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Table 5 Odds ratios (OR) of finding a positive result by sample type using a multivariate analysis considering two random effects

(farm and litter or pen) and using the pooled nasal swab as baseline

Sample type N Positive samples / Total samples (%) Oy SE B° OR (95% CI) P value
Nasal swab 90 49/90 (54.4) 0.371 0.702 Reference -

Nasal wipe 90 51/90 (56.7) 0.199 0.447 1.22 (0.51-295) 0.66
Oropharyngeal swab 40 32/ 40 (80) 2.088 0.714 8.07 (2.13-35.7) 0.003
Oral fluid 55 41/55 (74.5) 2284 0.635 9.81 (3.02-373) < 0.001
Surface wipe 90 62/ 90 (68.9) 1.354 0478 3.87 (155-10.2) 0.004
Udder wipe 40 34/40 (85) 2803 0.79 16.5 (3.88-89.0) <0.001

B: regression coefficient

BSE B: Standard error of the regression coefficient
Nasal swabs, nasal wipes and oropharyngeal swabs were tested in pools of three



Locations of Submitted Specimens
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2018 Subtypes by Quarter
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H1 Clades 2018
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H1 — NA Pairings
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H3 — NA Pairings
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It will likely continue to be difficult M

to control influenza due to high
TIAV-S genetic diversity in pig
populations.
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