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Evaluation of the specificity of a commercial
ELISA for detection of antibodies against porcine
respiratory and reproductive syndrome virus in
individual oral fluid of pigs collected in two
different ways
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Abstract

Background: The monitoring of infectious diseases like the porcine reproductive and respiratory syndrome (PRRS)
using pen-wise oral fluid samples becomes more and more established. The collection of individual oral fluid, which
would be useful in the monitoring of PRRSV negative boar studs, is rather difficult. The aim of the study was to test
two methods for individual oral fluid collection from pigs and to evaluate the specificity of a commercial ELISA for
detection of PRRSV antibodies in these sample matrices. For this reason, 334 serum samples from PRRSV negative
pigs (group 1) and 71 serum samples from PRRSV positive pigs (group 2) were tested for PRRSV antibodies with a
commercial ELISA. Individual oral fluid was collected with a cotton gauze swab from 311 pigs from group 1 and 39 pigs
from group 2. Furthermore, 312 oral fluid samples from group 1 and 67 oral fluid samples from group 2 were taken
with a self-drying foam swab (GenoTube). The recollected oral fluid was then analysed twice with a commercial ELISA
for detection of PRRSV antibodies in oral fluid.

Results: All serum samples from group 1 tested negative for PRRSV antibodies. The collection of oral fluid was sufficient
in all samples. Sampling with GenoTubes was less time consuming than sampling with cotton gauze swabs. False
positive results were obtained in 7 (measure 1) respectively 9 (measure 2) oral fluid samples recollected from cotton
gauze swabs and in 9 and 8 samples from GenoTubes. The specificity of the oral fluid ELISA was 97.4% for cotton gauze
swabs and 97.3% for GenoTubes. 70 out of 71 serum samples and all oral fluid samples from group 2 tested positive for
PRRSV antibodies. The sensitivity of the oral fluid ELISA was 100%. According to the kappa coefficient, the results showed
an almost perfect agreement between serum and oral fluid collected in both ways (kappa > 0.8).

Conclusions: Both methods used for individual oral fluid collection proved to be practical and efficient and can be used
for PRRSV antibody detection. It has to be considered, however, that false positive results may occur more often than in
serum samples.
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Background
In recent years, the applicability of oral fluid samples for
diagnostics of infectious disease like porcine reproduct-
ive and respiratory syndrome (PRRS), caused by the
PRRS virus (PRRSV) has seen increased discussion in
scientific literature. Several methods of detecting PRRSV
RNA and PRRSV antibodies (Ab), using both different
molecular diagnostic methods and serological tech-
niques, were developed [1-3]. Sampling techniques were
evaluated [4] and the effect of the stabilization of the
oral fluid [5] and sample processing [6] was determined
with the intention to improve the results. Different ropes
for the oral fluid collection were tested [6,7]. Some ELI-
SAs, specifically developed for PRRSV Ab detection in
oral fluid, show results comparable to serum ELISAs
[2,8]. The usage of cotton ropes as chewing material for
oral fluid collection was found to be the method of
choice [6,7]. This system is highly suitable for pen-wise
oral fluid collection in weaning pigs and fatteners. For
individual oral fluid collection, however, especially from
sows and boars, the animals have to be trained to chew
on the cotton rope [4,7]. This is a time consuming
measure and is not widely accepted among European pig
producers. On the other hand, the continuous testing of
individual animals via oral fluid sampling would be a
substantial improvement in the monitoring in PRRSV
negative herds like boar studs. This presupposes an easy,
rapid, animal friendly and efficient sampling method as
well as the uncomplicated storage and transport of the
samples. Self-drying foam swabs like GenoTubes Live-
stock (Prionics, Schlieren, Switzerland) that were devel-
oped for the detection of minimal DNA amounts in
forensic medicine have a small sample volume and can
be stored at room temperature for several weeks [9].
For the collected oral fluid samples, test systems with

a high specificity and sensitivity are needed, as they are
continuously developed and improved for serum sam-
ples [10,11]. A recently developed ELISA detecting IgG
Ab against PRRSV in individual oral fluid collected with
cotton ropes has according to Kittawornrat et al. [8] a
specificity of 100% (95% confidence interval at 99%,
100%) and a sensitivity of 94.7% (92.4%, 96.5%). Accord-
ing to the manufacturer of the cited IDEXX PRRS OF
ELISA (IDEXX, Ludwigsburg, Germany), the specificity
is quoted at 98.7% (92.2%, 100%) in 77 tested individual
oral fluid samples whereas the sensitivity is 100% (94.2%,
100%) in 78 tested samples. For the IDEXX PRRS X3 Ab
test (IDEXX), which is generally considered to be the de
facto gold standard ELISA in the detection of PRRSV Ab
in serum, the manufacturer quotes a sensitivity of 98.8%
and a specificity of 99.9%.
The objective of the study was to test the efficacy and

practicability of oral fluid collection from individual pigs
via cotton gauze swabs and a dry foam swab (GenoTube)
as well as the re-collection of oral fluid from these mate-
rials. Furthermore, the specificity of the IDEXX PRRSV
OF ELISA for the detection of PRRSV Ab in oral fluid
collected with these methods was evaluated in compari-
son to the IDEXX PRRS X3 in serum samples. To en-
sure the sensitivity of the oral fluid ELISA, a number of
PRRSV positive pigs were tested as well.
Methods
Animals and serum samples
A total of 395 pigs (405 samples) were included in the
study. The pigs consisted of 2 groups. Group 1 (n = 334)
included 152 boars from four German boar studs, 67
boars from one Austrian boar stud, 35 fatteners from
one German pig breeding farm and 57 sows and gilts as
well as 23 nursery piglets from two Austrian pig breed-
ing farms. All farms were classified as PRRSV negative
(category IV according to Holtkamp et al. [12]). Group 2
included a total of 71 samples from the following pigs:
a) 39 fatteners from one Austrian and one German
PRRSV positive fattening farm, b) 12 nursery piglets
injected with a PRRSV type 2 strain at pre-vaccine stage
and c) 20 fatteners challenged with a highly pathogenic
PRRSV type 2 strain. Ten of the pigs mentioned under
c) were the same as in b) and used twice for sampling
with a time lag of 28 days between both sampling times.
A blood sample was taken from each pig. All blood sam-
ples, except of the pigs mentioned under b) and c) in
group 2, were collected in the course of monitoring pro-
grams and not taken for the purpose of this study. Hous-
ing, animal care and experimental protocol of the pigs
mentioned under b) and c) were approved by the local
ethics committee (Agency of the Government in Lower
Austria, Department of Agrarian Law). Blood samples
were centrifuged for 10 minutes at 2400 g within 4 hours
after sampling and serum was kept frozen at minus 20°C
until analysis.
Collection and handling of oral fluid samples
Oral fluid was collected from the above mentioned pigs in
two different ways while they were fixated for blood sam-
pling or, in case of the boars, during semen collection:
1. Individual oral fluid samples were collected via cot-

ton gauze swab. For this purpose, the swab was held into
the mouth of the respective pig with a serrefine and the
oral fluid was allowed to soak into the swab (Figure 1a).
The swabs were stored in a 50-ml-falcon tube at minus
20°C until re-collection of the oral fluid and analysis. For
the re-collection of the oral fluid, the swab was centri-
fuged for 10 minutes at 2500 g in a 50-ml-falcon tube
with filter (Figure 1b).
2. Individual oral fluid samples were collected via Geno-

Tubes (Figure 2a). The GenoTubes soaked with oral fluid



Figure 1 Oral fluid collection via cotton gauze swabs (a), centrifugation for re-collection of oral fluid (b).
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were stored at room temperature up to four weeks until
analysis.
Group 1: In 289 pigs oral fluid could be collected in

both described ways. In 22 pigs (boars from Austria)
only cotton gauze swabs were used and in another 23
pigs (nursery piglets from Austria) only GenoTubes were
utilised. Group 2: Oral fluid samples were collected from
35 pigs both via cotton gauze swab and via GenoTube.
In another 4 pigs only cotton gauze swabs and in 22 pigs
(32 samples) only GenoTubes were collected.
Oral fluid collection was done on the same day that

the blood samples were taken from the respective pigs.
Figure 2 Oral fluid collection via GenoTubes (a), reconstitution of ora
Detection of PRRSV antibodies by ELISA
All serum samples were analysed with the IDEXX PRRS
X3 Ab test for the presence of antibodies against PRRSV.
All oral fluid samples were analysed with the IDEXX

PRRS OF ELISA, designed for detection of antibodies
against PRRRSV in oral fluid. To test the reproducibility
of results, samples of group 1 were tested in two differ-
ent measures. The capacity of the foam swab of the Gen-
oTube was measured experimentally. For this reason, 10
GenoTubes were dived into oral fluid for some seconds
and the amount of fluid soaked into the swab was mea-
sured with weighing. The average was at approximate
l fluid by resuspension (b) and following centrifugation (c).
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200 μl with no considerable deviation. To reconstitute the
dried oral fluid, the foam swab of the GenoTube was re-
suspended in a 1.5 ml microcentrifuge tube with 400 μl of
the dilution buffer of the ELISA kit (Figure 2b) which
means a 1:2 dilution of the contained oral fluid as is re-
quired in manufacturer’s instructions. To remove the
remaining oral fluid from the foam swab, the GenoTubes
were centrifuged for 10 minutes at 2500 g after removing
the SafeDry medium from the tube (Figure 2c). The gained
fluid was added into the respective microcentrifuge tube.
All serum and oral fluid ELISAs were conducted ac-

cording to the manufacturer’s instructions. A brief de-
scription of the IDEXX PRRSV OF ELISA is given in [1].
In both ELISAs, samples with sample-to-positive (S/P)
ratios ≥0.4 (cut-off value) were considered positive for
PRRSV antibodies.
Statistical analysis
The specificity of the IDEXX PRRS OF ELISA in oral fluid
from cotton gauze swabs and GenoTubes compared to
the IDEXX PRRS X3 Ab test in serum was estimated
using group 1. The sensitivity of the IDEXX PRRS OF
ELISA in oral fluid from cotton gauze swabs and Geno-
Tubes compared to the IDEXX PRRS X3 Ab test in serum
was tested using the samples from group 2. The correl-
ation of S/P values of the ELISAs were tested in group 2
with the correlation coefficient after Spearman. Over all
samples, the accuracy of the IDEXX PRRS OF ELISA in
oral fluid from cotton gauze swabs and GenoTubes was
calculated. In measure one, the agreement of the IDEXX
PRRS OF ELISA in oral fluid from cotton gauze swabs
and GenoTubes with the IDEXX PRRS X3 Ab test in
serum was determined with the kappa coefficient (κ) and
interpreted according to Landis and Koch [13].
Table 1 Two-by-two contingency table comparing results
of ELISA for detection of PRRSV antibodies in serum and
oral fluid collected via cotton gauze swabs and
GenoTubes

IDEXX PRRS OF - oral fluid IDEXX PRRS X3
Ab - Serum

Negative Positive

Cotton gauze swabs Measure 1 Negative 304 0

Positive 7 39

Measure 2 Negative 302 -

Positive 9 -

Total 311 39

GenoTubes Measure 1 Negative 303 0

Positive 9 67

Measure 2 Negative 304 -

Positive 8 -

Total 312 67
Results
Collection of oral fluid samples
From all cotton gauze swabs, a sufficient amount of oral
fluid (between 0.5 and 5.0 ml) could be collected. The
collection from each pig took between 30 seconds and
three minutes. The limiting factor for the collection of
oral fluid samples via cotton gauze swabs was the dry-
ness of the mouth of the respective pig. This was more
often the case in smaller pigs while the mouths of sows
and especially breeding boars contained more oral fluid.
The collection of oral fluid via cotton gauze swabs from
boars during semen collection is possible without any
fixation.
The collection of oral fluid with GenoTubes took only

a few seconds and went therefore much faster than with
cotton gauze swabs. The usage of GenoTubes in fat-
teners and adult pigs is mostly possible without fixation
of the pig.
Detection of PRRSV antibodies by ELISA
The serum samples of all group 1 pigs tested negative
for PRRSV antibodies. The calculated specificity of the
serum ELISA was therefore 100%.
The results of the oral fluid ELISA from cotton gauze

swabs and GenoTubes compared to the serum ELISA
are shown in Table 1. The S/P values in the PRRSV anti-
body negative oral fluid samples ranged from 0.00 to
0.39 both in cotton gauze swabs and in GenoTubes. S/P
values from false positive oral fluid samples from cotton
gauze swabs ranged from 0.40 to 0.95, those from Geno-
Tubes ranged from 0.41 to 0.84. In cotton gauze swabs
as well as in GenoTubes, respectively, five false positive
samples agreed between measure 1 and 2. No agreement
of false positive samples was found between cotton
gauze swabs and GenoTubes.
The S/P values of the PRRSV antibody ELISAs in

group 2 can be seen in Figure 3. 70 of the 71 serum
samples, all cotton gauze samples and all GenoTubes
were tested positive for PRRSV antibodies. The S/P
values of the positive samples in serum ranged from 0.48
to 2.60, in cotton gauze swabs from 0.89 to 8.93 and in
GenoTubes from 0.44 to 8.60. The negative serum sam-
ple had a S/P value of 0.39, the S/P value of the corre-
sponding Genotube was at 3.94. There was a positive
correlation of S/P values between serum and GenoTubes
(r = 0.40) and between cotton gauze swabs and Geno-
Tubes (r = 0.82) in the samples of group 2.
Descriptive test parameters and measurements of

agreement for all three samplings are shown in Table 2.

Discussion
In this study, two different ways of individual oral fluid
sampling were evaluated for their effectiveness and



Figure 3 PRRSV antibodies in serum and oral fluid collected via cotton gauze swab and GenoTubes in PRRSV positive pigs.
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practicability. Using these oral fluid samples, the descrip-
tive test parameters of the IDEXX PRRSV OF ELISA for
detection of PRRSV antibodies in oral fluid were calcu-
lated in comparison to the IDEXX PRRSV X3 ELISA in
serum samples.
Until now, besides the usage of GenoTubes Livestock

for DNA analysis of the tested individuals, only a few
studies described the use of GenoTubes for detection of
infectious agents in animals [14,15]. In the mentioned
studies, Brachyspira DNA in rectal swabs of pigs, re-
spectively classical and African swine fever virus DNA
in wild boars were detected by PCR. One study is pub-
lished that describes the usage of GenoTubes for sam-
pling and detection of antibodies against African swine
fever virus [16]. However, no study referring to the usage
of GenoTubes for PRRSV antibody detection by ELISA
was available until now.
Both of the sampling techniques used, cotton gauze

swabs as well as GenoTubes, proved to be efficient for
oral fluid collection from individual pigs. The collection
by both sampling methods was successful in all pigs. In-
dividual oral fluid collection by cotton or polyester ropes
is not always that successful even in trained pigs (success
between 37.5 and 87.5% of the cases) [17]. The
Table 2 Descriptive test parameters and measures of
agreement of the IDEXX PRRSV OF using oral fluid
collected via cotton gauze swabs and GenoTubes

Cotton gauze swabs GenoTubes

Specificity (%) 97.4 97.3

Sensitivity (%) 100.0 100.0

Accuracy (%) 97.7 97.6

Kappa coefficient (κ) 0.91 0.91

IDEXX PRRS X3 Ab in serum was used as reference test.
collection via cotton gauze swabs, however, was time
consuming and more difficult in smaller pigs than in fat-
teners or adult pigs. Sampling adult boars without fix-
ation is possible for instance during semen collection. It
has to be considered, however, that the swab must be
taken from within the mouth. Collection of frothy saliva
around the mouth was proven to be insufficient in other
studies [4]. The collection of oral fluid with GenoTubes
was easier and less time consuming than with cotton
gauze swabs and can be done in larger and adult pigs
mostly without the fixation of the animal. The re-
collection of oral fluid from GenoTubes was efficient
and can be standardised. The GenoTube contains a Safe-
Dry medium that causes a rapid active drying of the
sample. The absence of fluid makes the samples very
stable. Samples collected with a GenoTube can therefore
be stored for several weeks and transported at room
temperature [9].
According to the kappa coefficient, almost perfect

agreement (κ > 0.80) [13] was found between ELISA re-
sults in serum and oral fluid from cotton gauze swabs
and GenoTubes. The sensitivity of the ELISA was 100%
in both oral fluid sample species. This number agrees
with the sensitivity given by the manufacturer of the
ELISA for oral fluid collected with cotton ropes. The
one serum sample of group 2 that was PRRSV Ab nega-
tive in serum had a S/P value slightly beneath the cut-
off, whereas the corresponding GenoTube sample was
found clearly positive. It has to be considered, however,
that for an accurate analysis of sensitivity a larger num-
ber of samples must be analysed. Other studies defined
the sensitivity of the ELISA with 94.7%, tested in PRRSV
type 2 antibody positive samples exclusively [8], and with
94.7% (n = 19) in cotton ropes and 93.3% (n = 15) in
polyester ropes, tested in PRRSV type 1 inoculated pigs
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[17], and were thereby lower than calculated in this
study. Some false positive results can occur by analysing
PRRSV antibodies in oral fluid by ELISA. The specificity
of the ELISA in this study is with 97.4% for cotton gauze
swabs and 97.3% for GenoTubes within the confidence
interval given by the manufacturer but lower than calcu-
lated in other studies for oral fluid samples collected
with cotton ropes [8]. In group 2, a correlation was
found between the S/P values of serum samples and oral
fluid collected with GenoTubes. This underlines the
good agreement between serum and oral fluid samples
found in other studies as well [17,18]. There was a
strong correlation between S/P values of PRRSV ab posi-
tive oral fluid samples collected with GenoTubes and
with cotton gauze swabs, confirming the reproducibility
of the results of the oral fluid ELISA in samples col-
lected with different sampling methods. The sampling
techniques used in this study are therefore equally suit-
able for oral fluid collection and subsequent testing with
the IDEXX PRRS OF ELISA as cotton ropes.

Conclusions
This study shows that oral fluid samples can be used for
the PRRSV antibody detection on individual pig level.
The use of GenoTubes proved to be an especially prac-
tical method both for oral fluid collection and for stor-
age and transport of the samples. The ELISA detecting
PRRSV Ab in oral fluid collected by cotton gauze swabs
and GenoTubes proved to be highly sensitive. It has to
be considered, however, that false positive samples need-
ing re-testing may occur. This can cause irritations, es-
pecially in PRRSV negative farms like boar studs.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors’ contributions
TS: Study coordination and design, performance of ELISAs, statistical analysis,
drafting of the manuscript. EW: Acquisition of data, participating in study
design FS: Conceived of the study, study design. All authors read and
approved the final manuscript.

Acknowledgements
The authors want to thank the teams of the department of Virology/Electron
Microscopy of the Institute of Veterinary Disease Control, AGES Mödling,
especially Jutta Pikalo and Manfred Berger, for excellent technical assistance.
Further thanks go to Dr. Bettina Fasching, Dr. Doris Verhovsek and Dr. Oliver
Habeck for organization of and help with sample taking. Financial support to
this study was provided by the Verein der Freunde und Förderer der
Schweinemedizin, Austria and by Sanphar Asia. We acknowledge support
from the German Research Foundation (DFG) and Universität Leipzig within
the program of Open Access Publishing.

Received: 12 January 2015 Accepted: 6 March 2015

References
1. Kittawornrat A, Panyasing Y, Goodell C, Wang C, Gauger P, Harmon K, et al.

Porcine reproductive and respiratory syndrome virus (PRRSV) surveillance
using pre-weaning oral fluid samples detects circulation of wild-type PRRSV.
Vet Microbiol. 2014;168:331–9.
2. Gerber PF, Giménez-Lirola L, Halbur PG, Zhou L, Meng XJ, Opriessnig T.
Comparison of commercial enzyme-linked immunosorbent assays and
fluorescent microbead immunoassays for detection of antibodies against
porcine reproductive and respiratory syndrome virus in boars. J Virol
Methods. 2014;197:63–6.

3. Ouyang K, Binjawadagi B, Kittawornrat A, Olsen C, Hiremath J, Elkalifa N,
et al. Development and Validation of an Assay To Detect Porcine
Reproductive and Respiratory Syndrome Virus-Specific Neutralizing Antibody
Titers in Pig Oral Fluid Samples. Clin Vaccine Immunol. 2013;20:1305–13.

4. Pepin BJ, Kittawornrat A, Liu F, Gauger PC, Harmon K, Abate S, et al.
Comparison of specimens for detection of Porcine Reproductive and
Respiratory Syndrome Virus infection in boar studs. Transbound Emerg Dis
2013, doi:10.1111/tbed.12135 [Epub ahead of print].

5. Decorte I, Van der Stede Y, Nauwynck H, De Regge N, Cay AB. Effect of
saliva stabilisers on detection of porcine reproductive and respiratory
syndrome virus in oral fluid by quantitative reverse transcriptase real-time
PCR. Vet J. 2013;197:224–8.

6. Olsen C, Karriker L, Wang C, Binjawadagi B, Renukaradhya G, Kittawornrat A,
et al. Effect of collection material and sample processing on pig oral fluid
testing results. Vet J. 2013;198:158–63.

7. Decorte I, Van Breedam W, Van der Steede Y, Nauwynck H, De Regge N,
Cay AB. Detection of total and PRRSV-specific antibodies in oral fluids
collected with different rope types from PRRSV-vaccinated and
experimentally infected pigs. BMC Vet Res. 2014;10:134.

8. Kittawornrat A, Prickett J, Wang C, Olsen C, Irwin C, Panyasing Y, et al.
Detection of Porcine reproductive and respiratory syndrome virus (PRRSV)
antibodies in oral fluid specimens using a commercial PRRSV serum
antibody enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay. J Vet Diagn Invest.
2012;24:262–9.

9. Garvin AM, Holzinger R, Berner F, Krebs W, Hostettler B, Lardi E, et al. The
forensiX Evidence Collection Tube and Its Impact on DNA Preservation and
Recovery. Biomed Res Int. 2013;2013:105797.

10. Sattler T, Wodak E, Revilla-Fernández S, Schmoll F. Comparison of different
commercial ELISAs for detection of antibodies against porcine respiratory
and reproductive syndrome virus in serum. BMC Vet Res. 2014;10:300.

11. Cong Y, Huang Z, Sun Y, Ran W, Zhu L, Yang G, et al. Development and
application of a blocking enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay (ELISA) to
differentiate antibodies against live and inactivated porcine reproductive
and respiratory syndrome virus. Virology. 2013;444:310–6.

12. Holtkamp DJ, Polson DD, Torremorell M, Morrison B, Classen DM, Becton L,
et al. Terminology for classifying swine herds by porcine reproductive and
respiratory syndrome virus status. J Swine Health Prod. 2011;19:44–56.

13. Landis JR, Koch GG. An application of hierarchical kappa-type statistics in the
assessment of majority agreement among multiple observers. Biometrics.
1977;33:363–74.

14. Costa MO, Hill JE, Fernando C, Lemieux HD, Detmer SE, Rubin JE, et al.
Confirmation that “Brachyspira hampsonii” clade I (Canadian strain 30599)
causes mucohemorrhagic diarrhea and colitis in experimentally infected
pigs. BMC Vet Res. 2014;10:129.

15. Petrov A, Schotte U, Pietschmann J, Dräger C, Beer M, Anheyer-Behmenburg H,
et al. Alternative sampling strategies for passive classical and African swine
fever surveillance in wild boar. Vet Microbiol. 2014;173:360–5.

16. Blome S, Goller KV, Petrov A, Dräger C, Pietschmann J, Beer M. Alternative
sampling strategies for passive classical and African swine fever surveillance
in wild boar–extension towards African swine fever virus antibody
detection. Vet Microbiol. 2014;174:607–8.

17. Decorte I, Van Campe W, Mostin L, Cay AB, De Regge N. Diagnosis of the
Lelystad strain of Porcine reproductive and respiratory syndrome virus
infection in individually housed pigs: comparison between serum and oral
fluid samples for viral nucleic acid and antibody detection. J Vet Diagn
Invest. 2015;27:47–54.

18. Kittawornrat A, Engle M, Panyasing Y, Olsen C, Schwartz K, Rice A, et al.
Kinetics of the porcine reproductive and respiratory syndrome virus (PRRSV)
humoral immune response in swine serum and oral fluids collected from
individual boars. BMC Vet Res. 2013;9:61.


	Abstract
	Background
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Animals and serum samples
	Collection and handling of oral fluid samples
	Detection of PRRSV antibodies by ELISA
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Collection of oral fluid samples
	Detection of PRRSV antibodies by ELISA

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Acknowledgements
	References

