Supplementary material

Table S1. Number and percentage of 7 ciprofloxacin-resistant £. coli isolates and 6 cefotaxime-
resistant E£. coli isolates from 9 fattening calf slurry samples and 7 ciprofloxacin-resistant E.
coli isolates and 5 cefotaxime-resistant E. coli isolates from 25 beef cattle FYM samples,
showing resistance to the antibiotics tested in the EUVSEC panel. E. coli isolates were picked
up from RAPID’E. coli 2 agar plates with ciprofloxacin or cefotaxime added in their ECOFF

concentrations for E. coli of 0.064 mg/L and 0.025 mg/L respectively.

Manure o Number of c'ipro.ﬂoxacin- Number of.cefqtaxime-resistant
type Antibiotic resistant .E.. c?h 1.*e51stant to the E. co.h. re.51st.ant to the
antibiotic listed (%) antibiotic listed (%)
ampicillin 7 (100.0%) 6 (100.0%)
azithromycin 3 (42.9%) 3 (50.0%)
cefotaxime 2 (28.6%) 6 (100.0%)
ceftazidim 1 (14.3%) 6 (100.0%)
chloramphenicol 7 (100.0%) 5(83.3%)
' ciprofloxacin 7 (100.0%) 3 (50.0%)
fatizrllt{ng colistin 2 (28.6%) 2 (33.3%)
slurry gentamicin 6 (85.7%) 2 (33.3%)
meropenem 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
nalidixic acid 6 (85.7%) 3 (50.0%)
sulfamethoxazole 7 (100.0%) 5(83.3%)
tetracycline 6 (85.7%) 4 (66.7%)
tigecycline 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
trimethoprim 6 (85.7%) 4 (66.7%)
ampicillin 6 (85.7%) 5 (100.0%)
azithromycin 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
cefotaxime 2 (28.6%) 5 (100.0%)
ceftazidim 2 (28.6%) 5 (100.0%)
chloramphenicol 5(71.4%) 4 (80.0%)
ciprofloxacin 7 (100.0%) 2 (40.0%)
C‘ztelfe colistin 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
FYM gentamicin 4 (57.1%) 1 (20.0%)
meropenem 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
nalidixic acid 5(71.4%) 1 (20.0%)
sulfamethoxazole 6 (85.7%) 4 (80.0%)
tetracycline 6 (85.7%) 4 (80.0%)
tigecycline 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)

trimethoprim 6 (85.7%) 3 (60.0%)




Table S2. Resistance profile of ciprofloxacin-resistant E. coli isolates from 9 fattening calf
slurry samples (number of isolates, n=7) and 25 beef cattle FYM samples (number of isolates,
n=7). E. coli isolates were picked up from RAPID’E. coli 2 agar plates with ciprofloxacin

added in the ECOFF concentration for E. coli of 0.064 mg/L.

Number of
Manure Antibiotic Resistance Profile ci[?roﬂoxacin- .
type resistant E. coli
(%)
AMP&AZI&CHL&CIP& GEN&SMX&TET& TMP 1(14.3)
 AMP&AZI&CHL&CIP& GEN&NAL&SMX&TET& TMP 2 (28.6)
fa“el;t{ng AMP&CHL&CIP&COL&GEN&NAL&SMX&TET&TMP 1(14.3)
Slcjrry AMP&FOT&CHL&CIP&NAL&SMX&TMP 1(14.3)
AMP&CHL&CIP&COL&GEN&NAL&SMX&TET 1(14.3)
AMP&FOT& TAZ& CHL& CIP& GEN&NAL&SMX&TET&TMP 1(14.3)
AMP&FOT& TAZ&CHL&CIP&GEN&NAL& SMX&TET& TMP 2 (28.6)
beef AMP&CHL&CIP&GEN&NAL&SMX&TET& TMP 2 (28.6)
cattle  CIP&SMX&TET&TMP 1(14.3)
FYM  AMP&CHL&CIP&NAL&SMX&TET& TMP 1 (14.3)

AMP&CIP 1(14.3)




Table S3. Resistance profile in cefotaxime-resistant E. coli isolates from 9 fattening calf slurry
samples (number of isolates, n=6) and 25 beef cattle FYM samples (number of isolates, n=5).
E. coli isolates were picked up from RAPID’E. coli 2 agar plates with cefotaxime added in the

ECOFF concentration for E. coli of 0.025 mg/L.

Number of
Manure e . . cefotaxime-
type Antibiotic Resistance Profile resistant E. coli
(%)

AMP&FOT&TAZ&CHL&SMX 1(16.7)
 AMP&AZI&FOT&TAZ&CHL&CIP&COL&NAL&SMX&TET&TMP 1(16.7)
fa“e‘;;ng AMP&AZI&FOT&TAZ&CHL&CIP&COL&GEN&NAL&SMX& TET&TMP 1(16.7)
Slcfrry AMP&FOT&TAZ&CHL&SMX&TET&TMP 1(16.7)
AMP&FOT&TAZ 1(16.7)
AMP&AZI&FOT&TAZ& CHL&CIP&GEN&NAL&SMX&TET& TMP 1(16.7)
AMP&FOT& TAZ&CHL&SMX&TET 1 (20.0)
beef AMP&FOT&TAZ&CHL&CIP&TET 1 (20.0)
cattle AMP&FOT&TAZ&CHL&CIP&NAL&SMX&TMP 1 (20.0)
FYM  AMP&FOT&TAZ&CHL&GEN&SMX&TET&TMP 1 (20.0)

AMP&FOT&TAZ&SMX&TET& TMP 1 (20.0)




