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Study Positive(n) Sample(N) Proportion 95%-Cl Weight
(Alexander et al., 2009) 75 237 =+ 0.32 [0.26;0.38] 6.4%
(Alexander et al., 2010) 4 30 HB— 0.13 [0.04;0.31] 56%
(Becker et al., 2022) 813 1582 0.51 [0.49;0.54] 6.5%
(Benedict et al., 2015) 675 1864 0.36 [0.34;0.38] 6.5%
(Checkley et al., 2008) 38 53 —&— 0.72 [0.58;0.83] 59%
(Checkley et al., 2010) 228 764 B 0.30 [0.27;0.33] 6.5%
(Gay et al., 2019) 437 481 = 0.91 [0.88;093] 6.4%
(Lefebvre et al., 2005) 0 8ol 0.00 [0.00;0.05] 6.1%
(Lefebvre et al., 2006) 1 80[F : 0.01 [0.00;0.07] 6.1%
(Messele et al., 2022) 23 129 - 0.18 [0.12;0.26] 62%
(Rao et al., 2010) 527 926 H 0.57 [0.54;0.60] 6.5%
(Sharma et al., 2008) 8 40 —H— 0.20 [0.09;0.36] 5.8%
6266 —_— 0.32 [0.14; 0.54] 74.4%
(Becker et al., 2022) 1064 1794 0.59 [0.57;0.62] 6.5%
(Gay et al., 2019) 357 498 &= 0.72 [0.68;0.76] 6.4%
(Messele et al., 2022) 0 135[H 0.00 [0.00;0.03] 6.3%
(Rao et al., 2010) 450 935 . B 0.48 [0.45;0.51] 6.5%
3362 : 0.39 [0.00; 0.96] 25.6%
Random effects model 9628 _— 0.34 [0.18; 0.53] 100.0%
Prediction interval [0.02; 0.81]

Heterogeneity: 1% = 99%, p=0 ' ' ' ' '
Test for subgroup differences: Xf =0.09,df=1(p=007) 02 04 06 0.8

Supplementary Figure S1. Prevalence of tetracycline resistance in Escherichia
coli isolates obtained from beef cattle without any antibiotic intervention, after
‘Alexander et al., 2008'[26] and “Benedict et al., 2015’[32] were removed as outliers.
Samples were collected upon the entry of cattle into the feedlots ('Entry’) and at
the time of their exit ('Control’). It's important to note that some of the studies
classified under the 'Control' subgroup were part of case-control studies, while
others originated from cohort observational studies [4, 24, 25, 27-31, 33-36].
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Study Positive(n) Sample(N) Proportion 95%-Cl Weight
(Alexander et al., 2009) 79 237 - 0.33 [0.27;0.40] 13.1%
(Alexander et al., 2010) 15 30 —— 0.50 [0.31;0.69] 11.1%
(Checkley et al., 2010) 512 737 = 0.69 [0.66; 0.73] 13.4%
(Kanwar et al., 2013) 642 1050 = 0.61 [0.58;0.64] 13.4%
(Lefebvre et al., 2005) 8 80 - 0.10 [0.04;0.19] 12.5%
(Sharma et al., 2008) 12 40 —E— 0.30 [0.17;0.47] 11.6%
2174 —_— 0.42 [0.19; 0.67] 75.0%
(Checkley et al., 2008) 34 42 —— 0.81 [0.66;0.91] 11.6%
(Checkley et al., 2010) 276 757 = 0.36 [0.33;0.40] 13.4%
7199 ————— 0.59 [0.00; 1.00] 25.0%
Random effects model 2973 _ 0.46 [0.26; 0.67] 100.0%
Prediction interval [0.05; 0.90]

Heterogeneity: I?= 98%, p <0.01 ' ' ' ' ' '
Test for subgroup differences: Xf =045,df=1(p=0®0) 02 04 06 0.8 1

Supplementary Figure S2. Prevalence of tetracycline resistance in Escherichia
coli isolates sourced from beef cattle subjected to antibiotic intervention After
‘Alexander et al., 2008’ [26]and ‘Lefebvre et al., 2006"[34] were removed as outliers
[24, 25, 27-30, 37]

The tetracycline was administered sub-therapeutically via either
feed (indicated as 'Feed') or an injection (denoted as 'InJ'). To examine the
dynamics of tetracycline resistance following an intervention, samples
were collected at various time points post-administration.
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Supplementary Figure S3. A) Funnel Plot of Publication bias for a group of
studies with intervention. B) Funnel Plot of Publication bias for a group Studies
without Intervention.



