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Key Points:
e “Alternative” pig farms (APFs) include niche, pasture-raised, and USDA organic-certified, among others.
e About 200 APFs in MN were identified, and out of 25 tested farms, there was a 36% herd seroprevalence for PRRSV.

Introduction:

The United States (US) swine industry has shifted to raising hogs indoors in large premises. Yet, there are still farmers who have chosen
the alternative to raise their hogs outdoors. These “alternative” pig farms (APFs) include niche, pasture-raised, and USDA organic-
certified, among others. As the US swine industry seeks to strengthen their defenses against the spread of Porcine Reproductive and
Respiratory Syndrome (PRRS), understanding the role that APFs play in disease transmission is important. However, information on APFs
is scarce in the US so the current prevalence of PRRS in APFs along with any risk factors associated with PRRS in this population is
unknown.

Materials and Methods:

A process was developed to identify and create an APF database that served as the study’s target population. This population was then
emailed an online survey using Qualtrics (Provo, UT) in December 2022 to gather information about their on-farm practices and invited
to participate in a PRRS prevalence study with a sample size of 41 farms (n=200, 0.25/90/10). Interested producers were visited and oral
fluid (OF) or serum samples (n=<30, 0.05/90) were collected, pooled by <5 if serum, and tested via PRRSV ELISA and RT-PCR. Farms were
classified as PRRS positive if there was at least one positive ELISA positive sample (>0.4 S/P) and/or at least one positive RT-PCR positive
sample (<40 Ct). Apparent prevalence was calculated by ELISA and RT-PCR individually. To determine if there were any associations
between different on-farm practices and PRRSV status, univariable logistic regression was performed to calculate odds ratio from pre-
selected variables based on t-test or fisher’s exact tests.
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transmission.




