
Centre of expertise on
Antimicrobial Consumption and Resistance in Animals

Succesvolle vermindering van 
antibioticumgebruik op varkensbedrijven: 
via coaching naar betere bioveiligheid en 

management

Merel Postma, UGent

Wannes Vanderhaeghen, AMCRA WE

BAPCOC studiedag     “Examples of best practices to reduce antibiotic resistance”     18/11/2016



Outline

• Introduction

• Alternatives to antimicrobial use

• Reducing AMU without jeopardizing
production parameters

• Conclusions

2



Introduction: link AMU and AMR

Chantziaras et al., 2013
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Introduction: link AMU and AMR
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Introduction: link AMU and AMR

MARAN 2016
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Introduction: reducing AMU in animals

2011-2015: -15,9%

Evolution total AMU since 2011 (AMCRA 2020)
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Introduction: reducing AMU in animals

• Identification of highest users

 Certus: special action 
plan required



Introduction: reducing AMU in animals

• NL: general decrease in AMU

2015

2012



Reduction of AMU in animals

• RATIONAL reduction

‒ Limit AMU to necessary treatments
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Reduction of AMU in animals

• RATIONAL reduction

‒ Limit AMU to necessary treatments

‒Take away the necessity to treat with AM

 Alternatives!?
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Alternatives to AMU

Top 5 alternatives according to pig health experts

1. Improved internal biosecurity

2. Increased vaccination

3. Use of zinc/metals (weaned piglets)

4. Improved feed quality/optimisation

5. Diagnostics & action plan
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Alternatives to AMU

Higher biosecurity

“The combination of all measures taken to 

reduce the risk of introduction and spread of 
diseases on herd, region, country,… level.”

External

Internal

Better herd management

“All measures that address animal health and welfare, 

environmental, economic and social sustainability for on-farm 
processes and result in healthy animals and safe and quality pork 

products.”
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Reducing AMU without jeopardizing
production parameters 

Biosecurity

Herd management

Coaching

Reduction

AMU
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Study set up

61 Flemish herds

3 Herd visits

Intervention & 
follow up
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Coaching 
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Coaching 

 Herd-specific advice
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Study results

Follow-up of advices on biosecurity & herd management

% ADVISED % FEASIBLE % IMPLEMENTED

Registration symptoms & moment mortality for analysis 95 98 66

Hand hygiene, change coverall and clean boots 86 88 59

Change needles often 85 82 62

Hygiene lock per animal/age category 76 58 7

Use strict euthanasia policy 71 90 81

Wash sow before farrowing crate 68 45 20

Analysis drink water 1x/year well/pipes 68 98 80

Keep dog/cat out of the stable 49 34 21

AI / AO, do not return to younger age group 41 54 33

Use dirty road for transport of manure 20 100 75

Change wooden boards for plastic boards 10 67 83



Study results

Follow-up of advices on diagnostics & vaccination

% ADVISED % FEASIBLE % IMPLEMENTED

Request slaughter findings for analysis 75 59 57

Additional vaccinations in general 51 94 81

Additional specific vaccinations: PCV2 16 100 62

Check serology titres in general 33 95 90

Adjustment of vaccination scheme: Atrofic rhinitis 8 100 80
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Study results

Follow-up of advices on AMU

% ADVISED % FEASIBLE % IMPLEMENTED

Restrictive use of potent AM 92 72 45

Stop (routine) prophylactic treatment birth until slaughter 88 69 59

Stop prophylactic treatment in sows 24 90 83

Ask for resistance profile/sensitivity testing 7 79 0
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Study results

Higher external biosecurity

Parameter % difference

Biosecurity external +3.7%

Purchasing policy +3.6%

Removing animals, manure and carcasses +6.2%

Supply of fodder, water and equipment +3.9%

Access check +2.8%

Vermin and bird control +6.4%

Location and environment -4.8%
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Study results

Higher internal biosecurity

Parameter % difference

Biosecurity internal +14.2%

Disease management +21.1%

Farrowing and suckling period +18.8%

Nursery period +6.1%

Fattening period +8.3%

Compartimentalizing, working lines and equipement +17.5%

Cleaning and disinfection +18.0%
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Study results
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Piglets Finishers Birth-slaughter 205 days Sows

Average TI DDDA routine visit 1

Average TI DDDA curative visit 1

Average TI DDDA routine visit 3

Average TI DDDA curative visit 3

- 45.8%

- 81.6%

- 52.0%

- 31.7%

23



Study results
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Study results

Production parameters

VISIT MEAN DIFFERENCE P-VALUE

Number of weaned piglets per sow per year

Initial 26.4

+1,1 <0.01Follow

up
27.5

Daily weight gain (g/day) finishers

Initial 667.5

+7,7 0.01Follow

up
675.2

Mortality in finisher period (%) 

Initial 3.2

-0,6 0.04Follow

up
2.6
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Study results

Economic effect

Net benefit 

€ 42,99 per sow/year

€ 2,67 per finisher/year

(Rojo-Gimeno C. and Postma M. et al., 2016)
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Conclusions

• Coaching of farmers & team work

• 52% reduction in AMU

• Important reduction critically important 

antimicrobials

• Improved technical results & economically 

beneficial
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Take home 
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Dierengezondheidszorg Vlaanderen

Het bedrijfsgezondheidsplan
Samen afspraken maken voor een beter resultaat

Brussel, 16 november 2016



30



31

‣ Verschillende datatypes

- Getallen (met hun eenheden)

- Meerkeuzelijsten

- Datums

- Vrije tekst

‣ Niet hard gecodeerd => te configureren door experten(team)

- Voor meerdere diersoorten

- Structuur van het bedrijfsbezoek (afdelingen, activiteitengroepen)

- Parameters

- Checklists

herman.deschuytere@dgz.be

Datamodel  “Proof of concept” applicatie

mailto:herman.deschuytere@dgz.be
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