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Abstract: Emergence of methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus pseudintermedius (MRSP) isolated from
dogs with cutaneous and wound infections has significantly impacted veterinary medicine. This
study aimed to isolate S. pseudintermedius from canine pyoderma and investigate the effects of
ethanolic extracts of Piper betle (PB), P. sarmentosum (PS), and P. nigrum (PN) on the bacterial growth
and biofilm formation of S. pseudintermedius and MRSP. Of the isolated 152 isolates, 53 were identi-
fied as S. pseudintermedius using polymerase chain reaction, and 10 isolates (6.58%) were identified
as MRSP based on the presence of mecA. Based on phenotype, 90% of MRSPs were multidrug-
resistant. All MRSP had moderate (10%, 1/10) and strong (90%, 9/10) biofilm production ability. PB
extracts were the most effective in inhibiting planktonic cells, and the minimum inhibitory concen-
tration at which ≥50% of the isolates were inhibited (MIC50) was 256 µg/mL (256–1024 µg/mL) for
S. pseudintermedius isolates and 512 µg/mL (256–1024 µg/mL) for MRSP isolates. The MIC90 for
S. pseudintermedius and MRSP was 512 µg/mL. In XTT assay, PB at 4×MIC showed an inhibition
rate of 39.66–68.90% and 45.58–59.13% for S. pseudintermedius and MRSP, respectively, in inhibiting
biofilm formation. For PB at 8× MIC, the inhibition rates for S. pseudintermedius and MRSP were
50.74–81.66% and 59.57–78.33%, respectively. Further, 18 compounds were identified in PB using gas
chromatography–mass spectrometry, and hydroxychavicol (36.02%) was the major constituent. These
results indicated that PB could inhibit bacteria growth of and biofilm formation by S. pseudintermedius
and MRSP isolated from canine pyoderma in a concentration-dependent manner. Therefore, PB is a
potential candidate for the treatment of MRSP infection and biofilm formation in veterinary medicine.

Keywords: ethanolic extracts; Piper betle; Piper sarmentosum; Piper nigrum; pyoderma; biofilm;
hydroxychavicol

1. Introduction

Staphylococcus pseudintermedius is a Gram-positive and coagulase-positive bacteria
belonging to the Staphylococcus intermedius group. They mainly colonize on the skin and
mucous membranes of many wildlife and companion animals; therefore, this bacterium is
considered a public health concern because of its zoonotic potential [1,2]. Staphylococcus
pseudintermedius is an opportunistic bacterium that can infect dogs and is the predominant
pathogen in pyoderma, otitis externa, and systemic infections in the urinary, respiratory,
and reproductive tracts [3]. These conditions frequently require the administration of
systemic antimicrobial agents for the treatment [4]. Over the past decade, methicillin-
resistant S. pseudintermedius (MRSP), a strain carrying the mecA gene, has been increasingly
isolated from both healthy and infected dogs [5]. mecA is encoded in the staphylococcal
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chromosomal cassette mec (SCCmec), a motile genetic element that plays a major role
in the antibiotic resistance of Staphylococcus spp. [6]. mecA encodes the production of
a modified penicillin-binding protein that results in low affinity for several β-lactams;
hence, these antimicrobials do not affect bacterial cell wall construction [7–9]. MRSP often
exhibits resistance to certain classes of antimicrobials, such as penicillins, tetracyclines, and
macrolides; moreover, the emergence of multidrug resistance poses a challenge for the
treatment of both animal and human infections [5,8,10]. Potential risk factors for MRSP
infection include frequent antimicrobial use to treat chronic or intermittent infections like
pyoderma or surgical site infections, as well as previous exposure to MRSP in a hospital
or within the family [11]. Some studies have reported that the development of biofilm by
pathogens is related to their resistance to antimicrobial agents, potentially contributing to
chronic infections [12,13].

Biofilms are a consortium of microorganisms that stick to each other because of the
complex assembly of multiple bacterial cellular matrices. During biofilm formation, bacte-
rial cells first attach to a surface, multiply further, and accumulate at the primary adhesion
site to form microcolonies. The bacteria in these microcolonies produce extracellular ma-
trix, which is a defining characteristic of biofilm formation. This matrix is made up of
polysaccharides, proteins, and extracellular DNA. Thereafter, the biofilm matures into
three-dimensional structures and subsequently undergoes a disassembly process, leading
to the dissemination of the bacterial cells [14–16]. Most S. pseudintermedius and MRSP can
form biofilms, and the majority of isolates are classified as strong or moderate biofilm pro-
ducers [17]. Biofilms can protect the bacteria themselves from host defense, disinfectants,
and antibiotics. They block or retard the penetration of certain antibiotic molecules. Thus,
a high-level of antibiotics (up to 1000 times) is required [18]. Moreover, biofilm formations
can cause chronic infections and the emergence of antibiotic-resistant [19,20]. This may be a
significant virulence factor contributing to the rapid spread of this bacterium in veterinary
hospitals around the world [17]. In veterinary medicine, the emergence of MRSP is a new
challenge because of the limited therapeutic options [9]. Thus, new compounds or natural
extracts as alternative treatments for bacterial resistance are required, including essen-
tial oils and plant extracts that are popular as natural remedies in human and veterinary
medicine [21].

Plant extracts containing several phytochemicals exhibit significant antimicrobial
properties against various pathogens, including microbial resistant strains [22,23]. Most
of the active extracts contain tannins, (poly) phenols (including flavonoids, lignans, and
coumarins), terpenoids, or alkaloids; these have been previously reported as active com-
pounds against methicillin-resistant Staphylococus aureus (MRSA) [23].

Piperaceae plants, which comprise approximately 1000 species, are commonly found
in the tropical regions of India, Southeast Asia, and Africa [24]. In Thailand, 40 species of
this plant have been identified [25]. Pharmacologically, Piperaceae plants exhibit antibac-
terial, antioxidant, gastrointestinal protective, anticancer, insecticidal, and antiprotozoal
properties [26–28]. Piper plants, such as Piper betle (PB), P. sarmentosum (PS), and P. nigrum
(PN), exert antibacterial effects against Gram-negative bacteria including Escherichia coli
and Pseudomonas aeruginosa, Gram-positive bacteria including S. aureus, and fungi including
Candida albicans. These plants have also been reported to exert effects against multidrug-
resistant (MDR) bacteria in humans, such as metallo-β-lactamase (MβL)-producing P.
aeruginosa and MβL-producing Acinetobacter baumannii [29–33]. The minimum inhibitory
concentration (MIC) of PB ethanolic extracts against E. coli and P. aeruginosa was 0.03–0.4%
w/v, whereas that against MRSA was 0.0078–0.0156% w/v [31]. Additionally, the ethanolic
extracts of PB leaves exhibited strong antibacterial activity against clinical isolates of avian
pathogenic E. coli with MIC and minimum bactericidal concentration (MBC) values of
0.5–1.0 mg/mL [34].

Although the antibacterial effects of piper plants on some pathogenic bacteria have
been studied, knowledge on the effects of Piperaceae on S. pseudintermedius is limited.
In this study, we evaluated the effect of crude ethanolic extracts of PB, PS, and PN on
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planktonic cells and biofilm formation by S. pseudintermedius and MRSP isolated from
canine clinical samples.

2. Results
2.1. Plants Extraction Yield

The weights of the final crude extracts of PB, PN, and PS were 30.3, 25.6, and 16.6 g,
respectively, and the yields (%) of the extracts based on their dry weights were 3.56%, 2.56%,
and 3.77%, respectively.

2.2. Bacterial Identification

Of the 152 clinical canine isolates, 73 (48.03%) were coagulase-positive Staphylococcus
spp., and 53 (34.87%) of these were identified as S. pseudintermedius through PCR (Figures
S1 and S2). Ten of the S. pseudintermedius isolates were mecA-positive (6.58%), whereas the
remaining (51.97%, 79/152) were unidentified Gram-negative bacteria. The phylogenetic
tree of nucleotide sequences from a 701 base pair (bp) fragment of 16S rRNA and 254 bp
fragment of mecA in S. pseudintermedius was shown in Figures S3 and S4.

2.3. Biofilm Classification and Antimicrobial Susceptibility Characteristics

The biofilm-forming ability of the bacteria was evaluated via crystal violet assays
(Figures S5 and S6). In this study, all S. pseudintermedius and MRSP isolates were identi-
fied as biofilm producers. S. aureus ATCC 25923 and MRSA ATCC 33591 were classified
as strong biofilm producers. One MRSP isolate was considered a moderate biofilm pro-
ducer; almost all MRSP were considered strong biofilm producers. In contrast, 1 isolate of
S. pseudintermedius was identified as a weak biofilm producer; 6 were moderate biofilm
producers; 16 were strong biofilm producers (Figure 1 and Figure S6).

In this study, 90% of MRSPs, which are moderate and strong biofilm producers, were
multidrug-resistant. The 1 isolate (4.35%) of S. pseudintermedius, which is a weak biofilm
producer, was susceptible to all antimicrobials. Another 10 isolates were resistant to only one
antimicrobial; 7 were resistant to two antimicrobial classes; 3 were resistant to three antimicrobial
classes, and 1 was resistant to four antimicrobial classes (Figure 1 and Table S1).
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Figure 1. Antimicrobial susceptibility profiles of Staphylococcus aureus, methicillin-resistant S. aureus,
methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus pseudintermedius, and S. pseudintermedius were determined using
the disk-diffusion method. Red squares indicate resistance; green squares indicate susceptibility, and
yellow squares indicate intermediate characteristics. Abbreviations: SA, Staphylococcus aureus ATCC
25923; MRSA, methicillin-resistant S. aureus ATCC 33591; W, weak biofilm producer; M, moderate
biofilm producer; S, strong biofilm producer; OX, oxacillin (1 µg); OB, cloxacillin; AMP, ampicillin
(10 µg); AMC, amoxicillin–clavulanic acid (30 µg); CL, cephalexin (30 µg); FOX, cefoxitin (30 µg);
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CRO, ceftriaxone (30 µg); CTX, cefotaxime (30 µg); NOR, norfloxacin (10 µg); ENR, enrofloxacin
(5 µg); SXT, sulfamethoxazole/trimethoprim (25 µg); DO, doxycycline (30 µg); AK, amikacin (30 µg);
CN, gentamicin (10 µg); E, erythromycin (15 µg); DA, clindamycin (2 µg).

2.4. Antibacterial Effects on Planktonic Cells

The MIC values of three ethanolic extracts of PB, PN, and PS are presented in Table 1.
PB had the lowest MIC50 against S. pseudintermedius and MRSP than the others. The
MIC range (256–1024 µg/mL) of PB against S. pseudintermedius and MRSP isolates was
equal. PN and PS exhibited higher potency to inhibit S. pseudintermedius than MRSP due to
their lower MIC50 values and MIC range (Table 1). PB exerted bactericidal effects against
S. pseudintermedius and MRSP (MBC/MIC ratio ≤ 4). PN showed a bactericidal effect on
S. pseudintermedius isolates (69.5%), whereas PS showed a bactericidal effect on 90% of
S. pseudintermedius and all MRSP isolates.

Table 1. Minimal inhibitory concentrations (MIC) of the ethanolic extracts of Piper betle, P. sarmentosum,
and P. nigrum on bacterial isolates.

Plant Extracts (MIC) (µg/mL)

Bacterial Isolates

SA MRSA SP MRSP
ATCC 25923 ATCC33591 (n = 23) (n = 10)

PB MIC50 1024 256 256 512
MIC90 512 512

GM of MIC 362.04 477.71
MIC range 256–1024 256–1024

PN MIC50 128 512 1024 2048
MIC90 4096 4096

GM of MIC 955.43 2352.53
MIC range 128–4096 2048–4096

PS MIC50 4096 1024 1024 1024
MIC90 1024 2048

GM of MIC 955.43 1351.18
MIC range 256–4096 1024–2048

MIC50, concentration at which ≥50% of the isolates were inhibited; MIC90, concentration at which ≥90% of the
isolates were inhibited; GM, geometric mean; SA, Staphylococcus aureus ATCC 25923; MRSA, methicillin-resistant
S. aureus ATCC33591; SP, Staphylococcus pseudintermedius; MRSP, methicillin-resistant S. pseudintermedius; PB,
Piper betle; PS, P. sarmentosum; PN, P. nigrum.

2.5. Antibiofilm Effects against S. pseudintermedius and MRSP

Among the extracts, only PB effectively exerted antibiofilm effects against S. pseud-
intermedius and MRSP at 4× MIC (2048 µg/mL) and 8× MIC (4096 µg/mL) (p < 0.05)
(Figures 2 and 3 and Table S2). PB increased the antibiofilm effects in a concentration-
dependent manner. At 8× MIC (4096 µg/mL), PB demonstrated a significant activity
against MRSA.
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Figure 2. Effects of Piper betle ethanolic extracts on the biofilm formation of Staphylococcus aureus,
methicillin-resistant S. aureus, and Staphylococcus pseudintermedius after 24 h of treatment. Each bar
shows the mean ± SD of three experiments per group. * indicates that the differences between the
control and treatments were statistically significant (p < 0.05). Abbreviations: SA, Staphylococcus
aureus ATCC 25923; MRSA, methicillin-resistant S. aureus ATCC 33591; W, weak; M, moderate; and S,
strong biofilm producers.

Figure 3. Effects of Piper betle ethanolic extracts on the biofilm formation of Staphylococcus aureus,
methicillin-resistant S. aureus, and methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus pseudintermedius after 24 h
of treatment. Each bar shows the mean ± SD of three experiments per group. * indicates that
the differences between the control and treatment groups were statistically significant (p < 0.05).
Abbreviations: SA, Staphylococcus aureus ATCC 25923; MRSA, methicillin-resistant S. aureus ATCC
33591; W, weak; M, moderate; and S, strong biofilm producers.
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2.6. Chemical Composition of PB Extracts

Because PB was the most effective in inhibiting bacterial growth and biofilm formation,
the components of the extracts were further investigated by gas chromatography–mass
spectrometry (GC–MS). A total of 18 compounds were identified, accounting for 88.97%
of the PB extracts (Table 2). The major components were hydroxychavicol (36.02%), al-
lylpyrocatechol diacetate (17.56%), and chavibetol (12.3%). The chromatogram of the main
components of PB is presented in Figure 4.

Table 2. Chemical composition of Piper betle ethanolic extracts.

No. Retention
Time (min) Classes Compounds Formula Chemical

Structure Peak Area (%)

1 6.82 Alkanes Undecane C11H24
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3. Discussion

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to report the antimicrobial and
biofilm-inhibitory effects of PB ethanolic extracts on clinically isolated S. pseudintermedius
and MRSP from dogs. Canine pyoderma is a highly prevalent bacterial skin infection
in dogs, and S. pseudintermedius accounts for up to 92% of the pathogens isolated from
companion dogs [3]. Studies have investigated the occurrence of MRSP colonization and
contamination across diverse dog populations in different countries, with rates of up to
59% [3,35,36]. Nakaminami et al. reported a high prevalence of S. pseudintermedius and
MRSP in Japan, with prevalence rates of 74.5% (82/110) and 34.1% (28/82) for S. pseudin-
termedius and MRSP collected from pyoderma lesions, respectively [37]. The prevalence
rate of MRSP identified based on mecA was 6.58% (10/152); Rana et al. reported prevalence
rates of 45.3% and 6% for S. pseudintermedius and MRSP in dogs in Bangladesh, respectively.
All isolated bacteria were resistant to more than three antimicrobial classes [35]. MRSP
prevalence in S. pseudintermedius isolated in this study was 1.5 times lower than that previ-
ously reported by Jantorn et al. in Thailand in 2021 (18.87%, 10/53 vs. 28.30%, 15/53) [38].
The difference in S. pseudintermedius prevalence depends on the sample size, collection sites,
and geographic region [9,35,39].

Oxacillin susceptibility test using the disk-diffusion method is recommended for basic
screening of methicillin resistance in staphylococcus [9]. Contrary to S. aureus, cefoxitin disk
diffusion method is inappropriate to screen for methicillin resistance and mecA expression
in S. pseudintermedius [40]. When staphylococci showed a methicillin-susceptible pheno-
type by the oxacillin susceptibility test, PCR targeting mecA is a more reliable method for
confirmation of methicillin-resistant [38,40]. In this study, 10 isolates were mecA-positive,
and 8 of these had the oxacillin-resistant phenotype. Two mecA-positive isolates were sus-
ceptible to oxacillin and oxacillin-intermediate each. Previous observations have indicated
a disparity between the detection of mecA and the lack of associated oxacillin resistance
in S. pseudintermedius and S. aureus [41–44]. To prevent false-positive or false-negative
outcomes, a combination of genotypic and phenotypic testing is essential [45]. This is an
area of concern for the treatment of oxacillin-susceptible, mecA-positive S. pseudintermedius
infection because once the bacteria are exposed to β-lactam antibiotics, the risk of treatment
failure increases [46].
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This study confirmed the trend of infection by multidrug-resistant bacteria in canines.
From 23 isolates of S. pseudintermedius, only 1 (4.35%) was susceptible to all antimicrobials,
whereas 4 (17.39%) showed resistance to ≥3 classes, exhibiting multidrug resistance. All 10
MRSP isolates in this study were highly resistant to ampicillin; 9 (90%) exhibited multidrug
resistance, and 2 (20%) were resistant to nine antimicrobial classes. MRSP is often resistant
to commonly used β-lactam antibiotics and antimicrobial drugs. Systemic antimicrobial
agents approved for veterinary use may not be effective or viable for treating MRSP in-
fections [39]. MRSP isolates are reportedly resistant to β-lactams and other antibiotics,
including chloramphenicol (53.33%), trimethoprim (73.33%), clindamycin (73.33%), clar-
ithromycin (80.00%), ciprofloxacin (93.33%), and tetracycline (100%) [38]. Furthermore, the
presence of mecA significantly affects the antibiotic resistance of S. pseudintermedius [47].
Our findings are consistent with those of other studies [38,48]. MRSP isolates exhibited
multidrug resistance, all isolates of the MRSPs being resistant to ampicillin; 80% resistant to
oxacillin, cefotaxime, and sulfamethoxazole/trimethoprim; 70% resistant to norfloxacin, en-
rofloxacin, and doxycycline; and 60% resistant to amoxicil-lin–clavulanic acid, ceftriaxone,
gentamicin, and erythromycin. The antimicrobial drugs used as the first-line treatment for
dogs with dermatological problems, including bacterial infection, open wounds, and allergy
and skin mass, included amoxicillin–clavulanic acid (52.3%), enrofloxacin (27.6%), and
marbofloxacin (7.2%) administered through the parenteral route and cephalexin (38.4%),
amoxicillin–clavulanic acid (22.3%), and enrofloxacin (12.7%) administered through the
oral route [49]. These MRSP isolates had multidrug resistance profiles that are frequently
resistant to the first-line antimicrobials prescribed for dogs with dermatological problems,
leading to difficulties in managing MRSP infection.

Increased biofilm production contributes to the failure of S. pseudintermedius treatment,
which is a growing concern in veterinary medicine. Biofilm formation may also be an
important virulence factor that allows S. pseudintermedius colonization in dogs. These
factors facilitated the survival of bacteria in the upper respiratory tract [17]. Strong biofilm
producers induced more inflammatory reactions than weak biofilm producers [50]. Biofilm-
producing bacteria were characterized as weak, moderate, and strong biofilm producers
based on crystal violet staining, a reliable method to quantify the biofilm biomass and the
matrix of both living and dead cells [51]. After treatment with antimicrobials, the XTT
assay was employed to assess the metabolic activity of biofilm cells [52]. In this study, the S.
pseudintermedius isolates included weak (4.35%, 1/23), moderate (26.09%, 6/23), and strong
(69.57%, 16/23) biofilm producers, whereas the MRSP isolates included moderate (10%,
1/10) and strong (90%, 9/10) biofilm producers. Jantorn et al. reported similar results that
most S. pseudintermedius isolates were moderate and strong biofilm producers. Specifically,
they identified 26 (49.05%) as moderate biofilm producers and 22 (41.50%) as strong biofilm
producers. Contrarily, only five (9.43%) belonged to weak biofilm producers [38]. Another
study by Singh et al. revealed that 136 of the 140 (96%) S. pseudintermedius isolates were
moderate to strong biofilm producers. Both S. pseudintermedius and MRSP being able to
produce biofilm, the biofilm producing characteristics had no difference (p = 0.8) [17]. Silva
et al. reported a positive correlation between biofilm formation and multidrug resistance.
In comparison to non-MDR isolates, MDR strains produced a notably greater quantity of
biofilm materials [10]. However, antibiotic resistance and biofilm production ability were
not significantly correlated [38]. Here, MRSP isolates that exhibited multidrug resistance
profiles were strong biofilm producers; however, additional samples are needed to confirm
the correlation between biofilm formation and multidrug resistance.

Several studies have demonstrated that PB exerts an antimicrobial effect on various
pathogens, including Gram-positive and Gram-negative bacteria and yeasts [31,34,53,54].
In addition, it reportedly inhibits bacterial biofilm formation [31]. Of the extracts of all
Piperaceae species, including PB, PN, and PS, that of PB had the most significant bactericidal
effect on the S. pseudintermedius and MRSP isolates, with MIC values of 256–1024 µg/mL.
PB extracts also exerted inhibitory effects against bacterial biofilm formation. The biofilm
inhibition capacity of the extracts was considered “too active” when biofilm inhibition



Pharmaceuticals 2023, 16, 741 9 of 17

was >50% [55]. PB extracts were highly effective in inhibiting the biofilm formation of
both S. pseudintermedius (n = 10) and MRSP (n = 10) isolates from canine skin infection
sites. PB extracts at 4×MIC (2048 µg/mL) and 8×MIC (4096 µg/mL) could inhibit biofilm
formation by >50% in a concentration-dependent manner. Kulnanan et al. reported that
the ethanolic extract of PB leaves at 1/8×, 1/4×, and 1/2×MIC significantly inhibited the
biofilm formation of avian pathogenic E. coli (90%) [34]. Antibiofilm molecules interfere
with quorum-sensing pathways and adhesion mechanisms and disrupt extracellular DNAs,
proteins, lipopolysaccharides, exopolysaccharides, and secondary messengers involved in
various signaling pathways [56]. The antibiofilm mechanisms of PB should be investigated
in future studies.

Hydroxychavicol is a major phytochemical compound found in PB ethanolic extracts.
The results of this study are consistent with those of the study by Kulnanan et al. [34],
who reported that PB leaf extracts are majorly composed of hydroxychavicol (54.61%).
Hydroxychavicol is an allylbenzene class of natural product; it exhibits antimutagenic, anti-
carcinogenic, antioxidant, anti-inflammatory, xanthine oxidase inhibitory, and antimicrobial
properties [57–59]. It also exhibits an inhibitory effect on fungal species, such as Aspergillus,
C. albicans, and C. glabrata. Furthermore, it inhibits the growth of biofilms produced by
C. albicans and reduces preformed biofilms, probably via membrane disruption [60]. Hy-
droxychavicol affects Gram-positive and Gram-negative bacteria, which mediate bacterial
cell death via reactive oxygen species generation and DNA damage [59]. In response to
DNA damage that leads to cell cycle arrest, hydroxychavicol has been found to suppress
the expression of SulA, a protein regulated by the SOS response, which triggers DNA
repair and mutagenesis [59]. In addition, hydroxychavicol or allylpyrocatechols reportedly
cause cell wall disruption in Streptococcus sanguinis by blocking UDP-N-acetylglucosamine
enolpyruvyl transferase, which is an important step in the peptidoglycan biosynthetic
pathway [31]. However, studies on the antibacterial activity of allylpyrocatechol diacetate
and chavibetol are limited. Allylpyrocatechol diacetate and other propenylphenols, chav-
icol, chavibetol, allylpyrocatechol, and chavibetol acetate in PB leaf extracts exhibited a
favorable response to fungicidal and nematocidal activities [61].

Hydroxychavicol is likely responsible for the observed antibacterial and antibiofilm
effects. However, the study requires further investigation in a larger population to confirm
the results. Additionally, the compounds found in PB should be further investigated as PB
is a promising treatment for MRSP infection and biofilm formation. This is a potentially
high-impact line of research as MDR bacteria are responsible for most cases of dermatitis
encountered in veterinary medicine.

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Plant Material and Extraction

Leaves of P. betle L. and P. sarmentosum Roxb. and dried seeds of P. nigrum L. were
collected from central Thailand from April to May 2020 (Figure 5). All plants were identi-
fied and stored at the Sireeruckhachati Nature Learning Park, Faculty of Pharmacy, Mahidol
University. The plant serial numbers were as follows: P. betle L., PBM–005510–1; P. nigrum L.,
PBM–005504–6; and P. sarmentosum Roxb., PBM–005491–2. The leaves of PB (5000 g) and
PS (6000 g) were washed with tap water and oven-dried at 60–70 ◦C for 48–72 h. The seeds
of P. nigrum (1000 g) were dried and ground to small pieces. The test plants were extracted
by treating with 97% ethanol (Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA) at room temperature
(RT) for a period of 3 days, filtered through sterile gauze, and evaporated to dryness under
reduced pressure at 40 ◦C using a rotary evaporator (Rotavapor R-200/205, BÜCHI, Flawil,
Switzerland). The extracts were then lyophilized using a Freeze Dry Vacuum System
(Labconco, Kansas City, MO, USA). The final crude extracts were weighed, and the yields of
the extracts were calculated based on their dry weights. The crude extracts were dissolved
in dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO) at 100 mg/mL before use.
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4.2. Bacterial Isolation and Identification

This study was conducted in strict accordance with the recommendations in animal
care. The protocol was approved by the Faculty of Veterinary Science-Animal Care and Use
Committee (MUVS-2019-02-08) and the Faculty of Veterinary Science-Institutional Biosafety
Committee (IBC/MUVS-B-009-2563). Skin swabs were collected from dogs presenting
to the Veterinary Medical Teaching Hospital, Prasu-Arthorn Animal Hospital, Thailand
during the year 2020, with clinical signs of pyoderma, characterized by scaly and itchy
skin, skin redness, and lesions that frequently develop pustules and ulcers [62]. Skin
swabs samples were collected from 147 dogs not treated with any antimicrobials within 1
month. Then, each sample was streaked on 5% sheep blood agar (Clinical Diagnostics Ltd.,
Bangkok, Thailand) and incubated overnight at 37 ◦C. Suspected colonies were subjected
to Gram’s staining, and the positive ones showing the characteristics of Staphylococcus
were further streaked onto Mannitol salt agar plates (Clinical Diagnostics Ltd., Bangkok,
Thailand) and incubated at 37 ◦C for 24 h [63]. The presumptive colonies of staphylococci
on Mannitol salt agar were further tested via catalase and coagulase production. All
coagulase-positive isolates were further examined using molecular methods, with specific
primers for S. pseudintermedius and mecA as previously described [64–67].

4.3. DNA Extraction for Staphylococcal Species

The genomic DNA of Staphylococcus spp. isolates was extracted using the boiling
method with some modifications [68]. Briefly, a single colony was picked and boiled in
100 µL of RNase-free water in a 95 ◦C block heater for 10 min and then centrifuged at
1300 rpm for 10 min to remove cell debris. The supernatant was transferred to a new tube,
and its concentration and purity were measured using a Nanodrop One spectrophotometer
at 260/280 and 260/230 ratios, respectively, and stored at −20 ◦C until further use.

4.4. Detection of mecA Encoding in S. pseudintermedius Isolates through Single PCR

The DNA extracted by boiling method was used as a template for PCR to amplify
310 bp of mecA [69] and 926 bp of nuc [64]. The single PCR reaction mixtures were composed
of the following: 12.5 µL of Taq polymerase TopTaq Master Mix and 0.5 µL of each of the
forward and reverse primers (10 µm), 2.5 µL of CoralLoad Concentrate (Qiagen), 2 µL
of DNA template (50 ng/µL), and up to 25 µL of molecular biology grade water. MRSA
(ATCC 33591) was used to verify the specificity of nuc primers. Amplifications for mecA
and 16S rRNA were performed in a T100TM thermal cycler. The thermocycling conditions
were shown in Table 3. Amplicons were electrophoresed on 2% Agarose gels, stained with
GelRedTM (Biotium, Hayward, CA, USA), and visualized using a c300 UV transilluminator
(Azure Biosystems, Dublin, CA, USA). All primers for PCR are presented in Table 4.
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Table 3. Thermocycler conditions for amplification of nuc, mecA, and 16S rRNA.

Stages Gene Target

nuc mecA 16S rRNA

Stage 1: 1 cycle 3 min step at 94 ◦C 3 min step at 94 ◦C 3 min step at 94 ◦C

Stage 2: 30 cycles 30 s at 94 ◦C 30 s at 94 ◦C 30 s at 94 ◦C
30 s at 50 ◦C 30 s at 58 ◦C 30 s at 55 ◦C
60 s at 72 ◦C 60 s at 72 ◦C 60 s at 72 ◦C

Stage 3: 1 cycle 5 min at 72 ◦C 5 min at 72 ◦C 5 min at 72 ◦C

Table 4. Oligonucleotide primers for polymerase chain reaction of Staphylococcus pseudintermedius
and mecA.

Species Primer Sequence (5′-3′) Gene
Target Expected Size (bp) References

S. pseudintermedius pse-F2
pse-R5

5′-TRGGCAGTAGGATTCGTTAA-3′
5′-CTTTTGGTGCTYCMTTTTGG-3′ nuc 926 [64]

Staphylococcus spp. MecA1
MecA2

5′-CCAATTCCACATTGTTTCGGTCTAA-3
5′-CCAATTCCACATTGTTTCGGTCTAA-3′ mecA 310 [69]

Staphylococcus spp. Staph 756-F
Staph 750-R

5′-AACTCTGTTATTAGGGAAGAACA-3′
5′-CCACCTTCCTCCGGTTTGTCACC-3′ 16S rRNA 756 [70]

All S. pseudintermedius 16S rRNA and mecA sequences were compared with sequences
available in the GenBank database using The Basic Local Alignment Search Tool. Multiple
alignments of all nucleotide sequences were conducted using the ClustalW web-based tool (https:
//www.genome.jp/tools-bin/clustalw, accessed on 19 April 2023) [71]. Phylogenetic trees were
reconstructed using maximum likelihood analysis with bootstrapping (100 replications) in the
advanced mode of the phylogeny.fr web server (http://www.phylogene.fr/, accessed on 19
April 2023) [72].

Published 16S rRNA sequences in the GenBank database originating from other global
locations were used to compare all sequences including S. aureus (MZ603719), Staphylococ-
cus canis (NR_181183), Staphylococcus felis (MN148648), Staphylococcus schleiferi (KX242542),
and Staphylococcus haemolyticus (EF692529) for the 16S rRNA phylogenetic tree. The
S. pseudintermedius 16S rRNA nucleotide sequence data obtained in this study are available
in GenBank using the accession numbers OQ842281-OQ842285.

Published mecA sequences in the GenBank database originating from other global loca-
tions were used to compare all sequences including S. aureus (KX68974), S. pseudintermedius
(CP031605 and GU301100), S. haemolyticus (JQ764731), and S. aureus mecC (KX018811) for
the phylogenetic tree. The S. pseudintermedius mecA nucleotide sequence data obtained in
this study are available in GenBank using the accession numbers OQ852490-852494.

4.5. Antimicrobial Susceptibility Testing

Antimicrobial susceptibility tests were conducted using the Kirby–Bauer disk-diffusion
method on Mueller–Hinton agar (MHA) (Clinical Diagnostics Ltd., Bangkok, Thailand)
according to the Clinical and Laboratory Standards Institute (CLSI) guideline [73]. The
bacterial samples, mecA-negative S. pseudintermedius (n = 23 representative of approximate
50% of S. pseudintermedius) and mecA-positive S. pseudintermedius (n = 10), were prepared
by suspending colonies in 0.85% NaCl to an optical density (OD) 0.5 McFarland standard
turbidity using a densitometer (DEN-1B, Biosan, Gibthai Co., Ltd., Bangkok, Thailand).
Then, the bacterial suspension was streaked on MHA using sterile cotton swabs and incu-
bated with the selected antimicrobial disks from several antimicrobial classes, including
penicillin (oxacillin [1 µg], cloxacillin [5 µg], and ampicillin [10 µg]), beta-lactamase in-
hibitor (amoxicillin–clavulanic acid [30 µg]), cephalosporins (cephalexin [30 µg], cefoxitin
[30 µg], ceftriaxone [30 µg], and cefotaxime [30 µg]), fluoroquinolones (norfloxacin [10 µg]
and enrofloxacin [5 µg]), sulfonamide/dihydrofolate reductase inhibitor (sulfamethoxa-
zole/trimethoprim [25 µg]), tetracyclines (doxycycline [30 µg]), aminoglycosides (amikacin

https://www.genome.jp/tools-bin/clustalw
https://www.genome.jp/tools-bin/clustalw
http://www.phylogene.fr/
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[30 µg] and gentamicin [10 µg]), macrolides (erythromycin [15 µg]), and lincosamides
(clindamycin [2 µg]) (Clinical Diagnostics Ltd., Bangkok, Thailand). Then, agar plates with
antimicrobial disks were incubated at 35 ◦C ± 2 ◦C for 16–20 h. The inhibition zone diam-
eter values were recorded (mm). Isolates were categorized on the basis of antimicrobial
susceptibility as susceptible, intermediate, or resistant according to the breakpoint criteria
recommended by the CLSI. S. aureus ATCC 25923 and methicillin-resistant S. aureus ATCC
33591 were used as the reference strains. S. pseudintermedius isolates showing resistance
against ≥3 antimicrobial classes were defined as MDR isolates [74].

4.6. Determination of MIC and MBC

A single colony from each isolate, S. pseudintermedius (n = 23) and MRSP (n = 10),
was suspended in 0.85% NaCl and adjusted turbidity to 0.5 McFarland standard. The
standardized 0.5 McFarland bacterial suspension was prepared in Mueller–Hinton broth
(MHB, Becton Dickinson & Co.; Sparks, MD, USA) to achieve a final concentration of
approximately 1 × 105 colony-forming units (CFU)/mL [75]. The plant extracts were
prepared the stock solutions in MHB (100 mg/mL DMSO). The concentrations were diluted
via serial two-fold dilution, with the final concentration ranging from 64 to 2048 µg/mL.
Each concentration (100 µL) of plant extracts was added to 96-well plates. Subsequently,
100 µL of each bacterial inoculum was added to 96-well plates containing plant extract
solution. Triplicate treatments were made for each isolate, MHB with DMSO, but no extracts
were used as a growth control. To verify the sterility of the procedure, ceftriaxone was
used as a positive control. The treated plates were incubated for 24 h at 37 ◦C. Resazurin
solution (0.015%) was added to all wells (30 µL/well) and further incubated for 2 h. Viable
bacteria could reduce resazurin, thereby changing its color from blue to purple or pink.
Therefore, the MIC was defined as the lowest extract concentration that had no change in
color (remained blue) [76].

MBC was determined by streaking 5 µL from each well with an extract concentration
equal to or greater than the MIC value on MHA. The MHA plates were incubated at 37 ◦C
for 24 h. The MBC values were considered the lowest concentrations where colonies did
not grow.

4.7. Determination of Antibiofilm Activity

The clinical isolations of 10 S. pseudintermedius isolates which were systematic sam-
pling from a total of 23 samples and 10 MRSP isolates were grown on sheep blood agar;
a single colony was suspended in 0.85% NaCl, and turbidity was adjusted to the 0.5 Mc-
Farland standard suspension. Then, the bacteria were suspended in Tryptic Soy Broth
(Clinical Diagnostics Ltd., Bangkok, Thailand) and adjusted to the final concentration of
1 × 106 CFU/mL. A volume of 100 µL was added to each well and incubated for 24 h
(irreversible attachment phase) [55].

The supernatant was discarded, and each well was gently washed three times with
200 µL of sterile phosphate-buffered saline (PBS). Residual adherent bacteria were fixed
with 200 µL of 95% methanol and stained with 150 µL of 0.3% crystal violet for 15 min at RT.
The excess dye was removed using PBS. The plates were air-dried, and the stained biofilms
were resolubilized in 150 µL of 33% (v/v) glacial acetic acid. The OD was measured using a
micro-ELISA automatic plate reader (BIOTEK, Winooski, VT, USA) at 590 nm to quantify
biofilm formation. Each experiment was conducted three times [77]. The biofilm formation
cutoff was established according to the OD, and OD was used for biofilm gradation. OD
control = OD average of negative control + (3× SD of OD of negative control), and OD treatment
referred to the OD of the treatment wells. The biofilm formation ability was classified as [17,78]
OD treatment≤OD control = non-biofilm producer, OD control < OD treatment≤ 2OD control
= weak biofilm producer, 2OD control < OD treatment ≤ 4OD control = moderate biofilm
producer, and 4OD control ≤ OD treatment = strong biofilm producer.
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4.8. Biofilm Detection via XTT

After assessing the biofilm-forming ability, the media and free-living bacteria were
discarded. Then, 200 µL of aliquot of plant extracts was added on a 96-well plate to
achieve the final concentration of MIC (512 µg/mL), 2× MIC (1024 µg/mL), 4× MIC
(2048 µg/mL), and 8×MIC (4096 µg/mL), and the plates were incubated further at 37 ◦C
for 24 h. After incubation, biofilm formation was determined via XTT [2,3-bis-(2-methoxy-
4-nitro-5-sulfophenyl)-2H-tetrazolium-5-carboxanilide] assay.

The activated-XTT solution was prepared according to the manufacturer’s protocols.
Briefly, 100 µL of activation reagent was added to 5.0 mL of XTT reagent (Sigma-Aldrich,
St. Louis, MO, USA). To determine biofilm biomass, 50 µL of the activated-XTT solution
was added to each well of the 96-well plate and incubated in the dark for 2 h and quantified
using a microplate reader (BIOTEK, Winooski, VT, USA) at 490 nm [79].

4.9. GC–MS

The chemical composition of the PB extracts was analyzed using GC–MS. The stock
samples (1 mg/mL) were diluted in methanol (1–10 µg/mL). Then, the stock samples were
injected in the split mode (1:10 split ratio) into the GC–MS model Agilent 7890A/5977B
GC/MSD system with 19091S-433 capillary column (0.25 µm film thickness × 0.25 mm
diameter× 30 m length) (Agilent Tech., Santa Clara, CA, USA) at a flow rate of 1 mL·min−1

in helium as the carrier gas and an injector temperature of 250 ◦C. The initial oven tempera-
ture was set to 70 ◦C for 5 min and ramped to 250 ◦C at 10 ◦C/min, with a final hold of
5 min. The ion source temperature during MS was 230 ◦C, along with an ionization energy
of 70 eV and a mass scan range of 35–550 m/z. The compounds were identified by matching
the GC–MS results with the retention time and spectral database of the NIST library.

4.10. Statistical Analysis

Data were evaluated for normal distribution using the Shapiro–Wilk test prior to
one-way analysis of variance. All statistical analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS
Statistics version 21.0. A p value of <0.05 was considered statistically significant.

5. Conclusions

Approximately 90% of the MRSP isolated from dogs showing clinical signs of pyo-
derma had multidrug resistance profiles. The results of this study indicated that PB exerts
antibacterial and antibiofilm effects against S. pseudintermedius and MRSP, with its major
components being hydroxychavicol (36.02%), allylpyrocatechol diacetate (17.56%), and
chavibetol (12.3%). PB is a potential candidate for the treatment of MRSP and its biofilms.
The effects of PB on biofilm-associated genes and the PB-derived compounds, including
the mechanism on antimicrobial activity, should be investigated. Furthermore, the devel-
opment of PB formulation for canine pyoderma treatment should be studied in detail in
the future.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at https:
//www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ph16050741/s1, Figure S1: PCR amplification of the mecA and
nuc genes of Staphylococcus pseudintermedius on 2% Agarose gel electrophoresis; Figure S2: PCR
amplification of the 16S rRNA gene of Staphylococcus spp.; Figure S3: Phylogenetic tree analysis
of Staphylococcus pseudintermedius based on nucleotide sequences from a 701 bp fragment of 16S
rRNA using the neighbor-joining method.; Figure S4: Phylogenetic tree analysis of Staphylococcus spp.
carrying mecA gene based on nucleotide sequences from a 254 bp fragment of mecA using the neighbor-
joining method.; Figure S5: Microscopic appearance of Staphylococcus pseudintermedius classified as
weak (a), moderate (b), and strong (c) biofilm producers after a 24 h incubation (20×magnification);
Figure S6: Biofilm formation values (OD590) of Staphylococcus aureus ATCC 25923 (SA); methicillin-
resistant S. aureus ATCC 33591 (MRSA), methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus pseudintermedius (MRSP, n
= 10) and S. pseudintermedius isolates (n = 23) obtained by crystal violet assay; Table S1: Antimicrobial
susceptibility profiles of Staphylococcus aureus, methicillin-resistant S. aureus, methicillin-resistant
Staphylococcus pseudintermedius, and S. pseudintermedius determined using the disk-diffusion method;
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Table S2: Effects of Piper nigrum (PN) and P. sarmentosum (PS) ethanolic extracts on the biofilm
formation of Staphylococcus aureus (SA), methicillin-resistant S. aureus (MRSA), and Staphylococcus
pseudintermedius after 24 h of treatment.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.L. and S.B.; methodology, A.L., S.S. and S.B.; validation,
A.L., S.S. and S.B.; formal analysis, A.L. and S.B.; investigation, A.L. and S.B.; resources, A.L., S.S.,
N.B., O.T., J.W. (Jantraporn Wechusdorn), S.R., J.W. (Jakaphan Wannawong) and S.B.; data curation,
A.L., S.S. and S.B.; writing—original draft, A.L., S.S. and S.B.; writing—review and editing, A.L.,
S.S. and S.B.; supervision, A.L. and S.B.; project administration, A.L.; funding acquisition, A.L. All
authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research project was supported by Mahidol University.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was approved by the Faculty of Veterinary
Science-Animal Care and Use Committee (MUVS-2019-02-08) and the Faculty of Veterinary Science-
Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC/MUVS-B-009-2563).

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available within the article.

Acknowledgments: We would like to thank the Monitoring and Surveillance Center for Zoonotic
Diseases in Wildlife and Exotic Animals for the molecular laboratory facility used in this study.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Bannoehr, J.; Guardabassi, L. Staphylococcus pseudintermedius in the dog: Taxonomy, diagnostics, ecology, epidemiology and

pathogenicity. Vet. Dermatol. 2012, 23, 253-e52. [CrossRef]
2. Brown, H.L.; Metters, G.; Hitchings, M.D.; Wilkinson, T.S.; Sousa, L.; Cooper, J.; Dance, H.; Atterbury, R.J.; Jenkins, R. Antibacterial

and antivirulence activity of Manuka Honey against genetically diverse Staphylococcus pseudintermedius strains. Appl. Environ.
Microbiol. 2020, 86, e01768-20. [CrossRef]

3. Lynch, S.A.; Helbig, K.J. The complex diseases of Staphylococcus pseudintermedius in canines: Where to next? Vet. Sci. 2021, 8, 11.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Loeffler, A.; Lloyd, D.H. What has changed in canine pyoderma? A narrative review. Vet. J. 2018, 235, 73–82. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Detwiler, A.; Bloom, P.; Petersen, A.; Rosser, E.J., Jr. Multi-drug and methicillin resistance of staphylococci from canine patients at

a veterinary teaching hospital (2006–2011). Vet. Q. 2013, 33, 60–67. [CrossRef]
6. Liu, J.; Chen, D.; Peters, B.M.; Li, L.; Li, B.; Xu, Z.; Shirliff, M.E. Staphylococcal chromosomal cassettes mec (SCCmec): A mobile

genetic element in methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus. Microb. Pathog. 2016, 101, 56–67. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
7. Kawakami, T.; Shibata, S.; Murayama, N.; Nagata, M.; Nishifuji, K.; Iwasaki, T.; Fukata, T. Antimicrobial susceptibility and

methicillin resistance in Staphylococcus pseudintermedius and Staphylococcus schleiferi subsp. coagulans isolated from dogs with
pyoderma in Japan. J. Vet. Med. Sci. 2010, 72, 1615–1619.

8. Abdullahi, I.N.; Zarazaga, M.; Campaña-Burguet, A.; Eguizábal, P.; Lozano, C.; Torres, C. Nasal Staphylococcus aureus and S.
pseudintermedius carriage in healthy dogs and cats: A systematic review of their antibiotic resistance, virulence and genetic ages of
zoonotic relevance. J. Appl. Microbiol. 2022, 133, 3368–3390. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. Van Duijkeren, E.; Catry, B.; Greko, C.; Moreno, M.A.; Pomba, M.C.; Pyörälä, S.; Ruzauskas, M.; Sanders, P.; Threlfall, E.J.;
Torren-Edo, J.; et al. Review on methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus pseudintermedius. J. Antimicrob. Chemother. 2011, 66, 2705–2714.
[CrossRef]

10. Silva, V.; Oliveira, A.; Manageiro, V.; Caniça, M.; Contente, D.; Capita, R.; Alonso-Calleja, C.; Carvalho, I.; Capelo, J.L.;
Igrejas, G.; et al. Clonal diversity and antimicrobial resistance of methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus pseudintermedius isolated
from canine pyoderma. Microorganisms 2021, 9, 482. [CrossRef]

11. Grönthal, T.; Moodley, A.; Nykäsenoja, S.; Junnila, J.; Guardabassi, L.; Thomson, K.; Rantala, M. Large outbreak caused by
methicillin resistant Staphylococcus pseudintermedius ST71 in a Finnish Veterinary Teaching Hospital—From outbreak control to
outbreak prevention. PLoS ONE 2014, 9, e110084. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Patel, R. Biofilms and antimicrobial resistance. Clin. Orthop. Relat. Res. 2005, 437, 41–47. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
13. Bowler, P.; Murphy, C.; Wolcott, R. Biofilm exacerbates antibiotic resistance: Is this a current oversight in antimicrobial steward-

ship? Antimicrob. Resist. Infect. Control 2020, 9, 162. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
14. Peng, Q.; Tang, X.; Dong, W.; Sun, N.; Yuan, W. A review of biofilm formation of Staphylococcus aureus and its regulation

mechanism. Antibiotics 2023, 12, 12. [CrossRef]
15. Pesset, C.M.; da Fonseca, C.O.; Antunes, M.; Dos Santos, A.L.L.; Teixeira, I.M.; Ribeiro, T.A.N.; Sachs, D.; Penna, B. Characterizing

biofilm formation of Staphylococcus pseudintermedius in different suture materials. Microb. Pathog. 2022, 172, 105796. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3164.2012.01046.x
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.01768-20
https://doi.org/10.3390/vetsci8010011
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33477504
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tvjl.2018.04.002
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29704943
https://doi.org/10.1080/01652176.2013.799792
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.micpath.2016.10.028
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27836760
https://doi.org/10.1111/jam.15803
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36063061
https://doi.org/10.1093/jac/dkr367
https://doi.org/10.3390/microorganisms9030482
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0110084
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25333798
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.blo.0000175714.68624.74
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16056024
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13756-020-00830-6
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33081846
https://doi.org/10.3390/antibiotics12010012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.micpath.2022.105796
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36155066


Pharmaceuticals 2023, 16, 741 15 of 17

16. Schilcher, K.; Horswill, A.R. Staphylococcal biofilm development: Structure, regulation, and treatment strategies. Microbiol. Mol.
Biol. Rev. 2020, 84, e00026-19. [CrossRef]

17. Singh, A.; Walker, M.; Rousseau, J.; Weese, J.S. Characterization of the biofilm forming ability of Staphylococcus pseudintermedius
from dogs. BMC Vet. Res. 2013, 9, 93. [CrossRef]

18. Bi, Y.; Xia, G.; Shi, C.; Wan, J.; Liu, L.; Chen, Y.; Yueming, W.; Wenjing, Z.; Min, Z.; Hongyan, H.; et al. Therapeutic strategies
against bacterial biofilms. Fundam. Res. 2021, 1, 193–212. [CrossRef]

19. Gu, H.; Lee, S.W.; Carnicelli, J.; Jiang, Z.; Ren, D. Antibiotic susceptibility of Escherichia coli cells during early-stage biofilm
formation. J. Bacteriol. 2019, 201, 18. [CrossRef]

20. Sadık, D.; Fatima Masume, U.; Anil, D. Antibiotic resistance in biofilm. In Bacterial Biofilms; Sadik, D., Melis Sümengen, Ö., Afet,
A., Eds.; IntechOpen: Rijeka, Croatia, 2020; p. 9.

21. Jubair, N.; Rajagopal, M.; Chinnappan, S.; Abdullah, N.B.; Fatima, A. Review on the antibacterial mechanism of plant-derived
compounds against multidrug-resistant bacteria (MDR). Evid. Based Complement. Altern. Med. 2021, 2021, 3663315. [CrossRef]

22. Kim, K.-J.; Liu, X.; Komabayashi, T.; Jeong, S.-I.; Selli, S. Natural products for infectious diseases. Evid. Based Complement. Altern.
Med. 2016, 2016, 9459047. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Luo, L.; Yang, J.; Wang, C.; Wu, J.; Li, Y.; Zhang, X.; Li, H.; Zhang, H.; Zhou, Y.; Lu, A.; et al. Natural products for infectious
microbes and diseases: An overview of sources, compounds, and chemical diversities. Sci. China Life Sci. 2022, 65, 1123–1145.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Scott, I.M.; Jensen, H.R.; Philogène, B.J.R.; Arnason, J.T. A review of Piper spp. (Piperaceae) phytochemistry, insecticidal activity
and mode of action. Phytochem. Rev. 2008, 7, 65–75. [CrossRef]

25. Runglawan, S.; Tawatchai, T.; Varima, W.; Nat, B.; Arunrat, C. Ethnobotany and species specific molecular markers of some
medicinal sakhan (Piper, Piperaceae). J. Med. Plants Res. 2012, 6, 1168–1175. [CrossRef]

26. Leesombun, A.; Boonmasawai, S.; Shimoda, N.; Nishikawa, Y. Effects of extracts from Thai piperaceae plants against infection
with Toxoplasma gondii. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0156116. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. Leesombun, A.; Boonmasawai, S.; Nishikawa, Y. Effects of Thai piperaceae plant extracts on Neospora caninum infection. Parasitol.
Int. 2017, 66, 219–226. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

28. Salehi, B.; Zakaria, Z.A.; Gyawali, R.; Ibrahim, S.A.; Rajkovic, J.; Shinwari, Z.; Khan, T.; Sharifi-Rad, J.; Ozleyen, A.;
Turkdonmez, E.; et al. Piper Species: A comprehensive review on their phytochemistry, biological activities and applications.
Molecules 2019, 24, 1364. [CrossRef]

29. Ahmad, N.; Fazal, H.; Abbasi, B.H.; Farooq, S.; Ali, M.; Khan, M.A. Biological role of Piper nigrum L. (Black pepper): A review.
Asian Pac. J. Trop. Biomed. 2012, 2 (Suppl. S3), S1945–S1953. [CrossRef]

30. Fernandez, L.; Daruliza, K.; Sudhakaran, S.; Jegathambigai, R. Antimicrobial activity of the crude extract of Piper sarmentosum
against methicilin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA), Escherichia coli, Vibrio cholera and Streptococcus pneumoniae. Eur. Rev.
Med. Pharmacol. Sci. 2012, 16 (Suppl. S3), 105–111.

31. Nayaka, N.; Sasadara, M.M.V.; Sanjaya, D.A.; Yuda, P.; Dewi, N.; Cahyaningsih, E.; Hartati, R. Piper betle (L): Recent review of
antibacterial and antifungal properties, safety profiles, and commercial applications. Molecules 2021, 26, 2321. [CrossRef]

32. Zahin, M.; Bokhari, N.A.; Ahmad, I.; Husain, F.M.; Althubiani, A.S.; Alruways, M.W.; Perveen, K.; Shalawi, M. Antioxidant,
antibacterial, and antimutagenic activity of Piper nigrum seeds extracts. Saudi J. Biol. Sci. 2021, 28, 5094–5105. [CrossRef]

33. Ngamsurach, P.; Praipipat, P. Comparative antibacterial activities of Garcinia cowa and Piper sarmentosum extracts against
Staphylococcus aureus and Escherichia coli with studying on disc diffusion assay, material characterizations, and batch experiments.
Heliyon 2022, 8, e11704. [CrossRef]

34. Kulnanan, P.; Chuprom, J.; Thomrongsuwannakij, T.; Romyasamit, C.; Sangkanu, S.; Manin, N.; Nissapatorn, V.; de Lourdes
Pereira, M.; Wilairatana, P.; Kitpipit, W.; et al. Antibacterial, antibiofilm, and anti-adhesion activities of Piper betle leaf extract
against avian pathogenic Escherichia coli. Arch. Microbiol. 2021, 204, 49. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Rana, E.A.; Islam, M.Z.; Das, T.; Dutta, A.; Ahad, A.; Biswas, P.K.; Barua, H. Prevalence of coagulase-positive methicillin-resistant
Staphylococcus aureus and Staphylococcus pseudintermedius in dogs in Bangladesh. Vet. Med. Sci. 2022, 8, 498–508. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

36. Tabatabaei, S.; Najafifar, A.; Askari Badouei, M.; Zahraei Salehi, T.; Ashrafi Tamai, I.; Khaksar, E.; Abbassi, M.S.; Ghazisaeedi, F.
Genetic characterisation of methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus and Staphylococcus pseudintermedius in pets and veterinary
personnel in Iran: New insights into emerging methicillin-resistant S. pseudintermedius (MRSP). J. Glob. Antimicrob. Resist. 2019,
16, 6–10. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Nakaminami, H.; Okamura, Y.; Tanaka, S.; Wajima, T.; Murayama, N.; Noguchi, N. Prevalence of antimicrobial-resistant
staphylococci in nares and affected sites of pet dogs with superficial pyoderma. J. Vet. Med. Sci. 2021, 83, 214–219. [CrossRef]

38. Jantorn, P.; Heemmamad, H.; Soimala, T.; Indoung, S.; Saising, J.; Chokpaisarn, J.; Wanna, W.; Tipmanee, V.; Saeloh, D. Antibiotic
resistance profile and biofilm production of Staphylococcus pseudintermedius isolated from dogs in Thailand. Pharmaceuticals 2021,
14, 592. [CrossRef]

39. Pires dos Santos, T.; Damborg, P.; Moodley, A.; Guardabassi, L. Systematic review on global epidemiology of methicillin-resistant
Staphylococcus pseudintermedius: Inference of population structure from multilocus sequence typing data. Front. Microbiol. 2016, 7, 1599.
[CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1128/MMBR.00026-19
https://doi.org/10.1186/1746-6148-9-93
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fmre.2021.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1128/JB.00034-19
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/3663315
https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/9459047
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27738448
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11427-020-1959-5
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34705221
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11101-006-9058-5
https://doi.org/10.5897/JMPR11.807
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0156116
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27213575
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.parint.2017.01.017
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28137670
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules24071364
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2221-1691(12)60524-3
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules26082321
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sjbs.2021.05.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2022.e11704
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00203-021-02701-z
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34935071
https://doi.org/10.1002/vms3.701
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34941011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jgar.2018.08.022
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30172831
https://doi.org/10.1292/jvms.20-0439
https://doi.org/10.3390/ph14060592
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2016.01599


Pharmaceuticals 2023, 16, 741 16 of 17

40. Schissler, J.R.; Hillier, A.; Daniels, J.B.; Cole, L.K.; Gebreyes, W.A. Evaluation of clinical laboratory standards institute interpretive
criteria for methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus pseudintermedius isolated from dogs. J. Vet. Diagn. Investig. 2009, 21, 684–688.
[CrossRef]

41. Feng, Y.; Tian, W.; Lin, D.; Luo, Q.; Zhou, Y.; Yang, T.; Deng, Y.; Liu, Y.H.; Liu, J.H. Prevalence and characterization of methicillin-
resistant Staphylococcus pseudintermedius in pets from South China. Vet. Microbiol. 2012, 160, 517–524. [CrossRef]

42. Kumar, V.A.; Steffy, K.; Chatterjee, M.; Sugumar, M.; Dinesh, K.R.; Manoharan, A.; Karim, S.; Biswas, R. Detection of oxacillin-
susceptible mecA-positive Staphylococcus aureus isolates by use of chromogenic medium MRSA ID. J. Clin. Microbiol. 2013, 51,
318–319. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Bourguignon, E.; Viçosa, G.; Corsini, C.M.M.; Moreira, M.; Nero, L.; Conceição, L.G. Description of methicillin-resistant
Staphylococcus pseudintermedius from canine pyoderma in Minas Gerais state, Brazil. Arq. Bras. Med. Vet. Zootec. 2016, 68, 299–306.
[CrossRef]

44. Ma, M.; Chu, M.; Tao, L.; Li, J.; Li, X.; Huang, H.; Qu, K.; Wang, H.; Li, L.; Du, T. First report of oxacillin susceptible mecA-positive
Staphylococcus aureus in a children’s hospital in Kunming, China. Infect. Drug Resist. 2021, 14, 2597–2606. [CrossRef]

45. Pu, W.; Su, Y.; Li, J.; Li, C.; Yang, Z.; Deng, H.; Ni, C. High incidence of oxacillin-susceptible mecA-positive Staphylococcus aureus
(OS-MRSA) associated with bovine mastitis in China. PLoS ONE 2014, 9, e88134. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Viñes, J.; Fàbregas, N.; Pérez, D.; Cuscó, A.; Fonticoba, R.; Francino, O.; Ferrer, L.; Migura-Garcia, L. Concordance between
antimicrobial resistance phenotype and genotype of Staphylococcus pseudintermedius from healthy Dogs. Antibiotics 2022, 11, 1625.
[CrossRef]

47. Lai, C.H.; Ma, Y.C.; Shia, W.Y.; Hsieh, Y.L.; Wang, C.M. Risk Factors for antimicrobial resistance of Staphylococcus Species isolated
from dogs with superficial pyoderma and their owners. Vet. Sci. 2022, 9, 306. [CrossRef]

48. Nocera, F.P.; Iovane, G.; De Martino, L.; Holbein, B. Antimicrobial activity of the iron-chelator, DIBI, against multidrug-resistant
canine methicillin-susceptible Staphylococcus pseudintermedius: A preliminary study of four clinical strains. Pathogens 2022, 11, 656.
[CrossRef]

49. Leesombun, A.; Boonmasawai, S. Categorization of antimicrobial agents prescribed in the Veterinary Teaching Hospital in
Thailand. J. Appl. Anim. Sci. 2019, 12, 25–38.

50. Arima, S.; Ochi, H.; Mitsuhashi, M.; Kibe, R.; Takahashi, K.; Kataoka, Y. Staphylococcus pseudintermedius biofilms secrete factors
that induce inflammatory reactions in vitro. Lett. Appl. Microbiol. 2018, 67, 214–219. [CrossRef]

51. Xu, Z.; Liang, Y.; Lin, S.; Chen, D.; Li, B.; Li, L.; Deng, Y. Crystal violet and XTT assays on Staphylococcus aureus biofilm
quantification. Curr. Microbiol. 2016, 73, 474–482. [CrossRef]

52. Cerca, N.; Martins, S.; Cerca, F.; Jefferson, K.K.; Pier, G.B.; Oliveira, R.; Azeredo, J. Comparative assessment of antibiotic
susceptibility of coagulase-negative staphylococci in biofilm versus planktonic culture as assessed by bacterial enumeration or
rapid XTT colorimetry. J. Antimicrob. Chemother. 2005, 56, 331–336. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

53. Lubis, R.R.; Marlisa; Wahyuni, D.D. Antibacterial activity of betle leaf (Piper betle l.) extract on inhibiting Staphylococcus aureus in
conjunctivitis patient. Am. J. Clin. Exp. Immunol. 2020, 9, 1–5. [PubMed]

54. Jalil, V.; Khan, M.; Haider, S.Z.; Shamim, S. Investigation of the antibacterial, anti-Biofilm, and antioxidative effect of Piper betle
leaf extract against Bacillus gaemokensis MW067143 isolated from dental caries, an in vitro-in silico approach. Microorganisms 2022,
10, 2485. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

55. Famuyide, I.M.; Aro, A.O.; Fasina, F.O.; Eloff, J.N.; McGaw, L.J. Antibacterial and antibiofilm activity of acetone leaf extracts of
nine under-investigated south African Eugenia and Syzygium (Myrtaceae) species and their selectivity indices. BMC Complement.
Altern. Med. 2019, 19, 141. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

56. Roy, R.; Tiwari, M.; Donelli, G.; Tiwari, V. Strategies for combating bacterial biofilms: A focus on anti-biofilm agents and their
mechanisms of action. Virulence 2018, 9, 522–554. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

57. Sharma, S.; Khan, I.A.; Ali, I.; Ali, F.; Kumar, M.; Kumar, A.; Johri, R.K.; Abdullah, S.T.; Bani, S.; Pandey, A.; et al. Evaluation of
the antimicrobial, antioxidant, and anti-inflammatory activities of hydroxychavicol for its potential use as an oral care agent.
Antimicrob. Agents Chemother. 2009, 53, 216–222. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

58. Gundala, S.R.; Yang, C.; Mukkavilli, R.; Paranjpe, R.; Brahmbhatt, M.; Pannu, V.; Cheng, A.; Reid, M.D.; Aneja, R. Hydroxychavicol,
a betel leaf component, inhibits prostate cancer through ROS-driven DNA damage and apoptosis. Toxicol. Appl. Pharmacol. 2014,
280, 86–96. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

59. Singh, D.; Narayanamoorthy, S.; Gamre, S.; Majumdar, A.G.; Goswami, M.; Gami, U.; Cherian, S.; Subramanian, M. Hydroxychav-
icol, a key ingredient of Piper betle induces bacterial cell death by DNA damage and inhibition of cell division. Free Radic. Biol.
Med. 2018, 120, 62–71. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

60. Ali, I.; Khan, F.G.; Suri, K.A.; Gupta, B.D.; Satti, N.K.; Dutt, P.; Afrin, F.; Qazi, G.N.; Khan, I.A. In vitro antifungal activity of
hydroxychavicol isolated from Piper betle L. Ann. Clin. Microbiol. Antimicrob. 2010, 9, 7. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

61. Rahman, M.M.; Ahmad, S.H.; Lgu, K.S. Psidium guajava and Piper betle leaf extracts prolong vase life of cut carnation
(Dianthus caryophyllus) flowers. Sci. World J. 2012, 2012, 102805. [CrossRef]

62. Bajwa, J. Canine superficial pyoderma and therapeutic considerations. Can. Vet. J. 2016, 57, 204–206. [PubMed]
63. Weese, J.S.; van Duijkeren, E. Methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus and Staphylococcus pseudintermedius in veterinary medicine.

Vet. Microbiol. 2010, 140, 418–429. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1177/104063870902100514
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.vetmic.2012.06.015
https://doi.org/10.1128/JCM.01040-12
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23135944
https://doi.org/10.1590/1678-4162-8150
https://doi.org/10.2147/IDR.S317670
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0088134
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24523877
https://doi.org/10.3390/antibiotics11111625
https://doi.org/10.3390/vetsci9070306
https://doi.org/10.3390/pathogens11060656
https://doi.org/10.1111/lam.13018
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00284-016-1081-1
https://doi.org/10.1093/jac/dki217
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15980094
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32211224
https://doi.org/10.3390/microorganisms10122485
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36557738
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12906-019-2547-z
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31221162
https://doi.org/10.1080/21505594.2017.1313372
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28362216
https://doi.org/10.1128/AAC.00045-08
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18573934
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.taap.2014.07.012
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25064160
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.freeradbiomed.2018.03.021
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29550331
https://doi.org/10.1186/1476-0711-9-7
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20128889
https://doi.org/10.1100/2012/102805
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26834275
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.vetmic.2009.01.039
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19246166


Pharmaceuticals 2023, 16, 741 17 of 17

64. Sasaki, T.; Tsubakishita, S.; Tanaka, Y.; Sakusabe, A.; Ohtsuka, M.; Hirotaki, S.; Kawakami, T.; Fukata, T.; Hiramatsu, K. Multiplex-
PCR method for species identification of coagulase-positive staphylococci. J. Clin. Microbiol. 2010, 48, 765–769. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

65. Velasco, V.; Buyukcangaz, E.; Sherwood, J.S.; Stepan, R.M.; Koslofsky, R.J.; Logue, C.M. Characterization of Staphylococcus aureus
from humans and a comparison with isolates of animal Origin, in North Dakota, United States. PLoS ONE 2015, 10, e0140497.
[CrossRef]

66. Botoni, L.S.; Scherer, C.B.; Silva, R.O.; Coura, F.M.; Heinemann, M.B.; Paes-Leme, F.O.; Osta-Val, A.P. Prevalence and in vitro
susceptibility of methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus pseudintermedius (MRSP) from skin and nostrils of dogs with superficial
pyoderma. Pesqui. Vet. Bras. 2016, 36, 1178–1180. [CrossRef]

67. Nocera, F.P.; Mancini, S.; Najar, B.; Bertelloni, F.; Pistelli, L.; De Filippis, A.; Fiorito, F.; De Martino, L.; Fratini, F. Antimicrobial
activity of some essential oils against methicillin-susceptible and methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus pseudintermedius-associated
pyoderma in dogs. Animals 2020, 10, 1782. [CrossRef]

68. Bai, J.; Shi, X.; Nagaraja, T.G. A multiplex PCR procedure for the detection of six major virulence genes in Escherichia coli O157:H7.
J. Microbiol. Methods 2010, 82, 85–89. [CrossRef]

69. Zhang, K.; Sparling, J.; Chow, B.L.; Elsayed, S.; Hussain, Z.; Church, D.L.; Gregson, D.B.; Louie, T.; Conly, J.M. New quadriplex
PCR assay for detection of methicillin and mupirocin resistance and simultaneous discrimination of Staphylococcus aureus from
coagulase-negative staphylococci. J. Clin. Microbiol. 2004, 42, 4947–4955. [CrossRef]

70. Yahya Ahmed, M.; Abdalbagi Ali, H.; Mohammed Taher Gorish, B.; Omer Ali, S.; Saif Aldein Abdalrhim, E.; Hamza Mergani, M.;
Abass Abd Elgadir, A.; Khalid Mohammed, S.; Omer Ahmed, S.; Alsaeid Musa, N.; et al. Molecular detection of Staphylococcal
enterotoxins and mecA Genes products in selected food samples collected from different areas in Khartoum State. Int. J. Microbiol.
2021, 202, 5520573. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

71. Larkin, M.A.; Blackshields, G.; Brown, N.P.; Chenna, R.; McGettigan, P.A.; McWilliam, H.; Valentin, F.; Wallace, I.M.; Wilm, A.;
Lopez, R.; et al. Clustal W and Clustal X version 2.0. Bioinformatics 2007, 23, 2947–2948. [CrossRef]

72. Dereeper, A.; Guignon, V.; Blanc, G.; Audic, S.; Buffet, S.; Chevenet, F.; Dufayard, J.F.; Guindon, S.; Lefort, V.; Lescot, M.; et al.
Phylogeny.fr: Robust phylogenetic analysis for the non-specialist. Nucleic Acids Res. 2008, 36, W465–W469. [CrossRef]

73. Clinical and Laboratory Standards Institute (CLSI). CLSI Approved Standard M100-S15. In Clinical and Laboratory Standards.
Performance Standards for Antimicrobial Susceptibility Testing; Clinical and Laboratory Standards Institute (CLSI): Wayne, PA, USA, 2018.

74. Magiorakos, A.P.; Srinivasan, A.; Carey, R.B.; Carmeli, Y.; Falagas, M.E.; Giske, C.G.; Harbarth, S.; Hindler, J.F.; Kahlmeter, G.;
Olsson-Liljequist, B.; et al. Multidrug-resistant, extensively drug-resistant and pandrug-resistant bacteria: An international expert
proposal for interim standard definitions for acquired resistance. Clin. Microbiol. Infect. 2012, 18, 268–281. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

75. Song, Y.J.; Yu, H.H.; Kim, Y.J.; Lee, N.K.; Paik, H.D. Anti-biofilm activity of grapefruit seed extract against Staphylococcus aureus
and Escherichia coli. J. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 2019, 29, 1177–1183. [CrossRef]

76. Larsuprom, L.; Rungroj, N.; Lekcharoensuk, C.; Pruksakorn, C.; Kongkiatpaiboon, S.; Chen, C.; Sukatta, U. In vitro antibacterial
activity of mangosteen (Garcinia mangostana Linn.) crude extract against Staphylococcus pseudintermedius isolates from canine
pyoderma. Vet. Dermatol. 2019, 30, 487-e145. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

77. Seo, M.; Oh, T.; Bae, S. Antibiofilm activity of silver nanoparticles against biofilm forming Staphylococcus pseudintermedius isolated
from dogs with otitis externa. Vet. Med. Sci. 2021, 7, 1551–1557. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

78. Ma, Z.; Bumunang, E.W.; Stanford, K.; Bie, X.; Niu, Y.D.; McAllister, T.A. Biofilm formation by Shiga toxin-producing Escherichia
coli on stainless steel coupons as affected by temperature and incubation time. Microorganisms 2019, 7, 95. [CrossRef]

79. Sandasi, M.; Leonard, C.M.; Viljoen, A.M. The effect of five common essential oil components on Listeria monocytogenes biofilms.
Food Control. 2008, 19, 1070–1075. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1128/JCM.01232-09
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20053855
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0140497
https://doi.org/10.1590/s0100-736x2016001200006
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani10101782
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mimet.2010.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1128/JCM.42.11.4947-4955.2004
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/5520573
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33828591
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btm404
https://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gkn180
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-0691.2011.03570.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21793988
https://doi.org/10.4014/jmb.1905.05022
https://doi.org/10.1111/vde.12783
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31441182
https://doi.org/10.1002/vms3.554
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34156766
https://doi.org/10.3390/microorganisms7040095
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2007.11.006

	Introduction 
	Results 
	Plants Extraction Yield 
	Bacterial Identification 
	Biofilm Classification and Antimicrobial Susceptibility Characteristics 
	Antibacterial Effects on Planktonic Cells 
	Antibiofilm Effects against S. pseudintermedius and MRSP 
	Chemical Composition of PB Extracts 

	Discussion 
	Materials and Methods 
	Plant Material and Extraction 
	Bacterial Isolation and Identification 
	DNA Extraction for Staphylococcal Species 
	Detection of mecA Encoding in S. pseudintermedius Isolates through Single PCR 
	Antimicrobial Susceptibility Testing 
	Determination of MIC and MBC 
	Determination of Antibiofilm Activity 
	Biofilm Detection via XTT 
	GC–MS 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Conclusions 
	References

