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Abstract

Antimicrobial resistance is of primary importance regarding public and animal health issues. Persistence and spread
of resistant strains within a population contribute to the maintenance of a reservoir and lead to treatment failure.
An experimental trial was carried out to study the horizontal transmission of a fluoroquinolone-resistant Escherichia

persistence of resistant bacteria within pig herds.

coli strain from inoculated to naive pigs. All naive contact pigs had positive counts of fluorogquinolone-resistant

E. coli after only two days of contact. Moreover, re-infections of inoculated pigs caused by newly contaminated
animals were suspected. A maximum likelihood method, based on a susceptible-infectious-susceptible (SIS) model,
was used to determine the transmission parameters. Two transmission levels were identified depending on the
quantity of bacteria shed by infected individuals: (i) low-shedders with bacterial counts of resistant E. coli in the
faeces between 5*10° and 10° CFU/g (B, = 041 [0.27; 0.62]), (ii) high shedders with bacterial counts above

10° CFU/g (B, = 0.98 [0.59; 1.62]). Hence, transmission between animals could be pivotal in explaining the

Introduction

Antimicrobial resistance is an important concern in ani-
mal health. Antimicrobial treatment causes selective
pressure that can trigger the selection of resistant
bacteria [1]. The selection, persistence and spread of
such strains within a population is often puzzling and
can lead to failures of the usual treatments against infec-
tions [2]. Moreover, administration of antimicrobial
agents used in human medicine to production animals,
such as fluoroquinolones, could lead to the emergence
of public health issues due to the persistence and disse-
mination of resistant bacteria [3]. Although surveillance
of resistance in zoonotic bacteria has a direct implica-
tion on public health policies, monitoring bacteria from
the commensal flora, such as Escherichia coli strains,
remains a good indicator of the resistance pattern within
a population. Knowledge of the resistance pattern in
such commensal bacteria is pivotal because of the risk
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of transmission of resistant genes from non-pathogenic
to zoonotic bacteria [4].

Quinolones are widely used in pig production, mainly
to control urinary tract infections in sows [5]. Belloc
et al. [6] observed that quinolone treatment caused a
strong selective pressure in the E. coli population of the
treated sows and their piglets. In this study, the treat-
ment was routinely administered to pregnant sows
around farrowing-time. Even though the effects were
transitory, the faecal flora of the piglets was clearly
modified by the treatment of their dams, leading to a
dramatic increase in the within-host proportion of resis-
tant E. coli. The long-term impact of such routine prac-
tices of antimicrobial use is unknown, but enrichment
of the resistant flora with duration of use is highly sus-
pected [7]. Studies of the long term ecological evolution
within a population require a mathematical modelling
approach [8,9].

To date only a few epidemiological models have been
developed to study the spread of infectious agents
within pig-production units [1,10-12]. To the best of
our knowledge, only one of these modelling approaches
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focussed on the impact of antimicrobial consumption on
the emergence and/or transmission of resistant strains
within a finisher pig herd [13]. This study highlighted
the need for a modelling framework which incorporates
both current knowledge of the epidemiology of antimi-
crobial resistance in animals and the key factors which
can be used to characterize within-herd dynamics of
resistant bacteria under the influence of antimicrobial
pressure. Knowledge of the transmission dynamics of
resistant bacteria would improve the understanding of
the influence of on-site farming practices (drug usage,
infection control) on the dynamics of resistant bacteria
in animals and could also form the basis for a release
assessment (component of a risk assessment). Abatih
et al. [13] used a deterministic SIS (Susceptible-
Infectious-Susceptible) model in which infectious indivi-
duals were divided into two sub-groups (/; and I)
according to their levels of susceptibility to antimicrobial
agents. The authors concluded that the persistence of
resistant bacteria within the finishers was strongly
related to the transmission parameter values [13].

Transmission rates () are key parameters of epide-
miological models. However, estimation of these para-
meters often presents a challenge since, in many
infectious diseases, only the onset of clinical symptoms
or the final outcome of the disease can be observed in
field conditions. Experimental transmission trials pro-
vide a useful tool for assessing infection dynamics in a
controlled environment [14]. Different estimation meth-
ods have been used to analyse results from transmission
experiments: maximum likelihood estimation (MLE,
[15-19]), generalised linear model (GLM, [20-22]) or
Becker’s martingale formulae based on the final size of
the epidemics [14,23,24]. The aim in these studies was
to quantify the transmission of pathogenic infectious
agents (viral or bacterial). However, to the best of our
knowledge, none of these experimental studies focussed
on the transmission of resistant bacterial strains.

The aim in the present work was to study the hori-
zontal transmission of a fluoroquinolone-resistant E. coli
strain between pigs. For this purpose, transmission
experiments were carried out by focussing on the trans-
mission of an in vitro selected E. coli from inoculated to
naive specific pathogen free (SPF) piglets. Transmission
parameters were estimated by applying a maximum like-
lihood method which accounted for different transmis-
sion levels related to the amounts of resistant bacteria
recovered from the individual faeces of infected animals.

Materials and methods

Experimental design

The experiment was conducted in our air-filtered level 3
biosecurity-facilities. Five independent rooms were used
(R1 to R5) with one or two pens per room (Figure 1).
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Pigs were housed on flat decks, with a fully slatted floor
one metre above the floor of the facility. Sixty-four
Large-White SPF pigs, aged seven weeks at the begin-
ning of the experiment, were used in this study. Animals
were weaned three weeks before the experiment and
received non-supplemented feed. No antimicrobial treat-
ment was administered either before the start or during
the course of the experiment. Six pigs were kept as
negative controls and 7 as positive inoculated controls
(R5). The 51 remaining pigs were randomly assigned to
5 groups of 7 pigs (3 inoculated and 4 naive SPF pigs)
and 2 groups of 8 pigs (4 inoculated and 4 naive SPF
pigs). Each group was conducted separately and
between-group transmission was avoided by having a
solid partition between pens. Inoculations were per-
formed orally, by successively administering 10 mL of a
bacterial suspension (10° CFU/mL), on the day prior to
contact with SPF pigs and on the contact-day. Contact
was instigated by mixing the inoculated and naive pigs
about four hours after the second inoculation.

The bacterial suspension consisted of a ciprofloxacin-
resistant E. coli in vitro selected from the faecal flora of a
fully susceptible E. coli strain isolated from Specific
Pathogen Free (SPF) pigs of the same herd. The selection
of E. coli with chromosomal mutations was performed by
spreading a large amount of inoculum (about 10° CFU)
onto plates supplemented with increasing concentrations
of ciprofloxacin (Sigma/Fluka, St-Quentin-Fallavier,
France). The minimum inhibitory concentration of cipro-
floxacin for the selected resistant strain was 1.5 mg/L
(E-test, bioMérieux, Marcy—l’Etoile, France). The suspen-
sion was administered using a soft sterile catheter which
was gently but deeply introduced into the oesophagus to
prevent the inoculum from flowing back and further con-
taminating the environment.
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Figure 1 Experimental design for quantification of
fluoroquinolone-resistant E. coli transmission from inoculated
(circles) to naive specific pathogen free (SPF) pigs (triangles).
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All pigs were monitored daily by taking faecal samples
from the day preceding inoculation until 4 days post-
inoculation and then every 2 days until day 10. Clinical
signs were also recorded daily and the pigs were
weighed once a week. Bacterial counts were measured
on 1 g of faeces using serial 10-fold dilutions. One hun-
dred microliters of each dilution were plated on chro-
mogenic agar (Chromocult Agar ES, Merck/VWR,
Strasbourg, France) supplemented with 0.5 mg/L of
ciprofloxacin (Sigma/Fluka, St-Quentin-Fallavier,
France). The plates were incubated at 37°C for 24 h
then the colonies were counted. This method allowed
quantification of the concentrations of inoculated E. coli
greater than or equal to 10> CFU/g of faeces.

The experiment was ended two weeks after inoculation.
Euthanasia was carried out by anaesthesia with an intra-
venous injection of 1g/50 kg liveweight of Nesdonal®
(Merial, Lyon, France) followed by exsanguination. The
following organs were examined macroscopically imme-
diately after killing: lungs, tonsils, heart, kidneys, thymus,
lymph nodes (inguinal, mesenteric, tracheo-bronchial)
and the different parts of the digestive tract (oesophagus,
stomach, duodenum, jejunum, ileum, colon and caecum).
When macroscopic lesions were suspected, samples were
taken from the tissues for histopathological examination.

The experiment was performed in accordance with EU
and French regulations on animal welfare in experimen-
tation. The protocol was approved by the AFSSA/
ENVA/UPEC ethical committee.

Comparison of bacterial counts between groups

An analysis of variance was used to compare bacterial
counts according to animal status (contact or inoculated
pigs) and group size (7 or 8 pigs per pen). These com-
parisons were performed on the bacteriological results
obtained at the start (D;) and end (D;() of the experi-
ment (/m function, R software [25]).

Quantification of transmission

Based on the bacteriological results, a stochastic SIS
(Susceptible-Infectious-Susceptible) model was used to
estimate the transmission parameters. As in a classical SIR
(Susceptible-Infectious-Removed) model the rate at which
susceptible animals (S) were infected is given by SSI/N,
where B is the transmission parameter, defined as the
mean number of new infections caused by a typical infec-
tious individual per unit of time [26,27], while I and N
represent the number of infectious and the total number
of individuals, respectively. Pigs were classified as suscepti-
ble or infectious according to the quantities of resistant
bacteria recorded in individual faecal samples. Changes in
individual status observed between two sampling dates,
either from susceptible to infectious or reciprocally, were
considered to occur at the mid-time interval.
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Individuals were considered susceptible when the
quantity of fluoroquinolone-resistant E. coli was below a
threshold level (T7), fixed at 5*10°> CFU/g in accordance
with literature data [28]. Individuals with bacterial
counts above this threshold quantity were considered as
infectious, i.e. were considered able to transmit resistant
bacteria to susceptible pigs. Three hypotheses (H1, H2,
and H3) were proposed regarding the ability of infec-
tious animals to transmit resistant bacteria to suscepti-
ble ones, depending on the amount of resistant bacteria
in individual faecal samples:

- H1. Equal transmission rate for all shedding pigs
with bacterial counts above the threshold value T,
(5*10° CFU/g).

- H2. Two transmission levels according to the bac-
terial counts: Pigs shedding between 5*10° and 10°
CFU/g of resistant E. coli were considered as low
shedders (/1) as compared with pigs shedding more
than 10° CFU/ g of faeces (Iy).

- H3. Three transmission levels according to the
bacterial counts. An intermediate shedding level was
included: pigs shedding between 5*10% and 10° CFU/
g of resistant E. coli were considered as low shedders
(I1); but if the bacterial counts ranged between 10°
and 10° CFU/g, the pigs were classified as moderate
shedders (I,;), whereas, in high shedders, as with
hypothesis 2, the bacterial counts exceeded 10°
CFU/g (Ip).

These hypotheses led to different models of increasing
complexity which could be used to study the relation-
ship between the shedding pattern and transmission
potential of infectious pigs. However, the model
obtained under the third hypothesis (H3) could be con-
sidered as the full model with three transmission para-
meters: f;, Bar and By, the second hypothesis (H2)
being a simplification of this model in which f; = B,
and the first hypothesis (H1) derived from the latter by
assigning equal values to all the transmission parameters
B = Bum = Br-

The maximum likelihood method, based on a stochas-
tic SIS (Susceptible-Infectious-Susceptible) model, was
used to estimate the transmission parameters. It follows
from the model that the probability g that a single sus-
ceptible pig escapes infection during a time interval of d
is equal to g = exp(-d(X; B; m;)), where i represents the
transmission level of infectious pigs (ie {L, M, H} for
Low-, Moderate- and High-shedders). In this equation,
1; are the proportions of infectious animals in each
shedding class, and f3; the corresponding transmission
parameter. p = 1 - g is then the probability that a sus-
ceptible individual will be infected and the number of
new infections follows a Binomial distribution C ~ Bin
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(S, p) with S the number of susceptible animals in con-
tact. The log-likelihood for this Binomial distribution is
IOg(L(ﬁL:ﬁMrﬁH))=2j[cj10g(EXP{dj(Ziﬁi”i)} - 1) - dej(Ziﬂiﬂi)}
with S; and C; the number of susceptible animals and
cases at each sampling interval j respectively, d; the
duration of the interval between two sampling times,
and where log is omitted because it plays no role
j

in the calculations. The different  parameters were esti-
mated using maximization of the log-likelihood with
nim function in R software (Version 2.6.0., [25]). Confi-
dence intervals were determined using the inverse of the
Hessian matrix (variance/covariance matrix) of para-
meter estimates, also provided by n/m function in R
software.

Results

Transmission results

No clinical sign was observed during the experiment
and the daily weight gain (DWG) was similar in chal-
lenged groups (Figure 1, R1 to R4), control pigs (R5)
and in individuals from the contact groups (data not
shown). No resistant E. coli was isolated either before
inoculation of pigs in the contact groups or in the nega-
tive control group throughout the entire experiment. All
animals in the inoculated control group had positive
resistant bacterial counts on the contact-day (D) after
which these counts declined steadily from D; to the end
of the experiment (Do) (Figure 2). All inoculated pigs
in the contact groups had positive resistant bacterial
counts on Dy, i.e. one day after their first inoculation.
Individual bacterial counts in inoculated pigs increased
until day 1 post-contact, ranging between 4.66 and 8.96
log,0(CFU/g). The bacterial counts of the inoculated
pigs then decreased over a period of 3 to 5 days. An
inverse trend, with an increase in bacterial counts, was
observed in 13 of the 23 inoculated pigs between day 4
and day 10 post-contact. This was probably due to the
infectious pressure exerted by contaminated contact
pigs as such a tendency was not observed in the
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inoculated control group. A similar pattern was
observed in the contact groups with a lag of 1 to 2 days.
Nineteen out of 28 contact pigs had positive bacterial
counts on day 1 post-contact and all pigs in the contact
groups were found positive on day 2 post-contact. An
overall decrease in bacterial counts was observed until
the 6™ day post-contact. Similar transmission beha-
viours were observed in all the pens. No significant dif-
ference was found in individual bacterial counts
according to the number of pigs per pen (5 and 2 trials
involving 3 or 4 inoculated pigs respectively, in contact
with 4 naive pigs) either in inoculated or in contact pigs
(Table 1). Equivalent bacterial counts were recorded on
days 8 and 10 post-contact in both the inoculated and
contact groups (p = 0.66) (Figure 2).

During the experiment, the resistant bacterial counts
in at least one sample from 12 contact and 8 inoculated
pigs was below the detection limit of the method, but
the resistant strain could not be detected on Djq in only
three pigs. All but 5 inoculated pigs (18/23) had bacter-
ial counts over 10° CFU/g on D, and D;. Only 7 of
these high-shedders still showed high shedding levels on
day 2 post-contact. The moderate shedding level,
between 10°> and 10° CFU/g, was found to be a transient
phase between low- and high-shedding.

Transmission parameter estimates

Transmission parameters differed according to the
assumption made about the shedding pattern (Table 2).
As all three models were nested, the Akaike information
criterion (AIC) was applied for model selection. The
AIC values were very close whatever the underlying
hypothesis (H1, H2 or H3). The lowest AIC was
obtained with the second hypothesis (H2, AIC = 117.85)
in which two transmission rates were considered. The
estimated transmission of low-shedders, in this model,
was 2.5 times less efficient than that of high-shedders
(B; = 0.41 [0.27; 0.62], Bz = 0.98 [0.59; 1.62]). These
estimates were not modified by introducing an inter-
mediate transmission level (H3), corresponding to pigs
shedding more than 10° and less than 10° CFU/g. B
was very close to the f; estimate with a larger

Table 1 Comparison of mean bacterial counts at days 1 and 10 post contact between inoculated (I) and contact (C)
pigs and between experimental settings (31 x 4C versus 4l x 4C trials)

Mean Bacterial Count (Log;0(CFU/g))

Time of comparison (day post-contact) 1 10

Estimate SD P-value Estimate SD P-value
Intercept 245 037 < 0.001 384 038 < 0.001
Group size* (n =8/n=7) -0.27 0.70 0.70 -0.11 0.70 0.87
Status (inoculated/contact) 434 0.57 < 0.001 -0.08 057 0.89
Interaction (Group size*Status) 122 1.01 0.24 0.84 1.01 041

*n: number of animals per pen in the experimental settings. n = 7: 3 inoculated and 4 naive pigs, n = 8: 4 inoculated pigs in contact with 4 naive pigs.
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Figure 2 Mean number and standard deviation (error bars) of
fluoroquinolone-resistant E. coli in faeces of inoculated
(n = 23), inoculated control (n = 7) and contact pigs (n = 28).

confidence interval due to the limited number of ani-
mals in this class (8,; = 0.42 [0.15; 1.19]).

Discussion

The aim of this study was to assess the horizontal trans-
mission of a fluoroquinolone-resistant E. coli within a
swine population. Although the emergence and selection
of antimicrobial-resistance can be linked with antimicro-
bial consumption [29], the transmission of resistant
bacteria between individuals could be a pivotal factor
governing persistence within a pig herd. Such transmis-
sion may occur in swine herds when mixing pigs which
have been treated or not, or litters derived from treated
and non-treated sows. As very few observations and no
parameter estimates were available for the passive hori-
zontal transmission of resistant commensal bacteria

Table 2 Transmission parameter estimates (and their
95% confidence intervals)

Hypothesis* Parameters AIC
(@) Bu (CD) B (1)
H1 0.55 (0.40; 0.74) - - 121.00
H2 041 (0.27; 0.62) - 098 (0.59; 1.62) 117.85
H3 041 (0.23; 0.71) 042 (0.15; 1.19) 098 (0.59; 1.62) 119.85

* Hypothesis on the relationship between bacterial counts and transmission
efficiency:

H1. Equal transmission parameters (8,) for all shedding pigs with bacterial
counts above the threshold value (5%10° CFU/q).

H2. Two transmission parameters according to bacterial counts: ; for
low-shedders (bacterial counts between 5*10° and 10° CFU/g) and f, for
high-shedders (bacterial counts above 10° CFU/q).

H3. Three transmission parameters according to bacterial counts: 3, for
low-shedders (bacterial counts between 5*10° and 10° CFU/g), By, for
moderate-shedders (bacterial counts between 10° and 10° CFU/g), and
B for high-shedders (bacterial counts above 10° CFU/g).
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between animals [13], an experimental trial was
designed to study the transmission of fluoroquinolone-
resistant E. coli from inoculated to naive pigs, in the
absence of selective pressure.

When studying a natural infection, the use of contact
animals, rather than artificially inoculated animals with
a presumed higher infectiousness, has been recom-
mended to start the infection chain under study [30].
Only artificially inoculated pigs were used in the present
experiment, in order to limit the number of pigs
involved. However, the amounts of resistant bacteria
shed by inoculated pigs on the day of contact were
within the range observed in treated animals [31] or in
piglets born to treated sows [6]. In addition, no signifi-
cant difference was found between the amounts of bac-
teria shed by inoculated and contact pigs. The present
results can therefore be considered as realistic and
representative of the transmission pattern occurring
under field conditions. Moreover, to date no plasmid-
mediated quinolone resistance has been reported in
E. coli isolates from pigs in France, so this observation
can be considered as consistent with the current epide-
miological on-farm situation.

The experimental design was developed to mimic a
situation found under field conditions and represented
the mixing of piglets from different litters with hetero-
geneous resistance patterns. As suggested by Kroese and
de Jong [14], the numbers of inoculated and contact
pigs were equivalent in each experimental trial, with
slightly fewer inoculated pigs in 5 pens (3 inoculated
versus 4 contact animals) which did not affect transmis-
sion effectiveness.

All naive contact pigs had positive counts of fluoro-
quinolone-resistant E. coli after only two days of con-
tact, demonstrating the strong infectious pressure
exerted by inoculated animals. After a 4- to 5-day
decline in bacterial counts in the faeces of inoculated
pigs, an overall increase was observed from day 6 until
the end of the experiment. These results evidenced the
possible re-infection of inoculated pigs by newly con-
taminated animals. This assumption is also supported
by the fact that control inoculated pigs which were not
mixed with naive animals did not exhibit the same
behaviour, i.e. their bacterial counts declined steadily
from day 2 until the end of the experiment. Such re-
infections could favour the within-group persistence of
resistant bacteria.

A maximum likelihood method was used for para-
meter estimation which took into account the time-
course of the transmission process, as the re-infections
of inoculated animals precluded the use of other algo-
rithms such as final size algorithm [24], as well as indi-
vidual bacterial counts. The threshold transmission level
(5*10° CFU/g) was fixed according to literature data
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[28] and additional specific transmission experiments
would be needed to establish the infectious dose for the
resistant E. coli strain. However, the method used in the
present study is based on the classical hypotheses of the
SIR epidemiological model, accounting for horizontal
transmission between individuals. The roles of environ-
mental and airborne transmissions were not considered
and would need further investigation.

Three shedding-levels were considered in the present
study, resulting in 3 nested models to allow for hetero-
geneous transmission rates. Transmission by low-
shedders was indeed 2.5 times less efficient than that of
high-shedders. The role of variations in individual
infectiousness on the course of infection has been high-
lighted in several studies. Indeed, transmission rates
could be influenced by several factors such as time-
since-infection [16,17,32] or individual bacterial counts
[33]. The role of super-spreaders was clearly identified
for different infectious agents (e.g. MRSA [34], E. coli
O157:H7 [35], Salmonella [36]). As transmission rates
were found to be related to the individual bacterial
counts, modelling the dynamics of drug-resistant
bacteria within a pig herd would require representing
the within-host dynamics of the bacterial population
accounting for different susceptibility levels [37,38].
Such a modelling approach should take into account the
resistance mechanisms of bacteria to targeted antibac-
terial agents (plasmidic or chromosomal genes) and the
impact of selective pressure exerted by antimicrobial
exposure. To this end, the within-host bacterial popula-
tion model, accounting for the pharmacokinetic-
pharmacodynamic aspect, could be coupled with an
epidemiological model representing the spread of resis-
tance within the population. Such a model would allow
the identification of key management and treatment
strategies that could limit or prevent the spread of resis-
tant strains between individuals. The present study,
focussing on the transmission of an E. coli strain
harbouring chromosomal resistance to fluoroquinolones,
could be a cornerstone for the development of this
pharmaco-epidemiological model.

Author details

'Anses, Fougéres laboratory, BP 90203, F-35302 Fougéres Cedex, France.
“Centre for Health Economics Research and Modeling Infectious Diseases
(CHERMID), Vaccine & Infectious Disease Institute (VAXINFECTIO), University
of Antwerp, Antwerp 2610, Belgium. *Anses, Ploufragan Plouzané laboratory,
BP 53, F-22440 Ploufragan, France.

Authors’ contributions

AM analysed the data and drafted the manuscript, ALR and EJ performed
bacteriological studies, RC supervised the experiment, EJ, NR, PS, ML, and CC
conceived of the study, participated in its design and coordination. All
authors read and approved the final manuscript.

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

Page 6 of 7

Received: 15 November 2010 Accepted: 2 March 2011
Published: 2 March 2011

References

1. Aarestrup FM: Association between the consumption of antimicrobial
agents in animal husbandry and the occurrence of resistant bacteria
among food animals. Int J Antimicrob Agents 1999, 12:279-285.

2. Bywater R, Deluyker H, Deroover E, de Jong A, Marion H, McConville M,
Rowan T, Shryock T, Shuster D, Thomas V, Valle M, Walters J: A European
survey of antimicrobial susceptibility among zoonotic and commensal
bacteria isolated from food-producing animals. J Antimicrob Chemother
2004, 54:744-754.

3. Tollefson L, Karp BE: Human health impact from antimicrobial use in food
animals. Med Mal Infect 2004, 34:514-521.

4. Caprioli A, Busani L, Martel JL, Helmuth R: Monitoring of antibiotic
resistance in bacteria of animal origin: epidemiological and
microbiological methodologies. Int J Antimicrob Agents 2000, 14:295-301.

5. Chauvin C, Beloeil PA, Orand JP, Sanders P, Madec F: A survey of group-
level antibiotic prescriptions in pig production in France. Prev Vet Med
2002, 55:109-120.

6. Belloc C, Lam DN, Pellerin JL, Beaudeau F, Laval A: Effect of quinolone
treatment on selection and persistence of quinolone-resistant
Escherichia coli in swine faecal flora. J Appl Microbiol 2005, 99:954-959.

7. Jensen VF, Jakobsen L, Emborg HD, Seyfarth AM, Hammerum AM:
Correlation between apramycin and gentamicin use in pigs and an
increasing reservoir of gentamicin-resistant Escherichia coli. J Antimicrob
Chemother 2006, 58:101-107.

8. Huovinen P: Mathematical model-tell us the future! J Antimicrob
Chemother 2005, 56:257-258.

9. Lipsitch M, Samore MH: Antimicrobial use and antimicrobial resistance: a
population perspective. Emerg Infect Dis 2002, 8:347-354.

10.  Andraud M, Rose N, Grasland B, Pierre JS, Jestin A, Madec F: Influence of
husbandry and control measures on Porcine Circovirus type 2 (PCV2)
dynamics within a farrow-to-finish pig farm: a modelling approach. Prev
Vet Med 2009, 92:38-51.

11, Hill AA, Snary EL, Amold ME, Alban L, Cook AJ: Dynamics of Salmonella
transmission on a British pig grower-finisher farm: a stochastic model.
Epidemiol Infect 2008, 136:320-333.

12. Lurette A, Belloc C, Touzeau S, Hoch T, Ezanno P, Seegers H, Fourichon C:
Modelling Salmonella spread within a farrow-to-finish pig herd. Vet Res
2008, 39:49.

13. Abatih EN, Alban L, Ersbell AK, Lo Fo Wong DM: Impact of antimicrobial
usage on the transmission dynamics of antimicrobial resistant bacteria
among pigs. J Theor Biol 2009, 256:561-573.

14.  Kroese AH, de Jong MCM: Design and analysis of transmission
experiments. Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of the Society for Veterinary
Epidemiology and Preventive Medicine Noordwijkerhout, The Netherlands;
2001, xxi-xxxvii, 28-30 March 2001.

15. Matthews L, Woolhouse M: New approaches to quantifying the spread of
infection. Nat Rev Microbiol 2005, 3:529-536.

16.  Thomas ME, Klinkenberg D, Ejeta G, Van Knapen F, Bergwerff AA,
Stegeman JA, Bouma A: Quantification of horizontal transmission of
Salmonella enterica serovar Enteritidis bacteria in pair-housed groups of
laying hens. Appl Environ Microbiol 2009, 75:6361-6366.

17. Andraud M, Grasland B, Durand B, Cariolet R, Jestin A, Madec F, Pierre JS,
Rose N: Modelling the time-dependent transmission rate for porcine
circovirus type 2 (PCV2) in pigs using data from serial transmission
experiments. J R Soc Interface 2009, 6:39-50.

18. Eblé P, De Koeijer A, Bouma A, Stegeman A, Dekker A: Quantification of
within- and between-pen transmission of foot-and-mouth disease virus
in pigs. Vet Res 2006, 37:647-654.

19. Klinkenberg D, de Bree J, Leavens H, de Jong MCM: Within- and between-
pen transmission of Classical Swine Fever Virus: a new method to
estimate the basic reproduction ratio from transmission experiments.
Epidemiol Infect 2002, 128:293-299.

20. Geenen PL, Van der Meulen J, Bouma A, de Jong MCM: Estimating
transmission parameters of F4+ E. coli for F4-receptor-positive and
-negative piglets: one-to-one transmission experiment. Epidemiol Infect
2004, 132:1039-1048.

21, Van Gerwe TJWM, Bouma A, Jacobs-Reitsma WF, van den Broek J,
Klinkenberg D, Stegeman JA, Heesterbeek JAP: Quantifying transmission of


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10493603?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10493603?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10493603?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15375107?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15375107?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15375107?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15620055?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15620055?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10794950?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10794950?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10794950?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12350315?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12350315?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16162248?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16162248?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16162248?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16709594?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16709594?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15972307?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11971765?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11971765?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19720410?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19720410?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19720410?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17475090?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17475090?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18554497?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19022263?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19022263?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19022263?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15995653?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15995653?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19666725?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19666725?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19666725?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18559313?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18559313?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18559313?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16777036?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16777036?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16777036?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12002548?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12002548?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12002548?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15635960?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15635960?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15635960?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16204486?dopt=Abstract

Andraud et al. Veterinary Research 2011, 42:44
http://www.veterinaryresearch.org/content/42/1/44

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

Campylobacter spp. among broilers. App/ Environ Microbiol 2005,
71:5765-5770.

Velthuis AG, de Jong MCM, Kamp EM, Stockhofe N, Verheijden JH: Design
and analysis of an Actinobacillus pleuropneumoniae transmission
experiment. Prev Vet Med 2003, 60:53-68.

Becker NG: Analysis of infectious disease data Chapman and Hall Ltd,
London; 1989.

de Jong MCM, Kimman TG: Experimental quantification of vaccine-
induced reduction in virus transmission. Vaccine 1994, 12(8):761-766.

R Development Core Team R: A Language and Environment for Statistical
Computing, R Foundation for Statistical Computing Vienna, Austria; 2010.
Anderson RM, May RM: Infectious diseases of humans: dynamics and control
Oxford University Press, New-York; 1991.

de Jong MCM: Mathematical modelling in veterinary epidemiology: why
model building is important. Prev Vet Med 1995, 25:183-193.

Cornick NA, Helgerson AF: Transmission and infectious dose of
Escherichia coli O157:H7 in swine. Appl Environ Microbiol 2004,
70:5331-5335.

Bergman M, Nyberg ST, Huovinen P, Paakkari P, Hakanen AJ, Finnish Study
Group for Antimicrobial Resistance: Association between antimicrobial
consumption and resistance in Escherichia coli. Antimicrob Agents
Chemother 2009, 53:912-917.

Velthuis AGJ, de Jong MCM, De Bree J: Comparing methods to quantify
experimental transmission of infectious agents. Math Biosci 2007,
210:157-176.

Béraud R, Huneault L, Bernier D, Beaudry F, Letellier A, del Castillo JRE:
Comparison of the selection of antimicrobial resistance in fecal
Escherichia coli during enrofloxacin administration with a local drug
delivery system or with intramuscular injections in a swine model. Can J
Vet Res 2008, 72:311-319.

Fraser C, Riley S, Anderson RM, Ferguson NM: Factors that make an
infectious disease outbreak controllable. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2004,
101:6146-6151.

Matthews L, Low JC, Gally DL, Pearce MC, Mellor DJ, Heesterbeek JAP,
Chase-Topping M, Naylor SW, Shaw DJ, Reid SWJ, Gunn GJ,

Woolhouse MEJ: Heterogeneous shedding of Escherichia coli 0157 in
cattle and its implications for control. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2006,
103:547-552.

Lipsitch M, Cohen T, Cooper B, Robins JM, Ma S, James L, Gopalakrishna G,
Chew SK, Tan CC, Samore MH, Fisman D, Murray M: Transmission
dynamics and control of severe acute respiratory syndrome. Science
2003, 300:1966-1970.

Matthews L, McKendrick 1J, Ternent H, Gunn GJ, Synge B, Woolhouse MEJ:
Super-shedding cattle and the transmission dynamics of Escherichia coli
0157. Epidemiol Infect 2006, 134:131-142.

Lanzas C, Brien S, Ivanek R, Lo Y, Chapagain PP, Ray KA, Ayscue P,

Warnick LD, Grohn YT: The effect of heterogeneous infectious period and
contagiousness on the dynamics of Salmonella transmission in dairy
cattle. Epidemiol Infect 2008, 136:1496-1510.

Andraud M, Chauvin C, Sanders P, Laurentie M: Pharmacodynamic
modelling of in vitro activity of marbofloxacin against Escherichia coli
strains. Antimicrob Agents Chemother 2011, 55:756-761.

Lanzas C, Lu Z, Grohn YT: Mathematical modeling of the transmission
and control of foodborne pathogens and antimicrobial resistance at
preharvest. Foodborne Pathog Dis 2011, 8:1-10.

doi:10.1186/1297-9716-42-44

Cite this article as: Andraud et al.: Estimation of transmission
parameters of a fluoroquinolone-resistant Escherichia coli strain
between pigs in experimental conditions. Veterinary Research 2011 42:44.

Page 7 of 7

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of:

e Convenient online submission

e Thorough peer review

¢ No space constraints or color figure charges

¢ Immediate publication on acceptance

¢ Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

¢ Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

( BiolMed Central



http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16204486?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12900149?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12900149?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12900149?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8091855?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8091855?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15345417?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15345417?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19104012?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19104012?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17604060?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17604060?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18783019?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18783019?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18783019?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15071187?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15071187?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16407143?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16407143?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12766207?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12766207?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16409660?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16409660?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18198002?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18198002?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18198002?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21078933?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21078933?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21078933?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21043837?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21043837?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21043837?dopt=Abstract

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Experimental design
	Comparison of bacterial counts between groups
	Quantification of transmission

	Results
	Transmission results
	Transmission parameter estimates

	Discussion
	Author details
	Authors' contributions
	Competing interests
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


