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Abstract
Background  Antimicrobial resistance has become a significant global issue impacting humans, animals, and 
the environment. Currently, the focus of concern has shifted to the environment, which can act as a reservoir and 
significantly contribute to the spread of resistance genes. This study aimed to elucidate the potential transmission of 
mcr-1, which confers colistin resistance, among Escherichia coli isolates from pigs, dairy cattle, and co-habiting rodents. 
In March 2018, 30 fecal samples were collected from three pig farms and one mixed cattle farm, and 31 cecal contents 
from rats (Rattus norvegicus) captured from the same four animal farms were analyzed.

Results  Out of 26 mcr-1 positive E. coli isolates, 16 came from six rats, 10 from four pigs, and none from dairy cattle. 
The mcr-1-positive isolates from cohabiting rats and pigs were genetically unrelated, based on different XbaI-PFGE 
profiles. The plasmid profiles of one isolate per animal from each farm were analyzed by S1-PFGE. E. coli isolates from 
cohabiting rats and pigs showed plasmid bands of similar sizes (33 or 65 kb). To investigate the horizontal transfer 
of these plasmids between the animals, two pairs of E. coli isolates from pig farms 1 and 3 were selected for WGS 
analysis. Three of the isolates (EcoP3-1, EcoC2-1 from pigs, and Eco1266-6 from a rat) belonged to clonal complex 10 
(CC10), while the other rat isolate (Eco1284-6) belonged to CC398 (ST398). Eco1266-6 (rat) and EcoC2-1 (pig) from 
cohabiting animals in pig farm 1 carried IncX4 plasmids with the mcr-1.1 variant. The plasmid sequences were almost 
identical (99.98% identity), both carrying the mcr-1.1/pap2 segment. pEcoC2-1 had a complete ISVsa5 insertion 
sequence upstream of the mcr-1 gene. Eco1284-6 (rat) and EcoP3-1 (pig) from pig farm 3 carried IncI2 plasmids with 
different allelic variants of mcr-1 (mcr-1.5 and mcr-1.1).

Conclusions  E. coli isolates from cohabiting rats and pigs were genetically distinct, but one pair of isolates had very 
similar IncX4 plasmids, suggesting the potential for horizontal spread of plasmids carrying mcr genes. These findings 
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Introduction
In recent decades, antimicrobial resistance has become 
a growing public and animal health problem, altering 
the human-animal-environment interface. Within this 
framework, livestock production systems have multiple 
routes that allow the introduction and dissemination of 
resistant microorganisms. Among these pathways, wild-
life can interact directly with livestock, serving as reser-
voirs of antimicrobial-resistant bacteria and allowing the 
exchange of genetic determinants of antimicrobial resis-
tance. Wild animals act as mechanical vectors that spread 
bacteria into the food chain and across the environment 
[1]. One of the few last-line antimicrobials for the treat-
ment of multidrug resistant Enterobacterales in human 
medicine is colistin. In 2015, a plasmid-encoded colistin 
resistance gene, known as mobilized colistin resistance 
gene (mcr-1), was described in China [2]. The mcr-1 gene 
is transferred between bacteria, increasing the likeli-
hood of acquiring colistin resistance by pathogens affect-
ing humans and animals [3]. The main carrier of mcr-1 
is Escherichia coli, a microorganism that can be found 
in humans, animals, and the environment, making it an 
ideal indicator organism for mcr-1 monitoring and sur-
veillance [4]. Worldwide, bacteria harboring mcr-1 have 
been found within the gastrointestinal tracts of wildlife, 
suggesting that this gene could have an important role in 
the development and dissemination of colistin resistance 
through fecal-mediated contamination. Rodents have 
long shared living environments with humans, playing 
a role as reservoirs of agents for various bacterial, viral, 
and parasitic zoonoses [5–7]. Additionally, rats have been 
previously reported to carry multidrug-resistant bacte-
ria [8, 9]. The aim of the present study was to character-
ize plasmids carrying the mcr-1 gene in E. coli isolates 
obtained from dairy cattle, pigs, and cohabiting rodents, 
with the aim to shed light on the potential of transmis-
sion of this determinant of resistance between E. coli iso-
lates from these animal populations.

Results
Of the E. coli isolates grown on the MC-COL selective 
media, 48 were selected for molecular characteriza-
tion and antimicrobial susceptibility testing of which 26 
(54.2%) were positive for the mcr-1 gene, with a mini-
mum inhibitory concentration (MIC) to colistin ≥ 4  µg/
mL. The remaining 22 E. coli isolates were negative for 
mcr-1, with a MIC to colistin < 4 µg/mL (Table 1). From 
the mcr-1-positive isolates, 16 were recovered from six 

rats, and 10 from four pigs. No isolates carrying the mcr-
1 gene were found in the daily cattle samples. The colistin 
MIC distribution among the mcr-1-positive isolates was: 
21 with 4 µg/mL, four with 8 µg/mL, and one with 16 µg/
mL (Table 1).

When analyzing the genetic relationship between the 
mcr-1-positive isolates obtained from pigs and rats from 
the same productive farm, they were not found to be 
genetically related among them, showing different XbaI-
digested pulsed-field gel electrophoresis (XbaI-PFGE) 
profiles. To analyze the presence of shared plasmids 
among isolates from the same farm, plasmid profiles of 
one isolate per animal from each productive farm (pig 
farm 1: PF1, mixed farm: MF, pig farm 2: PF2 and pig 
farm 3: PF3) were analyzed by S1-PFGE (Supplemen-
tary Fig.  1). A diverse plasmid content was found by 
S1-PFGE, but some E. coli isolates from rats and pigs 
from the same farm (e.g., Eco1266-6 and EcoC2-1 from 
PF1, and Eco1284-6 and EcoP3-1 from PF3) showed 
plasmid bands with similar size (33 or 65  kb, respec-
tively; Supplementary Fig.  1). Therefore, to analyze the 
possibility of horizontal plasmid transference, the two 
pairs of E. coli isolates from PF1 and PF3 were selected 
for whole-genome sequencing (WGS) analysis. All four 
isolates belonged to different sequence types (STs), show-
ing a polyclonal expansion of E. coli bearing mcr-1 plas-
mids. However, three of them, two of porcine origin, 
EcoP3-1 (ST10) and EcoC2-1 (ST34), and one of rat ori-
gin, Eco1266-6 (ST744), belonged to the clonal complex 
10 (CC10). The other rat isolate, Eco1284-6, belonged to 
CC398 (ST398) (Table 2).

The Eco1266-6 (rat) and EcoC2-1 (pig) isolates were 
recovered from cohabiting animals in PF1 and har-
bored the IncX4 plasmids, pEco1266-6_33 (33,304  bp) 
and pEcoC2-1_34(34,643  bp), respectively, carrying 
the mcr-1.1 variant (Table  2). Comparison of the plas-
mid sequence pEco1266-6_33 and pEcoC2-1_34 plas-
mid sequences showed that they were almost identical 
(99.98% identity), both containing the mcr-1.1/pap2 
segment. pEcoC2-1_34 also had a complete copy of the 
ISVsa5 insertion sequence (1,329  bp), located 158  bp 
upstream of the mcr-1 gene. The Eco1266-6 isolate har-
bored a truncated ISVsa5 sequence but inserted into 
the chromosome (Supplementary Fig. 2). The other two 
isolates, Eco1284-6 (rat) and EcoP3-1 (pig), recovered 
from PF 3, harbored the IncI2 plasmids, pEco1284-6_62 
(62,877  bp) and pEcoP3-1_63 (63,005  bp), carrying dif-
ferent allelic variants of mcr-1 (mcr-1.5 and mcr-1.1, 

suggest a threat of resistant E. coli spreading between cohabiting animals and into the environment. This underscores 
the importance of conducting integrated One-Health studies.
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Table 1  Characteristics of the 48 E. coli recovered from different farms in Buenos Aires, Argentina, 2018
Farm Sample Origin Location Isolates mcr-1* MIC (µg/mL) colistin (int)**
Pig farm 1 Cecal content R. norvegicus Las Heras 1266-6 Positive 4 (R)

1266-7 Positive 4 (R)
1266-8 Positive 8 (R)

Pig farm 1 Cecal content R. norvegicus Las Heras 1288-6 Positive 8 (R)
1288-7 Positive 4 (R)
1288-8 Positive 16 (R)

Pig farm 1 fecal pig Las Heras C2-1 Positive 4 (R)
C2-2 Positive 4 (R)
C2-3 Positive 4 (R)

Pig farm 1 fecal pig Las Heras C5-2 Negative 2 (S)
C5-3 Negative 2 (S)
C5-4 Negative 2 (S)

Mixed farm Cecal content R. norvegicus Marcos Paz 1275-7 Negative 2 (S)
1275-8 Negative 2 (S)
1275-9 Negative 2 (S)

Mixed farm Cecal content R. norvegicus Marcos Paz 1286-7 Negative 1 (S)
1286-8 Positive 8 (R)
1286-10 Negative 2 (S)

Mixed farm fecal daily cattle Marcos Paz S 1–7 Negative 1 (S)
S 1–8 Negative 2 (S)
S 3 − 1 Negative 2 (S)

Mixed farm fecal daily cattle Marcos Paz S 5–6 Negative 1 (S)
S 5–7 Negative 2 (S)
S 5–8 Negative 1 (S)

Pig farm 2 Cecal content R. norvegicus Marcos Paz 1278-6 Positive 4 (R)
1278-7 Positive 4 (R)
1278-8 Positive 4 (R)

Pig farm 2 Cecal content R. norvegicus Marcos Paz 1295-7 Positive 4 (R)
1295-8 Positive 8 (R)
1295-9 Positive 4 (R)

Pig farm 2 fecal pig Marcos Paz T2-2 Negative 1 (S)
T2-3 Positive 4 (R)
T2-4 Negative 2 (S)

Pig farm 2 fecal pig Marcos Paz T3-1 Positive 4 (R)
T3-2 Positive 4 (R)
T3-3 Positive 4 (R)

Pig farm 3 Cecal content R. norvegicus Marcos Paz 1271-6 Negative 2 (S)
1271-7 Negative 1 (S)
1271-8 Negative 1 (S)

Pig farm 3 Cecal content R. norvegicus Marcos Paz 1284-6 Positive 4 (R)
1284-7 Positive 4 (R)
1284-8 Positive 4 (R)

Pig farm 3 fecal pig Marcos Paz P3-1 Positive 4 (R)
P3-2 Positive 4 (R)
P3-3 Positive 4 (R)

Pig farm 3 fecal pig Marcos Paz P4-1 Negative 2 (S)
P4-2 Negative 2 (S)
P4-3 Negative 2 (S)

Isolates in bold were positive for the mcr-1 gene. * PCR to detect the mcr-1 gene. **R, resistant; S, susceptible by the broth microdilution method to colistin
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respectively). Comparison between pEco1284-6_62 
and pEcoP3-1_63 showed only 86% of the sequences 
with 99.98% of identity (Supplementary Fig.  3). The 
mcr-1.5/pap2 fragment in these plasmids was flanked 
by two copies of ISApI1 (ISApI1-mcr-1.5-pap2-ISApI1, 
called Tn6330). The mcr-1.1/pap2 fragment was located 
between the nikB (relaxase) and top (DNA topoisomer-
ase III) genes, without the ISApI1 insertion sequences, 
described for the mcr-1.5 variant.

Discussion
In the present study, we demonstrated the circulation 
of the mcr-1 gene in a significant proportion of E. coli 
isolates from pigs and cohabiting rats, and found nega-
tive detection in isolates from cattle, which is consistent 
with previous reports [10, 11]. In the pig production 
chain, pigs are administered a high level of antibiotics, 
including colistin, mainly due to management practices. 
In contrast, the use of colistin in cattle production is 
uncommon. In other words, differences in the produc-
tion practices applied to these animals could explain the 
variation in the acquisition of colistin resistance here 
observed [12].

Numerous E. coli isolates with different sequence types 
(STs) carrying mcr-1 have been identified in animals, 
food products, and humans [13]. Among these, ST744 is 
an important member of the CC10 group and one of the 
most prevalent reported in E. coli isolates carrying the 
mcr-1 gene in wildlife [14]. mcr-1-bearing CC10 E. coli 
has been described in different hosts and is widely dis-
seminated in humans, food and animals, posing a poten-
tial threat to public health [2]. In this study, no dominant 
PFGE profile was found and, despite the diversity of STs 
detected, CC10 was the most prevalent, resulting as an 
important reservoir for the simultaneous spread of the 
mcr-1 gene between pigs and rodents.

The diversity of plasmids observed using S1-PFGE in 
mcr-1-positive isolates, although not all were sequenced, 
suggests that there are several types of plasmids involved 
in the dissemination. In the present study, the compari-
son between the plasmid sequences of pEco1266-6_33 
and pEcoC2-1_34 recovered from cohabiting animals, 
specifically rodents and pigs from farm 1, showed a 
remarkable similarity (99.98%). Further comparative 
analysis indicated that these plasmids were nearly iden-
tical, with 99.95% identity (100% coverage) to the IncX4 
mcr-1-harboring E. coli plasmid pCSZ4 (GenBank 
KX711706.1) isolated from pigs in China [15], and to iso-
lates (99.99% identity) obtained from human clinical sam-
ples in Argentina [16]. The differences described between 
pEco1284-6_62 and PEcoP3-1_63, recovered from pig 
farm 3, suggest that these plasmids were not closely 
related between them, and that their presence in both 
isolates would be via independent events. Additionally, Ta
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pEco1284-6_62 showed 99.9% genetic identity with the 
IncI2-type pMCR-M15049 (GenBank KY471308) recov-
ered from a human clinical E. coli isolate [17], while 
pEcoP3-1_63 showed 100% identity to the fragment on 
plasmid pMCR-15,244 (GenBank KY471309) [17].

Although the E. coli isolates obtained from rats and 
pigs cohabiting the same farm were genetically different, 
one pair of isolates harbored highly similar IncX4 plas-
mids, suggesting a possible horizontal dissemination of 
plasmids containing mcr genes. These results imply that 
the transmission and dissemination of resistant E. coli 
between cohabiting animals and in the environment is 
not the only mechanism involved in the dissemination of 
mcr-1 in farms. Thus, a deeper analysis about the mecha-
nisms involved in the spread of the mcr-1 resistance gene 
in animals and the environment is still necessary.

Conclusions
This work highlights the need to carry out integrated 
studies from a One Health perspective, as similar plas-
mids containing mcr-1, belonging to the IncX4 and IncI2 
incompatibility groups, have been described in rats and 
pigs as well as in clinical isolates in our country. Further 
studies are needed to understand the evolution and pos-
sible dissemination of antimicrobial resistance through 
genetic platforms.

Materials and methods
In March 2018, a total of 30 fecal samples (25 from pigs 
and 5 from dairy cattle) were collected from three pig 
farms and one mixed cattle farm, along with 31 cecal 
contents from rats (Rattus norvegicus) captured in 
the same farms. These intensive farms were located in 
Marcos Paz (34°46′00″S, 58°50′00″W) and Las Heras 
(34°56′00″S, 58°57′00″W) departments in Buenos Aires 
province, Argentina (Table 1). These farms were part of 
a larger project that included sampling in 11 farms within 
an agricultural region representative of the livestock pro-
duction sector in the region [9]. In these farms, multi-
drug-resistant E. coli isolates and one E. coli mcr-1 strain 
were detected in rodents. Thus, these farms were sub-
sequently selected for this study to collect samples from 
both rodents and livestock animals cohabiting within 
these production systems. Regarding the farms stud-
ied, the pig farms performed full-cycle operations (from 
breeding to finishing), while the mixed cattle farm was a 
dairy farm raising some pigs; however, cattle and pigs did 
not share the same area or have direct contact.

Rats were trapped with cage live traps (15 × 16 × 31 cm) 
baited with meat and carrot. On each farm, a total of 25 
or 30 traps were set al.ong trap lines for three consecu-
tive nights and checked for captures daily in the morning 
[18]. These traps were placed in representative environ-
ments within the farms, mainly in dairy or pig sheds, 

food storage sheds, and drainage channels, among oth-
ers. Traps were set both inside and outside, except for 
those in drainage channels and pig sheds. Captured rats 
were anesthetized with 1:10 ketamine hydrochloride: 
xylazine sulphate injected intramuscularly, and humanely 
sacrificed to collect tissue samples. Rats were trapped, 
handled and euthanized according to the protocols and 
procedures approved by national and international guide-
lines for animal care, such as the Argentine Law 14,346 
on the Animal Care, the Argentine Society for Mamma-
lian Studies [19] the American Society of Mammalogists 
[20] and the Ethics Committee for Research on Labora-
tory, Farm, and Wild Animals of the National Council of 
Scientific and Technical Research of Argentina (CONI-
CET; Resolution 1047, Sect.  2, Annex II). Samples were 
transported at 4 °C to the of General Bacteriology Labo-
ratory of the National Institute of Agricultural Technol-
ogy (INTA), Castelar, province of Buenos Aires, within 
72 h of their collection.

For bacterial enrichment, 0.5  g of fecal samples and 
cecal contents were added with 4.5 mL of buffered pep-
tone water and incubated for 18 h at 37 °C [9]. To select 
for colistin-resistant bacteria, MacConkey agar plates 
supplemented with 3  µg/mL of colistin (MC-COL) [21] 
were inoculated with 20 µL of the enriched cultures. For 
quality control of the MC-COL plates, previously char-
acterized positive (colistin-resistant E. coli, Eco1082) and 
negative (colistin-susceptible E. coli, E. coli ATCC 25922) 
control strains were also included [9]. When lactose-fer-
menting colonies were obtained, five different colonies 
were randomly selected from each sample. Presumptive 
E. coli identifications were confirmed using standard 
biochemical tests (catalase, oxidase, indole, methyl red, 
Voges-Proskaeur, citrate, nitrates, TSI, hydrogen sul-
fide, and gas production) and PCR for the ycjM gene, to 
be able to identify enteric E. coli [22]. Of the 145 E. coli 
grown on the MC-COL selective agar, obtained from 29 
(16 pigs, 11 rats and 2 dairy cattle) out of 61 animals (4 
farms), 48 isolates were randomly selected for further 
testing. From pig farms 1, 2, and 3, six strains were iso-
lated from pigs and six from rats. Meanwhile, from the 
mixed farm, six strains were isolated from dairy cattle 
and six from rats, resulting in a total of 12 isolates per 
farm. Antimicrobial susceptibility was evaluated in all 
selected isolates by the broth microdilution method, 
according to the guidelines of the Clinical and Laboratory 
Standards Institute [23]. PCR was performed to detect 
the mcr-1 gene [2] (Table  1). The genetic relationship 
between mcr-1-positive E. coli isolates obtained from 
pigs and rats was evaluated by XbaI-digested pulsed-field 
gel electrophoresis (XbaI-PFGE). Plasmid content was 
assessed by S1 nuclease (Promega, Southampton, UK) 
digestion followed by PFGE [24], using a Chef-DR® III 
System (Bio-Rad™, Hercules, CA, United States). Briefly, 
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DNA fragments were resolved in 1% agarose gel applying 
a switch time of 2.4 to 54.2 s during 20 h at 14 °C. PFGE 
patterns showing > 6 bands of difference were considered 
to be non-genetically related. After analysis of the plas-
mid profiles, four mcr-1-positive E. coli (pigs and rats 
pairs) were selected for WGS based on band presence 
and size similarity (see Results section, and Supplemen-
tary Fig.  1). Whole bacterial DNA was extracted using 
the Master Pure Complete DNA & RNA Purification 
kit (Epicenter Illumina, Wisconsin, USA). Illumina and 
Oxford Nanopore Technologies (ONT) sequencing was 
performed as previously described [25]. Illumina-ONT 
hybrid assembly of short and long reads was done with 
Unicycler v0.4.8-beta [26]. The quality of the assembled 
genomes was assessed using the Quality Assessment 
Tool for Genome Assemblies (QUAST). Open reading 
frames were annotated using PROKKA [27] and manu-
ally curated. Sequence types (STs) and clonal complexes 
(CC) were determined by in silico analysis using the 
multilocus sequence typing (MLST) profile according to 
the Achtman scheme. Incompatibility groups, resistance 
genes and insertion sequences were identified using 
PlasmidFinder [28], ResFinder [29], and ISFinder [30], 
respectively, using the services of the CGE database (​h​t​t​p​​
s​:​/​​/​w​w​w​​.​g​​e​n​o​​m​i​c​​e​p​i​d​​e​m​​i​o​l​o​g​y​.​o​r​g​/) (accessed on 17 ​J​a​n​
u​a​r​y 2024). Sequence comparisons were performed with 
nucleotide BLAST (BLASTn), using the NCBI Nucleo-
tide Collection Database, and the Artemis Comparative 
Tool [31].
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Gel order: Lane 2, Eco1266-6; 3, Eco1288-6; 4, EcoC2-1; 5, EcoC2-3; 6, 
Ecp1286-8; 7, Eco1278-6; 8, Eco1295-7; 9, EcoT2-3; 10, EcoT3-3; 11, EcoT3-3; 
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pEcoC2-1_34. In red and italics is a partial ISVsa5 insertion sequence, 
only inverted repeat left (IRL) and right (IRR) sequences are shown. Target 
site duplication TA is in bold. Underlined sequence (TACTGA) is a possible 
recognition site for insertion of ISVsa5. In purple, reverse and complement, 
is the ORF of mcr-1 gene.

Supplementary Material 3: Sequence comparison between IncI2 
plasmids. pEco1284-6_62 (upper sequence) and pEcoP3-1_63 (lower 
sequence) were compared using BLASTn and graphed by the Artemis 
Comparison Tool (ACT).

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Author contributions
JD, RC, RM, AC, DF and MFM participated in the design of the study. JD, 
FM, NC, CS and DF carried out the experiments. JD, FM, RL, NC, RM, DF and 
MFM analyzed the data. RL and RC collected fecal samples and captured 
the animals. JD and NC conducted the E. coli strains isolations. JD, NC, RL, 

RM and DF handled the preparation and editing of the manuscript. All 
authors contributed to the critical revision of the manuscript and have seen 
and approved the final draft. All authors read and approved of the final 
manuscript.

Funding
This work was supported by a specific project from the Instituto Nacional de 
Tecnología Agropecuaria (INTA) and Public Health Ontario.

Data availability
No datasets were generated or analysed during the current study.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Trapping, handling, and euthanasia were performed according to procedures 
approved by the Ley 14346 de Protección Animal, the Argentine Society 
for the Study of Mammals (Giannoni et al. 2003), the American Society of 
Mammalogists (Sikes et al. 2011), and the Ethical Framework for Biomedical 
Research on laboratory, farm and wild-caught animals of the Consejo Nacional 
de Investigaciones Científicas y Técnicas (CONICET; resolución 1047, sección 
2, anexo II). Additionally, this project was reviewed by the Institutional 
Committee for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals (CICUAL, its acronym 
in Spanish) of the Facultad de Ciencias Exactas y Naturales de la Universidad 
de Buenos Aires (Protocol No. 125).

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Author details
1Laboratorio de Bacteriología General, Instituto de Patobiología 
Veterinaria, Instituto Nacional de Tecnología Agropecuaria -Consejo 
Nacional de Investigaciones Científicas y Tecnológicas (IPVet), INTA-
CONICET, William C. Morris, Dr. Nicolas Repetto 2799 (B1713), Provincia de 
Buenos Aires, Argentina
2Servicio de Antimicrobianos, National and Regional Reference 
Laboratory in Antimicrobial Resistance, Instituto Nacional de 
Enfermedades Infecciosas (INEI)-Administración Nacional de Laboratorios 
e Institutos de Salud (ANLIS) “Dr. C. Malbrán”, Buenos Aires, Argentina
3Consejo Nacional de Investigaciones Científicas y Técnicas (CONICET), 
Buenos Aires, Argentina
4Departamento de Ecología, Genética y Evolución, Facultad de Ciencias 
Exactas y Naturales, Universidad de Buenos Aires and Instituto de 
Ecología, Genética y Evolución de Buenos Aires (IEGEBA), UBA-CONICET, 
Intendente Guiraldes 2160 (C1428), Ciudad Autónoma de Buenos Aires, 
Argentina
5Public Health Ontario Laboratory, Toronto, ON, Canada

Received: 25 October 2024 / Accepted: 11 March 2025

References
1.	 Greig J, Rajic A, Young I, Mascarenhas M, Waddell L, LeJeune J. A scoping 

review of the role of wildlife in the transmission of bacterial pathogens 
and antimicrobial resistance to the food chain. Zoonoses Public Health. 
2015;62(4):269–84. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​1​1​1​​/​z​​p​h​.​1​2​1​4​7

2.	 Liu Y-Y, Wang Y, Walsh TR, Yi L-X, Zhang R, Spencer J, et al. Emergence of 
plasmid-mediated colistin resistance mechanism MCR-1 in animals and 
human beings in China: a Microbiological and molecular biological study. 
Lancet Infect Dis. 2016;16(2):161–8. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​0​1​6​​/​S​​1​4​7​3​-​3​0​9​9​(​1​5​)​0​
0​4​2​4​-​7

3.	 Chandler JC, Franklin AB, Bevins SN, Bentler KT, Bonnedahl J, Ahlstrom 
CA, et al. Validation of a screening method for the detection of colistin-
resistant E. coli containing mcr-1 in feral swine feces. J Microbiol Methods. 
2020;172:105892. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​0​1​6​​/​j​​.​m​i​​m​e​t​​.​2​0​2​​0​.​​1​0​5​8​9​2

https://www.genomicepidemiology.org/
https://www.genomicepidemiology.org/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12917-025-04665-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12917-025-04665-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/zph.12147
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1473-3099(15)00424-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1473-3099(15)00424-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mimet.2020.105892


Page 7 of 7Dominguez et al. BMC Veterinary Research          (2025) 21:271 

4.	 Fernandes MR, Moura Q, Sartori L, Silva KC, Cunha MP, Esposito F et al. Silent 
dissemination of colistin-resistant Escherichia coli in South America could 
contribute to the global spread of the mcr-1 gene. Euro Surveill. 2016;21(17). ​
h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​2​8​0​7​​/​1​​5​6​0​​-​7​9​​1​7​.​E​​S​.​​2​0​1​6​.​2​1​.​1​7​.​3​0​2​1​4. Erratum in: Euro 
Surveill. 2016;21(18). doi: 10.2807/1560-7917.ES.2016.21.18.30220.

5.	 Meerburg BG. Rodents are a risk factor for the spreading of pathogens on 
farms. Vet Microbiol. 2010;142(3–4):464–5. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​0​1​6​​/​j​​.​v​e​​t​m​i​​c​.​2​0​​
0​9​​.​0​6​.​0​3​8

6.	 Battersby SA, Parsons R, Webster JP. Urban rat infestations and the risk to 
public health. J Environ Health Res. 2002;1(2):4–12. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​w​w​w​​.​c​​i​e​h​​.​o​r​​g​/​m​e​​
d​i​​a​/​x​​e​p​h​​e​s​4​g​​/​j​​e​h​r​​-​v​o​​l​1​_​2​​-​n​​o​v​e​m​b​e​r​2​0​0​2​.​p​d​f

7.	 Lovera R, Fernandez MS, Jacob J, Lucero N, Morici G, Brihuega B, et al. Intrinsic 
and extrinsic factors related to pathogen infection in wild small mammals 
in intensive milk cattle and swine production systems. PLoS Negl Trop Dis. 
2017;11(6):e0005722. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​3​7​1​​/​j​​o​u​r​​n​a​l​​.​p​n​t​​d​.​​0​0​0​5​7​2​2

8.	 Zhong XS, Li YZ, Ge J, Xiao G, Mo Y, Wen YQ, et al. Comparisons of Micro-
biological characteristics and antibiotic resistance of Klebsiella pneumoniae 
isolates from urban rodents, shrews, and healthy people. BMC Microbiol. 
2020;20(1):12. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​1​8​6​​/​s​​1​2​8​6​6​-​0​2​0​-​1​7​0​2​-​5

9.	 Dominguez JE, Rosario L, Juliana S, Redondo LM, Chacana PA, Regino C, et al. 
Rats as sources of multidrug-resistant Enterobacteriaceae in animal produc-
tion environments. Zoonoses Public Health. 2023;70(7):627–35. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​
g​/​​1​0​.​​1​1​1​1​​/​z​​p​h​.​1​3​0​7​1

10.	 Irrgang A, Roschanski N, Tenhagen BA, Grobbel M, Skladnikiewicz-Ziemer 
T, Thomas K et al. Prevalence of mcr-1 in E. coli from Livestock and Food in 
Germany, 2010–2015. PloS one. 2016;11(7). ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​3​7​1​​/​j​​o​u​r​​n​a​l​​.​p​
o​n​​e​.​​0​1​5​9​8​6​3

11.	 Nagy A, Szekelyhidi R, Hanczne Lakatos E, Kapcsandi V. Review on the occur-
rence of the mcr-1 gene causing colistin resistance in cow’s milk and dairy 
products. Heliyon. 2021;7(4):e06800. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​0​1​6​​/​j​​.​h​e​​l​i​y​​o​n​.​2​​0​2​​1​.​e​0​
6​8​0​0

12.	 Lencina FA, Bertona M, Stegmayer MA, Olivero CR, Frizzo LS, Zimmermann 
JA, et al. Prevalence of colistin-resistant Escherichia coli in foods and food-
producing animals through the food chain: A worldwide systematic review 
and meta-analysis. Heliyon. 2024;10(5):e26579. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​0​1​6​​/​j​​.​h​e​​l​i​y​​
o​n​.​2​​0​2​​4​.​e​2​6​5​7​9

13.	 Mei CY, Jiang Y, Ma QC, Lu MJ, Wu H, Wang ZY, et al. Low prevalence of mcr-1 
in Escherichia coli from food-producing animals and food products in China. 
BMC Vet Res. 2024;20(1):40. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​1​8​6​​/​s​​1​2​9​1​7​-​0​2​4​-​0​3​8​9​1​-​6

14.	 Liakopoulos A, Mevius DJ, Olsen B, Bonnedahl J. The colistin resistance mcr-1 
gene is going wild. J Antimicrob Chemother. 2016;71(8):2335–6. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​
r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​0​9​3​​/​j​​a​c​/​d​k​w​2​6​2

15.	 Sun J, Fang LX, Wu Z, Deng H, Yang RS, Li XP, et al. Genetic analysis of the 
IncX4 plasmids: implications for a unique pattern in the mcr-1 acquisition. Sci 
Rep. 2017;7(1):424. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​0​3​8​​/​s​​4​1​5​9​8​-​0​1​7​-​0​0​0​9​5​-​x

16.	 Martino F, Petroni A, Menocal MA, Corso A, Melano R, Faccone D. New 
insights on mcr-1-harboring plasmids from human clinical Escherichia coli 
isolates. PLoS ONE. 2024;19(2):e0294820. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​3​7​1​​/​j​​o​u​r​​n​a​l​​.​p​o​n​​
e​.​​0​2​9​4​8​2​0

17.	 Tijet N, Faccone D, Rapoport M, Seah C, Pasteran F, Ceriana P et al. Molecular 
characteristics of mcr-1-carrying plasmids and new mcr-1 variant recovered 
from polyclonal clinical Escherichia coli from Argentina and Canada. PloS one. 
2017;12(7):e0180347. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​3​7​1​​/​j​​o​u​r​​n​a​l​​.​p​o​n​​e​.​​0​1​8​0​3​4​7

18.	 Lovera R, Fernández MS, Cavia R. Wild small mammals in intensive milk cattle 
and swine production systems. Agric Ecosyst Environ. 2015;202:251–9. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​
/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​0​1​6​​/​j​​.​a​g​e​e​.​2​0​1​5​.​0​1​.​0​0​3

19.	 Giannoni SM, Mera Sierra R, Brengio S, Jimenez Baigorria L. Guía para el uso 
de animales en investigaciones de campo y en cautiverio. Comisión de Ética 
de la Sociedad Argentina para el Estudio de los Mamíferos. 2003. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​t​e​s​t​.​
s​a​r​e​m​.​o​r​g​.​a​r​​​​​. Accesed 25 Oct 2024.

20.	 Sikes RS, the Animal Care and Use Committee of the American Society of 
Mammalogists. Guidelines of the American society of mammalogists for the 
use of wild mammals in research and education. J Mammal. 2016;97(9):663–
88. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​0​9​3​​/​j​​m​a​m​m​a​l​/​g​y​w​0​7​8

21.	 Faccone D, Rapoport M, Albornoz E, Celaya F, De Mendieta J, De Belder D, et 
al. Plasmidic resistance to colistin mediated by mcr-1 gene in Escherichia coli 
clinical isolates in Argentina: A retrospective study, 2012–2018. Rev Panam 
Salud Publica. 2020;44:e55. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​2​6​6​3​​3​/​​R​P​S​P​.​2​0​2​0​.​5​5

22.	 Deng D, Zhang N, Mustapha A, Xu D, Wuliji T, Farley M, et al. Differentiating 
enteric Escherichia coli from environmental bacteria through the putative 
glucosyltransferase gene (ycjM). Water Res. 2014;61:224–31. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​
0​.​​1​0​1​6​​/​j​​.​w​a​​t​r​e​​s​.​2​0​​1​4​​.​0​5​.​0​1​5​1​7

23.	 CLSI. Performance standards for antimicrobial susceptibility testing. 34 th ed. 
2024.

24.	 Barton BM, Harding GP, Zuccarelli AJ. A general method for detecting and 
sizing large plasmids. Anal Biochem. 1995;226(2):235–40. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​
0​0​6​​/​a​​b​i​o​.​1​9​9​5​.​1​2​2​0

25.	 Kohler P, Tijet N, Kim HC, Johnstone J, Edge T, Patel SN, et al. Dissemina-
tion of Verona Integron-encoded Metallo-beta-lactamase among clinical 
and environmental Enterobacteriaceae isolates in Ontario. Can Sci Rep. 
2020;10(1):18580. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​0​3​8​​/​s​​4​1​5​9​8​-​0​2​0​-​7​5​2​4​7​-​7

26.	 Wick RR, Judd LM, Gorrie CL, Holt KE, Unicycler. Resolving bacterial genome 
assemblies from short and long sequencing reads. PLoS Comput Biol. 
2017;13(6):e1005595. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​3​7​1​​/​j​​o​u​r​​n​a​l​​.​p​c​b​​i​.​​1​0​0​5​5​9​5

27.	 Seemann T. Prokka: rapid prokaryotic genome annotation. Bioinformatics. 
2014;30(14):2068–9. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​0​9​3​​/​b​​i​o​i​​n​f​o​​r​m​a​t​​i​c​​s​/​b​t​u​1​5​3

28.	 Carattoli A, Zankari E, García-Fernández A, Voldby Larsen M, Lund O, Villa 
L, et al. Silico detection and typing of plasmids using plasmidfinder and 
plasmid multilocus sequence typing. Antimicrob Agents Chemother. 
2014;58(7):3895–903. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​1​2​8​​/​A​​A​C​.​0​2​4​1​2​-​1​4

29.	 Bortolaia V, Kaas RS, Ruppe E, Roberts MC, Schwarz S, Cattoir V, et al. ResFinder 
4.0 for predictions of phenotypes from genotypes. J Antimicrob Chemother. 
2020;75(12):3491–500. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​0​9​3​​/​j​​a​c​/​d​k​a​a​3​4​5

30.	 Siguier P, Perochon J, Lestrade L, Mahillon J, Chandler M. ISfinder: the 
reference centre for bacterial insertion sequences. Nucleic Acids Res. 
2006;34(Database issue):D32–6. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​1​0​9​3​​/​n​​a​r​/​g​k​j​0​1​4

31.	 Carver TJ, Rutherford KM, Berriman M, Rajandream MA, Barrell BG, Parkhill J. 
ACT: the Artemis comparison tool. Bioinformatics. 2005;21(16):3422–3. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​​​/​​
/​d​o​​i​.​​o​r​​g​​/​​1​0​​.​1​0​​​9​3​​/​b​i​​o​i​n​​f​o​r​m​​a​t​​​i​c​s​/​b​t​i​5​5​3

Publisher’s note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.2807/1560-7917.ES.2016.21.17.30214
https://doi.org/10.2807/1560-7917.ES.2016.21.17.30214
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.vetmic.2009.06.038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.vetmic.2009.06.038
https://www.cieh.org/media/xephes4g/jehr-vol1_2-november2002.pdf
https://www.cieh.org/media/xephes4g/jehr-vol1_2-november2002.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pntd.0005722
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12866-020-1702-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/zph.13071
https://doi.org/10.1111/zph.13071
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0159863
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0159863
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2021.e06800
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2021.e06800
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e26579
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e26579
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12917-024-03891-6
https://doi.org/10.1093/jac/dkw262
https://doi.org/10.1093/jac/dkw262
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-00095-x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0294820
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0294820
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0180347
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2015.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2015.01.003
https://test.sarem.org.ar
https://test.sarem.org.ar
https://doi.org/10.1093/jmammal/gyw078
https://doi.org/10.26633/RPSP.2020.55
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2014.05.01517
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2014.05.01517
https://doi.org/10.1006/abio.1995.1220
https://doi.org/10.1006/abio.1995.1220
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-75247-7
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005595
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btu153
https://doi.org/10.1128/AAC.02412-14
https://doi.org/10.1093/jac/dkaa345
https://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gkj014
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/bti553
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/bti553

	﻿Genomic characterization of plasmids of ﻿mcr-1﻿-positive ﻿Escherichia coli﻿ isolated from cohabiting rats, dairy cattle and pigs
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Introduction
	﻿Results
	﻿Discussion
	﻿Conclusions
	﻿Materials and methods
	﻿References


