, 26/3, 26/4, and 26/5. May had one contract over 50% at the 26/5
contract. In December, the contracts over 50% were 13/4, 13/5, and 26/5. The highest
probability was the 13/5 contract in April with a probability of 58.82%. Besides the few
exceptions noted above, the historical probability of a positive net return for LRP swine

contracts are all under 50%.

Similar to other commodities, the highest probabilities of a positive net return for
swine are in the contracts with coverage levels of 4 or 5 (>95.00%). Tables 25 and 26
show the predicted average net returns for January to June and July to December
respectively. In contrast to the different types of feeder cattle, and fed cattle, swine
contracts in general have historically provided a positive average net return. The 21/5
contract in April had the highest average net return of $8.13/cwt. From all twelve months,
April exhibited the highest average net returns across all the different contract lengths

and levels.

The optimal set of coverage choices for swine are shown in Table 27 as the cells
shaded in grey. These results show the coverage options that historically have provided
simultaneously the highest probability of a positive net return and highest average net
return for each month of the year. Table 27 shows this consolidated optimal choice set
overlaid with the actual contracts purchased from 2019 to 2022. Each marketing month
was found to have at least two optimal contracts for producers to choose from. August

had the most optimal contracts (eight) of all the marketing months with contracts at 13/4,
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13/5, 17/4, 17/5, 21/4, 21/5, 26/4, and 26/5. October had the lowest with two contracts,

one at 13/5, and the other at 26/4. Six of the contracts were optimal in at least six of the
marketing months. These contracts were 13/5 (8), 17/5 (6), 21/4 (6), 21/5 (8), 26/4 (8),
and 26/5 (10). While most of the optimal contracts were in the higher coverage levels of
4 & 5 (95.00-100.00%), there were three that had coverage levels of 3 (92.50 — 94.99%)).
This could indicate that there have been greater price swings and drops in the swine
market than have occurred in feeder and fed cattle industries. From January of 2019 to
April of 2022 there were 3,499 LRP insurance swine contracts purchased across the
United States and 1,751 of those represented contracts in the optimal choice set. That
means that 50% of swine producers who purchase LRP swine insurance are choosing
optimal contracts that historically have provided the highest probability of a positive net
return and highest average net return. While this is one of the higher percentages across
the commodities we analyzed, there are still many producers who could improve their

insurance decision to mitigate price risk.

Knowing which contracts are optimal for each livestock is important for
producers seeking to use LRP as a risk management tool. Also important is knowing
which contracts livestock producers are already purchasing and when they divert from the
optimal contract selection as defined in this analysis. Feeder cattle steers weight 1 and 2
had producers choosing the optimal contract at 38.92% and 34.66% respectively, while
feeder cattle heifers weight 1 and 2 had optimal contracts chosen at 36.54% and 35.68%
respectively. Feeder cattle brahman weight 1 had zero policies purchased and brahman
weight 2 had 2 contracts purchased with 1 of them being optimal. Feeder dairy weight 1

had an 18.75% optimal contract selection, with dairy weight 2 at 30.77%. Fed Cattle’s
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optimal selection percentage was 25.20%, and swine producers chose the optimal
contract 50.04% of the time in our time frame. This suggests that on average only 33.82%
of producers using LRP are selecting optimal contracts. This information provides value
for extension and insurance agents who inform producers about LRP insurance and
illustrates which livestock producers may need more outreach in making insurance

contract decisions.

Conclusion and Implications

This study provides a consolidated choice set of historically optimal contract
options for LRP feeder cattle, fed cattle, and swine insurance that can help producers
make informed risk management decisions. This choice set can act as a decision aid for
producers purchasing LRP insurance and defines the choice set as those contract lengths
and levels that simultaneously have historically provided the highest probability of a
positive net return and average net return.

This work provides a necessary update and expansion of existing relevant
literature, considering the recent significant change to the subsidization structure of the
LRP program. LRP insurance is used as a price risk management tool and not designed
necessarily to make money. This study looks at minimizing loss and has important
implications for those looking to protect their livestock from negative price swings in the
market.

This study helps to inform producers who actively purchase LRP insurance as
well as those who are thinking of purchasing a policy, to make the optimal choice
according to their length constraints. These findings are important to researchers,

Extension agents, and insurance agents to inform producers about LRP and how to select
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coverage options to align with their risk preferences and management style of their
individual livestock operations. It is important to note that the contract that should be
chosen will depend upon the month the producer is planning to market their livestock.
However, the findings show that choosing a contract with the highest coverage level has
on average offered increased probability of a positive net return and higher average net
return. The results do not imply that producers should change their production system to
market livestock at different times of the year but help them know which contracts have
historically proven optimal in the month they typically market their livestock. LRP helps
provide insurance for producers of all sizes and can be adjusted to fit the needs and

timing of livestock producers across the country.
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Tables

Table 1. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Steers Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June,
2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.94%%%  _1.02%**  -0.01 0.10 0.21%* -0.35%%*
Length (weeks)

13 0.54%** (0.64***  -0.30**  -0.31** -0.01 0.15

17 0.59%**  0.79*%**  -0.04 -0.37**  -0.29%*%  (.36%**
21 0.61%**  0.65***  (0.13 -0.21 -0.15 -0.08

26 0.32* 0.84%**  -0.02 0.11 -0.09 -0.02
Level®

1 -1.26%**% 167K 2.05% k0. 98%F* ] ]2%xEk (. 5]F**
2 -0.31 -1.23%%Ek ] 47k 0.41%*F  -0.76%*F*  -0.26*

3 0.15 -0.51%% -1 10%*F*x -0.50%**  -0.68*%** -0.14

4 -0.18 -0.34 -0.59%**  .0.29* -0.02 0.14
Length/Level

13/1 -0.09 -- 0.84*** (.16 -0.65%** ] [2%**
13/2 -0.47* -0.01 0.85***  -0.12 -0.27 -1.06%**
13/3 -0.62%**  -0.20 0.63***  0.25 0.07 -0.75%%*
13/4 -0.10 0.04 0.42%%* 0.15 -0.13 -0.38%*
17/1 0.65%* -0.04 0.48%* 0.34%* 0.06 -1.63%%*
17/2 -0.07 -0.03 0.56%* 0.12 0.13 -0.99%**
17/3 -0.40* -0.26 0.65%**  (.42%* 0.24 -0.75%%*
17/4 -0.08 0.12 0.38* 0.13 -0.21 -0.35%*
21/1 0.74%* 0.38 0.33 0.24 0.12 -0.37%%*
21/2 -0.01 0.41 0.48%** 0.03 0.09 -0.31
21/3 -0.49%* (.08 0.47%* 0.27 0.22 -0.26
21/4 -0.18 -0.10 0.27 0.09 -0.12 -0.37*
26/1 0.57 -- -- 0.18 0.09 -0.08
26/2 -0.16 0.52 0.13 -0.24 0.06 0.00
26/3 -0.12 -0.34 0.32 -0.20 0.17 -0.08
26/4 -0.24 -0.58%* -0.02 0.28 -0.09 -0.16

Observations 6,022 4,457 6,235 4,941 6,309 7,286
Pseudo R"2 0.056 0.119 0.126 0.042 0.091 0.115

*Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level
respectively.
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Table 2. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Steers Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December,

2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant -0.36***  -0.60*** -0.21%* -0.30**  -0.39** -1.28%**
Length (weeks)

13 -0.29%*  -0.64%**  -0.42%** (.12 0.26 0.85%**
17 -0.14 -0.31%%*  -0.41%**  -0.20 0.08 (0.95%**
21 0.03 -0.13 -0.38** -0.28 -0.04 0.50*
26 -0.07 0.00 -0.30* 0.22 -0.16 0.21
Level®

1 -1.26%% ] 45%kE ] R7HEkE L] 3QHEE ] S4%kE (.64%
2 -0.50%** Q. 73%**x ] 50%**F 1. 13%Fx _1.09%FF -0.40

3 -0.19 -0.41%%%  0.95%**  .043**  -0.60%* 0.07

4 0.07 -0.14 -0.63*** (.02 -0.04 -0.03
Length/Level

13/1 -0.26 0.68***  -0.02 -0.43 0.70%* -0.39
13/2 -0.33* 0.33* 0.27 0.10 0.53* -0.01
13/3 -0.37**  0.21 0.24 -0.20 0.26 -0.38
13/4 -0.38**  -0.02 0.44%* -0.31 -0.15 -0.22
17/1 -0.11 0.08 0.01 0.02 0.05 -0.27
17/2 -0.37**  0.15 0.57** 0.44 0.44 -0.07
17/3 -0.29* 0.20 0.29 -0.05 0.23 -0.46
17/4 -0.22 0.14 0.59** -0.05 -0.41 -0.30
21/1 -0.40%* 0.36* 0.04 0.29 -0.04 -0.35
21/2 -0.50%** -0.01 0.40 0.84%**  (.54% -0.23
21/3 -0.45*%** (.08 0.43* 0.02 0.23 0.00
21/4 -0.25 0.12 0.50%* 0.00 -0.23 -0.36
26/1 0.29 0.27 0.25 -0.19 0.18 -0.36
26/2 -0.04 -0.17 (0.927%: 0.04 0.41 0.08
26/3 -0.23 -0.24 0.29 -0.28 0.23 -0.08
26/4 -0.13 -0.33* 0.24 -0.32 -0.19 0.02
Observations 8,607 9,169 4,863 5,108 4,286 4,638
Pseudo R"2 0.106 0.086 0.152 0.118 0.099 0.075

aCoverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -

94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table 3. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder
Cattle Steers Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 15.57° -- 20.57 27.32¢ 27.16° 13.67°
17 25.402 16.182 24052  29.66%¢  27.22° 15.86°
21 25.96? 17.612 26.12* 3228 3266 18.82
26 17.45° 16.66* 15.55 39.382 34.36 26.952
30 9.74 -- -- 34.79*> 35532 29.682
Level®

1 9.23 -- -- 19.03 12.34 5.98

2 17.26 7.47 14.88 29.30 24.43 13.29

3 23.99° 15.14 24.86 34.45 33.05 20.22

4 22.75° 22.25 34.34 39.42 47.67 34.90

5 32.812 35.66 46.77 45.70 53.51 40.72
Length/Level

13/1 4,020 -- 6.40 15.13 5.72 3.38m
13/2 11.91% 5120 17.7284 22 90M 19.94%4 6,46

13/3 19.24%¢  13.64%Pe  21.94ehi 37 0gefe 34154 14 058
13/4 25.15%4  24.56>  31.64%F 36.13%efe  51.79ab 33 24cde
13/5 34.64*>  34.92a 37.99%¢  41.53%4 57702 42.25b
17/1 17.00¢f  2.61 5.13! 18.35% 12.60* 1.68™
17/2 23.23%4 67780 16.844  28.90%&h 235980l 10615k
17/3 27.57¢ 15.66%F  30.955F  36.679%¢f 30.13defe 19 19&hi
17/4 27.13¢ 32.43*>  39.60%¢ 33.18%fe 37684  42.47°
17/5 36.45% 40.692 47.87%°  39.44%4e  46.69° 50.462
21/1 19.88%¢  4.83Mi 5.39! 19.87% 17.247%  9.638!
2172 25.98%4  [1.64%%¢ 19.232hi 37 16%beh 26 770eh 15 77Md
21/3 25.29%¢  21.10%¢  30.57%F  36.68%%ef 343045  20.618h
21/4 24,624 21.11%¢  41.99%¢d  37.71edef 4650  25.665¢
21/5 37.272 35.55% 54770 45.50°¢ 522320 33 .46%d0f
26/1 9.52¢ 3.23h 1.85 27.808"  18.15Wk 171N
26/2 13.79%f¢  18.52¢d¢  g.56%  33.06%cte 27.96%Pe  26.32%f¢
26/3 27.87°%¢  15.09%%f  21.008h 31.13%feh 34 9gdef g 17def
26/4 15.04%f¢  13.64%cte 250950 57802 50.33»>  3523bcde
26/5 26.920c4 42 742 487720 58.182 54.76>®  35.80bcd
30/1 1.401 -- -- 18.99% 18.104k 19 6280
30/2 10.59%h  1.20! 6.94%! 37.89%def 28 ggdete 27 (3defe
30/3 21.5¢4¢  g258hi 13450k 34 6pcdef 3] 95dete 3] g450def
30/4 13.25%te 8705 27.370eh  4p 31bede 57 43ab 4] ggabe
30/5 17.44%¢fe 15314ef 49 g12bc 53 98ab 58 202 36.435¢d

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table 4. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder
Cattle Steers Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 9.05 5.76 5.99° 15.29*>  28.89 19.272
17 13.13>  8.11° 7.472b 13.74° 16.542 21.702
21 14.01° 11332 7.722b 15.9220 14.382 11.48°
26 19.44*  10.022>  10.452 18.542 12.532 8.285¢
30 21.76* 11.45*  9.54a 16.90**  13.03® 6.62°

Level®

1 3.15 2.28 0.86 3.48 5.39 5.89

2 10.53  6.75 5.26 12.65 16.76 14.39

3 1699  11.80 10.77 19.03 24.45° 21.42

4 26.78  16.24 21.87 31.93 28.08° 19.49

5 32.00 20.32 28.97 36.74 37.69* 27.39

Length/Level

13/1 1.53< 2204 0.58' 2.300 16.528h 7.29%¢
13/2 7.070 50404 3 09tk 11.370 24.32¢dete 90, 134
13/3 11.51% 739k gg7heh  2109%f  31.94b¢ 23.15¢
13/4 17.11°  7.948% 20419  32.09%  37.40b 24.92¢
13/5 25.94%4 10.69%F¢  26.21%¢  43.122 44782 33.442P
17/1 3.06"  1.11! 0.64! 3.05 3.5 10.77%%
17/2 8.628M1  6.798h 6. 0280 11.72h 16.672h 21.20%4
17/3 16.40°  12.98%sf 9.92fe 16.36%0  25.00%¢f  23.55¢
17/4 25.90%¢ 17.88><d 2550b¢  29.69>¢d ) 34defe 25 gobe
17/5 30.912b 18.04%¢  26.55>¢  30.85>¢  37.722b 37.122
21/1 235 3350k 0.77%! 4.65 2.20i 3.76%"
2172 9.318h 70780 4464 19.42%¢ 16.36%" 7.84%58
21/3 16.84°  14.35%%¢ 13.04%f 16.175eh  21.24%f¢ 23.90¢
21/4 30.632% 22.62ab  23.60>¢  29.00bcdc 2422¢defe 12 10%f
21/5 37.18*  23.182b  27.54b¢  2822bed 33 33bc 21.59%4
26/1 8.07ehi 3684k 1 641K 4.83 2.78 1.91h

26/2 16.73%f  6.59¢hi  13.79def 12 128hi  1(0.78M 8.24¢%¢
26/3 19.814¢ 10.50%%¢ 11.93%f  21.69%%f  17.92feh 13.914¢
26/4 31.43*> 14.08%%¢ 18.4204¢ 352530 2] 54¢defeh 13 g5def
26/5 33.472b 2736  30.51*®  46.972 28.99bcdef 14 pdef
30/1 5.304  1.98%! 1.850k! 4,551 2.65 2.748h
30/2 19.59%¢ 9.09%¢ 43201 7.69% 6.93% 4.65%h
30/3 29.28%¢ 15484 12.12¢fe  23.36%def  16.185ehi 11.32def
30/4 38.732  22.73ab  20.00>¢4¢ 39.082b  33.33abede g 5pefeh
30/5 36.05*° 27.27*  41.512 38.36*°  34.78bcd  10.00%5¢

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table 5. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle Steers
Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.23 -1.95%**% (. 74%** 3.01%%%  4.06%**  ]1.76%**
Length (weeks)

13 1.12%* 2.87*%%  0.40 -0.73 -0.59 -0.56
17 1.25%% 2. 35%%* 1.40***  -0.78 -1.12%%  0.26

21 2.19%#x 2 4pH*® 1.85%**  -0.16 -0.63 -0.28
26 -0.39 1.24%* 0.85* 2.25%%* 0.40 0.31
Level®

1 -0.79 0.91* -1.82%%H 4 JHEE 4 ARHkE D F4A
2 -0.81 0.54 -1.63%%E 3 16%*kE 4.04%*k* -] T6***
3 0.04 0.09 -1.57Hk 3 Q5% R 3 7kEER ] Q1F*
4 0.24 -0.02 -l.e5**®k  2.15%% (.16 0.30
Length/Level

13/1 -0.46 -2.33***% (.56 2.19%* 0.74 0.90*
13/2 -0.27 -2.05%** 0.49 1.52 0.53 0.23
13/3 -0.88 -1.23%* 0.77 2.00* 0.43 -0.31
13/4 -0.95 -0.82 1.30** 1.78 -1.46* -0.88
17/1 -0.38 -1.81%**  -0.82 2.37%* 1.75%* -0.15
17/2 0.09 -1.63%* -0.96 1.59 1.76%* -0.83
17/3 -0.45 -0.72 -0.32 2.45%* 1.86%* -1.18%*
17/4 -1.06 -0.29 0.63 1.45 -0.74 -1.13*
21/1 -1.07 -1.92%**%  _131*%*  1.53 1.17 0.61
21/2 -0.30 -1L71%%F 0 1.32%*%  1.09 1.30%* 0.14
21/3 -0.85 -1.05%* -0.64 1.32 1.35% -0.11
21/4 -1.93%*%  -1.42%* 0.41 1.31 -0.42 -0.91
26/1 1.23 -1.12* -0.59 -0.92 -0.05 0.02
26/2 1.00 -0.31 -0.98 -1.51 0.23 0.18
26/3 1.83**  0.19 -0.82 -1.13 -0.26 -0.08
26/4 -0.51 -1.08 -0.60 0.64 -1.47* -0.52

# Of Observations 6,022 4,899 6,411 4,941 6,309 7,286
Adjusted R"2 0.014 0.027 0.051 0.026 0.071 0.035

Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level
respectively.
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Table 6. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle Steers
Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant 0.40 -0.93*** (.13 2.37**Fx  -0.23 -0.67
Length (weeks)

13 -0.60* -0.91***  -0.69 -0.57 2.30%** 1.63*
17 0.08 -0.04 -0.44 -0.36 1.07 2.778%**
21 0.83%** 0.47* -0.25 -1.08 1.71**  0.71
26 0.35 0.89%**  1.19** -0.21 0.62 1.00
Level®

1 -1.26%**  -0.05 -1.04%*  -2.90*** -1.31*  -0.15
2 -1.15%**%  -0.25 -1.47%*%  3.00%**  -1.30%  -1.38
3 -0.55 -0.14 -1.40%%k 2 07**k*  _1.72%*  -1.32
4 0.16 -0.18 -1.54%*%* -0.99 -0.08 0.64
Length/Level

13/1 1.02%* 1.45%**  ]1.14%** 0.78 -0.60 -1.02
13/2 0.92* 1.58#**  1.40%** 0.94 -0.20 0.52
13/3 0.37 L.51#%%  1.49%* 0.50 1.03 1.03
13/4 -0.23 0.95%%* 1.73***  -0.08 -0.82 -1.27
17/1 0.28 0.37 0.66 0.32 0.11 -2.18*
17/2 0.13 0.45 1.03* 0.91 0.32 -0.12
17/3 -0.28 0.43 1.04* -0.32 1.34 0.03
17/4 -0.27 0.43 1.74%**  0.49 -0.50 -1.94
21/1 -0.44 -0.15 0.27 1.00 -0.91 0.21
2172 -0.66 -0.06 0.58 1.89%** -0.19 0.87
21/3 -1.00**  0.09 0.61 0.70 0.00 2.62%*
21/4 -0.83 0.37 1.52%* 0.94 -0.90 -0.46
26/1 -0.08 -0.62* -1.21%* -0.15 0.04 -0.84
26/2 -0.04 -0.56 -0.51 0.01 0.17 -0.02
26/3 -0.29 -0.64 -0.70 -0.60 1.29 0.63
26/4 -0.38 -0.96**  -0.55 -0.69 -0.74 0.14
# Of Observations 8,607 9,169 4,863 5,108 4,286 4,638
Adjusted R"2 0.014 0.007 0.01 0.029 0.028 0.009

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table 7. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Steers Weight 2
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 0.08%P -0.082 0.392 2.042 1.03 0.17°
17 0.372 -0.202b 0.452 2.082 1422 0.30°
21 0.83 -0.40° 0.612 2.132 1.612  0.39%¢
26 -0.13b¢ -0.85 -0.37° 2.79 1.61* 0912
30 -0.52¢ -1.62 -0.62° 1.18 1480 0.66*°
Level®

1 -0.25 -0.612 -0.52a 0.87 -0.06  -0.33?
2 0.04° -0.702 -0.442 1.472 0.40 -0.182
3 0.572 -0.472 0.02 2.042 1.10 0.23

4 0.03° -0.592 0.57 2.87 2.82 1.15

5 0.822 0.19 1.72 3.80 3.56 1.66
Length/Level

13/1 -0.37beh -0.494ee  _0.12&04 1 06 -0.281  -0.234
13/2 -0.205&h -0.585h  0.00fehi 1.548hi 0044 -0.32
13/3 0.05%¢f¢ -0.22¢4ef 03308 D q3efehi 6301 0 12hd
13/4 0.184ef 0.08%d 0.784%¢ 2.81edef 2 179f  0.62%¢
13/5 0.885cd 0.922 1.14%4  3.18bede  3470¢ 1 p1bede
17/1 -0.15%beh -0.50%%f¢  _0.50'k 1,18t 0.21M4  -0.45
17/2 0.30%4¢f -0.70%eh  _0.448k 15680 067N -0.56]
17/3 0.61cde -0.23¢def  geebeh 2 54edefe 1 53t 0 16N
17/4 0.19%ef 0.09>¢de 11204 2.43defeh g 36de 1 gbede
17/5 1.02b¢ 0.402b 2.14ab  313bede 9 ggqede ) (3a
21/1 0.09%cf¢ -0.50%ete  _0.544Kk .97 0.12M4  -0.24
2172 0.84b-c.de -0.6658h  _0.35Midk 1 ggbehi g 708hi -0 1401
21/3 1.14abe -0.46%¢te 03956 2 p3efehi 1 51fe (36
21/4 0.26%4ef -0.94&N0 1.35¢4  2.91edef 3 1gbed (g ggdef
21/5 1.952 0.50%° 2.592 3.755¢ 3.435¢  1.48abed
26/1 -0.18beh -0.915eh 0811k .920 -0.074  -0.24%4
26/2 -0.43%eh -0.484feh  _1 02k 1.49%ehi 0 658 (.50%5eh
26/3 1.25ab -0.43cdete 080k 1.98sfehi (0 93gh  ( ggedef
26/4 -0.902h -1.81% -0.66%% 4,650 3.15%¢d  1.85b
26/5 -0.63%eh -0.71cbeh 1 59bc 6.162 446  2.07°
30/1 -1.02h -1.048h4  _1 08k -0.407 -0.421  -0.57
30/2 -1.048" -1.4104 -0.89% .75 0.02M4  0.01&M1
30/3 -0.19%feh -1.86 -0.834k  (.87hbi 0.792hi (. 75%efe
30/4 0.01bedeteh 1 97i -0.9210k 1 76%tehi 40030 ) peab
30/5 -0.234efeh 1 95 0.74%4ef 3 91bed 40620 1.76%0c

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table 8. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Steers Weight 2
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 -0.35° -0.82b¢ -0.502 0.352 1.00 0.342>
17 -0.14»>  _0.75%b -0.542 0.36% 0.172 0.762

21 0.032 -0.54a -0.672b 0.302 0.112P 0.27>>

26 -0.012 -0.72%b -0.46* -0.05* -0.38° -0.185¢
30 -0.212>  -1.05° -0.99% 0.442 -1.18 -1.13¢
Level®

1 -0.54¢ -0.682 -0.732b -0.55° -0.44¢ -0.23%

2 -0.53%¢  -0.802 -0.83° -0.24> -0.09b¢ -0.14°

3 -0.28° -0.692 -0.75b -0.102 0.322P 0.592

4 0.312 -0.85% -0.45% 1.06 0.46 0.512

5 0.512 -0.842 -0.04 1.86 1.20 0.902
Length/Level

13/1 -0.44%f  -0.448bc  _046vbede 031feh (. 16def -0.21¢4efe
13/2 -0.43%F  -0.51abede g g3abede g ogteh (. 56d 0.10%4¢
13/3 -0.38%f  -0.47abc  _047xbede (p3def 1.3820 0.66"¢4
13/4 -0.26%¢  -1.07%¢ -0.373bed . 73bede 1 16be 0.34be.de
13/5 -0.20%¢  -1.84 -0.56abcde | g1a 2.072 0.96"¢
17/1 -0.50%"  -0.65bcdef  _g.g9bcdef g 56teh g 35efe g 21cdete
17/2 -0.53f  -0.77¢4ebe . 75bedet g g7ebeh 0 14defe (. 610ed
17/3 -0.34%F  -0.68>cdef g g72bede g 3gteh  (470de 0.82bcd
17/4 0.37%¢ -0.72bedef g 1120 1.520 0.26%4¢f  0.82bcd
17/5 0.48b¢ -0.97¢efe  _0.312bed 2 (022 0.840<4d 2.112
21/1 -0.47¢f  -0.66>c4ef  _0.89def  _0.60eh -0.748h04 0.11%4¢
2172 -0.58%F  -0.76%4ete  _1014ef  0.18%efe  _0.01dete  _0.46d0fe
21/3 -0.31¢f  -0.512bed  g91def  _g07efeh  _024dete ] 34ab
21/4 0.57° -0.27»b -0.132b¢ 1.25abc 0.50bcdef (g 2pbode
21/5 1.232 -0.453b¢  _0.122P 1.302bc 1.4820 0.044ef
26/1 -0.59%F  -0.70bcdef  _g93def  _.89h -0.89&M1  _0.65%efe
26/2 -0.43%f  -0.85%defe . g6m0ede 0 goeh -0.74behi 1 g7ote
26/3 -0.09%4¢  _0.81edete  _g78bedel g 50feh g 04dete 0 36cdcte
26/4 0.53b¢ -1.18¢ -0.778bede 0 48bcdef (g 43defe | 1pabed
26/5 0.75b -0.03? 1.322 2.172 0.39bcdef  ( 33bcde
30/1 -0.86° -0.98%fe  _0.91%def  _052feh 1 540 -0.824te
30/2 -0.75%F  -1.18¢ -1.34f -0.635eh 1,530 -2.05%¢
30/3 -0.15%%¢  _1.07% -1.27¢f 0.30%4efe  _1.95 -2.00¢
30/4 0.562b¢  _1.11%¢ -1.41F 1.38abed g 31defe g o3bedef
30/5 0.40>¢4  _0.93edefe (132 2.372 -0.234efe 0 670dete

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4
=(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter
are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table 9. LRP Feeder Cattle Steers Weight 2 Insurance Contracts Marked with an X to Indicate the Combinations of
Coverage Length and Level that have Historically Provided the Highest Probability of a Positive Net Return and the
Highest Average Net Return

Coverage
Length/Level® Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.

13/1

13/2

13/3

13/4

13/5 X X X

17/1

17/2

17/3

17/4

17/5 X X X X
21/1

2172

21/3

21/4

21/5 X X X X
26/1
26/2
26/3
26/4
26/5
30/1
3072
30/3
30/4 X X X X
30/5 X X X

Sl

e

aCoverage length/levels: defined as the length in weeks and the levels coded as 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% -
92.49%), 3 =(92.50% - 94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
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Table 10. Number of Actual LRP Feeder Cattle Steers Weight 2 Contracts Purchased by Marketing Month from
January 2019 to April 2022 with Values Shaded in Gray Indicating the Combinations of Coverage Length and Level
that have Historically Provided the Highest Probability of a Positive Net Return and the Highest Average Net Return

E:::;l?;glfevela Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. (’;l“l;)il;;i
13/1 2 4 2 4 6 5 3 3 3 2 1 3 38
13/2 5 2 2 10 5 3 2 4 5 5 43
13/3 10 14 23 23 10 16 5 5 9 13 12 7 147
13/4 8 14 24 26 26 17 10 7 14 6 17 11 180
13/5 158 189 266 192 258 173 84 101 929 133 169 84 1906
17/1 2 7 3 4 2 2 4 4 1 2 2 33
17/2 2 7 4 7 5 9 4 4 3 4 7 56
17/3 7 3 24 17 21 11 5 13 5 6 4 6 122
17/4 13 8 26 6 19 14 16 15 4 5 9 9 144
17/5 121 53 202 127 149 145 132 123 76 98 108 95 1429
21/1 4 3 3 8 5 1 3 6 5 3 4 45
21/2 5 1 5 4 3 4 5 6 3 4 5 2 47
21/3 9 1 9 19 14 7 11 17 13 5 3 6 114
21/4 13 8 8 17 10 10 11 19 13 3 5 8 125
21/5 146 39 111 128 137 107 133 268 103 60 119 73 1424
26/1 4 3 3 2 11 2 7 4 5 4 2 4 51
26/2 2 1 4 8 3 3 17 7 5 2 2 54
26/3 2 5 2 2 6 5 9 17 26 11 1 4 90
26/4 9 3 12 5 10 9 6 26 20 5 3 2 110
26/5 86 66 61 67 5 52 68 262 232 106 35 42 1152
30/1 2 3 1 4 1 3 2 3 3 2 24
30/2 3 1 1 2 2 3 7 6 1 5 31
30/3 5 4 6 1 6 4 8 9 11 10 3 2 69
30/4 3 1 7 1 3 5 5 16 13 14 5 3 76
30/5 56 45 76 20 50 32 33 158 176 139 85 14 884
Grand Total 666 477 890 683 854 637 577 1111 858 645 610 386 8394

aCoverage length/levels: defined as the length in weeks and the levels coded as 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% -
92.49%), 3 =(92.50% - 94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
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Table 11. Number of Actual LRP Feeder Cattle Steers Weight 1 Contracts Purchased by Marketing Month from
January 2019 to April 2022 with Values Shaded in Gray Indicating the Combinations of Coverage Length and Level
that have Historically Provided the Highest Probability of a Positive Net Return and the Highest Average Net Return

Egr‘llglz:%lfevela Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. Grand Total
13/1 1 1 1 3
13/2 1 4 1 1 1 2 10
13/3 2 2 1 2 2 1 4 5 1 20
13/4 1 1 1 1 1 2 6 5 1 21
13/5 16 19 10 15 31 11 7 13 22 159 161 49 513
17/1 1 2 1 5
17/2 1 1 4 4 10
17/3 1 2 2 1 2 1 3 5 17
17/4 1 1 2 2 3 5 4 18
17/5 8 1 16 4 10 11 11 11 12 104 134 20 342
21/1 2 1 1 4
21/2 3 2 2 1 2 10
21/3 2 1 1 1 4 1 15
21/4 3 1 1 2 4 11
21/5 11 5 8 14 8 8 21 15 8 54 109 37 298
26/1 1 1 2
26/2 2 1 2 5
26/3 3 1 1 3 2 2 2 14
26/4 2 1 2 2 1 2 10
26/5 6 3 2 1 3 3 6 19 17 55 48 23 186
30/1 1 2 1 4
30/2 1 1 2 1 5
30/3 3 6 1 10
30/4 1 1 1 4 7
30/5 5 6 2 3 3 9 24 110 89 5 256
Grand Total 61 32 51 42 63 48 67 74 100 524 586 148 1796

aCoverage length/levels: defined as the length in weeks and the levels coded as 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% -
92.49%), 3 =(92.50% - 94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
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Table 12. Number of Actual LRP Feeder Cattle Heifers Weight 1 Contracts Purchased by Marketing Month from
January 2019 to April 2022 with Values Shaded in Gray Indicating the Combinations of Coverage Length and Level
that have Historically Provided the Highest Probability of a Positive Net Return and the Highest Average Net Return

E:::;l?;glfevela Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. (’;l“l;)il;;i
13/1 1 1 2 4
13/2 1 2 1 4
13/3 3 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 3 2 18
13/4 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 3 14
13/5 19 13 18 17 28 8 6 13 15 97 126 39 399
17/1 2 1 1 1 5
17/2 1 3 4
17/3 1 1 2 3 1 2 2 1 13
17/4 1 1 2 1 1 4 3 1 14
17/5 11 3 29 8 14 10 7 18 15 82 108 18 323
21/1 2 1 1 1 5
21/2 1 1 2 4
21/3 1 2 1 1 2 3 1 11
21/4 1 1 3 1 2 2 10
21/5 13 1 8 9 10 9 10 23 6 36 77 30 232
26/1 1 1 1 3
26/2 1 1 1 1 4
26/3 2 1 2 3 1 4 13
26/4 2 1 1 1 1 6
26/5 6 3 2 2 4 1 2 20 17 36 36 14 143
30/1 1 1 2
30/2 1 1 2
30/3 1 1 1 4 1 8
30/4 1 1 1 4 1 8
30/5 8 1 4 2 3 3 1 7 19 58 55 5 166
Grand Total 70 27 71 44 66 40 37 89 82 340 430 119 1415

aCoverage length/levels: defined as the length in weeks and the levels coded as 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% -

92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
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Table 13. Number of Actual LRP Feeder Cattle Heifers Weight 2 Contracts Purchased by Marketing Month from
January 2019 to April 2022 with Values Shaded in Gray Indicating the Combinations of Coverage Length and Level
that have Historically Provided the Highest Probability of a Positive Net Return and the Highest Average Net Return

E:::;l?;glfevela Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. (’;l“l;)il;;i
13/1 1 3 2 1 1 4 3 3 1 2 21
13/2 3 1 3 2 1 2 2 2 16
13/3 5 4 10 5 7 10 1 1 7 4 4 1 59
13/4 3 5 9 8 15 4 8 4 4 8 6 3 77
13/5 71 70 106 69 127 96 38 36 58 52 71 37 831
17/1 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 10
17/2 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 3 3 3 20
17/3 3 5 8 4 2 7 5 6 2 5 2 2 51
17/4 5 2 12 6 8 9 10 6 3 5 7 3 76
17/5 36 16 72 49 68 70 56 60 35 33 40 39 574
21/1 2 1 1 3 1 1 9
21/2 6 1 4 1 1 2 4 1 2 1 23
21/3 1 5 6 5 3 2 7 11 5 5 4 1 55
21/4 3 2 5 3 6 7 1 11 2 2 3 4 49
21/5 65 26 54 66 54 41 71 114 51 28 45 27 642
26/1 1 2 2 2 3 5 4 1 1 2 23
26/2 1 1 5 7 3 1 1 1 20
26/3 1 1 1 3 7 4 1 10 12 8 2 1 51
26/4 8 1 4 3 3 5 2 14 7 4 1 52
26/5 32 30 26 24 27 17 40 104 926 47 16 21 480
30/1 3 1 3 1 1 9
30/2 2 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 12
30/3 2 4 1 2 2 5 9 6 34
30/4 3 1 3 1 9 2 6 1 1 27
30/5 28 25 31 8 22 14 11 65 66 55 31 8 364
Grand Total 274 201 368 263 375 301 259 480 378 280 247 159 3585

aCoverage length/levels: defined as the length in weeks and the levels coded as 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% -

92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
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Table 14. Number of Actual LRP Feeder Cattle Brahman Weight 1 Contracts Purchased by Marketing Month from
January 2019 to April 2022 with Values Shaded in Gray Indicating the Combinations of Coverage Length and Level
that have Historically Provided the Highest Probability of a Positive Net Return and the Highest Average Net Return

Coverage Grand
Length/Level® Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total

13/1
13/2
13/3
13/4
13/5
17/1
17/2
17/3
17/4
17/5
21/1
2172
21/3
21/4
21/5
26/1
26/2
26/3
26/4
26/5
30/1
3072
30/3
30/4
30/5
Grand Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

e R=NelaoleleleleleleoleleoleoleoloNeolelo oo o oo o X=Re)

aCoverage length/levels: defined as the length in weeks and the levels coded as 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% -
92.49%), 3 =(92.50% - 94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
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Table 15. Number of Actual LRP Feeder Cattle Brahman Weight 2 Contracts Purchased by Marketing Month from
January 2019 to April 2022 with Values Shaded in Gray Indicating the Combinations of Coverage Length and Level
that have Historically Provided the Highest Probability of a Positive Net Return and the Highest Average Net Return

Coverage Grand
Length/Level® Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total

13/1

13/2

13/3

13/4

13/5 1
17/1

17/2

17/3

17/4

17/5

21/1

2172

21/3

21/4

21/5

26/1

26/2

26/3

26/4

26/5 1
30/1

3072

30/3

30/4

30/5

Grand Total 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

()

N OO O OO R OO0~ OO0

aCoverage length/levels: defined as the length in weeks and the levels coded as 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% -
92.49%), 3 =(92.50% - 94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
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Table 16. Number of Actual LRP Feeder Cattle Dairy Weight 1 Insurance Contracts Purchased by Marketing Month
from 2019 to April 2022 with Values Shaded in Gray Indicating the Combinations of Coverage Length and Level that
have Historically Provided the Highest Probability of a Positive Net Return and the Highest Average Net Return

Coverage Grand
Length/Level® Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total

13/1 0
13/2 0
13/3

13/4

13/5 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1
17/1

17/2

17/3

17/4

17/5 1

21/1

2172

21/3 1

21/4

21/5 1 1
26/1

26/2

26/3

26/4

26/5 1 1

30/1

3072

30/3

30/4

30/5

Grand Total 4 2 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 2 2 2

—
o @

SO OO OV ODODODODNVNO R OO~ OO OO

—
(o)

aCoverage length/levels: defined as the length in weeks and the levels coded as 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% -
92.49%), 3 =(92.50% - 94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
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Table 17. Number of Actual LRP Feeder Cattle Dairy Weight 2 Insurance Contracts Purchased by Marketing Month
from 2019 to April 2022 with Values Shaded in Gray Indicating the Combinations of Coverage Length and Level that
have Historically Provided the Highest Probability of a Positive Net Return and the Highest Average Net Return

Coverage Grand
Length/Level® Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total

13/1

13/2

13/3

13/4 1 1 2
13/5 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 10
17/1

17/2

17/3

17/4

17/5 2 1 1 2 6
21/1

2172

21/3

21/4 1 1
21/5 1 2

26/1

26/2

26/3 1 1
26/4 1 1
26/5 1 1
30/1

3072

30/3

30/4

30/5 1 1
Grand Total 1 2 3 0 2 3 1 2 1 4 2 5 26

aCoverage length/levels: defined as the length in weeks and the levels coded as 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% -
92.49%), 3 =(92.50% - 94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
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Table 18. Number of Actual LRP Fed Cattle Insurance Contracts Purchased by Marketing Month from January
2019 to April 2022 with Values Shaded in Gray Indicating the Combinations of Coverage Length and Level that have

Historically Provided the Highest Probability of a Positive Net Return and the Highest Average Net Return

Egr‘;;lz:;glfevela Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. (,;rr;:;l
13/1 2 1 1 4
13/2 1 2 1 2 1 7
13/3 1 1 6 2 8 5 1 1 1 1 27
13/4 1 5 6 8 5 5 1 2 3 36
13/5 29 24 13 47 69 46 11 3 9 23 27 29 330
17/1 1 1 1 1 4
17/2 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 10
17/3 3 1 8 5 3 5 1 1 27
17/4 2 1 4 4 7 14 1 1 10 44
17/5 15 34 26 40 37 46 38 11 5 18 14 41 325
21/1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 9
21/2 1 1 2 2 6
21/3 6 1 2 8 4 3 3 3 2 2 34
21/4 5 7 4 13 5 7 15 4 2 1 4 67
21/5 27 31 34 64 38 60 72 48 10 12 13 27 436
26/1 2 2 2 1 3 3 2 15
26/2 2 2 1 4 4 4 2 1 20
26/3 5 4 2 5 6 1 12 3 2 40
26/4 3 9 2 10 9 5 5 13 2 2 2 62
26/5 27 49 33 44 51 33 55 59 40 21 7 28 447
30/1 4 1 3 1 1 1 2 1 14
30/2 2 2 1 1 6
30/3 1 2 4 1 3 4 7 8 2 32
30/4 3 3 5 3 1 2 3 7 2 1 30
30/5 16 26 30 45 23 37 16 50 30 61 13 10 357
Grand Total 136 208 174 318 282 287 235 215 127 161 86 160 2389

aCoverage length/levels: defined as the length in weeks and the levels coded as 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% -

92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
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Table 19. Number of Actual LRP Swine Insurance Contracts Purchased by Marketing Month from January 2019 to
April 2022 with Values Shaded in Gray Indicating the Combinations of Coverage Length and Level that have

Historically Provided the Highest Probability of a Positive Net Return and the Highest Average Net Return

E:::;l?;glfevela Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. (’;l“l;)il;;i
13/1 3 2 6 5 1 1 1 4 4 27
13/2 2 2 1 4 2 3 2 2 2 20
13/3 4 7 4 10 14 11 5 2 6 3 10 76
13/4 8 3 3 7 10 1 1 2 3 4 1 15 58
13/5 36 53 29 62 56 86 19 34 47 32 28 58 540
17/1 6 5 1 3 1 7 10 3 1 4 41
17/2 3 3 1 1 2 5 3 2 2 1 3 1 27
17/3 7 11 9 5 8 18 11 6 5 3 4 3 90
17/4 6 14 2 3 9 7 2 4 7 3 1 58
17/5 27 55 31 52 64 71 101 33 23 61 30 54 602
21/1 2 7 3 3 6 9 20 2 2 2 9 65
21/2 3 3 2 6 1 4 6 2 2 3 32
21/3 2 7 5 11 4 13 14 7 5 12 4 10 94
21/4 7 11 5 4 4 7 6 1 10 5 9 69
21/5 35 50 25 84 40 60 95 83 26 70 28 85 681
26/1 4 6 8 9 4 3 6 7 6 3 1 57
26/2 5 5 3 2 3 1 1 2 1 23
26/3 10 6 3 7 10 7 11 18 5 11 4 12 104
26/4 10 7 1 19 2 2 4 4 2 2 3 9 65
26/5 55 57 32 63 30 87 98 106 60 62 25 95 770
Grand Total 235 310 169 354 259 401 412 339 197 288 150 385 3499

aCoverage length/levels: defined as the length in weeks and the levels coded as 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% -
92.49%), 3 =(92.50% - 94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
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Figure 1. The probability of a positive net return by coverage length and level for

marketing months January and April and averaged across all marketing months.
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Table A.1. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Steers Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June,

2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.94%**x  _1.02%**  -0.02 0.10 0.21* -0.35%**
Length (weeks)

13 0.54%**  (0.64%**  -029**  -0.31*%*  -0.01 0.15

17 0.60%**  (0.79***  -0.03 -0.37%%  -0.29%*  0.36%**
21 0.61***  0.65*%** (.14 -0.21 -0.14 -0.08

26 0.32%* 0.84***  -0.01 0.11 -0.09 -0.02
Level®

1 -1.26%%F ST *E J2.05%*k -0.98% kK -] 12%F* _(.49%**
2 -0.31 -1.23%#% 1 46%Fx 0.41%*  -0.76%**F  -0.28%*

3 0.15 -0.51%*  -1.09%**  -0.50*%**  -0.68*** -0.14

4 -0.18 -0.34 -0.61%**  -0.29* -0.02 0.14
Length/Level

13/1 -0.09 -- 0.84***  0.15 -0.63%#* ] [ 4%H*
13/2 -0.47* -0.01 0.84%**  -0.1 -0.28 -1.04%%*
13/3 -0.62***  -0.20 0.62*** (.25 0.08 -0.75%**
13/4 -0.10 0.03 0.44%* 0.15 -0.13 -0.38%**
17/1 0.65* -0.04 0.47* 0.33* 0.06 -1.64%**
17/2 -0.08 -0.03 0.55%* 0.13 0.13 -(0.98#**
17/3 -0.40%* -0.27 0.64***  (.42%* 0.24 -0.74%**
17/4 -0.10 0.12 0.39* 0.13 -0.21 -0.36*
21/1 0.75%* 0.38 0.30 0.24 0.11 -0.38%*
21/2 -0.02 0.41 0.47%* 0.03 0.07 -0.30
21/3 -0.49**  0.07 0.45%* 0.26 0.20 -0.25
21/4 -0.18 -0.09 0.28 0.09 -0.15 -0.37*
26/1 0.57 -- -- 0.18 0.09 -0.09
26/2 -0.16 0.52 0.13 -0.23 0.06 0.01
26/3 -0.12 -0.34 0.29 -0.21 0.17 -0.08
26/4 -0.24 -0.57* -0.01 0.28 -0.09 -0.16
Observations 6,023 4,457 6,234 4,943 6,310 7,285
Pseudo R"2 0.056 0.118 0.126 0.042 0.091 0.114

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table A.2. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Steers Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December,

2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant -0.36***  -0.60*** -0.21%* -0.30**  -0.39** -1.28%**
Length (weeks)

13 -0.29%*  -0.64***  -0.42%** (.13 0.27 0.85%**
17 -0.14 -0.31%%*%  -(0.39%* -0.20 0.08 (0.95%**
21 0.03 -0.13 -0.37** -0.28 -0.04 0.50*
26 -0.07 0.00 -0.30* 0.23 -0.16 0.21
Level®

1 -1.26%%F ] 4%k ] 87k L] 39HEE ] S48k (.64%
2 -0.50%** Q. 73%**x ] 50%**F 1. 13%Fx _1.09%FF -0.40

3 -0.19 -0.41%%%  0.95%**  .043**  -0.60%* 0.07

4 0.07 -0.14 -0.63*** (.02 -0.04 -0.03
Length/Level

13/1 -0.26 0.68***  -0.02 -0.43 0.69** -0.39
13/2 -0.33* 0.33* 0.27 0.09 0.52%* -0.01
13/3 -0.36**  0.21 0.24 -0.22 0.24 -0.37
13/4 -0.37**  -0.02 0.44%* -0.32 -0.16 -0.23
17/1 -0.11 0.08 -0.01 0.02 0.05 -0.27
17/2 -0.37**  0.15 0.56** 0.44 0.44 -0.07
17/3 -0.29* 0.20 0.28 -0.05 0.23 -0.47
17/4 -0.22 0.14 0.58%* -0.05 -0.41 -0.30
21/1 -0.40%* 0.36* 0.03 0.29 -0.04 -0.36
21/2 -0.49%** .0.01 0.38 0.84%**  (.54% -0.24
21/3 -0.45*%** (.08 0.41 0.02 0.22 0.00
21/4 -0.25 0.12 0.48%* 0.00 -0.22 -0.33
26/1 0.29 0.27 0.25 -0.20 0.18 -0.36
26/2 -0.04 -0.17 (0.927%: 0.03 0.41 0.08
26/3 -0.23 -0.24 0.29 -0.29 0.23 -0.08
26/4 -0.13 -0.32% 0.24 -0.35 -0.19 0.02
Observations 8,607 9,166 4,863 5,108 4,286 4,638
Pseudo R"2 0.106 0.086 0.152 0.118 0.1 0.074

a"Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -

94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table A.3. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder
Cattle Steers Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 15.56° -- 20.62 27.30¢ 27.27° 13.68°
17 25.402 16.192 24.05*  29.62¢4 27.19° 15.83°
21 25.952 17.612 25.922  32.25b¢ 32.69* 18.82
26 17.45° 16.66* 15.48 39.382 34.352 26.952
30 9.73 -- -- 34.79ab 35.52a 29.702
Level®

1 9.25 -- -- 18.88 12.49 6.01

2 17.20 7.47 14.91 29.59 24.30 13.25

3 23.99 15.15 24.73 34.32 33.05 20.23
4 22.71 22.15 34.37 39.42 47.57 34.79
5 32.87 35.66 46.78 45.70 53.61 40.72
Length/Level

13/1 4,014 -- 6.40% 14.88 -- 3.38™
13/2 11.918"  5.120sh 17.724 23.36M 19.63%  6.44!
13/3 19.24%f 13.64%¢58  21.948h 37 17882 3424d¢ 14,02
13/4 25.15%4¢ 2420 31.94%f  36.13%ete 517920 33 33cde
13/5 34.64*° 34922 37.99%¢  41.53¢%d 57.70® 42.25°
17/1 17.00%  2.61%ehi 513k 18.04% 12.60/ 1.69™
17/2 23.23¢4e 7780 16.84"1  29.22feh 23 508hi 10 610k
17/3 27.57¢ 15.66%%¢  30.86>7 36.67%%¢f  30.03%P¢  19.24%h
17/4 26.96° 32.432 39.60%¢  33.18%efe  37.68%4  42.00°
17/5 36.692 40.69? 48.032°  39.44%dc  46.69° 50.46%
21/1 20.12%f 4 835eh 5.09% 19.87'4 17.43% 9.63k!
2172 25.62¢%¢  11.64%cfe 1931ehi 371 31efeh 26 59feh 15 77hi
21/3 252954 21.10%¢  30.45%F  36.36%4efe 34.3040f  20.678h
21/4 24.62¢%¢  21.11>¢  41.99>¢d 377104l 46.04%¢ 25565
21/5 37.272 35.552 54770 45.50°¢ 52.70ab  33.46%%
26/1 9.52h 3.23%ehi 185 27.808h 18.15% 17.110
26/2 13.79%eh  18.52bed g 60k 33.33defeh 2796efe 26 300fe
26/3 27.87°%¢4  15.09%4¢  20.55%hi 30.92¢feh 34964 28.174ef
26/4 15.04beh  13.64%efe 2509508 57802 50.33»>  3523bcde
26/5 26.92bcde 42 74a 487720 58.182 54.76*>  35.80bcd
30/1 1.407 -- -- 18.99% 18.10% 20.008h
30/2 10.59M1  1.20 6.947% 37.89%defe 28 gedefe 26 .53defe
30/3 21.5¢4ef  6.31teh 13.454 3462045 31.95defe 31 45¢def
30/4 13.255%0  8.60steh  26.6008h  42.31bede  5743ab 4] 9enbe
30/5 17.44%5eh 153194 49 p3abc 53 ggab 58.20® 36.435c4d

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table A.4. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder
Cattle Steers Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 -- 5.76 5.98° 15212 28.872 19.292
17 13.13>  8.12° 7.50ab 13.74° 16.53° 21.702
21 14.00° 11.332 7.712b 15.942b 14.38° 11.59°
26 19.442 10.022>  10.452 18.512 12.52° 8.285¢
30 21.76*  11.45® 9.542 16.90**  13.02° 6.62°
Level®

1 3.16 2.28 0.86 3.48 5.39 5.90

2 10.53 6.75 5.26 12.65 16.78 14.41

3 17.04 11.80 10.76 18.95 24.32 21.45
4 26.79 16.26 21.80 31.78 28.15 19.56
5 32.00 20.30 29.20 36.86 37.79 27.42
Length/Level

13/1 1.53k 2.20%! 0.58' 2.29% 16.52¢h 7.29%¢
13/2 7.07h 5.04h-4 3.10%k 11.374 24 .32¢dete 90 270d
13/3 11.70%  7.39&h 8.875¢h  20.73f¢  31.56P¢ 23.30°
13/4 17.165  7.94&h 20414 31.84%4  37.502° 24.61¢
13/5 259454 10.69%%2  26.21°° 43332 45112 33.442P
17/1 3.067¢ 1.11! 0.64! 3.05% 3.51 10.80%f
17/2 g8.628Mi 6. 798h 6.028&h 11.728 16.74%h 21.20%4
17/3 16.36° 13.004sf  9.92fe 16.365M1  25.00%45f 23.46°
17/4 259654 17.88%¢4  25500¢  29.69%de 2D 34dete 25.625¢
17/5 30.912b¢ 18.04%¢  27.12b¢  30.85%¢  37.722b 37.122
21/1 2.35k 3.361K 0.77%! 4.65% 2.20i 3.76%"
2172 9.33sh  7078h 4.46'4 19.4280 16.36%" 7.84%58
21/3 16.84°  14.35%%¢  12.99%f  16.24%h 1 13%fe 23.90¢
21/4 30.532b¢ 22,6220 2327b¢  2900%%¢ 24.41%defe 12 66°f
21/5 37.18*  23.18»b  27.98bc  pg22cdef 33 33be 21.71¢%4
26/1 8.09ehi 3 giik 1.640k! 4.83k 2.78 1.92h
26/2 16.67F  6.598h1  13.794ef 2 120k 10.78M 8.14%¢
26/3 19.814¢  10.47%% 11.93%F  21.69%%¢  17.92feh 13.914¢
26/4 31.43»0¢ 14.18%4ef 18.42¢de 34 71bed 21 54cdefeh 13 g5def
26/5 33.472b 27272 30.512>  47.372 28.99bcdet 14 1pdef
30/1 5.30M 1.97%! 1.850k! 4.55k 2.65 2.748h
30/2 19.594¢  9.12F¢ 432014 7.69K 6.93% 4.65%h
30/3 29.28%¢ 15484 12.12%be  2336defe  16.180eh 11.324¢te
30/4 38.732  22.73*®  20.00>%%¢ 39.082bc  33.33abede g 5pefeh
30/5 36.05*%° 27272 41512 38.36%>¢ 34 78abed 10.00%5eh

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%),
4 =(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter
are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table A.5. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle Steers
Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.26 S22, 15%%k (. 7T7** 4.30%*% 4 47HRxEk ] 9%k
Length (weeks)

13 1.23* 3.16%** 0.48 -0.80 -0.65 -0.61
17 1.40%* 2.58%** 1.60***  -0.86 -1.23**  0.29

21 2.40%#x D JQHHE 2.08***  -0.17 -0.62 -0.31
26 -0.43 1.37%%* 0.98* 2.48%* 0.44 0.34
Level®

1 -0.87 1.01* -1.96%*® 4 774%Hx 4 QFFAx ) §5%Ak
2 -0.89 0.60 S1L75%FE 3 ARFEEE 4 Q4xEkx ] Q6 H*
3 0.05 0.11 -1.69%** - 3 35HEE 3 60FHE [ ]]H*
4 0.26 -0.03 -1.74%%%  237*%*% 018 0.33
Length/Level

13/1 -0.51 -2.56***% (.58 2.40%* 0.81 0.97
13/2 -0.30 -2.25%%% 0.50 1.69 0.57 0.28
13/3 -0.97 -1.36** 0.80 2.18* 0.48 -0.35
13/4 -1.04 -0.89 1.35% 1.95 -1.60* -0.96
17/1 -0.44 -2.00%**  -0.96 2.60** 1.93%* -0.18
17/2 0.08 -1.80%** -1.11%* 1.75 1.94%* -0.89
17/3 -0.52 -0.79 -0.41 2.70%* 2.04%* -1.29%*
17/4 -1.21 -0.31 0.60 1.60 -0.82 -1.26*
21/1 -1.16 2. 11%*F% _1.49%%  1.68 1.23 0.65
21/2 -0.35 -1.88***  _1.49%*  1.22 1.34 0.18
21/3 -0.93 -1.16* -0.74 1.42 1.41%* -0.11
21/4 -2.12%* -1.55%* 0.38 1.44 -0.61 -1.02
26/1 1.35 -1.23* -0.69 -1.02 -0.06 0.00
26/2 1.10 -0.34 -1.12 -1.64 0.25 0.23
26/3 2.01%** 0.20 -0.97 -1.27 -0.28 -0.09
26/4 -0.56 -1.18 -0.74 0.70 -1.61%* -0.57

# Of Observations 6,023 4,899 6,410 4,943 6,310 7,285
Adjusted R"2 0.014 0.027 0.051 0.026 0.071 0.035

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%),
4 =(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table A.6. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle
Steers Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant 0.44 -1.02%** (.14 2.61%**  -0.25 -0.74
Length (weeks)

13 -0.66* -1.00%** -0.76 -0.62 2.56%**  1.79%
17 0.09 -0.05 -0.48 -0.39 1.18 3.06%**
21 0.92%* 0.52%* -0.22 -1.18 1.88%* 0.74
26 0.39 0.97#**  1.3]1%* -0.13 0.68 1.10
Level®

1 -1.39*** -0.06 -1.15%* -3.19%#* ] 44%* -0.16
2 -1.26%**  -0.28 -l.62%* k3 30**x _]1.43% -1.52
3 -0.60 -0.16 -1.54%**x D 28%k* 1 .89%* 146
4 0.18 -0.20 -1.69***  -1.09 -0.09 0.71
Length/Level

13/1 1.13%* 1.60***  ].25%* 0.85 -0.69 -1.12
13/2 1.01* 1.73%** ].54%%* 1.02 -0.25 0.58
13/3 0.42 1.67%**  1.64%* 0.54 1.10 1.20
13/4 -0.27 1.04** 1.90***  -0.11 -0.95 -1.48
17/1 0.31 0.40 0.72 0.35 0.12 -2.39%
17/2 0.15 0.49 1.14%* 1.00 0.35 -0.13
17/3 -0.30 0.47 1.14%* -0.36 1.48 0.03
17/4 -0.30 0.47 Lo1*** (.54 -0.55 -2.13
21/1 -0.48 -0.17 0.25 1.10 -1.00 0.28
21/2 -0.73 -0.06 0.59 2.07** -0.21 1.01
21/3 -1.09**  0.10 0.61 0.78 -0.01 2.93*%
21/4 -0.92 0.40 1.59%** 1.03 -0.97 -0.41
26/1 -0.09 -0.66 -1.33* -0.27 0.04 -0.91
26/2 -0.04 -0.61 -0.56 -0.09 0.19 -0.03
26/3 -0.32 -0.70 -0.77 -0.76 1.42 0.69
26/4 -0.42 -1.02%*  -0.61 -1.00 -0.81 0.16
# Of Observations 8,607 9,166 4,863 5,108 4,286 4,638
Adjusted R"2 0.014 0.007 0.010 0.030 0.028 0.009

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table A.7. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Steers Weight 1
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 0.09%° -0.082 0.432 2.242 1.13 0.19¢
17 0.412 -0.22ab 0.502 2.292 1.562 0.32¢
21 0.91 -0.44° 0.672 2.342 1.782 0.425¢
26 -0.15b¢ -0.94 -0.41° 3.07 1.772 1.002
30 -0.57¢ -1.78 -0.69° 1.30 1.632 0.73>>
Level®

1 -0.27° -0.672 -0.572 0.96 -0.06 -0.362
2 0.04° -0.772 -0.492 1.632 0.43 -0.212
3 0.632 -0.52a 0.01 2.232 1.21 0.25

4 0.03° -0.65% 0.63 3.16 3.09 1.26

5 0.912 0.21 1.89 4.18 3.93 1.82
Length/Level

13/1 -0.41behi -0.54%¢te 0,148 1,16 -0.30¢  -0.25
13/2 -0.225ehi -0.645eh 0.00%ehi 1 718hi 005k  -0.35
13/3 0.05%efeh -0.24¢4ef 037ete  p 33efehi () GOl -0.13h-4
13/4 0.199ef 0.09bd 0.86%¢ 3.09¢def  239ef  ( g9fe
13/5 0.975¢d 1.012 1.25¢4  3.50bede  3.81bc  ].33bode
17/1 -0.1655&hi -0.55%efe  _0.554k 130! 0.2345k  _0.50]
17/2 0.33%def -0.77%eh -0.49%k  1.718hi 0,731 -0.613
17/3 0.67°>¢de -0.25¢def gp7eteh 2 7g9cdefe | g8Fe  _g 7Nl
17/4 0.20%%f 0.09b-cde 1.23¢4  2.g7defteh g 59de 1 3gbede
17/5 1.14b¢ 0.43abc 23780 3.44bcde 3 23cde 9 D3a
21/1 0.119efe -0.55%¢ke  _0.60%k  1.07! 0.15%k 027
2172 0.90P-.d-e -0.735eh -0.39Midk 1 g7behi 750l 0 150
21/3 1.263b< -0.50%¢te  (0.42¢fe  popetehi 1 gefeh (40080
21/4 0.29%def -1.03&M 1.49¢4 3.20%4ef 3 4pbcd (g 93def
21/5 2.152 0.55»> 2.852 4.,13b¢ 3.85%b¢ 1 .63abed
26/1 -0.20%5&hi -1.005&0 -0.90'7F 1,014 -0.08*  -0.274
26/2 -0.48beh -0.534ebeh 1 11k l.eebehi 0 718hi (550 feh
26/3 1.372b -0.47¢deteh g griik 2 1eetehi 1 p3ehi 1 g7edef
26/4 -0.98M -1.99% 0,734k 51120 3.475¢de 2 03ab
26/5 -0.695e0 -0.78%Feh 1 75b¢ 6.78% 4.902 2.282
30/1 -1.13 -1.148h4d -1.19% -0.44 -0.46  -0.61
30/2 -1.15%0 -1.55M4 -0.98*  (.824 0.034k  _0.02&Mid
30/3 -0.21&behi -2.04 -0.91%k  .95h1 0.87&hki  (.83defe
30/4 0.01bcdetehi o 18 -0.97'9k  1.93efehi 4 gqab 9 p7ab
30/5 -0.26%etehi ) 15 0.77¢%¢f  430>4 44720 ].94ab¢

?Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%)),
4 =(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter
are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table A.8. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Steers Weight 1
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 -0.38>  -0.91b¢ -0.55% 0.382 1.10 0.372b
17 -0.152>  _0.832b -0.592 0.402 0.192 0.832

21 0.032 -0.60? -0.73b 0.332 0.122b 0.302P
26 -0.022  -0.792b -0.502 -0.06? -0.42° -0.20b¢
30 -0.23*b  _1.16° -1.09° 0.492 -1.30 -1.24¢
Level?

1 -0.59°  -0.74* -0.812b -0.60° -0.49¢ -0.25°

2 -0.58P°¢  -0.882 -0.91° -0.272b -0.10b¢ -0.15°

3 -0.30° -0.76* -0.832b -0.112 0.36>° 0.672

4 0.332 -0.932 -0.502 1.15 0.502 0.542

5 0.572 -0.932 -0.03 2.07 1.33 0.982
Length/Level _

13/1 -0.4851  -0.48+0¢  .0.51nbede 0340ehi 0 17def -0.23¢defe
13/2 -0.47¢f  -0.56nbcde _( g9abede g oghehi g gobed 0.12¢4e
13/3 -0.40%f  -0.51>bc  _0.52abede (g pgdef 1.52%b 0.80b-cd
13/4 -0.314ef 118" -0.41abed (g 79bede 1 pgbe 0.28b-c.de
13/5 -0.224¢ 2,02 -0.620bede 1998 2308 1.05b¢
1711 -0.55%"  -0.720edel 0 76200l 0,620 0.39%be - 230dele
17/2 -0.59%F  -0.850defe g gobedel g ggetehi 0 15defe (680
17/3 -0.38%f  _0.75bcdef g 74abede g 41fehi (g 51ede 0.89b-<d
17/4 0.41b¢ -0 79bcdef o 1pab 1.67*0 0.29¢def 0 gobed
17/5 0.53%¢  -1.06%"e  -0.342bed 9222 93bed 2 3Da
21/1 -0.515F  -0.73bedef g ogedef g geehi  _0.82ehi  (120de
2172 -0.64%"  -0.84°%efe 1 p1del p200efeh 0014k 0. 51400
21/3 -0.34%f  _0.56%bed 1019t g 07ebehi _gpgdefe 1 48ab
21/4 0.61° -0.302b -0.182bc 1.372be 0.56>cdef g ogbede
21/5 1.36 -0.50*b¢  .0.,082P 1.438b¢ 1.63*° 0.00%def
26/1 -0.65%"  -0.77°cdel 1 02¢def -0.98"  -0.982M  -0.7]1deke
26/2 -0.4851  -0.93¢dele 0. 72abede 090N -0.820eh -] 19efe
26/3 -0.10%4¢ g 91cedete g gsbedef g 55fehi g og5defe (g g40cdefe
26/4 0.58>¢  -1.27%¢ -0.85»bede () gpedefe g 48deteh | p3abed
26/5 0.83*"  -0.05 1.46 249*  042bedel g3ebede
30/1 -0.95F  -1.08%f¢ -1.019%ef 0,580 ] 6O" -0.90%-efe
30/2 -0.82¢"  -1.30¢ -1.48" -0.69%&h -1.68" -2.26"¢
30/3 -0.16%%¢  _1.18%¢ -1.40%f 0.330defe 14 -2.198
30/4 0.622bc 1 22f¢ -1.55F 1.52abed g 34defeh g g3bedef
30/5 0.44bcd  _1 p2odefe () 142 2.612 -0.259ebeh _( 74cdete

?Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%),

4=(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter
are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table B.1. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Heifers Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June,

2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.94%**x  _1.02***  -0.01 0.10 0.21* -0.35%**
Length (weeks)

13 0.54%**  (.64%** -0.30**  -0.31**  -0.01 0.15

17 0.59%**  (.79%** -0.04 -0.37%%  -0.29%*  (0.36%**
21 0.61%**  (0.65%** 0.13 -0.21 -0.15 -0.08

26 0.32%* (.84 % -0.02 0.11 -0.09 -0.02
Level®

1 -1.26%%F  1.67*FF J2.05%**k LQ.98%F k] 12%*k*F (. 5]***
2 -0.31 -1.23%%k 1 47*Fx L0.41%F  -0.76%FF -0.26*

3 0.15 -0.51%** -1.10%**  -0.50%**  -0.68*** -0.14

4 -0.18 -0.34 -0.59%**  .(0.29% -0.02 0.14
Length/Level

13/1 -0.09 0.84*** (.16 -0.65%** -] ] 2%**
13/2 -0.47* -0.01 0.85%**  -0.12 -0.27 -1.06%**
13/3 -0.62***  -0.20 0.63*** (.25 0.07 -0.75%**
13/4 -0.10 0.04 0.42%* 0.15 -0.13 -0.38%**
17/1 0.65* -0.04 0.48%** 0.34* 0.06 -1.63%**
17/2 -0.07 -0.03 0.56** 0.12 0.13 -0.99%#**
17/3 -0.40%* -0.26 0.65%**  (.42%* 0.24 -0.75%**
17/4 -0.08 0.12 0.38%* 0.13 -0.21 -0.35*
21/1 0.74%* 0.38 0.33 0.24 0.12 -0.37**
21/2 -0.01 0.41 0.48%* 0.03 0.09 -0.31
21/3 -0.49**  0.08 0.47%* 0.27 0.22 -0.26
21/4 -0.18 -0.10 0.27 0.09 -0.12 -0.37*
26/1 0.57 0.18 0.09 -0.08
26/2 -0.16 0.52 0.13 -0.24 0.06 0.00
26/3 -0.12 -0.34 0.32 -0.20 0.17 -0.08
26/4 -0.24 -0.58* -0.02 0.28 -0.09 -0.16
Observations 6,022 4,457 6,235 4,941 6,309 7,286
Pseudo R"2 0.056 0.119 0.126 0.042 0.091 0.115

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table B.2. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Heifers Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December,

2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant -0.36%**  -0.60*** -0.21%* -0.30**  -0.39** -1.28%#*
Length (weeks)

13 -0.29%*%  -0.64%**  -0.42%*F* (.12 0.26 0.85%**
17 -0.14 -0.31%%%  -0.41***  -0.20 0.08 0.95%**
21 0.03 -0.13 -0.38%* -0.28 -0.04 0.50*
26 -0.07 0.00 -0.30* 0.22 -0.16 0.21
Level®

1 -1.20%%% ] 45%Ek® ] R7HEkE L] 3QHEE ] S4%kEF (.64
2 -0.50% % Q. 73%**k ] 50%**F -] 13%FE _1.09%FF -0.40

3 -0.19 -0.41%%%  .0.95%**  .0.43**  -0.60** 0.07

4 0.07 -0.14 -0.63*** (.02 -0.04 -0.03
Length/Level

13/1 -0.26 0.68***  -0.02 -0.43 0.70%* -0.39
13/2 -0.33* 0.33* 0.27 0.10 0.53* -0.01
13/3 -0.37**  0.21 0.24 -0.20 0.26 -0.38
13/4 -0.38**  -0.02 0.44%* -0.31 -0.15 -0.22
17/1 -0.11 0.08 0.01 0.02 0.05 -0.27
17/2 -0.37%*  0.15 0.57%* 0.44 0.44 -0.07
17/3 -0.29* 0.20 0.29 -0.05 0.23 -0.46
17/4 -0.22 0.14 0.59%%* -0.05 -0.41 -0.30
21/1 -0.40%* 0.36* 0.04 0.29 -0.04 -0.35
21/2 -0.50%** -0.01 0.40 0.84%#*  (.54%* -0.23
21/3 -0.45%** (.08 0.43* 0.02 0.23 0.00
21/4 -0.25 0.12 0.50%%* 0.00 -0.23 -0.36
26/1 0.29 0.27 0.25 -0.19 0.18 -0.36
26/2 -0.04 -0.17 (0.927%** 0.04 0.41 0.08
26/3 -0.23 -0.24 0.29 -0.28 0.23 -0.08
26/4 -0.13 -0.33* 0.24 -0.32 -0.19 0.02
Observations 8,607 9,169 4,863 5,108 4,286 4,638
Pseudo R"2 0.106 0.086 0.152 0.118 0.099 0.075

a"Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -

94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table B.3. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder
Cattle Heifers Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 15.57° -- 20.57 27.32¢ 27.16° 13.67°
17 25.402 16.182 24.052 29.66%4 27.22° 15.86°
21 25.96? 17.612 26.122 32.285¢ 32.66* 18.82
26 17.45° 16.66* 15.55 39.382 34.36 26.952
30 9.74 -- -- 34.79%b 35.532 29.682
Level®

1 9.23 -- -- 19.03 12.34 5.98

2 17.26 7.47 14.88 29.30 24.43 13.29

3 23.99 15.14 24.86 34.45 33.05 20.22

4 22.75 22.25 34.34 39.42 47.67 34.90

5 32.81 35.66 46.77 45.70 53.51 40.72
Length/Level

13/1 4,020 -- 6.40 15.13 5.72 3.38m
13/2 11.91% 5120 17.7204  22.90h 19.94%45  6.46!

13/3 19.24%¢  13.64%f 21,948 37 28efe 34154 14 050
13/4 25.15%4 2456  31.64%F  36.139%fe 517920 33 24c0de
13/5 34.64*>  34.92a 37.99%¢  41.53¢%d 57.70® 42.25°
17/1 17of 2.61 5.13! 18.35% 12.60* 1.68™
17/2 23.23¢4 67780 16.844  28.90feh  23.598hi 10610k
17/3 27.57¢ 15.66%f  30.95%F  36.67%%ef  30.13defe 19 198hi
17/4 27.13¢ 32.43*> 39604 33.18%¢fe  37.68%¢  42.47°
17/5 36.45% 40.692 478720 39.44%4¢  46.69° 50.46%
21/1 19.88%¢  4.83Mi 5.39! 19.87% 17.247%  9.63!
2172 25.98%4  11.64%%¢ 19.23ehii 31 1e%feh  26.775eh 15770
21/3 252954 21.10%¢  30.57%F  36.68%¢ef 34304  20.618h
21/4 24.62¢4  21.11%¢  41.99%¢d 37 71%def 4650  25.665¢
21/5 37.272 35.55% 54.772 45.50>¢ 52.23ab 33 46040t
26/1 9.52¢ 3.23h 1.85 27.8%h 18.154k 1711
26/2 13.79%f¢  18.52¢4¢  8.568! 33.06%%F¢  27.96%F¢  26.32¢f¢
26/3 27.87°¢  15.09%sf  21.008M4  31.13%feh  34.96def 28 .17def
26/4 15.04%f¢  13.64%cte 250950 57802 50.33»>  3523bcde
26/5 26.920c4 42 742 48.77*  58.182 54.76*>  35.80bcd
30/1 1.4 -- -- 18.99% 18.104k 19,628
30/2 10.59%h 1,20 6.94%! 37.89¢defe 28 gpdete 27 (3defe
30/3 21.5%¢  g258hi 13450k 34 g20dete 3] 95defe 31 450def
30/4 13.25%te  g.705eh  p7.370eh 4) 31bede  5743ab 4] 9eabe
30/5 17.449¢fe 15319ef 49 612bc 53 98ab 58.20® 36.435c4d

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table B.4. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder
Cattle Heifers Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 9.05 5.76 5.99° 15292 28.89a 19.27
17 13.13>  8.11° 7.472b 13.74° 16.54° 21.702
21 14.01° 11.332 7.728b 15.92»>  14.38° 11.48°
26 19.442 10.022>  10.452 18.542 12.53b 8.285¢
30 21.76*  11.45® 9.542 16.90**  13.03° 6.62°
Level®

1 3.15 2.28 0.86 3.48 5.39 5.89

2 10.53 6.75 5.26 12.65 16.76 14.39
3 16.99 11.80 10.77 19.03 24.45 21.42

4 26.78 16.24 21.87 31.93 28.08 19.49
5 32.00 20.32 28.97 36.74 37.69 27.39
Length/Level

13/1 1.53k 2.20%! 0.58' 2.30 16.528h 7.29%¢
13/2 7.07h 5.04h-4 3.09hk 11.37M 24.32¢dete 20 134
13/3 11.51%  7.39eh 8.875¢h 21,099  31.94b¢ 23.15¢
13/4 17.11¢  7.94s&h 20414 32.09¢  37.40b 24.92¢
13/5 25.94%4  10.69%%¢ 2621  43.122 44782 33.442P
17/1 3.067¢ 1.11! 0.64! 3.05 3.5 10.77%%
17/2 8.628M1 6. 79¢h 6.028M1 11.72h 16.672h 21.20%4
17/3 16.40° 12.984ef 992t 16.365%"  25.00%def  23.55¢
17/4 25.90%¢  17.88>¢4  2550bc  29.690cd 22 34defe 25 60bc
17/5 30.912b¢ 18.04%>¢  26.55>¢  30.85P¢  37.72ab 37.122
21/1 2.35k 3.350K 0.77%! 4.65 2.20i 3.76%"
2172 9318h 70780 4.46'4 19.425¢ 16.36%" 7.84%5e
21/3 16.84°  14.35%%¢  13.04%f  16.17%h  21.24%¢ 23.90¢
21/4 30.632b¢ 22,6230 23,60  29.00bcde 24 22¢defe 1D 10°f
21/5 37.18*  23.18%P  27.54b¢  28.22bcde 33 33be 21.59¢%4
26/1 8.07ehi 3 68k 1.640k! 483 2.78 1.91h
26/2 16.73%f  6.59801  13.79def 12 12ehi 1(0.78M 8.24¢%¢
26/3 19.814¢  10.50%%¢ 11.93%F  21.69%f  17.92feh 13.914¢
26/4 31.43»b¢  14.08%4ef [8.42¢de  35253b 9] 54cdefeh 13 g5def
26/5 33.472b 27362 30.512>  46.972 28.99bcdef 14 1pdef
30/1 5.30% 1.98%! 1.850K! 4,550 2.65 2.748h
30/2 19.594¢  9.09%¢ 432014 7.69% 6.93% 4.65%h
30/3 29.28%¢  15.48%de 12.12%f¢  2336%def 1618080 11.324¢te
30/4 38.732 22733 20.00>%%¢ 39.082b  33.33abede g 5pefeh
30/5 36.05*%° 27272 41512 38.36*°  34.78*bcd 10, 00%5eh

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table B.5. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle
Heifers Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.23 -1.95%**% (. 74%** 3.01%%%  4.06%**  ]1.76%**
Length (weeks)

13 1.12%* 2.87*%%  0.40 -0.73 -0.59 -0.56
17 1.25%% 2. 35%%* 1.40***  -0.78 -1.12%%  0.26

21 2.19%#x 2 4pH*® 1.85%**  -0.16 -0.63 -0.28
26 -0.39 1.24%* 0.85* 2.25%%* 0.40 0.31
Level®

1 -0.79 0.91* -1.82%FE 4 FHEE Y ARHAE ) J4wAk
2 -0.81 0.54 -1.63%%% 3 16**k*E 4. 04%Hk* 1. 76%**
3 0.04 0.09 -1.57HR 305k 37k ] Q1
4 0.24 -0.02 -l.e5**®  2.15%*  0.16 0.30
Length/Level

13/1 -0.46 -2.33***% (.56 2.19%* 0.74 0.90*
13/2 -0.27 -2.05%** 0.49 1.52 0.53 0.23
13/3 -0.88 -1.23%* 0.77 2.00* 0.43 -0.31
13/4 -0.95 -0.82 1.30** 1.78 -1.46%* -0.88
17/1 -0.38 -1.81%**  -0.82 2.37%* 1.75%* -0.15
17/2 0.09 -1.63%* -0.96 1.59 1.76** -0.83
17/3 -0.45 -0.72 -0.32 2.45%* 1.86%* -1.18%**
17/4 -1.06 -0.29 0.63 1.45 -0.74 -1.13*
21/1 -1.07 -1.92%**%  _131*%*  1.53 1.17 0.61
21/2 -0.30 -1L71%%F 0 1.32%*%  1.09 1.30%* 0.14
21/3 -0.85 -1.05%* -0.64 1.32 1.35% -0.11
21/4 -1.93%*%  -1.42%* 0.41 1.31 -0.42 -0.91
26/1 1.23 -1.12* -0.59 -0.92 -0.05 0.02
26/2 1.00 -0.31 -0.98 -1.51 0.23 0.18
26/3 1.83**  0.19 -0.82 -1.13 -0.26 -0.08
26/4 -0.51 -1.08 -0.60 0.64 -1.47* -0.52

# Of Observations 6,022 4,899 6,411 4,941 6,309 7,286
Adjusted R"2 0.014 0.027 0.051 0.026 0.071 0.035

Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level
respectively.
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Table B.6. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle
Heifers Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant 0.40 -0.93*** (.13 2.37#%% .0.23 -0.67
Length (weeks)

13 -0.60* -0.91%**  -0.69 -0.57 2.30%**  1.63*
17 0.08 -0.04 -0.44 -0.36 1.07 2.78%**
21 0.83%* 0.47* -0.25 -1.08 1.71%* 0.71
26 0.35 0.89#**  1.19%* -0.21 0.62 1.00
Level®

1 -1.26*** -0.05 -1.04** -2.90%#*  -1.31* -0.15
2 -1.15%%*%  -0.25 -1.47%%% - 3.00%*F*  -1.30% -1.38
3 -0.55 -0.14 -1.40%**  2.07%**  -1.72%* 132
4 0.16 -0.18 -1.54***  -0.99 -0.08 0.64
Length/Level

13/1 1.02%* 1.45%%*  1.14%* 0.78 -0.60 -1.02
13/2 0.92%* 1.58%** 1.40%* 0.94 -0.20 0.52
13/3 0.37 1.51%**  1.49%* 0.50 1.03 1.03
13/4 -0.23 0.95%* 1.73%**  -0.08 -0.82 -1.27
17/1 0.28 0.37 0.66 0.32 0.11 -2.18%*
17/2 0.13 0.45 1.03* 0.91 0.32 -0.12
17/3 -0.28 0.43 1.04* -0.32 1.34 0.03
17/4 -0.27 0.43 1.74*** 0.49 -0.50 -1.94
21/1 -0.44 -0.15 0.27 1.00 -0.91 0.21
21/2 -0.66 -0.06 0.58 1.89%* -0.19 0.87
21/3 -1.00**  0.09 0.61 0.70 0.00 2.62%
21/4 -0.83 0.37 1.52%%* 0.94 -0.90 -0.46
26/1 -0.08 -0.62%* -1.21* -0.15 0.04 -0.84
26/2 -0.04 -0.56 -0.51 0.01 0.17 -0.02
26/3 -0.29 -0.64 -0.70 -0.60 1.29 0.63
26/4 -0.38 -0.96**  -0.55 -0.69 -0.74 0.14
# Of Observations 8,607 9,169 4,863 5,108 4,286 4,638
Adjusted R"2 0.014 0.007 0.01 0.029 0.028 0.009

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table B.7. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Heifers Weight 1
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 0.08>° -0.082 0.392 2.042 1.03 0.17°
17 0.372 -0.202b 0.452 2.082 1.422 0.30°
21 0.83 -0.40° 0.612 2.132 1.612 0.395¢
26 -0.13b5¢ -0.85 -0.37° 2.79 1.612 0.912
30 -0.52¢ -1.62 -0.62° 1.18 1.482 0.66*°
Level®

1 -0.25° -0.612 -0.522 0.87 -0.06 -0.332
2 0.04° -0.702 -0.442 1.472 0.40 -0.182
3 0.572 -0.472 0.02 2.042 1.10 0.23

4 0.03° -0.592 0.57 2.87 2.82 1.15

5 0.822 0.19 1.72 3.80 3.56 1.66
Length/Level

13/1 -0.37%eh  _0.49%efe o 128hi 1 06! -0.281  -0.234
13/2 -0.205eh  _0.58feh . 00fehi [ 5480 -0.044  -0.32
13/3 0.05%¢fe  _g220def  33%fe D (3efehi g g3hi (20l
13/4 0.18%¢f 0.08%<d 0.784%¢ 2.81edef o179 0.620F8
13/5 0.88>¢d  0.922 1.14%4 3.18%ede 3 47bc ] pbede
17/1 -0.15%%&h  _0.50defe  _0.504k  1.18 02104 -0.45
17/2 0.30%4ef 07058 _0.44bKk 15620 0.67"  -0.56
17/3 0.61bcde  _0.23%def  gogefeh g 5qedefe 1 53t g 6Mid
17/4 0.19%ef 0.09>¢de 1 12¢d 2.43defeh g 36de 1 1gbede
17/5 1.02b¢ 0.40-b< 2.14ab 3.13bede 9 ggqede 9 (32
21/1 0.09%fe  _0.504efe  _0.540Kk (.97 0.12M4  -0.24]
2172 0.84bcde  _0.66beh  _035Md  1.e80ehi g 708hT 0. 140
21/3 1.1425¢  _046%cfe  039%fe 2 p3efehi 1 51fe (.360eh
21/4 0.26%4ef  _0.94ehi 1.35¢d 2.91edef 3 1gbed g ggdef
21/5 1.952 0.50%° 2.592 3.755¢ 3.435¢  1.48abed
26/1 -0.18%F&h g 91fehi g1k 0.920 -0.074  -0.24%
26/2 -0.43%eh  _0.484efeh 1 2k 1.49tehi g g5ehi (50 5eh
26/3 1.258b -0.43¢dete 0. gokk 1 .9gefehi gg3eh  ggedef
26/4 -0.908h -1.81% -0.66%%  4.65% 3.15%¢d 1 g5ab
26/5 -0.635h 0. 710feh 1 50bc 6.16* 4.46 2.072
30/1 -1.02h -1.048h4 108K -0.401 -0.421  -0.57
30/2 -1.04%h 14104 -0.89%k 0.75% 0.0204  0.01&M
30/3 -0.19¢teh 1 86! -0.834k (. 87"t 0.79ehi . 75%¢te
30/4 0.01bcdef 1971 -0.921k  1.76%behi 4 20ab 3 pGab
30/5 -0.23%ete 1 95 0.74%4¢f 3 91bed 406> 1.76%0¢

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table B.8. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Heifers Weight 1
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 -0.35>  -0.820¢ -0.502 0.352 1.00 0.342>
17 -0.142>  -0.752b -0.542 0.36% 0.172 0.762

21 0.03? -0.542 -0.672b 0.302 0.11*° 0.27>>
26 -0.012  -0.722b -0.46* -0.05? -0.38° -0.185¢
30 -0.212%  -1.05¢ -0.99° 0.442 -1.18 -1.13¢
Level®

1 -0.54¢  -0.682 -0.73ab -0.55° -0.44¢ -0.23%

2 -0.53%¢  -0.80? -0.83° -0.24*  _0.09b° -0.14°

3 -0.28"  -0.69* -0.75b -0.102 0.322° 0.592

4 0.312 -0.85% -0.45% 1.06 0.46? 0.512

5 0.512 -0.842 -0.04 1.86 1.20 0.902
Length/Level

13/1 -0.44%f  -0.442b¢ -0.462bede _0315eh 0 16%ef -0.21¢4efe
13/2 -0.43%F  -0.51»bede g g3abedel g ogheh g 56P0d 0.10%4¢
13/3 -0.38%f  -0.472b¢ -0.47abede g p3def ] 3gab 0.66"¢4
13/4 -0.26%¢  -1.07% -0.37»bed 0.73bede 1 160C 0.34bc.de
13/5 -0.20%  -1.84 -0.56abcdef 1 g1a 2.072 0.96"¢
17/1 -0.50F  -0.65%def  _.g9bcdel 5608k _(.35908 -0.21%dete
17/2 -0.53f  -0.77debe . 75bedet g g7ebeh 0. 14debe (.61Pd
17/3 -0.34%"  -0.68>cdefe g g7abedel g 38feh (g 470de 0.82bcd
17/4 0.37%¢  -0.72bcdefe 1120 1.520 0.2654ef  (.82bed
17/5 0.48>¢  -0.974fe  _0312bed 222 0.84bcd 2.112

21/1 -0.47%f  -0.66°%%ef  _0.89%ef -0.608h  -0.748hi 0.1154¢
2172 -0.58%F  -0.76%4cte 1 019ef 0.18%efe  _0.019%fe  _0.46dcFe
21/3 -0.316f  -0.5120cd 0. 91def -0.07¢beh 0 24dete 1 34ab
21/4 0.57° -0.272b -0.13%bc 1.25abc  .50bedef g ppbede
21/5 1.232 -0.458bc -0.12ab 1.302>¢  1.48»° 0.044ef
26/1 -0.59%f  -0.70bcdefe  _.93def -0.89" -0.89&M -0.65%%f¢
26/2 -0.43%f  -0.85%defe . gerdedef 0 gaeh 0 74fehi 1 g7%fe
26/3 -0.09%d¢ _0.810dete g 78bedel g 50feh . 04dete _.36%defe
26/4 0.53>¢  -1.18¢ -0.778bedef g gg8bcdef (g g3defehi 1 1pabed
26/5 0.752%  -0.032 1.322 2.172 0.39bcdete () 33bode
30/1 -0.86"  -0.98%¢ -0.91¢4ef  _g.520eh 1 540 -0.824ete
30/2 -0.75f  -1.18¢ -1.34f -0.635eh  _1.53hi -2.05%¢
30/3 -0.15%%¢  _1.07%¢ -1.27¢f 0.30%4cte  _1 95 -2.00¢
30/4 0.56ab¢ _1.11¢ -1.41F 1.38abed g 31defehi g g3bodete
30/5 0.40>¢4  _0.93cdefe (132 2.372 -0.234ebeh o g7edefe

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4
=(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter are

not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table C.1. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Heifers Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June,

2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.94%** - _1.02*%**  -0.02 0.10 0.21* -0.35%**
Length (weeks)

13 0.53%**  (.64%** -0.29**  -0.31**  -0.02 0.16

17 0.59%**  (.79%** -0.03 -0.37%%  -0.29%*  (0.36%**
21 0.61%**  (0.65%** 0.14 -0.21 -0.14 -0.08

26 0.29 (.84 % -0.01 0.11 -0.09 -0.02
Level®

1 -1.26%%F  1.67*FF  J2.06%**F  LQ.98%F k] 12%*kF (. 5]***
2 -0.31 -1.24%*% 1. 46%*F*  -0.41%*F  -0.76%*F*  -0.26*

3 0.15 -0.51%** -1.09%**  -0.50*** -0.68*** -0.14

4 -0.18 -0.34 -0.57***  -0.29% -0.02 0.14
Length/Level

13/1 -0.08 -- 0.85***  0.16 -0.63%** ] 3%k
13/2 -0.46* -0.01 0.84%**  _0.11 -0.28 -1.06%**
13/3 -0.61%**  -0.21 0.62%** (.24 0.08 -0.75%**
13/4 -0.08 0.03 0.40%* 0.15 -0.12 -0.40%**
17/1 0.65* -0.04 0.48%** 0.34* 0.06 -1.63%**
17/2 -0.07 -0.02 0.55%* 0.13 0.13 -0.99%#**
17/3 -0.39%* -0.26 0.63%**  (.42%* 0.24 -0.74%**
17/4 -0.09 0.12 0.36* 0.13 -0.21 -0.37*
21/1 0.74%* 0.41 0.33 0.24 0.12 -0.37**
21/2 0.00 0.41 0.47** 0.03 0.07 -0.32*
21/3 -0.50**  0.08 0.46%* 0.27 0.20 -0.25
21/4 -0.18 -0.10 0.25 0.09 -0.15 -0.37*
26/1 0.60* -- -- 0.18 0.09 -0.08
26/2 -0.13 0.52 0.12 -0.23 0.06 0.00
26/3 -0.09 -0.34 0.29 -0.21 0.16 -0.08
26/4 -0.19 -0.58* -0.05 0.28 -0.09 -0.16
Observations 6,022 4,458 6,233 4,940 6,308 7,286
Pseudo R"2 0.055 0.118 0.126 0.042 0.091 0.115

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table C.2. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Heifers Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December,

2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant -0.36%**  -0.60*** -0.21%* -0.30**  -0.39** -1.20%#*
Length (weeks)

13 -0.29%*%  -0.64***  -0.42%** (.11 0.26 0.87#**
17 -0.14 -0.31%%%  -0.41***  -0.20 0.08 0.96%**
21 0.03 -0.13 -0.37** -0.28 -0.04 0.53#*
26 -0.06 0.00 -0.30* 0.22 -0.16 0.22
Level®

1 -1.26%%% ] 46%k® ] 87k L] 39%KE ] S54%%EF 0.63

2 -0.50%#* Q. 73%Hx ] 50*** ] 13%Fx _1.09%*F*  -0.39

3 -0.19 -0.43%%% .0.95%**  .0.43**  -0.60** 0.08

4 0.07 -0.15 -0.63*** (.02 -0.04 0.00
Length/Level

13/1 -0.26 0.69***  -0.02 -0.42 0.70%* -0.40
13/2 -0.33* 0.34%* 0.27 0.10 0.52* -0.02
13/3 -0.37**  0.22 0.24 -0.19 0.25 -0.38
13/4 -0.37*%*  -0.01 0.45%* -0.29 -0.15 -0.25
17/1 -0.11 0.08 0.01 0.02 0.05 -0.28
17/2 -0.37%*  0.15 0.57%* 0.44 0.44 -0.09
17/3 -0.29* 0.21 0.29 -0.05 0.23 -0.47
17/4 -0.22 0.14 0.58%%* -0.05 -0.41 -0.33
21/1 -0.40%* 0.36* 0.03 0.29 -0.04 -0.38
21/2 -0.49%** (.00 0.38 0.84%#*  (.54%* -0.26
21/3 -0.44*** (.10 0.41 0.02 0.23 -0.03
21/4 -0.25 0.14 0.48%* 0.00 -0.23 -0.40
26/1 0.28 0.27 0.25 -0.19 0.18 -0.37
26/2 -0.05 -0.15 (0.927%** 0.04 0.41 0.07
26/3 -0.25 -0.24 0.28 -0.28 0.23 -0.09
26/4 -0.15 -0.32% 0.24 -0.32 -0.19 0.00
Observations 8,605 9,168 4,862 5,109 4,286 4,638
Pseudo R"2 0.106 0.086 0.152 0.118 0.099 0.075

a"Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -

94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table C.3. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder
Cattle Heifers Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 15.53° -- 20.57 27.334 27.29° 13.68°
17 25.39a 16.182 24.04*  29.66%¢ 27.21° 15.79%
21 25.952 17.76* 26.14*  32.20°¢ 32.682 18.81
26 17.43° 16.66* 15.49 39.382 34.252 26.952
30 9.74 -- -- 34.7920 35.522 29.682
Level®

1 9.23 -- -- 18.97 12.50 5.98

2 17.3 7.46 14.87 29.51 24.30 13.23

3 24.01 15.06 24.75 34.36 32.98 20.28

4 22.86 22.23 34.39 39.42 47.66 34.64

5 32.52 35.65 46.82 45.70 53.57 40.80
Length/Level

13/1 4.016! -- 6.42k 15.13 5.96 3.38"
13/2 11.91% 5.12¢h 17.67% 23110 19.69%  6.44™
13/3 19.24teh 13.36%¢f  21.948h 32 06%fe 34154 14.05K
13/4 25.374¢ 24 .47° 31.64%F  36.13%%fe  52.12ab 32 9gcde
13/5 34.17*>¢ 34,924 37.99%¢  41.53¢4 57.582 42.51°
17/1 17.00M 2.61M 5.13k 18.15M 12.60/ 1.68"
17/2 23.23defe 677 16.840  29.22feh 23 50ehi 10 61k
17/3 27.78¢4 15.66%%¢  30.65¢  36.67%%f  30.13%¢efe 19240l
17/4 26.90¢ 32.432 39.80%¢  33.18%efe 37689  41.67°
17/5 36.452b 40.692 48.032>  39.44%dc  46.69° 50.462
21/1 19.94%feh 5 08h 5.39% 19.80% 17.48" 9.63m
2172 26.21%¢f 11.64%f  19.238hi 31 31eteh 26 590eh 154910k
21/3 25.00%¢f  21.10>¢  30.68%f  36.68%4%f  34.174¢f  20.85%hi
21/4 24.62%¢f 21.115¢  41.99bcd 37 710def  4604%¢ 2566580
21/5 37.272 35.55% 54770 45.50°° 52.70ab  33.46%def
26/1 9.52i 3.238hi 185 27.808h 18.15M 17.114
26/2 13.7901 18.52%¢4 8560k 3333defe  p781efe 26 3pcfeh
26/3 28.02b¢d 15.09%4¢  20.648M1  30.92%feh 34 67def g 17defe
26/4 15.56804 13 64%def 2581%¢  57.802 50.33»>  35.23bede
26/5 25.97%def 42 742 49.01»>  58.182 54762  35.80bcd
30/1 1.40! -- -- 18.99% 18.10% 19.62M1
30/2 10.59'5k 1.19 6.947% 37.89¢defe 28 ggdele 27 (3deteh
30/3 21.50defeh g o5feh 13454 34 gpedefe 31 95defe 31 45¢def
30/4 13.25M14 8.70%f¢  27.66%5¢ 42.31bede 574320 4] 9gabe
30/5 17.44%5ehid 15 310de 49 p3abe 53 ggab 58.20? 36.435¢d

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%),

4=(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter
are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table C.4. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder Cattle

Heifers Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 9.08 5.76 6.01° 15.29**  28.89 19.292
17 13.14° 8.12° 7.43ab 13.73% 16.542 21.712
21 14.01° 11.332 7.712b 15932 1438 11.55°
26 19.442 10.032P 10.452 18.532 12.522 8.28%¢
30 21.76* 11.392 9.56* 16.90*  13.022 6.63°
Level®

1 3.16 2.28 0.86 3.48 5.39 5.90

2 10.53 6.81 5.26 12.64 16.78 14.37
3 16.99 11.70 10.79 19.03 24.42 21.50
4 26.79 16.26 21.77 32.07 28.08 19.41

5 32.07 20.32 29.06 36.64 37.74 27.51
Length/Level

13/1 1.53k 2.200K 0.58' 2.290 16.528h 7.295eh
13/2 7.07h 5.04h 3.10%k 11.33M 24.32¢dete (. 20%de
13/3 11.51%  7.378h 8.875¢h  21.17%f  31.820¢ 23.30¢
13/4 17.36° 7.968h 20.82b¢4  32.46P¢  37.40b 24.68¢
13/5 25944  10.69%%¢  26.21b¢ 42759 44942 33.442b
17/1 3.067¢ 1.11¥ 0.64! 3.05 3.51 10.80%¢
17/2 g.648Mh1 6. 798h 6.0280 11.72h 16.748h 21.10%4¢
17/3 16.36° 13.00%f  9.92fe 16.2450 25 00%def  23.64¢
17/4 259654 17.830¢4  2500%  29.82b<d ) 34defe D5 49bc
17/5 30.912b¢  18.09°¢ 26.55¢  30.85P¢  37.72ab 37.122
21/1 2.35k 3.350 0.77%! 4.65 2.22 3.76M
2172 9.33gh 7.118h 4.46'4 19.425¢ 16.36%" 7.84%eh
21/3 16.88¢ 14.32¢4¢  13.04%F  16.24%h 21245 23.90¢
21/4 30.53ab¢ 22 682P 23.13%>¢  29.00bcde 24 22¢defe 12 10fe
21/5 37.182 23.1220 27.98>¢  28.22bede 33 33be 22.16%4
26/1 8.09ehi 3 68h 1.640k! 483 2.78 1.92
26/2 16.67%F  6.86%" 13.79%¢f 12,1280 10.78M 8.145eh
26/3 19.814¢ 102255  11.93%f  21.69%ef  17.92feh 13.914¢f
26/4 31.02ab¢  14.18%def  18.420de  3525ab 2] s4cdefeh 13 ggdefe
26/5 33.902® 27272 30.512%  46.972 28.99bcdef 14 1pdefe
30/1 5.30M 1.970k 1.850k! 4.55 2.65 2.74Mi
30/2 19.59%¢ 9,095 432014 7.69% 6.93% 4,658
30/3 29.28%¢  15.17%%¢  12.24%fe  2336%def  16.180ehd 11.32¢beh
30/4 38.732 22.632P 20.00>%4¢ 39 08ab  33.33abede g 7ghehi
30/5 36.05%°  27.392 41.512 38.36*°  34.78»bc¢d g gobehi

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%),

4=(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter
are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table C.5. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle
Heifers Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.21 -1.76%**  0.63** 3.52%Fx 3 5wk ] SQ%Ak
Length (weeks)

13 0.98* 2.59%*% (.39 -0.66 -0.54 -0.50
17 [.13%% 2 11%%* L.31***  -0.70 -1.01*%*  0.24

21 1.O7%** 2] %** 1.70***  -0.14 -0.51 -0.26
26 -0.39 1.12%* 0.827%* 2.03%* 0.36 0.28
Level®

1 -0.71 0.82%* -l.o1®xE 3 BRHHEE 4 (3HAkx D ] QFH*
2 -0.73 0.49 -1.43%%k D EwEkE 3 p3wcAkH ] S8FH*
3 0.04 0.08 -1.38% Ak D T4 D 9k () 9] **
4 0.22 -0.02 -1.43%%%  _1.94** (.14 0.27
Length/Level

13/1 -0.39 -2.09*** 0.47 1.97** 0.67 0.81*
13/2 -0.22 -1.84%** 0.40 1.39 0.48 0.21
13/3 -0.77 -1.12%* 0.66 1.78* 0.39 -0.28
13/4 -0.80 -0.73 L.11* 1.60 -1.28* -0.79
17/1 -0.34 -1.63%**  -0.78 2.14%* 1.58%* -0.13
17/2 0.08 -1.47%* -0.91* 1.43 1.59%** -0.75
17/3 -0.40 -0.64 -0.34 2.21%* 1.68%* -1.06%*
17/4 -0.96 -0.26 0.49 1.31 -0.67 -1.03*
21/1 -0.96 =173 J122%*%  1.37 1.01 0.55
21/2 -0.26 -1.54%%% - 1.22%*%  1.00 1.10 0.10
21/3 -0.78 -0.95%* -0.60 1.19 1.14* -0.07
21/4 -1.74%%  -1.28%* 0.31 1.18 -0.50 -0.82
26/1 1.14 -1.01* -0.58 -0.83 -0.05 0.02
26/2 0.94 -0.28 -0.93 -1.34 0.23 0.17
26/3 1.70**  0.17 -0.81 -1.04 -0.25 -0.08
26/4 -0.41 -0.97 -0.63 0.58 -1.32%* -0.47

# Of Observations 6,022 4,899 6,409 4,940 6,308 7,286
Adjusted R"2 0.014 0.027 0.051 0.026 0.071 0.035

Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level
respectively.
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Table C.6. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle
Heifers Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant 0.36 -0.82%** (.12 2.14%*%*  -0.21 -0.67
Length (weeks)

13 -0.54* -0.83*#*  .0.62 -0.57 2.08%**  ].54%
17 0.08 -0.05 -0.39 -0.32 0.97 2.57%**
21 0.75*%*  0.41 -0.18 -0.97 1.54%* 0.71
26 0.36 0.78%**  1.07** -0.19 0.56 0.97
Level®

1 -1.14%**  -0.06 -0.94%** -2.61%%%  -1.18* -0.06
2 -1.03***  -0.24 -1.32%%Ek D 70* k117 -1.17
3 -0.49 -0.14 -1.26%**  -1.86%** -1.55%*  -1.12
4 0.15 -0.18 -1.39%**  -0.89 -0.07 0.75
Length/Level

13/1 0.92%* 1.32%*%  1,03%* 0.76 -0.55 -0.99
13/2 0.83* 1.43%**  1.26%* 0.90 -0.19 0.41
13/3 0.33 1.37%%%  1.34%%* 0.51 0.91 0.89
13/4 -0.20 0.87%* 1.55%**  0.04 -0.75 -1.35
17/1 0.25 0.34 0.59 0.29 0.10 -2.03*
17/2 0.12 0.41 0.93* 0.82 0.29 -0.18
17/3 -0.25 0.40 0.93* -0.30 1.21 -0.03
17/4 -0.24 0.40 1.57***  0.46 -0.45 -1.92
21/1 -0.39 -0.13 0.20 0.90 -0.82 0.12
21/2 -0.60 -0.04 0.48 1.70%* -0.17 0.72
21/3 -0.89**  0.09 0.50 0.64 0.00 2.29*
21/4 -0.75 0.35 1.28%* 0.85 -0.81 -0.59
26/1 -0.12 -0.54 -1.09* -0.14 0.03 -0.82
26/2 -0.08 -0.46 -0.46 0.01 0.15 -0.10
26/3 -0.31 -0.58%* -0.63 -0.54 1.16 0.50
26/4 -0.43 -0.82**  -0.50 -0.62 -0.67 -0.04
# Of Observations 8,605 9,168 4,862 5,109 4,286 4,638
Adjusted R"2 0.0140  0.0070  0.0100 0.0290  0.0280 0.0090

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table C.7. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Heifers Weight 2
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 0.072P -0.072 0.352 1.832 0.93 0.15°
17 0.342 -0.18b 0.412 1.882 1.282 0.27°
21 0.75 -0.36° 0.552 1.922 1.452 0.35b¢
26 -0.12b¢ -0.77 -0.33° 2.51 1.452 0.812
30 -0.47° -1.46 -0.56° 1.06 1.332 0.60%°
Level®

1 -0.22% -0.552 -0.46* 0.79 -0.05 -0.292
2 0.04° -0.632 -0.40? 1.342 0.36 -0.172
3 0.522 -0.432 0.01 1.832 0.98 0.21

4 0.03° -0.532 0.51 2.58 2.53 1.03

5 0.722 0.17 1.55 3.42 3.21 1.49
Length/Level

13/1 -0.33%feh -0.444fe 011804 (.95 -0.25%  -0.21
13/2 -0.18beh -0.53%eh 0.00%&hi  1.41%ehi 004k -0.20
13/3 0.04%cf¢ -0.21¢4sf  030%fe  p.oefehi (560 -0.11h4
13/4 0.184ef 0.08%d 0.70%¢ 2.53¢def 197t (56508
13/5 0.775¢d 0.832 1.02¢4  2.86>ede 3 11bc  1,09b0de
17/1 -0.134efeh  _0 4508 -0.4549k 1,071 0.19%%  -0.41]
17/2 0.27%4¢ -0.63%eh -0.404K%  1.408hi  0.60M4  -0.500
17/3 0.56>4 -0.21¢def gppefeh 9 ogedefe | 38fe g 40
17/4 0.174ef 0.08%cde 1.0194  2.19defeh g qpde 1 g7bode
17/5 0.91¢ 0.358bc 1.94ab  2g1bede ) g5ede | g3a
21/1 0.08%cF¢ -0.45%efe 0494k (.87 0.124k  _0.22i
2172 0.77%¢4 -0.605&h -0.32Mik 1 53tehi g g2Mid 0,150
21/3 1.02a-b< -0.414ete  035%fe ] .g3ebehi 1 34feh () 350ehi
21/4 0.23¢def -0.84&M 1.21¢4  2.620def 2 gobed (0 78def
21/5 1.762 0.45%P 2.332 3.385¢ 3.15%0¢  1.33abed
26/1 -0.17%efeb 0 g2fehi -0.7344k  0.83H -0.07%%  -0.22%4
26/2 -0.39feh -0.434ebeh 0 90k 1.365e 061804 (.45%teh
26/3 1.142b -0.39cdeteh g 74kik 1 77etehi g gpehi () ggedef
26/4 -0.79gh -1.63% -0.614% 418> 2.84b¢de 1 gad
26/5 -0.605&h -0.64%5&h 1 45b¢ 5.54a 4.012 1.86%
30/1 -0.92h -0.938h-bi -0.98k -0.36/ -0.38¢  -0.51
30/2 -0.948h -1.27M -0.80%%  0.674 0.024k  0.012hb
30/3 -0.174feh 1 68 -0.75%k  .78h-bi 0.718hbi (0 68defe
30/4 0.00bcdeteh 1 78 -0.79'k 1.58efehi 3 8pab 1 g5ab
30/5 -0.214efeh 1 76 0.63%¢f  3.50bed 3 g5ab ] 50abe

aCoverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -

94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table C.8. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Heifers Weight 2
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 -0.32°  -0.74b¢ -0.452 0.312 0.90 0.3120
17 -0.132> .68 -0.492 0.332 0.162 0.682

21 0.032 -0.492 -0.60*° 0.272 0.10*° 0.242b
26 -0.012  -0.65*b -0.412 -0.05? -0.34° -0.16°¢
30 -0.19*>  _0.94° -0.89° 0.40? -1.06 -1.01°
Level?

1 -0.48°  -0.61* -0.66*° -0.49° -0.40° -0.20°

2 -0.47%¢  -.0.712 -0.75° -0.22ab .08 -0.13b

3 -0.25°>  -0.632 -0.68*b -0.092 0.292b 0.542

4 0.272 -0.76% -0.412 0.98 0.422 0.452

5 0.472 -0.76* -0.02 1.66 1.09 0.812
Length/Level

13/1 -0.39%f  _0.39%bc  _04pabede  _gogheh  ( 14def -0.19%def.e
13/2 -0.39¢f  _0.46abede (g 56abede _o3feh (g 5bed 0.10%4¢
13/3 -0.34%f  _0.422bc  _04pabede (ppdef | p3ab 0.63bcd
13/4 -0.24%¢  _0.96beh -0.34abed (g 7pbede 1 5be 0.26"de
13/5 -0.18%¢  -1.65 -0.50>bede 1 57a 1.872 0.865¢
17/1 -0.45%f  _0.59bcdef o g3bedef g 5ofeh () 30efe -0.19%defe
17/2 -0.48%f  -0.700defe g g70cdef g o7beh o 12defe (9 550ed
17/3 -0.31¢F  -0.61>cdef g gpabede g 350eh (g g4pcde 0.74bcd
17/4 0.34%¢  _0.65>cdef 0 102b 1.392P 0.230def 0.73b-cd
17/5 0.43>¢  _0.87deteh g pgabed 1 g)a 0.76"><4d 1.902
21/1 -0.42¢F  -0.60>cdef 0. 80%def  _0.54¢h 0672 0.09%4=
21/2 -0.52¢f  0.69%dete _g91def g 1edete  _go1dete (0 .4pdefe
21/3 -0.28%f  _0.46>b<d  _0.820def g peebeh  _022defe 1 ppab
21/4 0.50° -0.24ab -0.162b¢ 1.12abc  (.45bedef (g ppbede
21/5 1.112 -0.41*>¢  .0.06*P 117> 1.33ab 0.04¢def
26/1 -0.53%"  -0.63bcdel 0. 83edel 080" -0.808M  -0.58%cfe
26/2 -0.39%f  -0.74%defe g 59abede g 74eh g g7behi () 97efe
26/3 -0.08%%¢ -0.76°%eke 0. 70>l 0450 0 04%ete 0330000
26/4 0.43%¢  _1.05%h -0.69nbede () 43bedef o 3gdefehi 1 gpabed
26/5 0.72+°  -0.04 1.19 1.95 0.350edete 30bede
30/1 -0.78"  -0.88sFeh  .0.82edel  .0.470eh o] 38M -0.749<te
30/2 -0.67%"  -1.06" -1.21° -0.560¢h 138" -1.85%¢
30/3 -0.13%4¢  _0.96f2h -1 148f 0.27¢defe 1 751 -1.80¢
30/4 0.512bc 1. 01beh -1.27¢ 1.24abed o pgdefeh (g g7abedef
30/5 0.36>¢d  _0.820defe () 122 2.142 -0.219eteh g g7edete

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%),

4=(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter
are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table D.1. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Brahman Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June,

2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.94%**x  _1.02***  -0.01 0.10 0.21* -0.35%**
Length (weeks)

13 0.54%**  (.64%** -0.30**  -0.31**  -0.01 0.15

17 0.59%**  (.79%** -0.04 -0.37%%  -0.29%*  (0.36%**
21 0.61%**  (0.65%** 0.13 -0.21 -0.15 -0.08

26 0.32%* (.84 % -0.02 0.11 -0.09 -0.02
Level®

1 -1.26%%F  1.67*FF J2.05%**k LQ.98%F k] 12%*k*F (. 5]***
2 -0.31 -1.23%%k 1 47*Fx L0.41%F  -0.76%FF -0.26*

3 0.15 -0.51%** -1.10%**  -0.50%**  -0.68*** -0.14

4 -0.18 -0.34 -0.59%**  .(0.29% -0.02 0.14
Length/Level

13/1 -0.09 -- 0.84*** (.16 -0.65%** -] ] 2%**
13/2 -0.47* -0.01 0.85%**  -0.12 -0.27 -1.06%**
13/3 -0.62***  -0.20 0.63*** (.25 0.07 -0.75%**
13/4 -0.10 0.04 0.42%* 0.15 -0.13 -0.38%**
17/1 0.65* -0.04 0.48%** 0.34* 0.06 -1.63%**
17/2 -0.07 -0.03 0.56** 0.12 0.13 -0.99%#**
17/3 -0.40%* -0.26 0.65%**  (.42%* 0.24 -0.75%**
17/4 -0.08 0.12 0.38%* 0.13 -0.21 -0.35*
21/1 0.74%* 0.38 0.33 0.24 0.12 -0.37**
21/2 -0.01 0.41 0.48%* 0.03 0.09 -0.31
21/3 -0.49**  0.08 0.47%* 0.27 0.22 -0.26
21/4 -0.18 -0.10 0.27 0.09 -0.12 -0.37*
26/1 0.57 -- -- 0.18 0.09 -0.08
26/2 -0.16 0.52 0.13 -0.24 0.06 0.00
26/3 -0.12 -0.34 0.32 -0.20 0.17 -0.08
26/4 -0.24 -0.58* -0.02 0.28 -0.09 -0.16
Observations 6,022 4,457 6,235 4,941 6,309 7,286
Pseudo R"2 0.056 0.119 0.126 0.042 0.091 0.115

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.



83

Table D.2. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Brahman Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December,

2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant -0.36%**  -0.60*** -0.21%* -0.30**  -0.39** -1.28%#*
Length (weeks)

13 -0.29%*%  -0.64%**  -0.42%*F* (.12 0.26 0.85%**
17 -0.14 -0.31%%%  -0.41***  -0.20 0.08 0.95%**
21 0.03 -0.13 -0.38%* -0.28 -0.04 0.50*
26 -0.07 0.00 -0.30* 0.22 -0.16 0.21
Level®

1 -1.20%%% ] 45%Ek® ] R7HEkE L] 3QHEE ] S4%kEF (.64
2 -0.50% % Q. 73%**k ] 50%**F -] 13%FE _1.09%FF -0.40

3 -0.19 -0.41%%%  .0.95%**  .0.43**  -0.60** 0.07

4 0.07 -0.14 -0.63*** (.02 -0.04 -0.03
Length/Level

13/1 -0.26 0.68***  -0.02 -0.43 0.70%* -0.39
13/2 -0.33* 0.33* 0.27 0.10 0.53* -0.01
13/3 -0.37**  0.21 0.24 -0.20 0.26 -0.38
13/4 -0.38**  -0.02 0.44%* -0.31 -0.15 -0.22
17/1 -0.11 0.08 0.01 0.02 0.05 -0.27
17/2 -0.37%*  0.15 0.57%* 0.44 0.44 -0.07
17/3 -0.29* 0.20 0.29 -0.05 0.23 -0.46
17/4 -0.22 0.14 0.59%%* -0.05 -0.41 -0.30
21/1 -0.40%* 0.36* 0.04 0.29 -0.04 -0.35
21/2 -0.50%** -0.01 0.40 0.84%#*  (.54%* -0.23
21/3 -0.45%** (.08 0.43* 0.02 0.23 0.00
21/4 -0.25 0.12 0.50%%* 0.00 -0.23 -0.36
26/1 0.29 0.27 0.25 -0.19 0.18 -0.36
26/2 -0.04 -0.17 (0.927%** 0.04 0.41 0.08
26/3 -0.23 -0.24 0.29 -0.28 0.23 -0.08
26/4 -0.13 -0.33* 0.24 -0.32 -0.19 0.02
Observations 8,607 9,169 4,863 5,108 4,286 4,638
Pseudo R"2 0.106 0.086 0.152 0.118 0.099 0.075

aCoverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -

94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table D.3. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder
Cattle Brahman Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June,2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 15.57° -- 20.57 27.324 27.16° 13.67°
17 25.402 16.182 24.052 29.66%4 27.22b 15.86°
21 25.96? 17.612 26.122 32.285¢ 32.66* 18.82
26 17.45° 16.66* 15.55 39.382 34.36 26.952
30 9.74 -- -- 34.792° 35.532 29.682
Level®

1 9.23 -- -- 19.03 12.34 5.98

2 17.26 7.47 14.88 29.30 2443 13.29

3 23.99 15.14 24.86 34.45 33.05 20.22

4 22.75 22.25 34.34 39.42 47.67 34.90

5 32.81 35.66 46.77 45.70 53.51 40.72
Length/Level

13/1 4,020 -- 6.40 15.13 5.72 3.38m
13/2 11.9015%¢ 5120 17.72845 2290 19.94%45  6.46!

13/3 19.24%¢  13.64%F2  21.948hi  3228%fe 34154 14 05%
13/4 25.15%4 2456  31.64%F  36.134%fe 51,7920 33 24c0de
13/5 34.64*>  34.92a 37.99%¢  41.53¢%d 57.70? 42.25°
17/1 17.00¢f  2.61 5.13! 18.35M 12.60% 1.68™
17/2 23.23¢4 67780 16.844  28.90feh  23.592hi 10 610k
17/3 27.57¢ 15.66%f  30.95%F  36.67%%ef  30.13%efe 19 19&hi
17/4 27.13¢ 32.43*> 39604 33.184efe 376854  42.47°
17/5 36.45% 40.692 478720  39.44%4¢  46.69° 50.46%
21/1 19.88%¢  4.83Mi 5.39! 19.87% 17.24%% 9,63k
2172 25.98%4  [1.64%%¢ 19.23ehii 31 16%feh  26.770eh 15770
21/3 25.29%¢  21.10%¢  30.57%F  36.68%¢cf  34.30%ef  20.618h
21/4 24.62¢4  21.11%¢  41.99%¢d 37 71%def 4650  25.665¢
21/5 37.272 35.55% 54.772 45.50b¢ 52.23ab 33 460def
26/1 9.52¢ 3.23h 1.85 27.808h 18.154k  17.11M
26/2 13.79%f¢  18.52¢4¢  8.568! 33.06%%f¢  27.96%F¢  26.32¢f¢
26/3 27.87°%¢  15.09%sf  ppehii 31.13%6eh 34 9gdef 28 17def
26/4 15.04%5¢  13.64%¢t2 25950 57802 50.33*>  35.23bcde
26/5 26.920c4 42 742 487720 58.182 54.76ab  35.80bcd
30/1 1.401 -- -- 18.99% 18.10%k 19 628hi
30/2 10.59%h 1,20 6.94%! 37.89%defe 28 ggdele 27 03dete
30/3 21.5%¢  g258hi 13450k 34 620dete 31 95defe 31 450def
30/4 13.25%te  g.705eh  p7.370eh 4p 31bede 574320 4] 9eabe
30/5 17.44%¢fe  15319ef 49 6120c 53 9g8ab 58.20? 36.435c4d

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table D.4. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder
Cattle Brahman Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level:July-December,2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 9.05 5.76 5.99° 15.29*>  28.89 19.272
17 13.13>  8.11° 7.472b 13.74° 16.542 21.702
21 14.01° 11.332 7.728b 15.92»> 14382 11.48°
26 19.442 10.022>  10.452 18.542 12.532 8.285¢
30 21.76*  11.45® 9.542 16.90**  13.032 6.62°
Level®

1 3.15 2.28 0.86 3.48 5.39 5.89

2 10.53 6.75 5.26 12.65 16.76 14.39
3 16.99 11.80 10.77 19.03 24.45 21.42

4 26.78 16.24 21.87 31.93 28.08 19.49
5 32.00 20.32 28.97 36.74 37.69 27.39
Length/Level

13/1 1.53k 2.20%! 0.58' 2.30 16.528h 7.29%¢
13/2 7.07h 5.04h-4 3.09hk 11.37M 24.32¢dete 20 134
13/3 11.51%  7.39eh 8.875¢h 21,099  31.94b¢ 23.15¢
13/4 17.11¢  7.94s&h 20414 32.09¢  37.40b 24.92¢
13/5 25.94%4  10.69%%¢ 2621  43.122 44782 33.442P
17/1 3.067¢ 1.11! 0.64! 3.05 3.5 10.77%%
17/2 8.628M1 6. 79¢h 6.028M1 11.72h 16.672h 21.20%4
17/3 16.40° 12.984ef 992t 16.365%"  25.00%def  23.55¢
17/4 25.90%¢  17.88>¢4  2550bc  29.690cd 22 34defe 25 60bc
17/5 30.912b¢ 18.04%>¢  26.55>¢  30.85P¢  37.72ab 37.122
21/1 2.35k 3.350K 0.77%! 4.65 2.20i 3.76%"
2172 9318h 70780 4.46'4 19.425¢ 16.36%" 7.84%5e
21/3 16.84°  14.35%%¢  13.04%f  16.17%h  21.24%¢ 23.90¢
21/4 30.632b¢ 22,6230 23,60  29.00bcde 24 22¢defe 1D 10°f
21/5 37.18*  23.18%P  27.54b¢  28.22bcde 33 33be 21.59¢%4
26/1 8.07ehi 3 68k 1.640k! 483 2.78 1.91h
26/2 16.73%f  6.59801  13.79def 12 12ehi 1(0.78M 8.24¢%¢
26/3 19.814¢  10.50%%¢ 11.93%F  21.69%f  17.92feh 13.914¢
26/4 31.43»b¢  14.08%4ef [8.42¢de  35253b 9] 54cdefeh 13 g5def
26/5 33.472b 27362 30.512>  46.972 28.99bcdef 14 1pdef
30/1 5.30% 1.98%! 1.850K! 4,550 2.65 2.748h
30/2 19.594¢  9.09%¢ 432014 7.69% 6.93% 4.65%h
30/3 29.28%¢  15.48%de 12.12%f¢  2336%def 1618080 11.324¢te
30/4 38.732 22733 20.00>%%¢ 39.082b  33.33abede g 5pefeh
30/5 36.05*%° 27272 41512 38.36*°  34.78*bcd 10, 00%5eh

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table D.5. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle
Brahman Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.23 -1.95%**% (. 74%** 3.01%%%  4.06%**  ]1.76%**
Length (weeks)

13 1.12%* 2.87*%%  0.40 -0.73 -0.59 -0.56
17 1.25%% 2. 35%%* 1.40***  -0.78 -1.12%%  0.26

21 2.19%#x 2 4pH*® 1.85%**  -0.16 -0.63 -0.28
26 -0.39 1.24%* 0.85* 2.25%%* 0.40 0.31
Level®

1 -0.79 0.91* -1.82%%H 4 JHEE 4 ARHkE D F4A
2 -0.81 0.54 -1.63%%E 3 16%*kE 4.04%*k* -] T6***
3 0.04 0.09 -1.57Hk 3 Q5% R 3 7kEER ] Q1F*
4 0.24 -0.02 -l.e5**®k  2.15%% (.16 0.30
Length/Level

13/1 -0.46 -2.33***% (.56 2.19%* 0.74 0.90*
13/2 -0.27 -2.05%** 0.49 1.52 0.53 0.23
13/3 -0.88 -1.23%* 0.77 2.00* 0.43 -0.31
13/4 -0.95 -0.82 1.30** 1.78 -1.46* -0.88
17/1 -0.38 -1.81%**  -0.82 2.37%* 1.75%* -0.15
17/2 0.09 -1.63%* -0.96 1.59 1.76%* -0.83
17/3 -0.45 -0.72 -0.32 2.45%* 1.86%* -1.18%*
17/4 -1.06 -0.29 0.63 1.45 -0.74 -1.13*
21/1 -1.07 -1.92%**%  _131*%*  1.53 1.17 0.61
21/2 -0.30 -1L71%%F 0 1.32%*%  1.09 1.30%* 0.14
21/3 -0.85 -1.05%* -0.64 1.32 1.35% -0.11
21/4 -1.93%*%  -1.42%* 0.41 1.31 -0.42 -0.91
26/1 1.23 -1.12* -0.59 -0.92 -0.05 0.02
26/2 1.00 -0.31 -0.98 -1.51 0.23 0.18
26/3 1.83**  0.19 -0.82 -1.13 -0.26 -0.08
26/4 -0.51 -1.08 -0.60 0.64 -1.47* -0.52

# Of Observations 6,022 4,899 6,411 4,941 6,309 7,286
Adjusted R"2 0.0140  0.0270 0.0510  0.0260  0.0710  0.0350

Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level
respectively.
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Table D.6. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle
Brahman Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant 0.40 -0.93*** (.13 237%x% .0.23 -0.67
Length (weeks)

13 -0.60* -0.91%**  -0.69 -0.57 2.30%**  1.63*
17 0.08 -0.04 -0.44 -0.36 1.07 2.78%**
21 0.83%* 0.47* -0.25 -1.08 1.71%* 0.71
26 0.35 0.89#**  1.19%* -0.21 0.62 1.00
Level®

1 -1.26*** -0.05 -1.04** -2.90%*#*  -1.31* -0.15
2 -1.15%%*%  -0.25 -1.47%%% - 3.00%*F*  -1.30%* -1.38
3 -0.55 -0.14 -1.40%** - 2.07%**  -1.72%*%  -1.32
4 0.16 -0.18 -1.54***  -0.99 -0.08 0.64
Length/Level

13/1 1.02%* 1.45%%*  1.14%* 0.78 -0.60 -1.02
13/2 0.92%* 1.58%** 1.40%* 0.94 -0.20 0.52
13/3 0.37 1.51%**  1.49%* 0.50 1.03 1.03
13/4 -0.23 0.95%* 1.73%**  -0.08 -0.82 -1.27
17/1 0.28 0.37 0.66 0.32 0.11 -2.18%*
17/2 0.13 0.45 1.03* 0.91 0.32 -0.12
17/3 -0.28 0.43 1.04* -0.32 1.34 0.03
17/4 -0.27 0.43 1.74*** 0.49 -0.50 -1.94
21/1 -0.44 -0.15 0.27 1.00 -0.91 0.21
21/2 -0.66 -0.06 0.58 1.89%* -0.19 0.87
21/3 -1.00**  0.09 0.61 0.70 0.00 2.62%
21/4 -0.83 0.37 1.52%%* 0.94 -0.90 -0.46
26/1 -0.08 -0.62%* -1.21* -0.15 0.04 -0.84
26/2 -0.04 -0.56 -0.51 0.01 0.17 -0.02
26/3 -0.29 -0.64 -0.70 -0.60 1.29 0.63
26/4 -0.38 -0.96**  -0.55 -0.69 -0.74 0.14
# Of Observations 8,607 9,169 4,863 5,108 4,286 4,638
Adjusted R"2 0.0140  0.0070  0.0100 0.0290  0.0280 0.0090

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table D.7. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Brahman Weight
1 Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 0.08%P -0.082 0.392 2.042 1.03 0.17°
17 0.372 -0.202b 0.452 2.082 1.422 0.30°
21 0.83 -0.40° 0.612 2.132 1.612 0.395¢
26 -0.13b¢ -0.85 -0.37° 2.79 1.612 0.912
30 -0.52¢ -1.62 -0.62° 1.18 1.482 0.66>°
Level®

1 -0.25% -0.612 -0.52a 0.87 -0.06 -0.332
2 0.04° -0.702 -0.442 1.472 0.40 -0.182
3 0.572 -0.472 0.02 2.042 1.10 0.23

4 0.03° -0.592 0.57 2.87 2.82 1.15

5 0.822 0.19 1.72 3.80 3.56 1.66
Length/Level

13/1 -0.37beh -0.494efe  _0.1280H 1 06 -0.28 -0.23%
13/2 -0.205&h -0.58%h 0.00%&hi  1.548hi 0044  -0.32
13/3 0.05%¢f¢ -0.22¢4ef 033efe  p 3efehi g g3hi g 12hd
13/4 0.184ef 0.08%d 0.78%¢ 2.81edef 217t (.62%0
13/5 0.885cd 0.922 1.14%4  3.18bede  347bc ] pbode
17/1 -0.15%beh -0.50%%f¢  _0.50%k 1,18 02104 -0.45
17/2 0.30%4¢f -0.70beh -0.44%k 15680 067 -0.56
17/3 0.61cde -0.23¢def g26eteh 2 54cdefe 1 53fe g 16hAd
17/4 0.19%ef 0.09%c.de 1.12¢4  2.43defeh g 36de 1 1gbode
17/5 1.02b¢ 0.402b 2.14ab  3.13bede 9 ggqede 9 (3a
21/1 0.09%cf¢ -0.50%efe  _0.544Kk .97 0.12M4  -0.24f
2172 0.84b-c.de -0.665&" -0.35Mik 1 ggbehi 0 708M1 0,140
21/3 1.14abe -0.46%¢te  039%fe  p3efehi 1 51fe  (36behd
21/4 0.26%4ef -0.94&N0 1.35¢4  2.91edef 3 qgbed  ( ggdef
21/5 1.952 0.50%° 2.592 3.755¢ 3.435¢  1.48>bed
26/1 -0.18beh -0.915eni -0.811k  0.921 -0.074  -0.24%4
26/2 -0.43%eh -0.484ebeh 1 02K 1.49%ehi 0 g5ehi 0 50%beh
26/3 1.25ab -0.43¢cdeteh g golik 1 ggefehi gg3eh (g ggedef
26/4 -0.902h -1.81% -0.66%% 4,650 3.1550de 1 .85ab
26/5 -0.63%eh -0.71%5&h 1 59b¢ 6.162 4.46 2.072
30/1 -1.02h -1.048h-bi -1.08% -0.407 -0.423 -0.57
30/2 -1.048" -1.4104 -0.89% .75 0.02M4  0.012hb
30/3 -0.19%feh -1.86 -0.834k (. .87hbi 0.79ehi (. 759efe
30/4 0.01bedeteh 1 97i -0.9214k 176%behi 4 00ab 9 pgab
30/5 -0.234efeh 1 95 0.74%4ef 3 91bed 40620 1.76%0c

aCoverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -

94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table D.8. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Brahman Weight 1
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 -0.35>  -0.82b¢ -0.502 0.352 1.00 0.342P
17 -0.14»>  -0.75b -0.542 0.36% 0.172 0.76*

21 0.032 -0.542 -0.672b 0.30? 0.112P 0.27%b

26 -0.01*  -0.722b -0.46* -0.052 -0.38° -0.18¢
30 -0.212>  -1.05° -0.99% 0.442 -1.18 -1.13¢
Level®

1 -0.54¢  -0.68* -0.732b -0.55% -0.44¢ -0.23%

2 -0.53%¢  -0.802 -0.83° -0.24*>  -0.09°¢ -0.14°

3 -0.28"  -0.692 -0.75b -0.102 0.322P 0.592

4 0.312 -0.85% -0.45% 1.06 0.46 0.512

5 0.512 -0.842 -0.04 1.86 1.20 0.90?
Length/Level

13/1 -0.44%f  -0.442bc -0.46abede g 318eh (g 16def -0.2104of¢
13/2 -0.43%F  -0.51abede g g3abedel g ogheh (g 56b0d 0.10%4¢
13/3 -0.38f  -0.472bc -0.478bede gp3def - 3gab 0.66"¢4
13/4 -0.26%¢  -1.07%¢ -0.373bed . 73bede 1 6P 0.34bc.de
13/5 -0.20%¢  -1.84 -0.56abcdef ] g1a 2.072 0.96"¢
17/1 -0.50%"  -0.65%¢def  _g.gobedef g 5658 _0.350fe -0.21¢4deke
17/2 -0.53f  -0.7704efe . 75bedet g g7ofeh g 144 0.61bcd
17/3 -0.34%"  -0.68bcdefe g g7abedel g 3g8feh (g 47¢0de 0.820<d
17/4 0.37%¢  -0.72bcdete 1120 1.522b 0.2654¢f 0.82bcd
17/5 0.48b¢  -0.97d4¢fe  _0.312bed 2 2 0.84%¢4d 2.112
21/1 -0.47¢f  -0.66>cdef 0. 89def -0.608h  -0.74%0i 0.11%4¢
2172 -0.58%"  -0.76%4efe  _1 014ef 0.18¢ete  _0.014efe  _0.46%c0e
21/3 -0.31¢f  -0.512bed  _0.91def -0.07%feh  _0.24dete 1 34ab
21/4 0.57° -0.272b -0.132b¢ 1.253b¢  .50b0def g ppbede
21/5 1.232 -0.458bc -0.12ab 1.302b¢  1.48b 0.04%4¢f
26/1 -0.59%"  -0.70>cdefe 0 g3def -0.89" -0.89&M -0.65%"¢
26/2 -0.43%f  -0.85%defe  _.eexDedet _g82eh 0 74behi 1 g7ofe
26/3 -0.09%4¢  _0.810defe g 78bedel g 50feh g p4defe 0 36%dete
26/4 0.53%  -1.18¢ -0.772bedef g ggbedet g 43detehi ] 1abed
26/5 0.75*>  -0.032 1.322 2.172 0.39bedefe  ( 33bede
30/1 -0.86"  -0.98%f¢ -0.91¢4f  _g.500eh  _1 54hi -0.824-fe
30/2 -0.75%F  -1.18¢ -1.34f -0.635h 1,530 -2.05%¢
30/3 -0.15%%¢  _1.07%¢ -1.27¢f 0.30%4ete  _1.95 -2.00¢
30/4 0.562b¢  -1.11% -1.41F 1.38abed g 31detehi g o3bedefe
30/5 0.40>¢4  _0.93cdete (132 2.372 -0.234efeh g g7odete

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4 =
(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter are
not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table E.1. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Brahman Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June,

2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.94%** - _1.02*%**  -0.02 0.10 0.21* -0.35%**
Length (weeks)

13 0.53%**  (.64%** -0.29**  -0.31**  -0.02 0.16

17 0.59%**  (.79%** -0.03 -0.37%%  -0.29%*  (0.36%**
21 0.61%**  (0.65%** 0.14 -0.21 -0.14 -0.08

26 0.29 (.84 % -0.01 0.11 -0.09 -0.02
Level®

1 -1.26%%F  1.67*FF  J2.06%**F  LQ.98%F k] 12%*kF (. 5]***
2 -0.31 -1.24%*% 1. 46%*F*  -0.41%*F  -0.76%*F*  -0.26*

3 0.15 -0.51%** -1.09%**  -0.50*** -0.68*** -0.14

4 -0.18 -0.34 -0.57***  -0.29% -0.02 0.14
Length/Level

13/1 -0.08 -- 0.85***  0.16 -0.63%** ] 3%k
13/2 -0.46* -0.01 0.84%**  _0.11 -0.28 -1.06%**
13/3 -0.61%**  -0.21 0.62%** (.24 0.08 -0.75%**
13/4 -0.08 0.03 0.40%* 0.15 -0.12 -0.40%**
17/1 0.65* -0.04 0.48%** 0.34* 0.06 -1.63%**
17/2 -0.07 -0.02 0.55%* 0.13 0.13 -0.99%#**
17/3 -0.39%* -0.26 0.63%**  (.42%* 0.24 -0.74%**
17/4 -0.09 0.12 0.36* 0.13 -0.21 -0.37*
21/1 0.74%* 0.41 0.33 0.24 0.12 -0.37**
21/2 0.00 0.41 0.47** 0.03 0.07 -0.32*
21/3 -0.50**  0.08 0.46%* 0.27 0.20 -0.25
21/4 -0.18 -0.10 0.25 0.09 -0.15 -0.37*
26/1 0.60* -- -- 0.18 0.09 -0.08
26/2 -0.13 0.52 0.12 -0.23 0.06 0.00
26/3 -0.09 -0.34 0.29 -0.21 0.16 -0.08
26/4 -0.19 -0.58* -0.05 0.28 -0.09 -0.16
Observations 6,022 4,458 6,233 4,940 6,308 7,286
Pseudo R"2 0.055 0.118 0.126 0.042 0.091 0.115

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table E.2. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Brahman Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December,

2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant -0.36%**  -0.60*** -0.21%* -0.30**  -0.39** -1.20%#*
Length (weeks)

13 -0.29%*%  -0.64***  -0.42%** (.11 0.26 0.87#**
17 -0.14 -0.31%%%  -0.41***  -0.20 0.08 0.96%**
21 0.03 -0.13 -0.37** -0.28 -0.04 0.53#*
26 -0.06 0.00 -0.30* 0.22 -0.16 0.22
Level®

1 -1.26%%% ] 46%k® ] 87k L] 39%KE ] S54%%EF 0.63

2 -0.50%#* Q. 73%Hx ] 50*** ] 13%Fx _1.09%*F*  -0.39

3 -0.19 -0.43%%% .0.95%**  .0.43**  -0.60** 0.08

4 0.07 -0.15 -0.63*** (.02 -0.04 0.00
Length/Level

13/1 -0.26 0.69***  -0.02 -0.42 0.70%* -0.40
13/2 -0.33* 0.34%* 0.27 0.10 0.52* -0.02
13/3 -0.37**  0.22 0.24 -0.19 0.25 -0.38
13/4 -0.37*%*  -0.01 0.45%* -0.29 -0.15 -0.25
17/1 -0.11 0.08 0.01 0.02 0.05 -0.28
17/2 -0.37%*  0.15 0.57%* 0.44 0.44 -0.09
17/3 -0.29* 0.21 0.29 -0.05 0.23 -0.47
17/4 -0.22 0.14 0.58%%* -0.05 -0.41 -0.33
21/1 -0.40%* 0.36* 0.03 0.29 -0.04 -0.38
21/2 -0.49%** (.00 0.38 0.84%#*  (.54%* -0.26
21/3 -0.44*** (.10 0.41 0.02 0.23 -0.03
21/4 -0.25 0.14 0.48%* 0.00 -0.23 -0.40
26/1 0.28 0.27 0.25 -0.19 0.18 -0.37
26/2 -0.05 -0.15 (0.927%** 0.04 0.41 0.07
26/3 -0.25 -0.24 0.28 -0.28 0.23 -0.09
26/4 -0.15 -0.32% 0.24 -0.32 -0.19 0.00
Observations 8,605 9,168 4,862 5,109 4,286 4,638
Pseudo R"2 0.106 0.086 0.152 0.118 0.099 0.075

aCoverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -

94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table E.3. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder
Cattle Brahman Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 15.53° -- 20.57 27.334 27.29° 13.68°
17 25.39a 16.182 24.04*  29.66%¢ 27.21° 15.79%
21 25.952 17.76* 26.14*  32.20°¢ 32.682 18.81
26 17.43° 16.66* 15.49 39.382 34.252 26.952
30 9.74 -- -- 34.7920 35.522 29.682
Level®

1 9.23 -- -- 18.97 12.50 5.98

2 17.30 7.46 14.87 29.51 24.30 13.23

3 24.01 15.06 24.75 34.36 32.98 20.28

4 22.86 22.23 34.39 39.42 47.66 34.64

5 32.52 35.65 46.82 45.70 53.57 40.80
Length/Level

13/1 4.016! - 6.42k 15.13 5.96 3.38"
13/2 11.91% 5.12¢h 17.67% 23110 19.69%  6.44™
13/3 19.24teh 13.36%¢f  21.948h 32 06%fe 34154 14.05K
13/4 25.374¢ 24 .47° 31.64%F  36.13%%fe  52.12ab 32 9gcde
13/5 34.17*>¢ 34,924 37.99%¢  41.53¢4 57.582 42.51°
17/1 17.00M 2.61M 5.13k 18.15M 12.60/ 1.68"
17/2 23.23defe 677 16.840  29.22feh 23 50ehi 10 61k
17/3 27.78¢4 15.66%%¢  30.65¢  36.67%%f  30.13%¢efe 19240l
17/4 26.90¢ 32.432 39.80%¢  33.18%efe 37689  41.67°
17/5 36.452b 40.692 48.032>  39.44%dc  46.69° 50.462
21/1 19.94%feh 5 08h 5.39% 19.80% 17.48" 9.63m
2172 26.21%¢f 11.64%f  19.238hi 31 31eteh 26 590eh 154910k
21/3 25.00%¢f  21.10>¢  30.68%f  36.68%4%f  34.174¢f  20.85%hi
21/4 24.62%¢f 21.115¢  41.99bcd 37 710def  4604%¢ 2566580
21/5 37.272 35.55% 54770 45.50°° 52.70ab  33.46%def
26/1 9.52i 3.238hi 185 27.808h 18.15M 17.114
26/2 13.7901 18.52%¢4 8560k 3333defe  p781efe 26 3pcfeh
26/3 28.02b¢d 15.09%4¢  20.648M1  30.92%feh 34 67def g 17defe
26/4 15.56804 13 64%def 2581%¢  57.802 50.33»>  35.23bede
26/5 25.97%def 42 742 49.01»>  58.182 54762  35.80bcd
30/1 1.40! -- -- 18.99% 18.10% 19.62M1
30/2 10.59'5k 1.19 6.947% 37.89¢defe 28 ggdele 27 (3deteh
30/3 21.50defeh g o5feh 13454 34 gpedefe 31 95defe 31 45¢def
30/4 13.25M14 8.70%f¢  27.66%5¢ 42.31bede 574320 4] 9gabe
30/5 17.44%5ehid 15 310de 49 p3abe 53 ggab 58.20? 36.435¢d

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%),

4=(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter
are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table E.4. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder
Cattle Brahman Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level:July-December,2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 9.08 5.76 6.01° 15.29*>  28.89 19.292
17 13.14>  8.12° 7.43ab 13.73% 16.542 21.712
21 14.01° 11.332 7.712b 15932 14,382 11.55°
26 19.442 10.032>  10.452 18.532 12.522 8.285¢
30 21.76*  11.392 9.56* 16.90*  13.022 6.63°
Level®

1 3.16 2.28 0.86 3.48 5.39 5.90

2 10.53 6.81 5.26 12.64 16.78 14.37
3 16.99 11.70 10.79 19.03 24.42 21.50
4 26.79 16.26 21.77 32.07 28.08 19.41

5 32.07 20.32 29.06 36.64 37.74 27.51
Length/Level

13/1 1.53k 2.200k 0.58' 2.290 16.528h 7.295eh
13/2 7.07h 5.04h 3.10%k 11.33M 24.32¢defe 20 20%de
13/3 11.51%  7.378h 8.875¢h 21179 31.820¢ 23.30°
13/4 17.36°  7.96%" 20.82b¢4  32.46P¢  37.40b 24.68¢
13/5 25.94%4  10.69%%¢ 2621 42752 44942 33.442P
17/1 3.067¢ 1.11¥ 0.64! 3.05 3.51 10.80"¢
17/2 g.648Mh1 6. 798h 6.028M1 11.72h 16.748h 21.10%4¢
17/3 16.36° 13.004sf  9.92fe 16.24%0 25 00%def 23 64¢
17/4 259654  17.830¢4  25000¢  29.820¢d 22 .34defe  2549bc
17/5 30.912b¢ 18.09>¢  26.55>¢  30.85P¢  37.72ab 37.122
21/1 2.35k 3.350 0.77%! 4.65 2.22i 3.76M
2172 9.33eh 7118k 4.46'4 19.425¢ 16.36%" 7.84%eh
21/3 16.88¢ 14329 13.04%f  16.24%h  21.24%f¢ 23.90¢
21/4 30.532b¢ 226820 23.13b¢ 29 00bcde 24 22¢defe 12 10fe
21/5 37.18*  23.128b  27.98bc  2g22bede 33 33be 22.16%4
26/1 8.09ehi 3 68H 1.640k! 483 2.78 1.921
26/2 16.67F  6.86%" 13.79%¢f 12,1280 10.78M 8.145¢h
26/3 19.814¢  10.22%%¢ 11.93%F  21.69%f 17.92feh 13.91%¢f
26/4 31.02ab¢ 14.18%def 18.420de  3525ab 2] s4cdefeh 13 gsdefe
26/5 33.9ab 27272 30.512>  46.972 28.99bcdef 14 1pdete
30/1 5.30M 1.970k 1.850k! 4.55 2.65 2.74bi
30/2 19.594¢  9.09%¢ 432014 7.69% 6.93% 4,650
30/3 29.28%  15.17%%¢ 12.24%f¢  2336%def 1618080 11.32¢teh
30/4 38.732  22.63*®  20.00>%4¢ 39.082b  33.33abede g 7ghehi
30/5 36.05*° 27.392 41512 38.36*°  34.78»bc¢d g gohehi

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table E.S. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle
Brahman Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.21 -1.76%**  0.63** 3.52%Fx 3 5%k ] 5Q%A*
Length (weeks)

13 0.98* 2.59%*% (.39 -0.66 -0.54 -0.50
17 [.13%% 2 11%%* L.31***  -0.70 -1.01**  0.24
21 1.O7%** 2] %** 1.70***  -0.14 -0.51 -0.26
26 -0.39 1.12%* 0.827%* 2.03%* 0.36 0.28
Level®

1 -0.71 0.82%* -l.o1HxE 3 8GHHEE 4 (3**k* D ]0*H*
2 -0.73 0.49 -1.43%%E D SHAkE 3 p3HkH ] 58%H*
3 0.04 0.08 -1.38%Hk D T4RHER D Ok () 9] *F*
4 0.22 -0.02 -1.43%%%  _1.94%* (.14 0.27
Length/Level

13/1 -0.39 -2.09*** 0.47 1.97** 0.67 0.81*
13/2 -0.22 -1.84%** 0.40 1.39 0.48 0.21
13/3 -0.77 -1.12%* 0.66 1.78* 0.39 -0.28
13/4 -0.80 -0.73 L.11* 1.60 -1.28* -0.79
17/1 -0.34 -1.63%**  -0.78 2.14%* 1.58%* -0.13
17/2 0.08 -1.47%* -0.91* 1.43 1.59%** -0.75
17/3 -0.40 -0.64 -0.34 2.21%* 1.68%* -1.06%*
17/4 -0.96 -0.26 0.49 1.31 -0.67 -1.03*
21/1 -0.96 =173 J122%*%  1.37 1.01 0.55
21/2 -0.26 -1.54%%% - 1.22%*%  1.00 1.10 0.10
21/3 -0.78 -0.95%* -0.60 1.19 1.14%* -0.07
21/4 -1.74%%  -1.28%* 0.31 1.18 -0.50 -0.82
26/1 1.14 -1.01* -0.58 -0.83 -0.05 0.02
26/2 0.94 -0.28 -0.93 -1.34 0.23 0.17
26/3 1.70**  0.17 -0.81 -1.04 -0.25 -0.08
26/4 -0.41 -0.97 -0.63 0.58 -1.32%* -0.47

# Of Observations 6,022 4,899 6,409 4,940 6,308 7,286
Adjusted R"2 0.014 0.027 0.051 0.026 0.071 0.035

Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level
respectively.
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Table E.6. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle
Brahman Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant 0.36 -0.82%** (.12 2.14%%*  .0.21 -0.67
Length (weeks)

13 -0.54* -0.83%** -0.62 -0.57 2.08%**  1.54%
17 0.08 -0.05 -0.39 -0.32 0.97 2.57H**
21 0.75%* 0.41 -0.18 -0.97 1.54%* 0.71
26 0.36 0.78%**  1.07%* -0.19 0.56 0.97
Level®

1 -1.14%**  -0.06 -0.94** -2.61%F%  _]1.18% -0.06
2 -1.03***  -0.24 -1.32%%Ek D70k 117 -1.17
3 -0.49 -0.14 -1.26%**%  -1.86%** -1.55%*  -1.12
4 0.15 -0.18 -1.39***  -0.89 -0.07 0.75
Length/Level

13/1 0.92%* 1.32%*%  1,03%* 0.76 -0.55 -0.99
13/2 0.83* 1.43%**  1.26%* 0.90 -0.19 0.41
13/3 0.33 1.37%%* 1.34%* 0.51 0.91 0.89
13/4 -0.20 0.87%* 1.55%** (.04 -0.75 -1.35
17/1 0.25 0.34 0.59 0.29 0.10 -2.03*
17/2 0.12 0.41 0.93* 0.82 0.29 -0.18
17/3 -0.25 0.40 0.93* -0.30 1.21 -0.03
17/4 -0.24 0.40 1.57***  0.46 -0.45 -1.92
21/1 -0.39 -0.13 0.20 0.90 -0.82 0.12
21/2 -0.60 -0.04 0.48 1.70%* -0.17 0.72
21/3 -0.89**  0.09 0.50 0.64 0.00 2.29*
21/4 -0.75 0.35 1.28%* 0.85 -0.81 -0.59
26/1 -0.12 -0.54 -1.09* -0.14 0.03 -0.82
26/2 -0.08 -0.46 -0.46 0.01 0.15 -0.10
26/3 -0.31 -0.58%* -0.63 -0.54 1.16 0.50
26/4 -0.43 -0.82%*  -0.50 -0.62 -0.67 -0.04
# Of Observations 8,605 9,168 4,862 5,109 4,286 4,638
Adjusted R"2 0.014 0.007 0.010 0.029 0.028 0.009

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table E.7. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Brahman Weight
2 Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 0.072P -0.072 0.352 1.832 0.93 0.15°
17 0.342 -0.18b 0.412 1.882 1.282 0.27°
21 0.75 -0.36° 0.552 1.922 1.452 0.35b¢
26 -0.12b¢ -0.77 -0.33° 2.51 1.452 0.812
30 -0.47° -1.46 -0.56° 1.06 1.332 0.60%°
Level®

1 -0.22% -0.552 -0.46* 0.79 -0.05 -0.292
2 0.04° -0.632 -0.40? 1.342 0.36 -0.172
3 0.522 -0.432 0.01 1.832 0.98 0.21

4 0.03° -0.532 0.51 2.58 2.53 1.03

5 0.722 0.17 1.55 3.42 3.21 1.49
Length/Level

13/1 -0.33%feh -0.444fe 011804 (.95 -0.25%  -0.21
13/2 -0.18beh -0.53%eh 0.00%&hi  1.41%ehi 004k -0.20
13/3 0.04%cf¢ -0.21¢4sf  030%fe  1.90%behi (.56 -0.11h4
13/4 0.184ef 0.08%d 0.70%¢ 2.53¢def 197t (56508
13/5 0.775¢d 0.832 1.02¢4  2.86>ede 3 11bc  1,09b0de
17/1 -0.134efeh  _0 4508 -0.4549k 1,071 0.19%%  -0.41]
17/2 0.27%4¢ -0.63%eh -0.404K%  1.408hi  0.60M4  -0.500
17/3 0.56>4 -0.21¢def gppefeh 9 ogedefe | 38fe g 40
17/4 0.174ef 0.08%cde 1.0194  2.19defeh g qpde 1 g7bode
17/5 0.91¢ 0.358bc 1.94ab  2g1bede ) g5ede | g3a
21/1 0.08%cF¢ -0.45%efe 0494k (.87 0.124k  _0.22i
2172 0.77%¢4 -0.605&h -0.32Mik 1 53tehi g g2Mid 0,150
21/3 1.02a-b< -0.414ete  035%fe ] .g3ebehi 1 34feh () 350ehi
21/4 0.23¢def -0.84&M 1.21¢4  2.620def 2 gobed (0 78def
21/5 1.762 0.45%P 2.332 3.385¢ 3.15%0¢  1.33abed
26/1 -0.17%efeb 0 g2fehi -0.7344k  0.83H -0.07%%  -0.22%4
26/2 -0.39feh -0.434ebeh 0 90k 1.365e 061804 (.45%teh
26/3 1.142b -0.39cdeteh g 74kik 1 77etehi g gpehi () ggedef
26/4 -0.79gh -1.63% -0.614% 418> 2.84b¢de 1 gad
26/5 -0.605&h -0.64%5&h 1 45b¢ 5.54a 4.012 1.86%
30/1 -0.92h -0.938h-bi -0.98k -0.36/ -0.38¢  -0.51
30/2 -0.948h -1.27M -0.80%%  0.674 0.024k  0.012hb
30/3 -0.174feh 1 68 -0.75%k  .78h-bi 0.718hbi (0 68defe
30/4 0.00bcdeteh 1 78 -0.79'k 1.58efehi 3 8pab 1 g5ab
30/5 -0.214efeh 1 76 0.63%¢f  3.50bed 3 g5ab ] 50abe

aCoverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -

94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table E.8. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Brahman Weight 2
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 -0.32°  -0.74b¢ -0.452 0.312 0.90 0.3120
17 -0.132>  _0.682P -0.492 0.332 0.162 0.682

21 0.032 -0.492 -0.60*° 0.272 0.10*° 0.242b
26 -0.012  -0.652P -0.412 -0.052 -0.34° -0.16°¢
30 -0.19*%  .0.94¢ -0.89° 0.40? -1.06 -1.01°
Level?

1 -0.48°  -0.61? -0.66*° -0.49° -0.40° -0.20°

2 -0.47%¢  -0.712 -0.75° -0.22a8b .08 -0.13b

3 -0.25°>  -0.632 -0.68*b -0.092 0.292b 0.542

4 0.272 -0.76% -0.412 0.98 0.422 0.452

5 0.472 -0.76% -0.02 1.66 1.09 0.812
Length/Level

13/1 -0.39%f  -0.392bc -0.42abede g ogheh  ( 14def -0.19%def.e
13/2 -0.39¢f  _0.46abede g 5abedef _o3feh g 5bed 0.10%4¢
13/3 -0.34%F  -0.422b< -0.423bede g p1def 1 p3ab 0.63bcd
13/4 -0.24%¢  _0.96%eh -0.34abed (g 7pbede q 5be 0.26"de
13/5 -0.18%¢  -1.65 -0.502bedet 1 57a 1.872 0.865¢
17/1 -0.45%f  _0.59bedef g g3bedef g 50feh () 30efe -0.19%defe
17/2 -0.48%f  -0.700defeh g g7bedet g g7feh g 1pdefe () 550ed
17/3 -0.31¢F  _0.61bcdefe g goabede g 350eh (g gpcde 0.74bcd
17/4 0.34b¢  _0.65>cdefe 0 10ab 1.392b 0.23¢0def 0.73b-cd
17/5 0.43>¢  -0.87%efeh _g2gabed ] g0a 0.76>4  1.90
21/1 -0.42¢f  -0.60>cdefe g goedef 05480 0672 0.09%4=
21/2 -0.52¢f  _0.69%deteh g gpdef 0.16%ete  _g1dete (0 4pdefe
21/3 -0.28%f  -0.46xbed  _g.g2edef g pgeteh _gppdefe 1 ppab
21/4 0.50° -0.24ab -0.162b¢ 1.12abc  g45bedef g oqbede
21/5 1.112 -0.412bc -0.06*° L17%0e 13330 0.04¢def
26/1 -0.53¢f  _0.63bcdefe g g3edef g goh -0.80&h -0.584¢efe
26/2 -0.39%f  -0.74%defeh g 59abedef g 74eh g g7behi () g7efe
26/3 -0.08%de 0 76%deteh g 7gbedel g 45feh g ogdefe 0 33edefe
26/4 0.43%¢  _1.05%h -0.69nbedet (g g3bedef o 3gdefehi 1 gpabed
26/5 0.72>>  _.0.042 1.192 1.952 0.35bedefe (g 3gbede
30/1 -0.78"  -0.88sFeh g g2edel 0 47eh ] 3gh -0.749<te
30/2 -0.67¢f  -1.06" -1.21F -0.565¢h 1 38hi -1.85%¢
30/3 -0.13%4¢  _0.96"h -1.148f 0.27¢defe 1 751 - -1.80¢
30/4 0.512bc  _101beh -1.27¢ 1.24abcd o pgdetehi g g7abedef
30/5 0.36>¢d -0 .820defeh () 122 2.142 -0.219eteh g g7edete

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4
=(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter
are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table F.1. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Dairy Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June,

2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.89%**  _1.02***  -0.09 0.09 0.20* -0.35%**
Length (weeks)

13 0.32* (0.53#** -0.30**  -0.32**  -0.01 0.15

17 0.41%* 0.66%** -0.01 -0.38***%  _0.28**  (0.36%**
21 0.39%** 0.61%** 0.11 -0.21 -0.14 -0.08

26 0.22 (0.79%** -0.01 0.12 -0.08 -0.02
Level®

1 Sl 14 ek ] 99% kR 9Tk [ ] (. 5]FH*
2 -0.42% -1.24%#% 0 J1 39%Ekk0.40**  -0.76**F*  -0.26*

3 0.13 -0.51%* -1.02%%% - -0.48***  -0.67*** -0.12

4 -0.07 -0.34 -0.51%**  .0.27 0.00 0.13
Length/Level

13/1 -0.25 -- 0.86*** (.15 -0.64%** ] 1 2%**
13/2 -0.40 0.09 0.83***  -0.08 -0.29 -1.06%**
13/3 -0.61%**  -0.13 0.60***  0.24 0.07 -0.76%**
13/4 -0.20 0.07 0.33 0.13 -0.14 -0.37%%*
17/1 0.47 0.03 0.46* 0.36* 0.05 -1.63%**
17/2 -0.01 0.07 0.50%%* 0.13 0.12 -0.98#**
17/3 -0.39%* -0.14 0.55%**  (.43%* 0.23 -0.77%**
17/4 -0.23 0.18 0.28 0.12 -0.23 -0.34*
21/1 0.61** 0.36 0.36 0.25 0.12 -0.37**
21/2 0.07 0.45 0.44%* 0.03 0.07 -0.31
21/3 -0.43* 0.10 0.43%* 0.25 0.20 -0.27
21/4 -0.29 -0.14 0.19 0.07 -0.14 -0.36*
26/1 0.33 -- -- 0.17 0.08 -0.08
26/2 -0.27 0.58 0.12 -0.25 0.05 -0.02
26/3 -0.14 -0.29 0.25 -0.22 0.16 -0.08
26/4 -0.40 -0.58%* -0.08 0.26 -0.11 -0.15
Observations 6,023 4,457 6,235 4,941 6,309 7,286
Pseudo R"2 0.056 0.107 0.116 0.041 0.091 0.114

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table F.2. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Dairy Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December,

2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant -0.36***  -0.60*** -0.21%* -0.30**  -0.39** -0.66%**
Length (weeks)

13 -0.29%*  -0.65%**  -0.42***  (0.06 0.19 0.14

17 -0.14 -0.31%%*%  -(0.39%* -0.08 0.00 0.24
21 0.03 -0.13 -0.37** -0.07 0.05 -0.18
26 -0.07 0.00 -0.30* 0.23 0.08 -0.27
Level®

1 -1.26%%%F ] 46%*k® ] 87k J].Q9FFEF ] 15%KE _1.26%H*
2 -0.50%** Q. 73*** -] 50%**F  -0.99%#* (0. 79%F*  _0.66%*
3 -0.19 -0.41%%*%  -0.96***  -0.37* -0.54%x* -0.30

4 0.07 -0.15 -0.63*** (.05 -0.04 -0.39
Length/Level

13/1 -0.26 0.69***  -0.02 -0.68**  0.37 0.33
13/2 -0.32* 0.34%* 0.27 0.02 0.29 0.27
13/3 -0.37**  0.21 0.25 -0.20 0.23 0.02
13/4 -0.38**  -0.01 0.44%* -0.30 -0.21 0.11
17/1 -0.12 0.09 -0.01 -0.08 -0.27 0.41
17/2 -0.37*%*  0.16 0.55%* 0.69%** (.22 0.26
17/3 -0.30* 0.20 0.28 0.07 0.23 -0.06
17/4 -0.22 0.15 0.58%* -0.02 -0.38 0.06
21/1 -0.40%* 0.36* 0.03 0.33 -0.01 0.32
21/2 -0.49%** (.00 0.38 0.84*** (.39 0.02
21/3 -0.44*** (.08 0.42* 0.13 0.32 0.38
21/4 -0.25 0.13 0.48%* -0.02 -0.19 0.03
26/1 0.28 0.27 0.25 -0.34 0.28 0.42
26/2 -0.04 -0.17 (0.927%: 0.24 0.25 0.20
26/3 -0.24 -0.24 0.29 -0.16 0.25 0.18
26/4 -0.14 -0.32% 0.24 -0.35 -0.33 0.43
Observations 8,607 9,168 4,863 5,108 4,286 4,638
Pseudo R"2 0.106 0.086 0.152 0.091 0.067 0.060

aCoverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -

94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table F.3. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder Cattle
Dairy Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 11.50° -- 19.36 26.944 27.27° 13.65°
17 20.46? 15.082 22.774 29.38d 27.21° 15.85°
21 20.712 16.912 24212 31.94b5¢ 32.69* 18.82
26 14.04° 16.122 14.84 39.382 34.352 26.952
30 10.99° -- -- 34.792° 35.532 29.692
Level®

1 6.80 -- -- 18.88 12.50 5.98

2 12.59 7.33 14.3 29.54 24.30 13.32

3 20.29 14.87 23.45 34.05 33.02 20.24
4 19.00 20.45 31.76 38.99 47.81 34.70

5 28.34 32.79 43.94 45.05 53.43 40.72
Length/Level

13/1 2.51k -- 6.39% 14.631 5.96 3.38™
13/2 8.15% 5.128hi 17.14%  23.83M 19.69%  6.44!
13/3 14.94%f¢ 12.99%¢f 21,1780 31.71%f%¢ 34,154 14.024
13/4 20.12¢4¢ 22.42b¢ 28365  3520defe  51.95abec 33 g7ede
13/5 28.492b 31.192 34.95%¢  40.68%¢ 57.582 42.25b
17/1 12.468M 2.62H 5.11k 18.35M 12.60 1.68™
17/2 18.0654f  6.358h 16.14%  28.90f¢h  23.598hi 1086k
17/3 23.24b¢ 15.66%%¢f 28575 36.30%4ef  30.13defe 18.978hi
17/4 22.01b¢ 30.18*°  37.12¢4  32.73defe 37684 42.14°
17/5 31.612 35.932 46.05*°  38.50%%  46.69° 50.46?
21/1 15.224efe 4 g3 5.39k 19.874 17.484 9.63%!
2172 19.61%4ef  11.64%%¢  17.69%M  31.00%%&h  26.480eh 15774
21/3 21.40%4 20.64%¢  28.68%f  35.96%dete 34 17def 206780
21/4 19.60%4f  18.89%de 38 10bd  37.14%defe  46.73b¢ 25560
21/5 30.912 34.122 51.042 44.97%¢ 52.23%b¢ 33 46%4¢
26/1 6.93 3.23hbi 1.85 27.808h 18.15M 17.110
26/2 8.62M1 18.52¢4¢  8.60Mk 33.06%5eh  27.96%fe 259658
26/3 24.738bc 15.09%def 19558 37 13defeh 34 9gde 28 50def
26/4 12.69behki 12 50defe 24 73%e 57802 50.33»b¢  35.23bed
26/5 25.002b¢ 40.65% 46272 58.182 54.763b¢c  35.80bcd
30/1 2.10% -- -- 18.99% 18.10% 19.628h
30/2 9.418&hid 1.19 6.947% 37.89¢defe 28 8edete 27 (03defe
30/3 22.43abede g osehi 13 451 34.6204¢te 31 95defe 31 ggedef
30/4 16.87¢deteh g 70teh 27 37defe 4 7obed 57 .g4abe 4] 44abe
30/5 18.6540fe 1531040l 46 51abc 53 51ab 57.85%  36.43bcd

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%),
4 =(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter

are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table F.4. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder
Cattle Dairy Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 9.05 5.76 5.99° 14.99 27.56 17.572
17 13.13>  8.11° 7.502b 21.37° 15.83° 20.022
21 14.00° 11.33*  7.728b 26.132 21.222 10.73°
26 19.442 10.022>  10.45% 22.862° 22.282 10.69°
30 21.75*  11.45*  9.532 20.20° 17.00*° 10.98°
Level®

1 3.16 2.28 0.86 5.98 8.29 6.20

2 10.52 6.75 5.26 19.19 19.96 13.80

3 16.99 11.79 10.75 24.73 26.78 20.59

4 26.74 16.27 21.80 35.21 27.52 18.37

5 32.04 20.3 29.20 39.06 37.77 26.83
Length/Level

13/1 1.53k 2.19%%  0.58! 2.30 16.52%¢ 7.2980i
13/2 7.07h 5.068M4  3,09hik 11.37M 243204 18,154
13/3 11.51%  7.37%  g.87%h  21.09¢ 30.8%¢ 21.36°
13/4 17.11¢  8.01%  20.41%¢  31.48%def 32 .82° 21.14¢
13/5 25.94%4  10.63%f 26.21°¢  40.822P 42.16* 30.192°
17/1 3.067¢ 1.11¥ 0.64! 6.100 3.521 10.22¢t
17/2 g.628M  6.79%e  6.02¢hi 25000 16.67%¢ 20.55¢
17/3 16.36° 12.984¢  9.92fe 24.91%¢ 24,174 21.71¢
17/4 25954 17.920¢  25.5b¢ 36.24>¢4 20 814ef 22 55bc
17/5 30.99ab¢ 17.99b¢ 27 12bc  3532bcde 34 g5ab 33.622
21/1 2.35k 3.36" 0.77%! 12.96" 6.67™ 3.76M
2172 9.318h  7.07% 446 30.10%4ef 23 03%def g g6ehi
21/3 16.88¢  14.35%4  12.99%f  27.23%fe  2gg7bed 2D .44c
21/4 30.53abc 22,6220 2327b¢ 36504 28.35bcde  11.39%fe
21/5 37.18*  23.18*P 27.98P¢  3558bcde 36 73ab 20.00°
26/1 8.07ehi 3 68MH 1. 640K 6.76"% 11.818h 3.820
26/2 16.73%f  6.59%h  13.794ef 20618 19.614¢fe 8. 24fehi
26/3 19.814¢ 10474 11.93%f  27.51defe  27360cde 14 78cdef
26/4 31.3%0¢  14.13%4e  [8.42¢de 35 54abede oy gobedet g goode
26/5 33.622%  2736*  30.51*®> 47372 37.682b 17.65¢4ef
30/1 5.32% 1.98k 1.850k! 8.33Mid 6.19Mi 2.741
30/2 19.49%¢  9.09%fe 4350 9.89h-bi 11.88%h 9.30detehi
30/3 29.28% 15484 12,00t  25.23%fe 17.65%5¢  16.98%4of¢
30/4 38.732  22.63*® 20.00>%%¢ 40.233bc  3333abed 14 g3edefeh
30/5 36.05%° 27392 41512 38.36%0cde 34 7820 D5 49abe

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%),
4 =(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter
are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table F.5. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle

Dairy Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant 1.09%** -0.77** 0.33 2.42%%x% ) S53H*kE (). 6TH*F*
Length (weeks)

13 -0.71 1.53#**  0.09 -0.89**  -0.18 0.27

17 -0.68 [.14%%** 1.06***  -1.17*** -0.86**  0.76**
21 -0.15 1.41%** 1.40%**  -0.42 -0.76**  -0.06
26 -1.49*** (.33 0.94#** 1, 18%* 0.09 0.20
Level®

1 -1.53*** (.19 -1.01#Ek D 7R D B4EkE ] 16 F*
2 -1.60**  0.02 -0.84%* Q5% D TTHER () 95HH*
3 -0.17 -0.30 -0.65%* -1.98%**  226%**  -0.44

4 0.92 -0.03 -0.80%*  -1.47%** (.46 0.34
Length/Level

13/1 0.85 -1.33*** (.39 1.55%** 0.24 0.05
13/2 0.96 -1.22%%* 0.27 1.13* 0.26 -0.23
13/3 -0.31 -0.59 0.37 1.53%#* 0.22 -0.58
13/4 -1.36* -0.56 0.67 1.30** -1.40%**  -0.77*
17/1 0.99 -0.92* -0.84%*  1.88%**  ].11%* -0.64
17/2 1.34% -0.92* -1.00**  1.39%* 1.32%%%  (0.95%*
17/3 0.14 -0.15 -0.73 2.10%#* ] 53%**k ] 22HHE
17/4 -1.54**  -0.10 -0.02 1.31%* -0.82 -0.96**
21/1 0.70 -1.13%* -1.17%%*  (0.98* 0.96* 0.24
21/2 1.27* -1.04* -1.27%%*% 0.77 1.17%* 0.01
21/3 0.17 -0.51 -0.88* 0.88 1.27%%* -0.16
21/4 -2.02%%% ] 22%* -0.14 0.86 -0.46 -0.71
26/1 1.87***  -0.29 -0.81* -0.54 -0.06 0.00
26/2 1.63%* 0.33 -1.12**%  -0.95 0.23 0.18
26/3 1.74%* 0.87 -1.18*%*  -0.81 -0.04 -0.02
26/4 -1.08 -0.58 -0.83 0.36 -1.17* -0.28

# Of Observations 6,023 4,898 6,411 4,941 6309 7,286
Adjusted R"2 0.011 0.017 0.040 0.029 0.068 0.029

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table F.6. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle
Dairy Weight 1 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant -0.06 -0.78%** (.26 5.70%**  577Q%Hk ] SQHAk
Length (weeks)

13 0.01 -0.54%*  -0.38 S4. 2%k 4 26%FE 6.80%**
17 0.57**  0.17 0.11 -1.78 -4 97F**k 5. 93%xk
21 1.10%***  (.59%* -0.03 -0.78 S2.67HFE ] 33k
26 0.31 0.97%%*  1.25%** 1.12 -0.49 -5.02%**
Level®

1 -0.60**  -0.02 -0.92%* S5.T1HER 6,68 kK LT 90
2 -0.59* -0.12 -1.20%%%  5.62%F* _6.00%k* -6, 85%H*
3 -0.23 -0.08 -1.02%* -3.08%* -4 55% k6 30%H*
4 0.27 -0.07 -1.07** -0.23 -4 55%**k 4 30%**
Length/Level

13/1 0.32 1.02*** (.70 3.01%%%  537xEkx T Q0*H*
13/2 0.34 1.07***  0.87* 3.90%* 5.22%%* 6. 24%**
13/3 0.02 1.08*** (.82 1.80 4.37FxHx 6. 22%**
13/4 -0.34 0.65* 1.09%** -0.54 3.87x*x 33wk
17/1 -0.31 0.13 0.04 1.79 5.64%*% 6. 15%**
17/2 -0.34 0.15 0.30 3.92%* 5.28%**  5.90%**
17/3 -0.53 0.20 0.19 0.46 43]*#x 5 53%H*
17/4 -0.38 0.25 0.88 0.33 4.19%** 3 35%*
21/1 -0.80**  -0.32 0.02 0.95 3.27xk% ] 84Hk*
21/2 -0.90**  -0.31 0.20 2.52 3.97***x  6.34%**
21/3 -1.06%** -0.11 0.12 0.12 3.31xkx 7 3THRR
21/4 -0.81**  0.16 1.03* -0.03 3.80%** 4 .62%**
26/1 -0.18 -0.74%*  -1.32%%* -1.73 2.24%* 5.56%**
26/2 -0.12 -0.71**%  -0.79 -0.24 1.96 3.76%*
26/3 -0.29 -0.70%*  -1.10%* -0.76 1.91 4.1 1%%*
26/4 -0.34 -0.86*%*  -0.76 -2.28 0.95 5.14%*
# Of Observations 8,607 9168 4,863 5,108 4,286 4,638
Adjusted R"2 0.014 0.007 0.016 0.046 0.031 0.024

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table F.7. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Dairy Weight 1
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 -0.08° -0.032 0.08° 0.942 0.622 (.14
17 0.12° -0.09? 0.182b 0.922 0.74*  0.152P
21 0.492 -0.16*° 0.332 0.982 0.782  0.00°
26 0.00° -0.40° -0.21° 1.43 0.792  0.332
30 0.562 -0.79 -0.35¢ 0.672 0.87*  0.15*b
Level®

1 -0.15° -0.412 -0.42a 0.292 -0.182  -0.31®

2 0.00P -0.442 -0.40? 0.612 0.03*  -0.28?

3 0.512 -0.192 -0.04 1.01 0.56 0.00

4 -0.02° -0.242 0.28 1.42 1.73 0.64

5 0.452 0.32 1.06 1.97 2.13 0.95
Length/Level

13/1 -0.30" -0.39%beh  _0.19shidk o 38%¢ 0250  -0.17behdi
13/2 -0.25" -0.45%5ehi g 16behiik 0e2ef  _0.16M  -0.258h4i
13/3 -0.108h  -0.13%defe . 14defehi ] goede 0 318h -0 08%behii
13/4 -0.065&"  0.16>d 0.29%def 1.37b¢d  1.414¢ (.51
13/5 0.38%dete (752 0.42¢4¢ 1.54>¢  2.35abc (.94P
17/1 -0.138h -0.36%e58h 0 450k 0.43f -0.05™  -0.38M1i
17/2 0.16%e5eh 0 53ebehi g 450k 0.615f 022"  -0.48
17/3 0.39¢defe g gdef  go1ebehii 1 3gbed gogef  _0230ehii
17/4 -0.208h  (.232bc 0.58%4 1.10%4¢  1.314ef 0.80°°
17/5 0.41¢4efe  ( 37abe 1.392 1.26bede 1,674 1.432
21/1 0.11%5&h  _031debe 0440k 0.28%¢  -0.11M  -0.320H
2172 0.62bcdef g 3g8defehi o 380k 0.73%ef Q. 170 -0.34&0ii
21/3 0.955¢ -0.17¢4efe g20defeh  g91edef o 79f¢ (. 00%behi
21/4 -0.155%h  _0.62fehi . 79bc 1.40bcd  177%4  (.23%ef
21/5 0.955¢ 0.64>° 1.732 2.01*° 1779 0.61>%4
26/1 -0.065"  _0.55%tehi 0 55K 0.36%  -0.28"  -0.30Mi
26/2 -0.36" -0.10%4efe  _0.69* 0.61%¢f 0.08"  0.09dcfeh
26/3 1.172b 0.13abede 0 56K 0.82¢def (.328hi (40%de
26/4 -0.56" -1.06M -0.364* 2.502 1.91%4  (.92ab¢
26/5 -0.40" -0.45%efehi 1 p7ab 3.612 2.628b  0.870¢
30/1 -0.44h -0.59¢behi 0 68K -0.28¢  -0.31"  -0.50%
30/2 -0.50%" -0.765eM 0510k 0.38%be  _0.24M1  -0.290&hii
30/3 0.93>bede 1 07 -0.32behiik (0 45efe  278hi  (22defe
30/4 2.029 -0.81&M -0.47Mk g 95¢def 2 gga 1.002-b<
30/5 1.092bcd g 775ehi g 33edefe ) g)a 2.53abc ( g70cd

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table F.8. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Dairy Weight 1
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 -0.23b¢ -0.58° -0.282 0.37 0.88° 0.33b
17 -0.062° -0.52»>  _0.25® 2.042 0.29 0.712b
21 0.052 -0.382 -0.4ab 2.432 1.462 0.42°
26 -0.19b¢ -0.48*>  -0.232 2.53a 2.24 1.092
30 -0.32¢ -0.84 -0.62° 2.46? 1.232b 2.28
Level®

1 -0.43% -0.532 -0.55% -0.13 -0.04° -0.02¢
2 -0.43° -0.612 -0.60? 1.06° 0.52° 0.17¢
3 -0.26° -0.512 -0.52a 1.55° 1.392 0.87°
4 0.242 -0.55% -0.10 3.442 1.192 0.95»>
5 0.372 -0.532 0.36 4,122 2.50 1.482
Length/Level

13/1 -0.33behi -0.32b¢d  0.34%d¢ 022 0.232h1i -0.12¢
13/2 -0.31%behi -0.36%¢4¢  _0.46%ef 0,154 0.67%eh 0.17¢
13/3 -0.26%ebehi g 3pbed g 3pbede g oghii ] 3gedef 0.70%4¢
13/4 -0.12¢dete 0. 73%fe . 10abed (. gOfehid  (.g5ofeh 0.21¢
13/5 -0.05%4ef -1.32h -0.12abed 1 58efeh 1 54cdef 0.78%4¢
17/1 -0.395eh -0.49%4ef _g.52def  _0.01M -0.2214 -0.10°
17/2 -0.42behi -0.58%4ef _0.54def 2 opef 0.028h1 0.70%4¢
17/3 -0.25%efehi g 490def g 46def 1.29%&hi (. 59fehi 0.88%d¢
17/4 0.412P -0.43bede g 17abc 4,01%e4 470k 0 g9cde
17/5 0.512 -0.61%%fe (0372 3.91bed  .83%fehi 1 g5be
21/1 -0.37behi -0.53¢4ef _0.6740f  0.16M4  -0.29% 0.19¢
2172 -0.455e0 -0.624%f¢  _0.77°f 1.81steh 1 o1defeh 0260
21/3 -0.254ebehi g 38bcde g g7def 1 g5efe 1 ggbede 1.315¢d
21/4 0.502° -0.10®  (.192b¢ 4.65%¢ 2.37bed 0.56%4¢
21/5 1.042 -0.19ab¢  (0.23ab 49225 312P 0.25%¢
26/1 -0.53&M -0.56%4ef 0. 734ef .62 0.86%behi (0 22de
26/2 -0.460eh -0.64%¢te  _0.48%def  .95fehi 1 17edefeh g 54¢
26/3 -0.27%ekehi g 58edef g grdef 2 ggede  p g7bc 0.36%4¢
26/4 0.19»b-ed -0.74%ebe  _0.32abede 4 30bed ] 7obedete 3 402
26/5 0.258b< 0.192 1.512 6.822 5.302 2.56ab
30/1 -0.66 -0.80%  -0.66%>f  -0.01M  -0.89 -0.32¢
30/2 -0.65M -0.90%"  -0.94f 0.07&h4 .30 0.73bede
30/3 -0.29¢4ebehi 0 868 -0.76%¢f  2.619f 1 240defehi ] pgbede
30/4 0.2]abcde -0.85%  -0.814ef 5462 1.24¢detehi 3 Hgab
30/5 -0.06>cdeteh g 78ehe 0 26n0C 5.702° 5.792 7.582

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4
=(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter
are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Appendix G. Feeder Cattle Dairy Weight 2 Tables
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Table G.1. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Dairy Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June,

2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.85%**  _1.02*%**  -0.01 0.09 0.20* -0.35%**
Length (weeks)

13 0.45%**  (.63%*** -0.31**  -0.30**  -0.01 0.15

17 0.50%** (. 77%** -0.06 -0.36%*  -0.28**  (0.36%**
21 0.53%**  (.64*** 0.10 -0.20 -0.14 -0.08

26 0.23 (.84 7% -0.04 0.12 -0.08 -0.02
Level®

1 S1LI8HFE ] eT*EE 2.04% k% 097k [ ]1FEx Q5]
2 -0.40* -1.24%#% 1 47 L0.40%F  -0.76%F*  -0.26*

3 0.15 -0.51%* -1.10%*%  -0.48***  -0.67*** -0.12

4 -0.11 -0.34 -0.59***  .0.27 0.00 0.13
Length/Level

13/1 -0.20 -- 0.84*** (.13 -0.66%** -] 12%**
13/2 -0.39 0.00 0.84%**  -0.1 -0.28 -1.06%**
13/3 -0.63***  -0.20 0.63*** (.23 0.07 -0.76%**
13/4 -0.17 0.05 0.43%* 0.13 -0.14 -0.37%%*
17/1 0.58* -0.02 0.48%** 0.32 0.05 -1.62%**
17/2 0.01 0.00 0.53%* 0.12 0.12 -0.99%#**
17/3 -0.40%* -0.24 0.63%**  (.4]1%* 0.23 -0.77%**
17/4 -0.15 0.13 0.37* 0.10 -0.23 -0.34*
21/1 0.66%* 0.38 0.34 0.23 0.11 -0.36*
21/2 0.08 0.42 0.47%* 0.03 0.07 -0.32
21/3 -0.49**  0.09 0.46%* 0.25 0.20 -0.27
21/4 -0.25 -0.07 0.26 0.07 -0.15 -0.36*
26/1 0.49 -- -- 0.17 0.08 -0.07
26/2 -0.08 0.52 0.16 -0.24 0.04 -0.02
26/3 -0.13 -0.34 0.34 -0.22 0.16 -0.08
26/4 -0.32 -0.58%* -0.02 0.26 -0.11 -0.15
Observations 6,022 4,458 6,234 4,941 6,310 7,285
Pseudo R"2 0.055 0.117 0.123 0.042 0.091 0.114

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table G.2. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Feeder Cattle Dairy Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December,
2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant -0.36***  -0.60*** -0.21%* -0.30**  -0.39** -0.72%**
Length (weeks)

13 -0.29%*  -0.64%**  -0.42%** (.12 0.27 0.29
17 -0.14 -0.31%%*%  -(0.39%* -0.05 0.08 0.39*
21 0.03 -0.13 -0.36%** -0.02 0.05 -0.06
26 -0.07 0.00 -0.30* 0.26 -0.04 -0.25
Level®

1 -1.26%%F ] 46%FE ] 87HHkH ] ]9FFE ]S4k ] Q2%H*
2 -0.50%** Q. 73***x ] 50%**F  -1.06%F*  -1.02%*F*  -0.60*
3 -0.19 -0.41%%*%  -0.96***  -0.37* -0.60%* -0.23
4 0.07 -0.15 -0.63*** (.05 -0.04 -0.44
Length/Level

13/1 -0.26 0.69***  -0.02 -0.63**  0.69** 0.00
13/2 -0.32* 0.34%* 0.27 0.03 0.45% 0.20
13/3 -0.37**  0.21 0.25 -0.25 0.25 -0.06
13/4 -0.37*%*  -0.01 0.44%* -0.33 -0.16 0.19
17/1 -0.12 0.09 -0.01 -0.09 0.05 0.11
17/2 -0.37*%*  0.16 0.55%* 0.54%%* 0.37 0.12
17/3 -0.30* 0.20 0.28 -0.07 0.23 -0.16
17/4 -0.22 0.15 0.56** 0.02 -0.41 0.12
21/1 -0.40%* 0.36* 0.02 -0.10 -0.05 0.02
21/2 -0.49%** (.00 0.38 0.72%** 0.45 -0.03
21/3 -0.44*** (.08 0.41 -0.03 0.25 0.31
21/4 -0.25 0.14 0.49%* -0.01 -0.25 0.08
26/1 0.28 0.27 0.25 -0.43 0.44 0.14
26/2 -0.04 -0.17 (0.927%: -0.01 0.31 0.19
26/3 -0.23 -0.24 0.29 -0.25 0.24 0.16
26/4 -0.13 -0.32% 0.24 -0.28 -0.22 0.53
Observations 8,606 9,169 4,863 5,107 4,288 4,637
Pseudo R"2 0.106 0.086 0.152 0.117 0.093 0.067

Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level
respectively.
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Table G.3. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder Cattle
Dairy Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 15.39° -- 20.20° 27.274 27.16° 13.68°
17 25.39a 16.002 23.132% 29644 27.19% 15.86°
21 25.96? 17.642 25.112 32.305¢ 32.69* 18.82
26 17.38° 16.66? 15.37 39.382 34.232 26.952
30 11.63 -- -- 34.7920 35.522 29.702
Level®

1 9.30 -- -- 18.81 12.38 5.99

2 17.26 7.46 14.22 29.74 24.30 13.33

3 24.20 15.06 24.06 34.33 33.00 20.25

4 23.13 22.31 33.50 39.47 47.81 34.75

5 33.07 35.26 45.98 45.64 53.48 40.72
Length/Level

13/1 3.76 -- 6.40% 14.631 5.72 3.38"
13/2 11.91M 5.128 17.09% 2372 19.88M  6.44™
13/3 19.24%f¢ 13.36%eh 21438 32.17%fe 34.15%¢  14.05%k
13/4 25.15¢%4¢ 24.82¢4  31.34%ef 36 13defe 52.128b  33.24cde
13/5 34.64%P 34.58*>  37.39%de 4] 53¢d 57.582 42.25b
17/1 17.005&h 2.62ik 5.13k 18.10M 12.60/ 1.69"
17/2 23.23¢de 6.75M1 15.441 29.225eh 23.592hi  10.86%!
17/3 27.57¢ 15.66%%  29.46%f  36.67%df 30.03%fe  18.97Mid
17/4 27.13¢ 31.98>¢  38.46%¢  33.18%efe 37.68%4  42.14°
17/5 36.45% 39.832b  47.043b 39 .44cde 46.69° 50.462
21/1 19.884¢fe 4 83l 5.39% 19.87% 17.431 9.66"™
2172 25.98¢%d¢ 11.64%0  18.158M  31.50%feh 26.59%¢h 157210k
21/3 25.29¢%4¢ 21.10%  29.06%f 36.40cdebe 34 174ef 206720
21/4 24.62¢4¢ 21.55%¢ 4026  37.71%def 46.50>¢ 255650
21/5 37.272 35.24ab 53 .53a 45.50b¢ 52.472b  33.46%9¢
26/1 9.521 3.23hik 1.85 27.808h 18.15M 17.114
26/2 13.79gh 18.524f  8.650k 33.334efeh 27 4pefeh 25 ggefeh
26/3 27.62b¢4 15.09%%  20.91&M  30.928feh 34.96%¢  28.50%f
26/4 14.93%ehi 13.64%5eh 25275 57802 50.33»>  35.23bed
26/5 26.92bcde 4D 74a 48.020> 58,182 54762  35.80bcd
30/1 2.100 -- -- 18.99% 18.10% 19.528h1i
30/2 10.59M 1.19% 6.947% 37.89¢defe 28 gdete 2721dete
30/3 24.30%4ef 6,250t 13.454  34.6204%fe 31 95defe 31 ggedef
30/4 16.87stehi g 708hi 27 .37%fe  4) 7pbode 57.84ab 4] .44abc
30/5 19.77¢4efeh 1531efe 49 612P  53.5]1aP 57.85% 36.435¢d

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4
=(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter

are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table G.4. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Feeder Cattle
Dairy Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 9.08 5.76 5.99° 15.30° 28.92 19.26*
17 13.13>  8.11° 7.472b 19.532 16.542 21.702
21 14.01° 11322 7.772b 21.272 16.422 11.59°
26 19.44*  10.02*®> 10.45® 20.242 16.732 10.17°
30 21.75* 11.44*  9.53» 19.09** 13312 11.26°
Level®

1 3.16 2.28 0.86 428 6.06 6.32

2 10.52 6.76 5.26 15.72 17.61 14.82

3 17.00 11.78 10.75 22.80 25.65 22.05

4 26.84 16.27 21.78 37.25 28.97 20.39

5 32.02 20.30 29.24 40.47 39.04 28.80
Length/Level

13/1 1.53k 2200k 0.58! 2.30 16.52¢h 7.29M
13/2 7.07h 5.068M4  3,09hik 11.33" 24.324¢f 20.20%4
13/3 11.51%  737%  gg7teh  21.17f 31.82b¢d 23.37°
13/4 17.36°  7.99%¢  20.41%¢  32.34%dc 374020 24.61¢
13/5 259454 10.66%f 26.21>  4291*> 45159 33.2220
17/1 3.067¢ 1.11¥ 0.64! 5.18! 3.51k 10.84%¢h
17/2 g.628M1  679be  6.028hd 19.14% 16.748h 21.00%4
17/3 16.36° 12.984¢  9.92fe 21.56" 25.00%f 23.55¢
17/4 25.90%¢  17.92°¢  2500°°  38.86%>¢  22.34%fe 25.625¢
17/5 30.99ab¢ 17.99bc  27.12bc  3632bc  37.72ab 37.122
21/1 2.35k 3.350 0.77%! 5.321 2.67% 3.76%
2172 9.318h  7.11% 446" 25.24%f 18.185eh 7.848hi
21/3 16.93¢  14.29%¢ 12995  23.50f 24.749ef 23.90¢
21/4 30.532b¢ 22,6820 23.75>¢  39.002bc  26.56%¢4cf  12.66%0eh
21/5 37.18*  23.123b  28.14b¢  37.42abc  36.73abe 21.71¢%4
26/1 8.07ehi 3 68MH 1. 640K 4.83% 6.25%% 3.18
26/2 16.73%f  6.59%h  13.79def  13.332h 1D 75 8.248hid
26/3 19.814¢ 10474 11.93%F  2540%F  21.70%Feh 14.78%¢te
26/4 31.43»b¢  14.13%4e  [8.42%d¢ 39 34abc 24 gpodefeh 18 goedef
26/5 33.472b  2736*  30.51*®  48.48 33.33abede 16 470dete
30/1 5.32% 1.971k 1.850k! 6.87"1 2.65% 4.11%
30/2 19.49%¢  9.09%fe 4350 8.70M 7.92bi-k 9.30%tehbi
30/3 29.28>¢ 15484 12,009 25.23%ef  16.180ehi 16.984ofeh
30/4 38.732  22.63*°  20.00>%4¢ 40.23abc 33 33abede 13 ppdefehi
30/5 36.05%° 27392 41512 38.36%0cd 34 7gabede  p3 53bede

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%),
4 =(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter
are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table G.5. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle

Dairy Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant 1.29%**  .(0.82%**  (.57** 2.35%%E D 45%kx (). 70H*K*
Length (weeks)

13 -0.42 L.66***  -0.05 -0.78%* -0.19 0.20

17 -0.33 1.38***  (0.81%** -0.99**  -0.81** 0.67**
21 0.33 1.52%%** 1.26%**  -0.33 -0.68* -0.07
26 -1.49*** (.54 0.76%* 1.18%* 0.11 0.19
Level®

1 -1.72%%% (.24 -1 21k D 1R D T HRE ] 14%H*
2 -1.80%** 0.07 -1.05%%* L] 97*FE D 61**k* -0.90%**
3 -0.30 -0.23 -0.89%*  -1.90*** .2.08*** -0.41

4 0.40 -0.01 -1.04%%% 1. 41%%%  (0.42 0.30
Length/Level

13/1 0.60 -1.44*** (.54 1.45%** (.23 0.09
13/2 0.82 -1.32%*%% (.41 1.04 0.21 -0.21
13/3 -0.46 -0.71 0.49 1.38%#* 0.14 -0.54
13/4 -0.99 -0.64 0.89%** 1.22%* -1.31%*  -0.72*
17/1 0.71 -1.13%* -0.57 1.72%%%  1.06%* -0.57
17/2 1.17*% -1.10%** -0.75%* 1.25% 1.20%* -0.90**
17/3 -0.05 -0.38 -0.44 [.88%** ] 33H%k ] ]4%%*
17/4 -1.05 -0.29 0.25 1.17* -0.77 -0.90**
21/1 0.26 -1.25%*% - _1.01*%* 093 0.87* 0.24
21/2 1.00 -1.16%* -1.10%*  0.74 1.03%* 0.00
21/3 -0.28 -0.65 -0.69 0.82 1.08** -0.15
21/4 -1.67%%  -1.11%* 0.08 0.82 -0.46 -0.67
26/1 Lo1***  -0.50 -0.63 -0.52 -0.07 0.00
26/2 1.84%* 0.06 -0.94**  -0.90 0.20 0.15
26/3 1.73%* 0.54 -0.93*%*  -0.76 -0.12 -0.02
26/4 -0.54 -0.69 -0.62 0.35 -1.11%* -0.27

# Of Observations 6,022 4,899 6,410 4,941 6,310 7,285
Adjusted R"2 0.015 0.021 0.046 0.028 0.068 0.028

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.



114

Table G.6. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Feeder Cattle
Dairy Weight 2 by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant -0.02 -0.73%*** (.23 8.04%#* D 3QHAk 5 56%H*
Length (weeks)

13 -0.04 -0.52%*  -0.37 -6.48%**  -0.76 -4.60%**
17 0.50* 0.14 0.06 S 21K L] SR 375
21 1.00%**  (.54%* 0.19 -3.11%%%0.30 -5.24%H%*
26 0.28 0.90***  1.16%**  -0.42 0.25 -3.76%**
Level®

1 -0.58**  0.02 -0.83%* STATEER 3 3Bk 5 Sk
2 -0.55* -0.09 -1.09%%® 7 QRFAE D Qw5 ] %Ak
3 -0.19 -0.03 -0.95%* -4.05%#* 3 50%HkE 4 4% H*
4 0.25 -0.07 -1.03** -1.25 -2.08%* 3 76%**
Length/Level

13/1 0.33 0.95***  0.66 5.71%%% 1 87** 4.44%%*
13/2 0.33 1.01%***  (0.82% 6.29%** 1 .85%* 4.3]%**
13/3 0.02 1.00***  (0.82%* 2.78%* 3.03%**  436%**
13/4 -0.31 0.62* 1.06%* 0.45 1.38 3.15%*
17/1 -0.26 0.12 0.07 3.78¥Fx Q25K G KAk
17/2 -0.30 0.15 0.32 6.19%**  2.06%* 3.97%**
17/3 -0.49 0.18 0.26 1.62 3.13%** 3 6] %**
17/4 -0.34 0.24 0.88%* 1.77 1.65% 2.76%*
21/1 -0.72**  -0.30 -0.19 2.35 0.26 5.38%**
21/2 -0.83**  -0.27 -0.01 S5.11%** (.84 4.57%**
21/3 -0.99*** -0.10 -0.05 1.73 1.68* 5.58%**
21/4 -0.75%* 0.18 0.80 1.28 0.91 4.00%**
26/1 -0.15 -0.68%*  -1.2]1%* -0.74 1.23 3.70%**
26/2 -0.10 -0.65**  -0.71 1.35 0.56 2.78%*
26/3 -0.26 -0.65%*  -0.93* -0.50 2.43%* 3.10%*
26/4 -0.30 -0.80**  -0.69 -0.85 0.86 4.89%*x*
# Of Observations 8,606 9,169 4,863 5,107 4,288 4,637
Adjusted R"2 0.013 0.007 0.015 0.061 0.023 0.018

*Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (¥, **, **%) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level
respectively.
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Table G.7. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Dairy Weight 2
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 0.16° 0.022 0.13° 0.96* 0.612 0.14°
17 0.41b¢ -0.022 0.212b 0.952 0.732 0.16*°
21 0.772 -0.122%  0.40? 1.032 0.792 0.04°
26 0.13b¢ -0.38° -0.15¢ 1.45 0.812 0.372
30 0.55%b -0.80 -0.29¢ 0.66* 0.892 0.20%°
Level®

1 -0.10¢ -0.382 -0.372 0.332 -0.142 -0.272
2 0.155¢ -0.422 -0.36* 0.65% 0.072 -0.232
3 0.66* -0.192 -0.02 1.01 0.56 0.05

4 0.33° -0.182 0.33 1.44 1.68 0.63

5 0.922 0.43 1.14 1.99 2.08 0.93
Length/Level

13/1 -0.25h -0.35%62  -0.16%k g418h 022! -0.158h-4i
13/2 -0.11P -0.40%%¢  -0.128h4  0.e4feh 130K 220
13/3 0.118" -0.10%¢  0.12¢feh 1 pedefe 310 -0.058h-bi
13/4 0.28%eh 0.19%4 0.37%¢f 1.40%4¢  1.37d¢ 0.47¢4ef
13/5 0.87>¢de  (.852 0.5204¢ 1.58%¢d  2263bc  (0.89°
17/1 -0.05" -0.33%%¢  _0.394k  o47feh g 01MK _0.34)
17/2 0.3205eh  _047efeh 041k .e4feh 0. 23hbKL 0 43
17/3 0.60%4efe 0054  0.055%M  135%de  0.89%fe  _0.19ehi
17/4 0.30%5¢h .26 0.60%¢ 1.13%ef  129def g 78bcd
17/5 0.96abcd (. 56abc ] 382 1.36%4¢  1.64¢ 1.372
21/1 0.165eh -0.3162  -0.394k  (.340 -0.06%5 0,275
2172 0.81bedef _g39ete g 31hiik  g79%feh g0kl 28
21/3 1.042bed g 184ef  .25defe (g .94defeh g 77%eh o pghehi
21/4 0.35%eteh g 4peteh (o g7bc 1.44¢d¢ 1734 0.26%%¢
21/5 1.622 0.70%° 1.832 2.022b¢ 1 78 0.635cde
26/1 -0.02&" -0.54%5eh (520K 0.408M1 021k 0250
26/2 -0.16" -0.15%¢f  -0.65% 0.6655h 0,150k . 14000
26/3 1.23abc 0.03%%¢ (.49 0.88deteh 0 368hid  ( 46>cdef
26/4 -0.34h -0.982h 0330k D 472 1.87%¢4  (.92abc
26/5 -0.20" -0.27%efe 13320 3.532 2.56ab 0.89a-bcd
30/1 -0.44h -0.58%beh (. 64k -0.26 0268 -0.44
30/2 -0.51" -0.75%beh 0484k 0.38fehi g 150kl 208t
30/3 0.98>bcdef 1 o5h -0.328hiik (0 46tehi ( 378hidk g pgdefeh
30/4 1.682° -0.83%h 046Nk 0.95defeh 9 g7a 1.002b¢
30/5 1.29abed o g2feh g 570def ) 35D 2.45%0¢ () 70bcde

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table G.8. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Feeder Cattle Dairy Weight 2
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 -0.21° -0.55° -0.26* 0.37 0.832 0.372

17 -0.052b -0.48»0 -0.232 2.12¢ 0.29% 0.722

21 0.06* -0.342 -0.32ab 2.58%¢  0.942 0.432
26 -0.14° -0.442> -0.192 2.91ab 1.222 0.792

30 -0.26° -0.77 -0.58° 3.522 -0.09° 1.61
Level®

1 -0.38° -0.482 -0.502 -0.10 -0.11° -0.03¢

2 -0.39° -0.55% -0.542 1.08 0.26° 0.13¢

3 -0.21° -0.46* -0.46* 1.86 0.752 0.80°

4 0.232 -0.532 -0.11 3.90? 0.922 0.90*°

5 0.36* -0.52a 0.36 4.44a 1.83 1.402
Length/Level

13/1 -0.30%f¢ -0.29b<d  _g.310def 020! 0.175ehi -0.12¢
13/2 -0.284sfe  _033bede  _g41def 013! 0.53%teh 0.15%%¢
13/3 -0.23¢4efe g ogbed  _gpgedet gkl 1 16%d¢ 0.68%4of¢
13/4 -0.12bcdet g 71°f -0.128bede o 7610kl 0 93def 0.35%¢te
13/5 -0.06>¢4¢  _1.26 -0.14abede 1 56ehid ] g3abed () ggbede
17/1 -0.36%¢ -0.450cdef 0 47of 0.14%! -0.21MH -0.10"¢
17/2 -0.38%f¢ -0.53%4ef _0.48%f 2.04ehi 000t 0.60%4oF¢
17/3 -0.21cdete 0. 44bcdef g g1def 1.39hik g 51efehi g 7gedef
17/4 0.382 -0.42bcdef 0 14abc 43554 0.46%tehi  (g1bedofe
17/5 0.472 -0.59%f  (0.202b 3.83%de  (.ggdete 1.812b
21/1 -0.33%f¢ -0.48%4ef _0.60%F -0.19! -0.38% 0.18%F¢
2172 -0.41%% -0.56%4ef  _0.68%f 2.050ehi . 59efehi 208
21/3 -0.21bedefe g 33bede _ 58of 2.6155h 0 g7dete 1.26"¢d
21/4 0.472 -0.10»° 0.19ab< 4.95b¢ 1.52bede 0.57¢dete
21/5 0.982 -0.20ab¢  (0.422 4.92b¢ 2692 0.324efe
26/1 -0.46% -0.50%4ef  _0.65%f -0.59! 0.53ebehi 0. 02%fe
26/2 -0.39%f¢ -0.58%4ef _g41edef oohiikl (g p5efehii (g 53fe
26/3 -0.19bcdete g 50edef () 49ef 3.074efe 1 56abode g 7defe
26/4 0.21>b¢ -0.72¢f -0.33bedef 5 5obc 1.428bcdef 9 gga
26/5 0.26*° 0.162 1.392 7.622 2.64b 1.81abc
30/1 -0.60¢ -0.72f -0.60>f 0.57%k 0,94 0.044¢f¢
30/2 -0.58%¢ -0.82f -0.86" 0.0655! 0,550 0.44bcdete
30/3 -0.22bedefe g 77f -0.72¢f 3.98%def 1 11 0.92b-cdofe
30/4 0.22a-bcd -0.81F -0.80%F 6.782>  (.3]1defehii | glabede
30/5 -0.028bedef g 73ef 0.23>bcd g 42 2.392.bc 5.56*

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4
=(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter are
not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Appendix H. Fed Cattle Tables



118

Table H.1. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Fed Cattle (Steers and Heifers) by Coverage Length and Level: January-June,
2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -1 5%k 085k LQ.88% kK Q.64%F* 0. 70***  -0.17**
Length (weeks)

13 0.37#*%%  (.27%* 0.070 0.010 0.23%* -0.5**
17 0.200 0.37%** 0.29*** 0.020 0.140 -0.25%*
21 0.29%* 0.000 0.120 0.27%* -0.010 -0.35%**
26 0.41***  -0.020 -0.190 0.21* 0.080 (.32
Level®

1 -0.42%%%  _0.96%**  (0.82%** _(Q.68%*F -].24%*k* (. 98***
2 -0.32%*%  0.87***  -0.85%F*  -0.69%F* -(0.80*F* -(0.89%H*
3 -0.25%* -0.29%* -0.35%%%  0.43%%Ek (. 39%*kE () T3k
4 0.160 -0.140 -0.130 -0.090 -0.24%*  -(.35%**
Length/Level

13/1 -1.32%#% -0.180 0.28* -0.240 --

13/2 -0.72%%%  _0.64***  (.33* 0.270 -0.240 -0.190
13/3 -0.55%#*  -0.52*%**  (0.070 0.180 -0.36**  0.30*
13/4 -0.45%*  -0.050 0.090 -0.080 -0.100 0.070
17/1 -0.290 -0.74%**%  .0.50%**  (.36%* 0.49%** -] 47%**
17/2 -0.190 -0.54%* 0.190 0.36%* 0.080 -0.55%%*
17/3 -0.100 -0.74***  -0.090 0.31* -0.240 -0.050
17/4 -0.210 -0.270 -0.060 -0.130 -0.100 0.140
21/1 -0.33* 0.150 -0.97*** -0.020 0.75*** 0.120
21/2 -0.300 -0.120 0.070 0.050 0.31* -0.180
21/3 -0.080 -0.240 -0.100 -0.110 0.020 0.160
21/4 -0.220 -0.040 -0.010 -0.180 -0.030 0.260
26/1 -0.44**  -0.060 0.220 -0.080 0.42%%* 0.250
26/2 -0.38* 0.260 0.210 0.130 0.31* 0.020
26/3 -0.220 0.050 0.110 0.010 -0.090 0.200
26/4 -0.39*%*  0.120 -0.010 -0.32* -0.050 0.020
Observations 8,913 8,120 9,895 8,227 9,166 7,788
Pseudo R"2 0.063 0.103 0.079 0.026 0.062 0.100

Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level
respectively.
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Table H.2. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Fed Cattle (Steers and Heifers) by Coverage Length and Level: July-December,
2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant -0.34% % Q. 58%**k (0. 33%**k (. 52k (.8YHHFE  -(.88FHE
Length (weeks)

13 -0.62%#* Q. 71***  -0.20%* -0.030 0.110 0.090

17 -0.120 -0.51%** -0.100 -0.120 0.090 0.090

21 -0.030 -0.23**  -0.170 -0.060 0.010 0.060

26 -0.180 -0.120 -0.35%** 0.000 0.130 -0.050
Level®

1 -0.59%%* ] 38k ] 38¥*F*F _1.00%**F  -Q.52%*F  -0.69%**
2 -0.79%#* - 0.92%**  (0.92%**  (0.86%*F* -0.26** -0.38%#*
3 -0.50%** Q. 87*** -0.85%**  -0.46%** -035%k*F  -(.39%**
4 -0.27*%  -0.45%**%  -0.37***  -0.140 -0.200 -0.180
Length/Level

13/1 -0.79*** (.150 0.180 0.210 -0.170 -0.070
13/2 -0.280 0.59%**  (.39%* -0.100 0.200 0.140
13/3 -0.180 0.260 0.150 -0.030 0.170 0.200
13/4 -1.59%** 0.300 0.200 0.34%* -0.140 0.090
17/1 -0.83*** (.230 0.230 0.43%* -0.040 -0.070
17/2 -0.29* 0.220 0.37%* 0.130 0.040 0.260
17/3 -0.110 0.240 0.28* 0.050 0.140 0.250
17/4 -0.63*** -0.070 0.160 0.220 0.010 0.080
21/1 -0.210 -0.140 0.210 0.38#* 0.000 0.070
21/2 -0.39%*  0.060 0.250 0.130 -0.030 0.270
21/3 -0.030 0.020 0.090 -0.050 0.160 0.170
21/4 -0.040 -- 0.74%** -0.160 -0.230 0.150
26/1 0.110 -0.54*%  0.65%** 0.170 -0.080 -0.030
26/2 0.120 0.200 0.61%** -0.040 0.020 0.090
26/3 0.130 0.040 0.33%* 0.010 0.040 0.220
26/4 -- 0.140 0.34%* -0.030 -0.32* 0.120
Observations 8,300 8609 8,762 8,572 8,996 8,456
Pseudo R"2 0.114 0.116 0.072 0.055 0.030 0.031

Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level
respectively.
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Table H.3. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Fed Cattle

(Steers and Heifers) by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 5.33 -- 10.85**  18.802 10.70° --

17 9.69* 7.93° 11.932 20.612 14.172 7.94
21 10.972 8.632P 6.83° 20.96? 14.952 14.752
26 11.192 10.432 7.82¢ 19.152 14.342 16.122
30 9.182 9.54ab 8.91b¢ 15.11 10.01° 22.07
Level®

1 3.43 -- 2.57 13.71 5.84 --

2 6.17 3.51 6.66 14.76 9.25 5.84

3 9.05 9.35 12.06 19.18 12.72 13.97
4 16.09 17.87 17.07 22.27 18.26 24.03
5 18.83 23.31 20.59 29.68 27.40 31.91
Length/Level

13/1 0.58 -- 3.450k 15.13hik 2.60™ --

13/2 3.46 1.80% 9.07M 14.581k 6.58! 3.96%
13/3 5.71% 8.27¢¢ 13.75%5¢  19.075ehii 11.26%k  13.30eh
13/4 14.21%4¢  22.00%  19.41bed 21 .34cdefeh 9 gqede  16.89%f
13/5 21.75%%  28.03*®  20.70%¢  26.45%¢4 31.96* 24864
17/1 4774 1.430 2.78k 17.198hid 9480k 0.20
17/2 7.26M1 2.8401i 10.54beh  17.23fehii g gpiikl 3.19%
17/3 9.64%eh 6.49%f 15.10%ef 23 18%def 11.63M4 11.58%M
17/4 15.83%4¢  18.628%1  21.58*>  20.30defehi  18.084cf  26.78PC
17/5 17.112bcd 31272 27.602 26.82b0¢ 28.652P 33.792
21/1 5.43% 4,76 0.53 14350k 11.6304  g.31%
2172 7.01h 3.24h4 6.15% 15.89Midk 11.678Mi3k 5 570k
21/3 11.86%5  8.24¢%¢ 11.145eh 18.345ehii 14.205e01 13750
21/4 18.1680¢4 15,094l 18.21bede 26 56bcde 16.46%teh 27 2pabe
21/5 19.65*>¢ 1953k 22.132b 35852 24.04>¢4  30.092°
26/1 5.46" 2.90h- 4721k 11.728! 7.51%! 10.99&M
26/2 7.4880 6.87%F 4. 407k 16.210-bik 13.40behki g gghti
26/3 11.38%teh 1336%e  9.548hi 9 pesfehi  13.6008Md 153108
26/4 16.50>¢4¢  18.678%1  11.178eh  20.27¢defehi 18 godef 2 54¢de
26/5 22.96* 19.02881  14.25defe 33 4520 26.768b¢  31.13ab
30/1 5.841 3.505h 4. 400k 9.33! 2.63™ 12.415ehi
30/2 7.17h 4215 4,150k 9.24! 6.67" 14.41%%
30/3 g.145ehi 12714 10.9058"  14.394kl 13.870ehii 183 14ef
30/4 16.22b¢cd¢ 16,084kl 154304l 93 50cdefe 17240t 302620
30/5 12.59%¢f 196451 18.83bcde g p3bcde 24.20%¢4 43,192

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4
=(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter
are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table H.4. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Fed Cattle
(Steers and Heifers) by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 -- 3.53 14.34b¢ 14.01° 13.382 14.642
17 7.35 5.11 16.48»° 16.48? 13.642 15.222
21 14.39 5.60 13.24¢ 16.532 12.892 14.842
26 18.81 -- 17.022 14.102®  13.472 11.85°
30 22.13 9.15 13.75¢ 14.51*>  12.10° 11.03°
Level®

1 -- -- 5.68 6.88 7.06 7.68

2 4.67 3.08 12.35 12.07 12.83° 10.99

3 11.39 5.92 15.48 15.83 13.24° 14.55

4 20.21 10.68 24.50 23.81 18.222 20.34

5 30.25 17.8 31.02 28.56 20.842 20.33
Length/Level

13/1 -- 0.57" 5.82m 5.72k!1 5.37 g.81&hi
13/2 0.56' 1.97%bmn 10 25! 11.55¢M1  11.365%h 10.88%feh
13/3 4167  5998hid 16 18hibk 13 38feh 17 gEabode 14 .99de
13/4 7.91h 7.080ehi 22 g3defe 23 gpabed 20 892 22.412b
13/5 16.98%5¢  9.94def  30.00%>¢  29.14ab 21,982 21.64>°
17/1 0.42! 1.53mn  5.43m 9,68 7.31% g8.27h
17/2 1.92%! 3.814bk 13 13kl 14 330 13.73%4ef  10.91feh
17/3 10.68"  4.19Mk  18.06%5eM 16.628f 13.274¢f 17.92bcd
17/4 20.214¢  9.97def  3028xbc  2303bed 19 .54ab 23.842
17/5 32.602® 13,999 33442 26.052b¢  21.282 21.652P
21/1 5.531 1.19m™n  4.32m 8.621k 8.50h-4i 7.76M
2172 8.55h 3.090kbm 11 38k! 14.55% 12.96%cte  13.21dcte
21/3 10.34"  5348hi 136140 18.134ef 10475l 17.51bed
21/4 24.86%4  10.874¢f 21.844efeh 27 poede  18.21abede () 54abc
21/5 35.56*  21.01>¢  30.942° 28.032b¢  1927abc 9 77abe
26/1 12.638" - 9.28! 4.66! 6.70% 7.200
26/2 11.50"  1.53bmn 17.078hb 11.308ht 13.6594ef 9 ppfehi
26/3 18.53%f  g.55%fe  17.84fehi 152008 13.98bcdef 11 11ebeh
26/4 253654 13459 23.66%4ef  25.69abc  17.96mbede g gabed
26/5 30.328b¢ 242230 24 77bcd 30072 22.602 17.79a-bed
30/1 17.7185¢ 2 51ktm 4 39m 6.421k1 8.12Mid 5.86'
30/2 12.97%0  6.695%M1  10.65! g.42tikl 12 g7eteh 10 53efeh
30/3 20.14%¢  7.47%bh 11900k 16.36%5¢  10.865M1  10.26%Feh
30/4 27.08>¢4 153594 24.42bcde 95 37abed 13 ggbedef 14 sgedef
30/5 36.86*  28.25*  37.19* 30.12*°  18.89abed 19 (3abed

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter
are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table H.5. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Fed Cattle (Steers
and Heifers) by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -1.39% kL] Q2% Fx ] 32%Fkx (. Q0FFx ] 24%Hk () 69 H*
Length (weeks)

13 0.21 0.4 0.53%** 0.93%** (. 95%#* ] 34x%*
17 0.34 -0.03 0.75%** 1. 15%**  (0.49%* -1, 13
21 0.53* -0.23 -0.03 1.30*%**  0.11 -1.09%**
26 0.72%%* 0.05 -0.21 1.06***  (.53%* -0.59%*
Level®

1 1.37%**% Q.77*%**  1.03*** (.32 0.44%* -0.89%#**
2 1.07***  0.39 0.66***  0.16 0.14 -0.89%#**
3 0.78%**  [.17%**  (0.89*** (.24 0.16 -1.04%#*
4 1.42%**  (0.47* 0.81*%**  0.02 -0.32 -0.25
Length/Level

13/1 -0.56 -0.47 -0.52* 0.03 -0.43* 1.25%**
13/2 -0.46 -0.35 -0.23 0.13 -0.24 1.02%**
13/3 -0.39 -1.29%**  .0.46 0.36 -0.38 1. 13%#**
13/4 -1.35%%*%  -.0.56 -0.52* 0.24 0.00 0.19
17/1 -0.42 -0.16 -0.88***  -0.08 0.24 (0.927%:*
17/2 -0.12 -0.07 -0.56* -0.09 0.43 0.65*
17/3 -0.05 -1.07%%*  -0.87*** (.13 0.25 0.76**
17/4 -0.78* -0.50 -0.81***  -0.26 0.48* 0.07
21/1 -0.51 0.41 -0.26 -0.45 0.50* 1.01%**
21/2 -0.72% 0.31 -0.19 -0.31 0.64%* 0.73%*
21/3 0.04 -0.54 -0.53* -0.54 0.57%* 1.01%**
21/4 -0.73* 0.15 -0.67**  -0.08 0.54* 0.32
26/1 -0.70* -0.04 0.20 -0.73 -0.15 0.78%*
26/2 -0.58 0.20 0.14 -0.56 0.11 0.36
26/3 -0.41 -0.32 0.06 -0.57 -0.23 0.66*
26/4 -1.05**  0.37 -0.37 -0.62 0.19 -0.21

# Of Observations 8,913 8,601 9,895 8,227 9,166 8,286
Adjusted R"2 0.010 0.008 0.012 0.008 0.016 0.008

aCoverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -

94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table H.6. Regression Coefficients for Average Net Return for Fed Cattle (Steers
and Heifers) by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant 1.43%%%  _1.16%** (.49%* 0.38 -0.87***  -0.11
Length (weeks)

13 -2.86%**  -0.44*** (.35 -0.01 0.97*** 0.29
17 -1.76***  -0.48*** (.30 0.45 0.827%* 0.82*
21 -1.70%** -0.11 -0.04 0.33 [.15%**  (0.87*
26 -1.07*** 0.01 0.15 -0.35 0.90***  0.61
Level®

1 -0.87***x (. 52%*k*  _1.02%**  -0.69*%* 0.42 -0.19
2 -1.36%** (.24 -1.06%**  -0.75*%* 0.44 0.21
3 -0.96*** -0.02 -1.14***  .0.51 0.18 0.42
4 -0.67**  -0.12 -0.87***  -0.16 -0.02 0.24
Length/Level

13/1 1.90***  (0.76***  0.09 0.22 -0.66 0.19
13/2 2.07**%*  0.80*** (.18 0.62 -0.56 -0.03
13/3 1.48%** 0.91*** (.50 0.10 0.11 -0.12
13/4 0.78%** 0.49%** 0.50 0.00 0.29 0.11
17/1 0.78%* 0.66***  -0.01 -0.02 -0.53 -0.20
17/2 0.99*** — 0.67*** 0.19 0.22 -0.24 -0.41
17/3 0.53 0.68***  0.46 0.02 -0.01 0.12
17/4 0.19 0.42%* 0.75%* 0.20 0.20 0.33
21/1 0.76%* 0.28 0.20 -0.12 -0.68 -0.21
21/2 1.14%*** (.25 0.42 -0.01 -0.25 -0.19
21/3 0.60* 0.35* 0.42 0.11 -0.57 -0.3
21/4 0.45 -0.01 0.42 -0.23 0.27 0.10
26/1 0.78%* 0.03 0.11 0.22 -0.70 -0.01
26/2 0.99%** -0.07 0.43 0.26 -0.49 -0.19
26/3 0.67* 0.03 0.62 -0.05 -0.24 -0.21
26/4 0.64 -0.27 0.69 -0.06 -0.24 0.54
# Of Observations 8,796 9,089 8,762 8,572 8,996 8,456
Adjusted R"2 0.033 0.043 0.010 0.006 0.005 0.002

Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level
respectively.
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Table H.7. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Fed Cattle (Steers and Heifers)
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 -0.78 -0.58° -0.452 0.342 -0.412b -0.532

17 -0.382 -0.82 -0.512 0.352 -0.36* -0.572

21 -0.302 -0.58° -0.97° 0.272 -0.56%¢ -0.402
26 -0.282 -0.36* -0.80¢  -0.19 -0.63° -0.18

30 -0.452 -0.43ab -0.61**  -0.74 -1.13 0.05
Level®

1 -0.11 -0.27 -0.38 0.122 -0.332 -0.26*

2 -0.352 -0.582 -0.622°>  0.05® -0.462° -0.51°

3 -0.422 -0.492 -0.592 0.172 -0.59% -0.49b

4 -0.432 -0.63? -0.79° -0.072 -0.86° -0.392b
5 -1.03 -0.98 -1.10 0.042 -0.79¢ -0.232
Length/Level

13/1 -0.37abede g 3pbedef 0 Dga 0.38>bc -0.29ab<  _0.30%def
13/2 -0.58%dete g 58edefe 9 37ab  33abede (g 30abed g 5pefeh
13/3 -0.80%tehi  _0.74f8h  _0362b  0.632 -0.51bede  _0.56%0eh
13/4 R -0.704efeh g 50abed (g 30abede g gpedef g 71h
13/5 -1.18% -0.62¢4efe 0. 80cde  0.03bcdef  _029abe 0 650eh
17/1 -0.102° -0.43bcdef 0 42ab (4920 -0.082 -0.41%beh
17/2 -0.102b< -0.72¢beh 04720 (. 32abede (g gab -0.69h
17/3 -0.323bede g ogqehi (g 55abcd g Goa -0.34bed 0,730
17/4 -0.408bedef 1 g7hi -0.57abed g o1bodef g 59cdef (g gofeh
17/5 -1.058M1 -1.058M  _0.57abed (g p5abede g 75efehi () 44efeh
21/1 0.00? -0.072b -0.58abed g p7abede g 2Qab -0.29¢4ef
2172 -0.52abedef g 55edefe g ggdef g ogabede (g 35abed g 570feh
21/3 -0.042 -0.62¢4efe _1 00%6e  0.102bode  _039abede () 430feh
21/4 -0.172bed -0.6204ete 1 pofeh (g 34abede g gphiik (g 33cdefe
21/5 -0.865ehti -1.251 -1.3580  0.40%bed 1130k -0.409-feh
26/1 -0.012 -0.24»bed 0302 -0.25%behi g 43bcdef g o1bed
26/2 -0.18a-bed -0.38bedef g 73bede _go3defes g 4gbede (. 43defeh
26/3 -0.303bede g 2abe g 58abed g p7edefe o 77Rehid g p70defe
26/4 -0.30abede g 13abc 1 10%fe  _Q.43Pehii 0 g4ehid  _(350dete
26/5 -0.67%ckebi g 97ehi 1 53h 0.16abcde g 71defeh g 11be
30/1 -0.022 -0.25abed 02092 -0.58e4 .80l _0.20%4¢
30/2 -0.323bedef g g3edefe g geabed (744 -1.10k -0.20cdef
30/3 -0.61bcdebeh (0 162 -0.432bc (.66l -1.08bik -0.35¢40fe
30/4 0.032 -0.54b¢cdef g 50abed () ggLi -1.56 0.442b
30/5 -1.39 -1.0280  _1328h 090! -1.244! 0.69*

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4 =
(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter are
not statistically different at the 5% level.



125

Table H.8. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Fed Cattle (Steers and Heifers)
Insurance by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 -0.92 -0.832 0.242 0.115¢ 0.122P 0.33b¢

17 -0.592 -0.97° 0.212 0.45% 0.022b 0.792

21 -0.452 -0.922%  -0.10P 0.212P 0.212 0.752

26 0.21 -1.03° 0.152 -0.33¢ -0.11° 0.642>

30 0.65 -1.00° -0.35° -0.07%¢  -0.65 0.01°
Level®

1 -0.142 -0.49 -0.282 -0.15° -0.192 0.20°

2 -0.43° -0.78 -0.16* -0.04° 0.052 0.47b¢

3 -0.44° -0.98 -0.082 0.01° -0.042 0.75*>

4 -0.41° -1.36* 0.26 0.30? 0.022 0.902

5 -0.182 -1.382 0.65 0.482 -0.082 0.445¢
Length/Level

13/1 -0.41behii 0 322 -0.08teh  _0.100def _0.14%defeh 0 18t
13/2 -0.72M5k 0,560 -0.04debeh (g 24bcd g olabedefe g 35defe
13/3 -0.92%! -0.72¢4  0.20004¢ 0. 04%def (.38>0c 0.475cdofe
13/4 -1.314m -1.2300 0.47abed g 21bed (g 37abed 0.53abcdete
13/5 -1.43™ -1.60¢ 0.842 0.37*>¢  (.102bedefe  ( 18%fe
17/1 -0.425e0i 04620 -0.23%fehi g 11ede 0 16%0eh 0.324¢te
17/2 -0.7004k 0 72¢de 0, 07defeh 0 30abc Q. 1exbedef (g 5]abedefe
17/3 -0.76'5%  -0.98%  0.1204ef  (.34abc (. 1abedef ] ps5ab
17/4 -0.815k -1.33% 0.68*° 0.872 0.13>bcdef ] oga
17/5 -0.33%behi |1 64k 0.802 0.832 -0.053bedefe g 7 abedef
21/1 -0.38behi 0 472b  _036behi g 100def (. 02abedete (0 3gdefe
2172 -0.508Mik 0 78cdet g 19efehi g g5edef (4720 0.78abedef
21/3 -0.630k _0.94dete g p7efehi g 3abe g pbedefeh (g g7abede
21/4 -0.49&hiik _1 401k 0. 00defeh  32abc (532 1.11abed
21/5 -0.27¢beh 1274 0.452b¢d 7120 0.28>b-cde 0.7620-cdef
26/1 0.27%¢d -0.60°>¢  -0.26%behi -0 44f -0.25¢%teh 0.30%cte
26/2 -0.024efe  _0.98teh o0140fe  _046%F  -0.028bedef (g 5pabedef
26/3 0.074¢ -1.14801 0.120def  _0.53f -0.042bcdef g 7 abedef
26/4 0.34>¢d 1540k 046x0ed 0. 190def g p3defehi ] pgabe
26/5 0.36>4 -1.15801  0.6420c 0.03¢def (. 03abedete g 50abedef
30/1 0.56"¢ -0.64%¢  -0.52M -0.314ef 04580 -0.30¢
30/2 0.07¢%ef  _0.92defe g 578hi  _037def  _(43fehi 0.09%fe
30/3 0.46>¢4  _1.18%M1  _0.651 -0.13%4ef 0. 69N 0.31540fe
30/4 0.76° -1.284 -0.37%5ehi 0. 22abed () 89 0.13%cte
30/5 1.432 11680 0.49abcd (g 38abe (g7 -0.11%¢

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4
=(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter are

not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table I.1. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Swine by Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant -0.03 -0.31%**  -0.03 0.22%* 0.00 -0.39%**
Length (weeks)

13 0.21 0.14 -0.06 0.00 -0.44%*%%  .(0.25%
17 0.24* 0.15 0.08 -0.13 -0.40**  -0.25*
21 0.00 0.13 0.19 -0.14 -0.20 -0.14
Level®

1 -0.49%%k (. 35%** (. 52%**k  (.38*F* -0.63**F* -(0.59%**
2 -0.34**  -0.20 -0.50%**%  -0.40%* -0.50%** -Q.47***
3 -0.28* -0.15 -0.36%*  -0.22 -0.58***  -0.17

4 -0.24 -0.04 -0.02 -0.08 -0.18 -0.06
Length/Level

13/1 -0.39**  -0.18 0.02 -0.30 -0.04 0.10
13/2 -0.18 -0.27 0.24 -0.12 0.11 0.20
13/3 0.01 -0.21 0.17 -0.28 0.25 0.05
13/4 0.11 -0.23 -0.03 -0.12 0.10 0.00
17/1 -0.21 -0.27 -0.16 -0.18 0.15 0.11
17/2 -0.17 -0.44%* 0.13 -0.08 0.14 0.13
17/3 -0.02 -0.30 0.13 -0.13 0.31 0.02
17/4 0.05 -0.30 -0.10 -0.02 0.08 -0.09
21/1 -0.54***  -.0.21 -0.11 -0.07 0.02 0.10
21/2 -0.22 -0.23 -0.11 0.07 0.06 -0.02
21/3 -0.09 -0.24 -0.05 -0.02 0.24 -0.06
21/4 -0.08 -0.30 -0.10 0.09 0.05 -0.11
Observations 4,051 3,819 4,363 2,876 3,710 4,781
Pseudo R"2 0.046 0.018 0.025 0.021 0.032 0.022

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level
respectively.
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Table 1.2. Probit Model Estimates for the Probability of a Positive Net Return for
Swine by Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant -0.49%%% Q. 55%**  _0.20%**  _0.48*** -(0.11 0.01
Length (weeks)

13.00 -0.35%*  (0.22% 0.09 0.33%x* -0.44%** 0.19
17.00 -0.41*** 0.04 -0.03 0.06 0.05 -0.37%**
21.00 -0.17 0.05 0.08 0.00 -0.03 -0.16
Level®

1.00 -0.49%*%%  _0.36*** -0.71***  -0.20 -0.66%** (.5 ***
2.00 -0.54***  -0.31* -0.64***  -0.05 -0.57%#Fx  -0.40%**
3.00 -0.26 -0.32%%  .0.59%**% (.02 -0.45%%*  .0.46%**
4.00 -0.13 -0.03 -0.05 0.07 -0.02 -0.29%*
Length/Level

13/1 0.06 -0.62*** (.10 -0.46**  0.12 -0.69%**
13/2 0.28 -0.34%* 0.29 -0.37* 0.30 -0.39%*
13/3 0.35 0.01 0.25 -0.51**  -0.02 0.05
13/4 0.01 -0.03 -0.01 -0.34 -0.01 0.11

17/1 0.21 -0.22 0.08 -0.29 0.14 -0.42%%*
17/2 0.30 -0.15 0.06 -0.19 0.23 -0.21
17/3 0.29 0.04 0.19 -0.13 0.03 -0.16
17/4 0.10 0.11 0.13 -0.11 -0.07 0.02
21/1 -0.02 -0.28 -0.11 -0.13 -0.05 0.05
21/2 0.06 -0.12 0.01 -0.29 0.26 0.12
21/3 -0.06 0.07 0.01 0.00 0.25 0.04
21/4 0.06 0.04 -0.04 -0.03 -0.02 0.20
Observations 4,379 4,649 4,206 4,066 4,043 4,086
Pseudo R"2 0.021 0.039 0.041 0.018 0.044 0.064

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level
respectively.
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Table 1.3. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Swine by

Coverage Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 39.612P 29.522 36.35%P 40.89° 20.49 18.55°
17 42.602 26.892 37.852b 39.30° 24.18° 17.84°
21 28.14 28.682 40.142 42.87° 28.182P 19.64°
26 36.79° 30.86* 35.76° 48.602 32.64% 23.602
Level?

1 24.54 23.32¢ 28.43 35.40° 18.89 14.07

2 34.91 25.87b¢ 34.35 38.56%¢ 24.13 17.10

3 41.582 29.292b 39.53 42.57° 25.53 23.21

4 45.402 32.30° 47.64 52.06* 34.39 24.79

5 53.79 41.92 50.72 55.942 38.82 28.58
Length/Level

13/1 24.42b 24.024¢t8 27 460k 32.52¢ 13.33 12.73
13/2 37.02%%¢  25.097°dete 36 18behi 38 13efe  p0.28%e 17.90%5eh:i
13/3 46.23bcde g g1bede 39 gdefeh 38 gs5efe 1 .9gefe 2 p4cdef
13/4 52.10%P 32.86%0¢d 44 sbedef 50 ggabed 30 g7ede g gpbede
13/5 57.22a 43.032 46.412bcde 58 g0a 32.91bed  26.00>0d
17/1 31.23f¢ 21.47¢ 26.04¢ 32.008 18.95¢ 12.98!
17/2 38.55¢def  21.08%¢ 37.38%beh 34 g2fe 22.41%%  16.180ehd
17/3 46.51%¢4  27.12040fe  4) gobedef 39 7gdefe 5 gpdete 21 p9cdefe
17/4 51.16*° 30.6Pedef 47 10abode 49 §7abede 30 ggbede 91 ppedefe
17/5 58.432 43422 51.83%P 53.5720 34.59%¢4  26.002bcd
21/1 14.47 22.87% 31.87M4k 35 6608 21.09%¢ 15.34h1
2172 27.98eh 27.22040fe  3) ggehiik 40 16edefe 26 3edefe 15 38ehi
21/3 34.30" 28.49bcdet 40 560dete 43 7obodet g p5edef 9 37cdefe
21/4 36.49%¢fe  30.20bcdef 51 goab 53.26%>¢  37.14%b¢ 24 opbodef
21/5 48.8020°¢ 42 .86? 56.522 53.13abc 42 15ab 29 g7abe
26/1 30.145eh  2527defe 28 gglik 43 .84bcdef 26 48def 1630080
26/2 35.66% 30.37bcdef 29 gehidk  4p ggbodef 30 77bcde 19 39defeh
26/3 37.59%dete 39 pgabede 34 gofehii 50 gpabede 2794¢def g 75abe
26/4 39.37¢def  3600abe 47 97abed 55 56ab 42.86*°  32.502b
26/5 48.732b¢ 37 6620 48.812b¢ 58767 50.00? 34.812

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4 =
(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter are
not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table 1.4. LRP Predicted Probabilities (%) of a Positive Net Return for Swine by
Coverage Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 15.22° 20.122 29.482 28.532  19.49 33.742
17 15.04° 20.302 23.97° 25722 35.40° 18.12
21 16.25° 20.142 23.45° 26.152  32.122P 33.53a
26 20.592 21.542 22.17° 20482  30.74° 36.56*
Level?

1 12.22 12.88 17.46 20.84 20.38 19.68

2 13.46 17.34 21.78 25.77 27.96 27.66

3 20.20 22.43 24.01 29.74 27.34 29.25

4 20.38 32.09 38.97 33.12 39.18 39.33

5 2291 32.08 40.11 35.56 41.06 47.39
Length/Level

13/1 10.29! 9.491 20.90%f  21.19%¢ 13.77 16.13"
13/2 13.6655eM1  16.398eh 29 osbed 98 gpbed p( 532hi g 4fe
13/3 22.98abed 26 1obode 29 70bc 26,1304 15420 41.75b¢4d
13/4 16.97¢4ofeh 34 852 39.892 33.70°  28.07%¢fe  51.112P
13/5 20.22b¢cde  37,09a 42.182 44100 29.08%f 58102
17/1 11.88M 13.638h 17.00%5¢  18.14¢  28.08%F 10.06
17/2 12.8205&hi 16.515eh 18.28%f¢  2535bed 34 390de  16.85h
17/3 19.38>def 21 p0def 23 654 29 71bc  31.82d¢ 16.39"
17/4 17.650cdete 33 13ab 40.29? 32.07%¢  43.93abc  26.49F¢
17/5 18.58>cdefe  30.37abc  3720ab 33670 47622 36.2204¢t
21/1 12.238M 12.66M 15.06¢ 20.94%¢  19.89M 27.65%
2172 12.8186e01 1762820 200008 20.48%c  32.62%¢ 33.724¢f¢
21/3 16.67%cteh ) 48edef 21 55defe 37 16bc  36.87%¢d 28 570
21/4 23.458bed 37 17abe  3835ab 33 080c 4D 86rbc  40.79bd
21/5 25.67*° 30.77ab¢ 41722 31.58%¢  44.57ab 44.32b¢
26/1 16.324feh 18 120 15.77%¢  25.00%¢ 22.18fehi 31 19efe
26/2 15.224¢etehi 19 57eteh 17 g1ete 29 69bcd  24.80%feh 35 14cdefe
26/3 22.83»bed 19 1688l 19 01efe  32.370¢  28.93defeh 3) g7dete
26/4 26.733bc 28.17abcde 36 6120 34.0420¢ 447920 39 13¢de
26/5 31.30® 29.14abed 38 50ab 31 6pbc 45 g4ab 50.59%P

Coverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% - 94.99%), 4
=(95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript letter

are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table L.5. Regression Coefficients of Average Net Return for Swine by Coverage
Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Constant 3.64%%% D S4Ekx FATHRRER R [2HkE ) QAEkE F JSAkH
Length (weeks)

13 -0.78 0.13 0.11 -2.00 -2.50%** 3 16%H*
17 -0.17 0.46 1.04 -1.93 -l.62%%E D DoHHE
21 -1.77%%*% 0.63 L.11* 0.01 -0.92* -1.04
Level®

1 -2.02%%% ] 23k S2.10%**% 3. 56%*k 2. 42%%*% (.77

2 -1.67*** -1.00 -2.23%%Ek 3 5wk D 02%*F*  -1.14

3 -1.08**  -1.36* -2.23%*%% -1.99 S2.17%%% -0.07

4 -1.72%**% -0.72 -0.33 -0.49 -0.75 0.73
Length/Level

13/1 -0.61 -0.13 -0.66 0.47 1.89*** (.87
13/2 -0.43 -0.17 0.30 0.86 1.78%* 1.30
13/3 -0.24 0.50 0.59 -1.05 2.00***  0.08
13/4 1.03 -0.09 -0.39 -0.03 0.62 -0.84
17/1 -1.02 -0.65 -0.96 0.51 1.37%* 0.97
17/2 -0.90 -1.13 -0.43 0.91 1.19 1.00
17/3 -0.87 -0.34 0.26 -0.31 1.42%%* -0.09
17/4 0.50 -0.87 -0.91 -0.32 0.29 -0.64
21/1 0.36 -0.43 -1.11 -0.81 0.83 0.60
21/2 0.20 -0.48 -0.87 -1.12 0.69 0.53
21/3 -0.02 -0.14 -0.23 -1.63 0.99 -0.49
21/4 0.25 -0.51 -0.79 -1.53 0.51 -0.25

# Of Observations 4,051 3,819 4,363 2,876 3,710 4,781
Adjusted R"2 0.041 0.004 0.027 0.022 0.019 0.014

*Coverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table 1.6. Regression Coefficients of Average Net Return for Swine by Coverage
Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Constant 3.68%**  1,15%** (.55 0.99** 1 .85%** 2.03 %%
Length (weeks)

13 -4.33%%*  _(.15 1.22%* 0.16 -1.60%**  0.11

17 -4.05%*%*  -0.26 0.61 0.04 0.51 -1.72%%*
21 -2.32%%*% (.51 1.86%** -0.15 -0.05 -0.05
Level?

1 -0.83 0.14 -0.46 -0.05 -1.33%%* ] 39%**
2 -1.28 0.16 -0.46 0.31 -1.30%** -1.31%%*
3 -0.42 -0.17 -0.83 0.22 -0.85 -1.36%**
4 0.15 -0.09 0.36 1.07* 0.59 -1.24%%*
Length/Level

13/1 1.56 -1.23*  -0.93 -0.94 1.38%* -0.72
1372 1.74 -1.07 -0.54 -0.93 1.52%%* -0.56
13/3 1.28 -0.42 -0.04 -0.98 0.40 -0.04
13/4 0.19 -0.17 -0.39 -1.52*%*  -0.55 0.66
17/1 1.67* -0.94 -0.15 -0.71 -0.24 0.96*
17/2 1.52 -1.08 -0.61 -0.94 0.51 1.08%*
17/3 1.25 -0.70 -0.02 -0.62 -0.59 0.58
17/4 -0.29 0.15 -0.02 -1.16 -1.11 0.83
21/1 1.03 -0.66 -1.18 -0.40 -0.05 -0.17
2172 0.99 -0.59 -1.10 -1.49*  0.70 0.27
21/3 -0.10 -0.06 -0.88 -0.06 0.16 0.2

21/4 0.66 0.17 -0.93 -0.45 -0.93 1.01

# Of Observations 4,379 4,649 4,206 4,066 4,043 4,086
Adjusted R"2 0.024 0.004 0.010 0.006 0.017 0.029

aCoverage levels: 1 = (85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -

94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).

Note: Asterisks (*, **, ***) represent significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level

respectively.
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Table 1.7. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Swine Insurance by Coverage
Length and Level: January-June, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
Length (weeks)

13 1.302 1.742 1.90° 3.912 0.14 0.23

17 1.502 1.462 2.46% 4.112 0.57°  1.12

21 0.66 1.912 23220 4802 0.94>> 210

26 2.24 1.602 1.90° 5.80 1.188  2.97
Level?

1 0.58° 1.322 1.23b 3.56° 0.22° 1.462

2 0.97° 1.402 1.572>  3.74° 0.51°  1.202

3 1.572 1.512 1.982 4.29° 0.56° 1.382

4 1.722 1.762 3.16 6.082 1.152  1.832

5 2.96 2.85 4.03 7.042 1.522  1.572
Length/Level

13/1 0.241 1.314¢ 0.82h 3.03f -0.12F  0.28"
13/2 0.77" 1.50%4¢ 1.655eh  3.46%f  0.179F  0.340eh
13/3 1.54eteh 1 81bede 1 94efe 3 0gf 0.25¢f  0.19"
13/4 2.17¢4¢  1.85abede 9 ggede  5.59bede g 2gef (g Qgh
13/5 2.87abc 9 g7abe 3.58abc g 12abc  (42def (. 198h
17/1 0.44! 1.12¢ 1.4580  3.14f 0.25%f  1.29%feh
17/2 0.91%&hi  0.88° 1.85¢ke  3.58ef 0.46%¢f (.95%Heh
17/3 1.5205eh 1 30d¢ 2.54%4ef 3 ggdef g 56def () ggqefeh
17/4 2.25¢de 1 .400de 3.27%¢d  537bede (g gqede | gdefeh
17/5 3.48*  3,00%P 451ab  6.193bc 1 3bed 1 ggefeh
21/1 0.22 1.52¢de 1.37¢0 376t 0.41ef  2.13bede
2172 0.40' 1.70%ede 1478 3.498f  0eedef  1.70%defe
21/3 0.778M1  1.67%%¢ 2.114ete 4 51edef (g g3cde | 74bcdef
21/4 0.41! 1.95abcde 3 g4pabc g 1abed 1 ggbc 9 79abed
21/5 1.884ef 3 172 4.582 8.132 2.002b  2.3]abede
26/1 1.63%efe  1.31d¢ 1.37¢h 45654 (.504ef 2. 58abed
26/2 1.98%de  1.54%de 1.2480  4.60%%ef  (.90cde 2 p1bede
26/3 2.56%¢d4  1.184¢ 1.23h  6.13abec (. 759de 3 pgabe
26/4 1.92¢def 1 gaabede 3 q4ed 7 goab 2.178% 4,082
26/5 3.64* 2.54abed 3 g7abc g 10 2.922 3350

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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Table 1.8. Historical Average Net Returns for LRP Swine Insurance by Coverage
Length and Level: July-December, 2005-2021

Coverage

Length/Level Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Length (weeks)

13 -0.102 0.332 0.95>> 0.512 0.23 0.792

17 0.10? 0.312 0.640¢ 0.582 1.382 -0.07

21 1.39 0.36® 1.172 0.60? 1.082 1.052
26 3.11 1.18 0.20° 1.22 1.142 0.922
Level?

1 1.082 0.28° 0.46° 0.39% 0.514 0.222

2 0.622 0.345¢ 0.49° 0.43° 0.97>¢  0.492

3 1.002 0.42ab¢  (0.47° 0.75b 0.68%¢  0.442

4 1.032 0.86P 1.542 1.202 1.432> 1,01

5 0.732 0.912 1.532 1.012 1.532 1.61
Length/Level

13/1 0.09%¢te  _0.10° 0.38%h 0.15%f 0.30>f  0.038hi
13/2 -0.19%f¢  0.09%4c  (.78%defe  .53bedef g 4edef (g p7defehi
13/3 0.224ete  .41bede  gobedefe g 3gedef 0 20f 0.739%¢
13/4 -0.3068  (.74>bcde 1 73abed g gobede g pgdef 1 55abe
13/5 -0.64¢ 0.99abc 1 77ab 1.152b¢  025%f 2142
17/1 0.47%¢f¢  (.08%¢ 0.55%¢h  0.26%ef  0.79%dc  _0.13h
17/2 -0.13%%¢  -0.039¢ 0.098h 0.40%def  1.56abc 085
17/3 0.46%4¢te (. 020d¢  (.30feh 0.62>¢de (. 92bede 047!
17/4 -0.51%¢ 0.95abed 1 50abede g g3abede | gqab g ofehi
17/5 -0.37¢fe  0.88>bed 1 gbedet 1 gpabed ) 36n 0.314ebehi
21/1 1.57b¢ 0.11¢%¢  0.77%% 0.38def  (.43def  (.41defeh
21/2 1.08>cde 21bede (. gebedefe 0 34f 1.20%¢4  (0.94b<d
21/3 0.85bcdef (. 41abede (g ggdefeh g ggabede | 1pbede () g3cde
21/4 2.1820 0.73>bcde | g4abe 1.45»0 1.478b< 1 74ab
21/5 1.370¢4  (.64abcde D 41a 0.84bcde  181ab 1982
26/1 2.86% 1.282 0.092h 0.93>¢d  .52def  (.g3def
26/2 2.40b 1.312b 0.09%h 1.30abc  @.55¢def (. 720deke
26/3 3.272 0.98>b¢d 0. 29h 1.20%>¢  1.00>¢4¢ (.66%5e
26/4 3.844 1.062bcd (. gbedefeh 9 (5a 2.459 0.78dete
26/5 3.68% 1.1520 0.55%6eh (. 99abede | g5ab 9 (3a

aCoverage levels: 1 =(85.00% - 89.99%), 2 = (90.00% - 92.49%), 3 = (92.50% -
94.99%), 4 = (95.00% - 97.49%), and 5 = (97.50% - 100.00%).
Note: Marginal probabilities within a marketing month column sharing a superscript
letter are not statistically different at the 5% level.
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