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Epidemiological investigation of pseudorabies virus wild virus infection in some large pig farms in
Chongqing from 2019 to 2020

LUO Xiao-ling, L1IU Zhou-jiang, WEN Xing-jian, XING-Ya-jing, CHEN Qiang, HU Juan, LI Min, LIU
Yan-qi  (Experimental Animal Research Institute of Chongqing Academy of Traditional Chinese Medicine
Chongqing 400065 ,China) ™™

Objective Large pig farms in some areas of Chongging from 2019 to 2020 were selected as the research ob-
ject to investigate the infection of porcine pseudorabies virus (PRV) wild virus to determine relevant virus prevention and
control measures in combination with the research results.  Methods 3 640 sera collected from 32 large pig farms in
Chongqing were investigated by enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay (ELISA). The results were statistically analyzed.
Results 3640 pig sera were collected from 32 large pig farms. The positive rate of PRV Ge antibody by ELISA was
37.40% (1362/3640) ,and the positive rate of PRV GB antibody was 93.20% (848/3640). The positive rates of PRV Ge
antibody in boars and sows, lactating/nursing piglets, fattening pigs and reserve pigs were 35. 80% ,44. 20% ,33.50%,
29.20%,48.90% and 32.70% respectively. There was significant difference in the positive rates of PRV Ge antibody be-
tween boars and sows.lactating and nursing piglets,fattening pigs and reserve pigs (P<C0. 05). The positive rate of serum
PRV Ge antibody of pigs in Zhongxian County and Wuxi County was more than 50. 00 % , which was significantly different
from that of pigs in farms in Yunyang County, Fengjie County,Chengkou County, Fengdu County, Youyang Tujia and Mi-
ao Autonomous County and Wushan County (all P<Z0. 05). The positive rate of serum PRV GB antibody of pigs in farms
in Youyang Tujia and Miao Autonomous County was lower, which was statistically significant compared with that in
farms in other areas (P <C0. 05) The positive rate of PRV Ge antibody in pig serum in the fourth quarter of each year was
43.00% ,which was statistically significant compared with other quarters (P<C0. 05) ; There was no significant difference
in the positive rate of PRV GB antibody between the four quarters (P>>0.05). Conclusion In Chongqing,some large-
scale pig farms face tremendous pressure of pseudorabies virus infection,and relevant departments need to strengthen con-
trol and purification.
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Table 1 Analysis of the overall positive rate of samples collected
from 2019 to 2020

Wl R ] R TR kT
fEf Numbers 7k e S FE B M B ) MR )
Years of Positive Piggery €3] Positive Samples

piggery piggery  positive rate  Samples  samples numbers  Positive rates

2019 32 16 50. 00 1820 732 40,22
2020 32 16 50.00 1820 630 34.60
1 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 12.21 2.30
P >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 <0.05 <0.05

3 AEMEXFEEIFE PRV-gE. gB 574 PA 1 = Lk
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PRV-gB FHM: R A%, 5 H B #h X =5 % i PRV-¢B
PR PAPERA L 22 7 B A G122 8 L (P <<0. 05) (G
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Table 2 Analysis of positive rate in pig farms in different regions

PRV-gE #i ik PRV-gB #i ik
Positive rate Positive rate

of Ge-antibody of Gb-antibody

0 [X

I;[E‘g[;m PHVEEC/ RGN PHMESR RS/ R

Number of (%) Number %)
Positive/ Positive of positive/ Positive

Detected Rate Detected Rate

=P 308/728 42.30 178/728 97. 80
BE 190/364 52.20 344/364 94. 50
B 76/364 21.00 336/364 92. 30
Ik B 128/364 35. 20 356/364 97. 80
F L 72/364 19.70 348/364 95. 60
Eg;;iﬁ 48 /364 13.20 272/364 74.70
PITEES 172/364 47.30 340/364 93. 40
A% 368/728 50. 50 684/728 94. 00
41t Total 1361/3 640 37. 40 848/3 640 93. 20
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Table 3  Analysis of the positive rate of different types of pigs
PRV-gE $ii PRV-gB $ii 4
Positive rate Positive rate
of Ge-antibody of Gb-antibody

ijfjry FRVEE /A% MM MR/ R
Number of %) Number (%)

Positive/ Positive of positive/ Positive

Detected Rate Detected Rate

N 236/660 35. 80 648/660 98. 20
B35 368/832 44, 20 413/432 95.70
X* 1.31 0.53

P <0. 05 >>0.05

I FL AT 5 208/620 33.50 604/620 97. 40
IrS=ge=4 161/548 29. 20 480/548 87. 60
X* 1.74 1.69

P <0. 05 <0. 05
B 264/540 48. 90 446/540 82.50
J5 & 144/440 32.70 412/440 93. 60
x* 2.13 2.27

P <0. 05 <0. 05

5 AEZEE¥ PRV-gE. gB KRR LR

4 WO RS U I E PRV-gE Pk
PP R 43, 00% . S H B REM L2 5 B A 51t 2%
B (P <C0.05); PRV-gB HUIARFH R 4 A Z B2 A e
ZRTGITFE L (P>0.05),

x4 FRFEFESE PRV FIEREERLR

Table 4 Analysis of positive rate inpig farms in different seasons

PRV-¢E #ifk PRV-gB i {4k

Positive rate Positive rate

of Ge-antibody of Gb-antibody

1

Season PRMEEC/ R PREER MR/ MR
Number of %) Number %)
Positive/ Positive of positive/ Positive
Detected Rate Detected Rate
H—FE 90/240 37.30 223/240 92. 90
i) 76/198 38. 50 185/198 93. 20
)iy 70/230 30. 50 212/230 92. 10
ELES) 104/241 43.00 228/241 94. 40
X* 2.17 0. 890
P <0. 05 >>0.05
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