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BACKGROUND

o * US swine industry primarily raises hogs indoors, yet some farmers have chosen

to raise hogs with outdoor access.
O * Alternative pig farms (APFs) include niche, pasture-raised, and organic.
* Information regarding the number, location, and ditferent practices ot APFs in
Minnesota (MN) 1s unknown.

Fargo
* Research to identify APFs and to characterize their farming, management,
biosecurity, and marketing practices in MN was carried out because APFs can
N play a role in the spread ot pathogens and their subsequent control and
prevention within the broader swine industry.
“4 * Porcine Reproductive and Respiratory Syndrome (PRRS) virus is of major
Legend concern to all US pig farmers; therefore, a herd-level PRRS prevalence study
@ Outdoor Pig Farms
oo Inventory was also conducted.
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* An APF database was created to identity the study’s target
population from a variety of online, publicly accessible
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databases.
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* By encouraging the creation of a farm biosecurity plan, those 2 boars
with few biosecurity measures in place may be able to identity 84% sell p()rk direct o0
appropriate and applicable measures specific to their farm. 20
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* Survey results identified a few practices that should be further
explored, to evaluate their role in disease spread within this
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population and between the broader swine industry.
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