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Industry Summary:  

 

 The efficient use of facility space for swine production has been a key economic and production 

issue since the introduction of confinement production facilities.  Stocking density decisions have 

traditionally focused on economically efficient stocking levels accounting for pig performance and 

facility utilization.  However, current animal welfare concerns related to stocking density of pigs in 

confinement facilities combined with pig flow oriented production systems add new dimensions to the 

issue.    

A pig space allocation model (PSAM) is developed to help analyze the system-wide production 

and economic impacts of space allocation requirements and to allow for comparison of alternative 

management interventions to mitigate the effects of these requirements.  The system wide economic 

impacts include asset utilization rates, per unit costs of production and prices received.  First, the report 

provides a background overview of the model and the production assumptions incorporated in the 

model.  The second section provides a detailed usersô guide to developing simulations that can provide 

insights into alternative management strategies.  However, given the óaverageô nature of the model 

extreme caution should be used in directly using the model for specific management decisions.  
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Scientific Abstract: 

 The efficient use of facility space for swine production has been a key economic and production 

issue since the introduction of confinement production facilities.  Stocking density decisions have 

traditionally focused on economically efficient stocking levels accounting for pig performance and 

facility utilization.  A return on equity (ROE) financial simulation model is developed that overlays 

three stages of production (farrowing, nursery and finishing), a model of system pig flows is supported 

by a lean growth model, and a hog pricing model that includes pig weights and carcass composition for 

packer grid assessment.  The model is created using Microsoft Excel version 2003.     

Evaluating economic and production consequences of space allocation restrictions is the purpose 

of this model, so we need to define space allocation in this context.  A National Pork Board (NPB) 

working group examined the issue of space allocation in grow-finish facilities (Gonyou et al., 2004).   

The definition of space used in PSAM is based upon the work of this group and an examination of 

published literature on the effect of floor space allocation on performance from initiation of an 

experiment until final weight (235 lb BW or greater). Floor space was expressed by the following 

equation:   A=k*BW 
.667 

Where A is the area of space allocation in square meters and BW is the final body weight in kilograms 

(Petherick, 1983). 

 To determine the system impacts of space allocation, the rate of pig flow through the facility was 

projected so this required the incorporation of a growth model for pigs during the finishing phase of 

production.  The growth model was selected to characterize not only the final weights of pigs when 

marketing with different ending space allocations, but also to model the variation among pigs at the 

finishing end point.  This allows for a more realistic simulation of barn closeouts.  The model adapted to 

accomplish this was originally reported by Schinckel et al. (2002) and (2003).   

 

In troduction 
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 The efficient use of facility space for swine production has been a key economic and production 

issue since the introduction of confinement production facilities.  Stocking density decisions have 

traditionally focused on economically efficient stocking levels accounting for pig performance and 

facility utilization.  However, current animal welfare concerns related to stocking density of pigs in 

confinement facilities combined with pig flow oriented production systems add new dimensions to the 

issue.  For example, a survey by Buhr et al. found that finishing pigs in typical U.S. confinement 

facilities are given about 7.2 square feet per pig at finished weights.  Suppose, however, that a new 

animal welfare regulation requires that space allocation be increased to over 8.5 square feet per pig.  

How does this affect stocking densities and the profitability of live hog production?  To answer this 

question requires that we address how pigs grow during finishing, how pig flows are managed, how pig 

market weights change and the extent to which revenues are impacted by these weight changes for 

alternative packer pricing grids.  The system wide economic impacts include asset utilization rates, per 

unit costs of production and prices received.  The pig space allocation model (PSAM) is intended to help 

analyze the system-wide production and economic impacts of space allocation requirements and to 

allow for comparison of alternative management interventions to mitigate the effects of these 

requirements.   

 First, the documentation provides a background overview of the model and the production 

assumptions incorporated in the model.  The second section provides a detailed usersô guide to 

developing simulations that can provide insights into alternative management strategies.  However, 

given the óaverageô nature of the model extreme caution should be used in directly using the model for 

specific management decisions.  

Objectives 

The objectives of the proposed project are: 

A) Develop a written booklet for United States producers of the space allocation decision process 

with emphasis on possible welfare issues. 

B) Develop an internet delivered tool for producers to assess alternate space allocation strategies.  
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C) Develop education tools for use by adult educators for use with producers regarding the space 

allocation decision. 

D) Transfer knowledge/tools to professional societies. 

Materials and Methods 

 A complete return on equity (ROE) financial simulation model is developed that overlays three 

stages of production (farrowing, nursery and finishing), a model of pig flows through this system which 

is supported by a lean growth model, and a hog pricing model that includes pig weights and carcass 

composition for packer grid assessment.  The model is created using Microsoft Excel version 2003.     

 Figure 1 provides a schematic representation of the model.  PSAM is best represented as a 

configuration of sub-modules within the pork production system.  Technical relationships such as feed 

efficiency or live pigs born underlie each production stage.  The production stages which include 

farrowing, wean-feeder pig production and finishing are linked by the module of pig flow and growth by 

which pigs move between stages of production.  The technical relationships of pig production and flows 

are assigned economic values by incorporation into the financial accounting module (assets, liabilities 

and costs).  The fourth major module is the marketing module which is critical for accounting for the 

differences in marketing finished pigs as a result of changing pig space requirements.  Finally, these 

modules combine to provide economic outcomes of profit, asset utilization and return on equity which 

are the variables that concisely illustrate potential impacts of pig space. 

 Table 1 contains values for key baseline production parameters used in the model.  The number 

of pigs flowing through the system depends on farrowing rates, mortality and other production 

efficiency measures.  The number of wean and finish barns required to flow this number of pigs depends 

on the stocking densities and mortality rates at each stage of production and the growth performance of 

the pigs. 
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Figure 1.  Simulation Model Schematic.

Financial Outcomes 
Return On Equity (ROE) 

 
 

Profit Margin  Asset Utilization 

Financial Accounting 
Module 

Accumulated according to:  
ÅFacility size and numbers 
ÅBreeding females 
inventoried 
ÅNumber of pigs produced 
and pounds of gain per head 

Production Module 
For breeding/farrowing, nursery and finishing stages of production 

ÅFacility size and number 
ÅBreeding animal inventories 
ÅProduction efficiencies 

Pig Flow and Growth 
Module 

For each stage of production:  
ÅPlacements 
ÅStocking density 
ÅMortality 
ÅPig growth (average & within 
group variation in finisher) 

Marketing Module 

Marketing of individual pigs in a group 
ÅRules for determining timing of 
marketing of pigs in a group 
ÅPacker specific base price, 
premiums and discounts for 
carcass weight and carcass 
composition 
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Table 1.  Baseline Assumptions on Key Variables Impacting Results of Pig Space Allocation. 

 

Variable Value 

Average Breeding Female Inventory (hd) 2600  

Total Weaned Pigs Per Year (hd/yr) 56,511 

Total Pigs Transferred To Finisher (hd/yr) 54,816 

Total Standard Finisher Pigs Sold (hd/yr) 52,892 

Target Average Market Weight (lbs/hd) 260 

Space Per Pig at Placement (sq ft/hd) 

Space Per Pig at Sale of First Pig (sq ft/hd) 

6.90 

7.17 

Finishing Barns Required  18 

Market hogs Placed per Finishing Barn (hd) 1,050 

Base Carcass Price For Market Hog ($/cwt) $55.00 

Weighted Average Market Hog Daily Gain (lbs/d) 1.75 

Total Feed Costs Per Hundredweight Pigs Marketed ($/cwt) $21.72 

Total Assets ($) $6,580,600 

  

 

Evaluating economic and production consequences of space allocation restrictions is the purpose 

of this model, so we need to define space allocation in this context.  Recently, a National Pork Board 

(NPB) working group examined the issue of space allocation in grow-finish facilities (Gonyou et al., 

2004).   The definition of space used in PSAM is based upon the work of this group and an examination 

of published literature on the effect of floor space allocation on performance from initiation of an 

experiment until final weight (235 lb BW or greater). Floor space was expressed by the following 

equation: 

A=k*BW 
.667 

Where A is the area of space allocation in square meters and BW is the final body weight in kilograms 

(Petherick, 1983).  In most applications, BW and A are observed variables and k is a constant calculated 

based on the final or heaviest weight reported.  Gonyou et al., (2004) concluded that at coefficients (k) 

of 0.0336 or greater, further increases in space allocation do not result in any further increases in daily 

gain or daily feed intake.  At space allocations below the critical k value, they predict that for each three 

percent reduction in space, there is one percent degradation in daily gain and daily feed intake. There 

was no relationship between space allocation and feed conversion efficiency. For the industry average 
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pig density at placement reported by Buhr et al., of 7.19 sq. ft. per pig and an average market weight of 

270 pounds, the estimated  k-value when the first pigs are marketed is approximately 0.027.   Therefore, 

the k-value of 0.0336 represents an increase in space requirements.  

 To determine the system impacts of space allocation, we must also determine the rate of pig flow 

through the facility.  To do so requires the incorporation of a growth model for pigs during the finishing 

phase of production.  Our objective in selecting a growth model was to characterize not only the final 

weights of pigs when marketing with different ending space allocations, but also to model the variation 

among pigs at the finishing end point.  This allows for a more realistic simulation of barn closeouts.  The 

model adapted to accomplish this was originally reported by Schinckel et al. (2002) and Schinckel et al. 

(2003).  In these papers, data from Purdue University research trials on lean growth and body 

composition were used to estimate model variation in body weight and growth using mixed non-linear 

regression methods.  The Model estimated was reported by Schinckel et al. (2003) as: 

BWit = (C + ci) ï exp(-exp(Mǋ + mǋj)t
A
  + birthweight + eit 

where C, Mǋ, and A are fixed population mean parameters, ci and mǋi are random effects for the i
th
 pig, t 

is days of age, and birthweight is a constant (1.4 kg) and eit is an error term.  We used this equation to 

simulate the body weight of pigs in the finishing stage of production from 10 weeks until they reached 

either a target market weight or were constrained by space requirements.  The random effects parameters 

have a distribution with a mean and variance.  We could therefore create a distribution of pig weights in 

a barn at any given age by using monte carlo simulations which sample from the distribution of the 

random effects parameters for values of ci and mǋi .  As different parameter values are drawn, each pig (i) 

is assigned a different weight when solving the body weight equation.  This allowed us to realistically 

simulate both the growth rate of hogs and a distribution of weights of pigs at different ages for 

calculation of the impact of different packer pricing matrices.   

 Body weight is one factor valued by packer pricing matrices, but lean composition is also 

necessary.  The only parameter we have in the model associated with lean composition was body weight 

as estimated above.  Therefore, we needed a lean composition equation with body weight as the primary 
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predictor.   To obtain this we used data provided by a meat processor that included 118 individual pig 

live weights, carcass weights, last rib fat depth, last lumbar fat depth and 10
th
 rib fat depth to estimate 

regression equations of lean composition as a function of body weight.  The equation used is:   

Last Rib Backfat = 0.001 + 0.0042 * live body weight  R
2
 = 0.19 

This simple relationship allowed us to model lean composition as a function of bodyweight.  Obviously, 

this is highly simplistic, but the goal of the model is to accurately characterize the economic impacts of 

changes in space allocation and this allows us to include three characteristics we viewed as important (1) 

a body weight and growth model that allows for across pig variation in weights and increasing variation 

as pigs grow as observed in real world operations (2) a link from body weight to lean composition and 

(3) the ability to illustrate how the specification of packer grids can affect the economic impacts of 

marketing pigs at different weights under space constraints. 

Summary 

 The model is a production and financial characterization of multi-site hog production from 

farrowing through finishing and sale of the pig to the packer.  It includes assumptions regarding nearly 

all key production variables necessary to follow a pig through its life cycle.  Elements which are 

particularly critical to analyzing the problem of space allocation are modeled more explicitly, so for 

example it was necessary to model growth functions so that we could simulate barn closeouts at 

different weights if necessary to meet space constraints.  Visualizing this common reference as you run 

the simulation model will help you characterize and interpret the results applied to your own operations. 

Results and Discussion 

Software and Hardware Requirements 

 The model was created using Microsoft (MS) Excel version 2003.  It does contain programming 

code that may be incompatible with Excel versions prior to 2000.  Due to the simulations of pig growth 

the model is quite large and may run slowly on some computers.  Running the model on a computer with 

less than 512 MB of RAM will be very slow and is not recommended.  You will need to have at least 24 

megabytes of storage capacity to save the model. 
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Opening the Spreadsheet 

 Begin by opening the model ópig space.xlsô in MS Excel.  When you first open the file a box 

may open as shown in Screenshot 1.  This is to protect your computer from malicious code that may be 

embedded in macros in Microsoft Office products.  In this situation, since you know the source of the 

file, click the button óEnable Macrosô.  You must have the macros enabled for the spreadsheet to 

function properly. 

 The spreadsheet should then open to a page with the heading MAIN MENU as shown in 

Screenshot 2.  This screen is the main navigation screen and allows you to alter the baseline values of 

key variables (STEP 1), select a scenario to run.  The scenarios include either 1) no space restriction or 

2) a space restriction determined by the magnitude of the value of k entered in the baseline data entry tab 

and a strategy to adapt to the restriction  (STEP 2), and view the results of your simulations (STEP 3). 

 
 

Screenshot 1.  Select ñenable macrosò for spreadsheet to function properly.  
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Screenshot 2.  Main Menu. 

 

 

Altering Baseline Parameter Values 

 As labeled, STEP 1 allows you to change the starting values of many key parameters affecting 

the simulation.  Clicking on the hyper-link ñLink to Baseline Date Entryò will take you to a worksheet 

where you can enter new values or simply review the assumptions present in the base model.  

Screenshot 3 shows the Baseline Date Entry page. 

 

TIP: Hyperlinks are underlined and bold and will take you to indicated worksheets.  When 

you click on hyperlinks there may be a pause.  This is because the worksheet is recalculating 

values each time a link is clicked.  You can tell if a sheet is recalculating by looking at the 

very lower left corner of Excel.  If it says óReadyô the worksheet is done calculating.  If the 

sheet is calculating it will say óCalculating cells: x%ô where the percentage tells how much of 

the calculation is completed.  In most cases the delay will be thirty seconds to one minute. 
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Screenshot 3.  Baseline Data Entry page.  Values can be altered to reflect your operation. The value 

entered for the target k will determine the magnitude of the space restriction. 

 

 The first value on the sheet is the target k-value. This is the minimum space allocation required 

by pigs.  In this formula a is the area allocated to pigs in units of meters squared, body weight is the 

weight of the pigs in kilograms and the term symbol ó^ô means raised to the power of 0.667.  The default 

baseline value is based upon Gonyou et al., 2004 which found that no performance gains were realized 

with k-values greater than 0.0336.  Consequently, it represents a welfare benchmark beyond which pigs 

do not perform any better. For comparative purposes, current industry stocking practices are for 7.19 

square feet per pig at an average marketed weight of 270 pounds is a k-value of 0.0270.  Hence, the 

starting value of 0.0336 represents a substantial restriction relative to current industry practices.   

TIP: The arrows (<<<) are blue if a value is missing and must be entered and white if all 

values are entered.  This is a quick way to identify missing values.  Missing values will result 

in an invalid solution. 
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However, you may alter this value.  A value closer to zero means that each pig is required to have less 

area and a value farther from zero indicates that each pig is required to have more area available.  To 

make this calculation easier, simply click on the button to the right of the cell.  A series of dialogue  

boxes will open asking you for input in more commonly used square feet terms and liveweight in 

pounds and the metric conversions will automatically be made to calculate the k-value.  This value will 

be substituted directly into the target k-value cell.  

 Another value which requires some explanation is the óPacker Matrixô cell as shown in 

Screenshot 4.  Two packer price grids are programmed into the spreadsheet to help illustrate the impact 

that different packer grids could have on changes in space allocation manifested as different weights of 

finished pigs.  Packer A is characterized as a packer that has a very small target for price premiums and 

pigs which fall outside the target are discounted heavily relative to the target.  Packer B is characterized 

as a packer that has a larger target of weights and carcass composition.  The price grids are actual grids 

obtained from meat packers.  The implications of these two grids in terms of space allocation is that if 

pigs are marketed at lighter weights due to space restrictions they are likely to receive greater discounts 

if marketed to Packer A compared to Packer B.  Hence, the preferred strategy to manage pig space 

restrictions depends on the packer to which pigs are marketed and this strategy can be evaluated using 

PSAM. 
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Screenshot 4.  Modifying Packer Matrix Can Be Used as Mitigation Strategy. 

 

 Most other values are self explanatory as they are common performance metrics associated with 

pig production.  Note that feed performance parameters are not necessary because the lean growth model 

described in the background section already incorporates implicit efficiencies.  The implicit daily gain is 

1.75 and the implicit feed efficiency is 2.97 lb feed/lb gain.  These values are on the efficient side, but 

certainly not beyond current production norms. 

 The last values required are key asset balance sheet values necessary to calculate ROE.  The 

baseline model uses industry norms, and the user may adjust these values upward or downward using 

the percent change from baseline toggles.  In most cases these are only proportional changes and do not 

have any impact on the overall implications of scenarios other than multiplying values up or down. 
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Scenario Selection  

 STEP 2 (see Screenshot 2) is the core of this educational simulation model.  Given the existence 

of a pig space restriction there are basically two main strategies to adapt to this requirement.  First is to 

market pigs at lighter weights.  Referring back to the formula for k-value, youôll recognize that if body 

weight decreases, the denominator decreases and therefore, k-value increases (i.e., pigs have more 

space).  If you would like to check this click the link to go back to the baseline data entry link, click on 

the button to calculate k-value and substitute in lower weights to see how they affect k-values.   

 Reducing market weights has several impacts.  It reduces total revenue because fewer pounds are 

sold.  Marketing at lighter weights also results in pigs falling outside the optimal pricing range of packer 

price matrices which further reduces revenue because of lost premiums.  One possible advantage is that 

pig flows in the rest of the system are not disrupted, so that farrowing and nursery flows are largely 

unaffected.  

 The second major adaptation is to maintain the optimal weights for finished pigs but to alter 

practices in prior stages to allow for pigs to ófitô the greater space requirements.  In this scenario three 

sub-alternatives are provided.  First is to build more finishing barns.  In this situation, all production 

practices remain unchanged, but more space is provided at finishing.  Essentially capital investment is 

substituting for changing pig flows or weights in the system.  Second is to market weaned pigs.  

Marketing weaned pigs does not alter farrowing practices, but results in fewer pigs being finished to 

market weight and the lost profit opportunity for each pig sold as a weaned pig.  Market hogs that are 

retained can still be marketed at target weights that optimize packer grid premiums.   

 The third major alternative is to reduce the breeding herd and hence reduce overall pig flows.  

The major cost here is that the existing asset base for the breeding and nursery herds is underutilized.   

 

Running Mitigation Simulations 

 Usually begin with clicking the first radio button ñNo Space Restrictionsò to obtain a baseline 

scenario with no restrictions on spacing.  This will ignore the target k-value entered in the Baseline Data 
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Entry and will market pigs at their target market weight.  Next, under STEP 3, click on ñView Summary 

of Outcomesò.  This will show the results of the current scenario, in this case the results of ñNo Space 

Restrictionsò.  Screenshot 5 shows the Summary of Outcomes page.   

  

To the right of the title, it will display the scenario being analyzed, in this case ñNo Restrictionsò.  

The remainder of the table shows key financial and production values that should be self explanatory.  

However, midway down the page you will find a heading ñWeekly Marketingsò which show how pigs 

are marketed at the finishing stage (Screenshot 6).  These results are very informative to evaluate how 

pig space allocation affects marketings.  The first set of information is for the k-value calculated by eek.  

You will notice that as weeks pass, the k-value decreases because the pigs are growing.    

With no restrictions, notice in Screenshot 5 that in week 20, the k-value (0.0308) is below the 

target-k value in the baseline (0.0336).  This is because there is no restriction on k-value.  Notice also in 

week 21 that k-value increases.  This is because at week 21 pigs are being marketed so there are fewer 

pigs in the barn and the heaviest pigs have been sold.  This can be observed by scrolling down to the 

next section, ñFinishing Pigs Marketed Per Group,ò which shows that at 21 weeks of age 165 pigs were 

marketed per barn. 

TIP:  The results pages are separate worksheets in the workbook.  As with all Excel 

workbooks, you can use Ctrl-PageDn or Ctrl-PageUp to move throught workbooks.  

However, due to macros, it is recommended that you navigate through pages by using the 

links. 
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Screenshot 5.  Summary of Outcomes: Production and Financial Results 

The marketings occur through week 25 at which point all pigs are marketed.  The marketing rate is 

determined by the growth of the pigs according to the distribution specified by the growth function 

discussed in the background section of this report.  Under the ñNo Restrictionsò scenario, all pigs will be 

marketed at a weight near the target market rate.  This is found by scrolling farther down the óSummary 

of Outcomesô page (Screenshot 6) 

 In this example, the first batch of pigs marketed in week 21 weigh an average of 266.3 pounds.  

Actual market weights will generally be heavier than the target weight specified in the baseline values of 

260 pounds (see Screenshot 3).  The reason is that pigs are marketed at weekly intervals and the decision 

to market in any week is determined by the weight of the pigs at the start of the week.  At the start of 

week 20, this batch of pigs weighed less than the 260 pound target and were not marketed.  As an 

example, suppose that at the start of week 20 the pigs weighed an average of 257 pounds. 
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Screenshot 6:  Scenario of Outcomes: Weekly Marketings.  

 
 

Screenshot 7:  Average Marketing Weights 



 18 

 They would not be marketed because they are less than the 260 pound target weight.  If the pigs gain 

1.75 pounds per day for the next seven days until the start of week 21, they will weigh 265.75 pounds 

which is higher than the target weight.   If the k-value is constraining, that is space is the key constraint 

defining marketing, the weights of pigs shown in Screenshot 7 will be lighter than the target market 

weight.   

 To facilitate education on the potential impacts of alternative approaches to managing space 

restrictions, a comparison sheet is included to compare scenarios.  If the spreadsheet is currently on any 

other sheet, click on Return to the Main Menuò.  Under STEP 3, click on ñView Side-by-Side 

Comparison of Multiple Scenariosò.  This will take you to the Screenshot 8.   

 

Screenshot 8.  Comparison of Multiple Scenarios. 

 The main area of the screen allows a comparison of the current scenario being conducted with 

the baseline scenario.  Usually, you will want to copy the no restrictions results into the first column, 

labeled ñBaseline,ò in the main body with the ñCopy Current Scenario Here (Baseline)ò button.  

Subsequent scenarios will be placed automatically in the column headed by ñCURRENT SCENARIOò.  
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The third column of results will then show the percent change from the baseline (no restrictions if you 

followed the directions in the first two sentences of this paragraph) to the case of having to implement a 

management adaptation to space restrictions.  For example in Screenshot 8, the original scenario of ñNo 

Restrictionsò is compared to ñMarketing Earlyò.  The next column compares the two and shows that by 

marketing early to meet k-value restrictions results in a 16.71% reduction in return on equity (indicated 

by red arrow).   

 To the right of the main body are a series of columns which allow for multiple scenarios to be 

copied side-by-side.  It is important to preserve your scenario to compare to subsequent scenarios.  In 

Screenshot 8, note that the ñReduce Stocking Densityò by addition of 2 finishing barns scenario has now 

been copied into the first column of the multiple comparison columns.  It will remain there unless a 

subsequent scenario is copied over this value. 

Scenario: Evaluate Early Marketing to Comply with Space Restrictions 

 As described before, prior to conducting any scenario, check to make sure the baseline data are 

set to match your circumstances.  To evaluate early marketings the key variable that will impact the 

results relative to the baseline case of no space restrictions is the ñTarget k-valueò on the Baseline Data 

entry page (Screenshot 3).  This will determine the space restriction at which pigs are marketed and will 

over-ride the target marketing weight if pigs have less space than defined by the k-value as the pigs 

grow.   

 Once the baseline values are properly set, return to the main menu and click the radio button next 

to ñMarket Earlyò.   The ñMain Menuò page will appear as in Screenshot 9. 



 20 

 

Screenshot 9.  Selection of the ñMarket Earlyò Scenario. 

 To review the results you may now select a link from ñSTEP 3ò alternatives.  The first two 

alternatives are straightforward.  Clicking on the link ñView Side-by-Side Comparison of Multiple 

Scenariosò will take you to the page as shown in Screenshot 10.   

 The column headed ñCurrent Scenarioò shows the impact of the k-value restriction of 0.0336 

when pigs are marketed early as a way to meet the k-value restriction.  Note that the previous column 

with the button ñCopy Current Scenario Hereò shows the original ñNo Restrictionò scenario.  The 

column after provides a comparison of the differences between the two scenarios as described earlier.   

Do not copy the ñMarket Earlyò scenario to the ñBaselineò column if you wish to run other scenarios 

and compare those to the baseline of ñNo Restrictionsò.  If you would like to keep the scenario ñMarket 

Earlyò, instead copy it to the multiple columns to the right of the comparison column with the buttons 

headed ñCopy Current Scenario Hereò.  Doing this will result in the page appearing as in Screenshot 11.


