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Metagenomic investigation of the RWA interventions to reduce on-farm use of antibiotics in Canadian hog barns
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Records from 2 representative barns showing a 2.6 more-fold change (FC) of the total DDDvetCA value of all drugs administered to RWA significantly reduced AMR-frequency in piglet feces and in the barn’s manure. In contrary, the RWA substantially increased
animals in a Non-RWA compared to RWA farm including +6FC of Antifolates, +5.2FC Tetracycline, -2FC of B-lactam. the AMR in the sow’s nasopharynx while it was slightly, but non significantly, reduced in the sow’s feces.
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Simply using antibiotics creates resistance. These drugs should only be used to treat infections. . .
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In non-RWA, animals were treated with antibiotics for Limping (41%), Respiratory (28%), Scours (19%) and Poor Doers (10%). P‘CAt . Ord';svt':n ~ stlgmflcart\;\y
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