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 2 

Summary 32 

Background 33 

Melioidosis is a grossly neglected but often-fatal tropical disease. The disease is named “a great 34 

mimicker” after its broad clinical manifestations, which makes disease diagnosis challenging and 35 

time-consuming. To improve diagnosis, we developed and evaluated the performance of the 36 

CRISPR-Cas12a system called “CRISPR-BP34” to detect Burkholderia pseudomallei DNA 37 

across clinical specimens from patients suspected to have melioidosis. 38 

Methods 39 

We documented time taken for diagnosis, antibiotics prescribed during the waiting period, and 40 

infection outcomes in 875 melioidosis patients treated in a hospital in northeast Thailand 41 

between October 2019 and December 2022. In the last six months, we performed CRISPR-BP34 42 

detection on clinical specimens (blood, urine, respiratory secretion, pus and other body fluids) 43 

collected from 330 patients with suspected melioidosis and compared its performance to the 44 

current gold-standard culture-based method. Discordant results were validated by three 45 

independent qPCR tests. 46 

Findings 47 

A window of 3-4 days was required for gold-standard culture diagnosis, which resulted in 48 

delayed treatment. 199 [22·7%] of 875 patients died prior to diagnosis results while 114 [26·3%] 49 

of 433 follow-up cases had been diagnosed, treated, but died within 28 days of admission. A 50 

shorter sample-to-diagnosis time of less than 4 hours offered by CRISPR-BP34 technology could 51 

lead to faster administration of correct treatment. We demonstrated an improved sensitivity of 52 

CRISPR-BP34 (106 [93·0%] of 114 positive cases, 95% CI 86·6 - 96·9) compared to the culture 53 

approach (76 [66·7%] of 114 positive cases, 95% CI 57·2 - 75·2); while maintaining similar 54 

specificity (209 [96·8%] of 216 negative cases, 95% CI 93·4-98·7) to the culture (216 [100 %] of 55 

216 negative cases, 95% CI 98·3-100·0).  56 

Interpretation 57 

The sensitivity, specificity, speed, window of clinical intervention, and ease of operation offered 58 

by the CRISPR-BP34 support its use as a point-of-care diagnostic for melioidosis. 59 

Funding 60 

Chiang Mai University Thailand and Wellcome Trust UK  61 
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Research in context  62 

Evidence before this study 63 

Melioidosis is an often-severe infectious disease caused by the bacterium Burkholderia 64 

pseudomallei. It is estimated to affect 165,000 individuals annually worldwide, of which 89,000 65 

cases are fatal. The disease diagnosis is challenging due to diverse clinical presentations, low 66 

awareness, limited diagnostic options, or even a lack of diagnostic tests. A PubMed search 67 

conducted from the database inception to 6 May 2023, using the terms “melioidosis” AND 68 

“diagnosis test,” yielded 207 results, 40 of which presented clinical evaluations of rapid 69 

melioidosis diagnostic tests. Antigen-based diagnostic tests, which detect the presence of B. 70 

pseudomallei, reported high specificity (median = 98·6%, IQR 94·0 - 100·0), but low sensitivity 71 

(median = 57·1%, IQR = 44·3 - 82·5). The test sensitivity suffers from the often-low 72 

concentration of the bacterial antigens in patients' samples, which can vary by specimen type and 73 

stage of infection. Antibody-based diagnostic tests that detect host antibodies against B. 74 

pseudomallei typically exhibit satisfactory specificity (median = 94·5%, IQR = 88·6 - 96·2) but 75 

poor sensitivity (median = 80·2%, IQR = 71·0 - 88·1). These tests are often impacted by 76 

variations in antibody responses to B. pseudomallei and the duration required for antibody 77 

production. Furthermore, standardisation remains challenging due to the influence of different 78 

serum titres on sensitivity and background of the tests. Likewise, quantitative PCR exhibits a 79 

high degree of specificity (median = 99·8%, IQR = 91·6-100·0), but an observed low sensitivity 80 

for melioidosis (median = 77·1%, IQR = 20·8-97·8), which is likely attributed to the genetic 81 

heterogeneity of B. pseudomallei genomes. Additionally, these studies consistently reported a 82 

demand for improved speed and ease of implementation in resource-limited settings where 83 

melioidosis is endemic. With the limitations of current diagnostic methods, a culture-confirmed 84 

approach with 60% sensitivity, 100% specificity, and a diagnosis time of 2-7 days still stands as 85 

the gold standard for melioidosis diagnosis. 86 

Added value of this study 87 

To date, no study has measured the impact of delayed diagnosis on melioidosis. We assessed the 88 

number of deaths occurring prior to culture-confirmed diagnosis (22·7%) and those after 89 

diagnosis but within 28 days post-admission (26·3%), highlighting the urgent need for prompt 90 

action. To address this, we developed the CRISPR-BP34 test, which utilises isothermal 91 

amplification of a nucleic acid target followed by site-specific detection using a CRISPR-Cas12a 92 
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enzyme. We successfully implemented this assay in a resource-limited setting in northeast 93 

Thailand, where the disease prevalence is among the highest in the world. The assay achieved a 94 

diagnostic sensitivity and specificity of 93·0% and 96·8%, respectively, with a limit of detection 95 

ranging from 50-250 cfu/mL. Early diagnosis can be achieved within four hours of patient 96 

admission, which is significantly faster than the gold-standard test that typically takes several 97 

days. Moreover, the ultrasensitivity of the CRISPR-BP34 assay enabled the detection of low 98 

levels of B. pseudomallei in hemoculture bottles, which could be missed due to mixed infections, 99 

poor aseptic technique, or other causes, leading to undiagnosed melioidosis. 100 

Implications of all available evidence 101 

The CRISPR-BP34 assay holds great promise for the management and control of melioidosis. Its 102 

minimal setup and shallow learning curve make it well-suited for resource-limited settings. 103 

Additionally, its speed and high sensitivity enable early diagnosis and treatment, which are 104 

crucial for saving patients' lives.  105 
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INTRODUCTION 106 

Melioidosis is a neglected tropical disease with a high case-fatality (10-50%) even when 107 

appropriately treated1. The global disease burden expressed in disability-adjusted life-years 108 

(DALYs) is 4·64 million, 99% of which is accounted for by years of life lost (YLL)2. High 109 

mortality may be explained by the disease disproportionately affecting rural populations in low- 110 

and middle-income countries (LMICs)3, many of which have poor socioeconomic conditions and 111 

often present to healthcare facilities in a terminal or critical phase of the disease4. Melioidosis is 112 

caused by Burkholderia pseudomallei, an environmental bacterium in soil and water across the 113 

tropical regions of Asia Pacific5, South6 and Southeast Asia7. However, the disease remains 114 

largely underreported due to its non-specific clinical manifestations that can “mimic” several 115 

other diseases. A lack of disease awareness in clinics and communities as well as the paucity of 116 

diagnostic facilities leads to missed or delayed diagnosis. With early diagnosis and appropriate 117 

treatment the mortality rate from melioidosis can be decreased to less than 10%5. 118 

 119 

Clinical specimens from patients with suspected melioidosis are typically screened for the 120 

presence of B. pseudomallei using microbial culture, which has been the gold standard diagnostic 121 

method for the last three decades. This method is imperfect, with a specificity of 100% but a 122 

sensitivity of 60%8. B. pseudomallei grows more slowly in the laboratory compared with other 123 

pathogens9, which can lead to over-growth by other bacteria or fungi present in the sample as 124 

part of a mixed infection and/or contamination. This can result in failure to detect B. 125 

pseudomallei. If cultured successfully, B. pseudomallei colonies can be easily misinterpreted as 126 

environmental contaminants, and correct identification requires an expert microbiologist.  127 

Moreover, a combined time to grow and identify B. pseudomallei may take up to 7 days, which 128 

inevitably delays the disease diagnosis8. Culture-free antigen-based and nucleic acid-based tests 129 

such as a lateral flow immunoassay (LFI)10, an immunofluorescence assay (IFA)11, polymerase 130 

chain reaction (PCR)12–14, or 16S rRNA sequencing15 have been developed for the diagnosis of 131 

melioidosis. However, the heterogeneity in bacterial concentrations16,17 across clinical specimens 132 

leads to a limited sensitivity of 58·2% (95% CI, 34·1 – 78·9%) for LFI18 and 63·8% (45·6 – 133 

78·7%) for IFA18; whilst tests that offer higher sensitivity require thermal cyclers or sequencing 134 

machines15, which are rarely available in rural settings. 135 

 136 
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An improved sensitive and specific detection of B. pseudomallei DNA in a range of sample types 137 

using field-deployable equipment has the potential to improve the diagnosis of melioidosis. This 138 

can be achieved by first amplifying DNA of the pathogen using recombinase polymerase 139 

amplification (RPA), followed by sequence-specific recognition of clustered regularly 140 

interspaced short palindromic repeats (CRISPR)-Cas12a endoribonuclease at the DNA target. 141 

This approach has been applied to other bacterial pathogens including Mycobacterium 142 

tuberculosis19 and has been demonstrated to improve diagnosis and treatment responses. We 143 

previously described a robust CRISPR-based detection of genomic DNA of B. pseudomallei in 144 

vitro20.  Here, we addressed the issues surrounding delayed diagnosis of melioidosis, established 145 

a diagnostic protocol for our recently developed CRISPR-Cas12a system (here-after termed 146 

CRISPR-BP34)20, and determined its diagnostic sensitivity and specificity.  Our results showed 147 

higher sensitivity and shortened diagnostic time of the CRISPR-BP34 detection compared with 148 

the gold standard culture. 149 

  150 

METHODS 151 

Study design and patients 152 

Two related studies were conducted and reported here. Study 1 quantified the time taken to 153 

diagnose melioidosis based on culture and patient outcome, and Study 2 evaluated the diagnostic 154 

performance of the CRISPR-BP34 assay (Figure 1).  155 

 156 

Study 1 was a prospective observational cohort study of patients with culture-confirmed 157 

melioidosis at Sunpasitthiprasong Hospital, a tertiary care hospital in Ubon Ratchathani, 158 

Thailand between October 2019 and December 2022 (Figure 1A, appendix p 3). Study objectives 159 

were to assess the disease prevalence, the time taken to reach a diagnosis of melioidosis, the 160 

empirical antibiotics prescribed prior to diagnostic confirmation, and patient survival during 28-161 

day follow-up from the admission date. Routine clinical practice was to obtain blood, urine, 162 

respiratory secretions and fluid (sputum, tracheal suction, pleural fluid), and other body fluid and 163 

tissue as available (pus, limb tissue, and synovial fluid) for culture from patients with suspected 164 

melioidosis. All samples were collected according to WHO guidelines21. The standard culture 165 

methods used for each specimen type are outlined in the appendix (p 5). All patients with 166 

culture-confirmed melioidosis were identified through the hospital computer. The length of time 167 
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between sampling and culture result was recorded for each patient. Cases who remained alive 168 

when the culture result become available were visited to obtain written consent to collect clinical 169 

information. 875 culture-confirmed melioidosis cases were identified, of whom 433 were alive at 170 

the time of culture confirmation and gave written consent to obtain and use clinical information 171 

on antibiotic treatment and 28-day outcome (Figure 2). The study received ethical approval from 172 

the Sunpasitthiprasong Hospital Ethical Review Board (015/62C) and the Oxford Tropical 173 

Research Ethics Committee (OxTREC, 25-19). This study is registered with Thai Clinical Trial 174 

Registry (TCTR20190322003). 175 

 176 

Study 2 was a diagnostic evaluation of the sensitivity and specificity of a CRISPR-BP34 177 

prototype assay20 conducted at Sunpasitthiprasong Hospital between May 2022 and December 178 

2022 (Figure 1B). Minimal sample size was determined using the formula n = z2 p(1-p) /d2 where 179 

"z” is the 95% confidence interval at 1·96; “p” is the prevalence at 0·5; and “d” represents the 180 

margin of error at 0·1. At least 96 melioidosis and 96 non-melioidosis patients were required for 181 

the CRISPR-BP34 diagnostic test. Specimens were collected from patients with suspected 182 

melioidosis (appendix p 4) at the time of hospital presentation for culture identification. 1 mL of 183 

leftover sample from the culture was obtained from the hospital microbiology laboratory and 184 

stored at -20 °C for CRISPR-BP34 screening. Once the culture results arrived (appendix p 5), a 185 

head-to-head CRISPR-BP34 assay (appendix pp 7-9 & 10-16) was performed. In total, the study 186 

examined 114 melioidosis and 216 non-melioidosis patients, which were sampled across four 187 

different specimen types: blood (41 and 74 samples), respiratory secretions and fluids (52 and 54 188 

samples); urine (27 and 71 samples), and other body fluids and tissues (15 and 30 samples) from 189 

melioidosis and non-melioidosis patients, respectively. The study received ethical approval from 190 

the Ethical Review Board of Sunpasitthiprasong Hospital (029/65C) and received ethical 191 

exemption from Chiang Mai University (9190/2565). 192 

 193 

Determining the molecular sensitivity of CRISPR-BP34 assay in vitro 194 

To determine the limit of detection of the CRISPR-BP34 assay, we conducted in vitro 195 

experiments by inoculating genetically modified Escherichia coli that harbors a target DNA of 196 

the CRISPR-BP34 in its genome (appendix p 6) into blood and urine samples from a single 197 

healthy donor at different concentration ranging from 0, 10, 50, 100, 250, 500, 2500 and 5000 198 
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cfu/mL. Two to five biological replicates were performed for each experiment. CRISPR-BP34 199 

detection was performed on blood as described in the appendix (pp 7-8). Blood and urine were 200 

selected to represent the most common types of clinical specimens processed from patients with 201 

suspected melioidosis. The use of the modified E. coli as a surrogate for B. pseudomallei was to 202 

circumvent laboratory safety requirement. 203 

 204 

Clinical evaluation of CRISPR-BP34 assay 205 

Different types of clinical sample require specific sample preparation due to the variable 206 

amounts of target bacterial cells16, host cells and inhibitors present in each sample. Further 207 

details of how the assay was performed on each sample type is described in the appendix (pp 7-208 

8). For each clinical sample, human cells were first depleted using a simple buffer system to 209 

selectively lysed human cells, leaving a pellet of bacterial cells. Bacterial genomic DNA was 210 

then extracted from the pellet using either hot alkaline lysis or a spin column, depending on the 211 

pellet size. B. pseudomallei DNA was amplified in an RPA reaction, and the resulting amplicons 212 

were added into a 50-μL CRISPR reaction, comprising of CRISPR RNA (crBP34)20, LbCas12a 213 

protein and FAM-biotin probes. This reaction was incubated at 37 °C for 60 minutes, after which 214 

a HybriDetect lateral flow dipstick (TwistDx, UK) was directly immersed into the reaction and 215 

allowed to develop for 5 minutes before reading by eye. A positive result was defined as the 216 

appearance of an upper band (anti-IgG) on the dipstick. The assay was performed in a batch of 217 

10 samples with each batch comprising of culture positive and negative samples to avoid batch 218 

effect. For all batches, B. pseudomallei positive sample and distilled water were used as positive 219 

and negative controls, respectively. The sample-to-result time was recorded. The CRISPR-BP34 220 

results were interpreted by three different readers who were blinded to the patient disease status 221 

and culture results. 222 

 223 

Not every sample cultured from a melioidosis patient yields positive result, a scenario driven by 224 

different local concentration of B. pseudomallei. Discordant results between culture and the 225 

CRISPR assay were tested by quantitative PCR (qPCR) using three primer sets listed in the 226 

appendix (pp 9, 19-20).  Given a large discrepancy in reported diagnostic sensitivity of PCR 227 

primers18 and a high sequence diversity of B. pseudomallei, the use of primer combinations 228 
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ensured an increased coverage of the detection. The qPCR cycle threshold (ct) values were 229 

recorded and used as a proxy for bacterial loads.  230 

 231 

Statistical analysis 232 

All numerical data was summarised using medians, interquartile ranges (IQR), and proportion. 233 

For comparison with non-parametric distribution, Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were used with 234 

Benjamini-Hochberg correction for multiple testing. The culture and CRISPR-BP34 results from 235 

the same specimen were compared against the patient’s disease status. Sensitivity and specificity 236 

were defined as TP/ (TP + FN) and TN/ (TN + FP), respectively. “TP” and “FN” represent the 237 

number of cases that tested positive and negative in the disease group, respectively. “TN” and 238 

“FP” are the number of cases that tested negative and positive in the non-disease group, 239 

respectively. The sensitivity and specificity were separately calculated for culture and CRISPR 240 

by sample type (grouped into four categories: blood; urine; respiratory secretion; and pus, tissue 241 

and other body fluid), and by total specimens. For a patient who had multiple samples taken, 242 

only the earliest sample was included for sensitivity and specificity calculations. The exact 95% 243 

confidence interval was estimated using Clopper-Pearson Binomial assumption30. 244 

  245 

RESULTS  246 

Time to diagnosis, empirical antibiotic treatment, and outcomes 247 

Of 875 culture-confirmed melioidosis patients admitted or referred to Sunpasitthiprasong 248 

Hospital during October 2019 to December 2022, 199 died before the culture results arrived 249 

(Figure 1A). Among 433 patients who survived to culture results and consented to participate in 250 

our study, 114 patients died within 28 days after first presentation to Sunpasitthiprasong hospital. 251 

The minimum fatality of 35·8% based on the combined data is consistent with 35% mortality 252 

reported in Thailand22. A relatively high fatality reported in this setting could be attributed to 253 

socioeconomic disparity2 which impacted mostly agricultural workers (272 [62·8%] of 433 254 

patients) who lived on average 65 km (IQR 40 – 100 km) from the culture-confirmed diagnosis 255 

facility (Table 1). Melioidosis patients displayed diverse clinical manifestations with persistent 256 

fever being the most common symptom (Table 1, appendix p 18. Patients experienced symptoms 257 

for a median of seven days (IQR 3 -14 days) before seeking medical care at the local or central 258 

health-care centres, which subsequently referred them to Sunpasitthiprasong hospital within one 259 
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day (IQR 0 – 4 days). Multiple samples were collected from patients for culture diagnosis upon 260 

first admitted or referred, and during their stay at Sunpasitthiprasong hospital as clinically 261 

indicated. The median duration between the first sample collection and the first positive culture 262 

result was four days (IQR 3 - 5 days), at which point melioidosis diagnosis was confirmed. 263 

Notably, the time from symptom onset to diagnosis averaged 16 days (IQR 9 – 27 days), 264 

although this differed significantly between patients who died (12 days, IQR 7 – 19 days) and 265 

those who survived (18 days, IQR 10 – 31 days, Wilcoxon test p-value = 5·62 x 10-5), 266 

underscoring the need for prompt clinical intervention to avert fatal outcomes.  267 

 268 

In Thailand, patients suspected of having melioidosis are recommended to receive empiric 269 

treatment with intravenous ceftazidime or a carbapenem antibiotics, such as meropenem or 270 

imipenem, for initial intensive monotherapy23. Antibiotic administration data was available for 271 

433 patients of which 49 (11·3%) and 54 (12·5%) respectively received ceftazidime or a 272 

carbapenem monotherapy upon their first presentation to Sunpasitthiprasong hospital (Figure 2A, 273 

Table 1). The remainder received other treatments including a monotherapy or combinations of 274 

antibiotics known to be ineffective in treating melioidosis such as lincosamides24, 275 

macrolides24,25, penicillin25 and first- and second-generation cephalosporin24,26, and ineffective 276 

third-generation cephalosporins such as ceftriaxone27; an inevitable practice to cover the broad 277 

spectrum of infection when the causative agents were unknown (Figure 2B & C). A lower 278 

mortality (5 [10·2%] of 49) was observed in patients who received ceftazidime monotherapy than 279 

in patients who received other types of treatments (109 [28·5%] of 382; Fisher’s exact p-value 280 

5·42 x 10-3, Table 1). To increase the use of ceftazidime monotherapy at first presentation from 281 

11·3% to 100%, a more rapid diagnosis will be necessary. 282 

 283 

Clinical evaluation of the CRISPR-BP34 assay  284 

We developed the CRISPR-BP34 assay to detect B. pseudomallei DNA, which demonstrated 285 

high sensitivity and specificity in vitro20. We tested the limit of detection of the CRISPR-BP34 286 

by spiking blood and urine samples and found it to be 250 cfu/mL and 50 cfu/mL, respectively 287 

(Figure 3A & B). To determine whether  CRISPR-BP34 test is sufficiently sensitive to detect the 288 

bacterium across various clinical samples, we enumerated the numbers of B. pseudomallei 289 

recovered from different specimen types using both new experiments and previous datasets16,17 290 
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(Figure 3C). Our results showed that the number of B. pseudomallei detected in most common 291 

specimens such as urine (median = 2·6 x 104 cfu/mL, sputum (median = 8·8 x 107 cfu/mL), pus 292 

and other body fluids (median = 5·4 x 107 cfu/mL) were greater than the CRISPR-BP34 limit of 293 

detection. Since direct blood samples had a lower B. pseudomallei concentration (median = 1·5 294 

cfu/mL) than the limit of detection, we substituted direct blood samples with hemoculture 295 

positive samples (median = 7·3 x 107 cfu/mL) to ensure sufficient bacterial concentration. 296 

Hemoculture positive samples are blood samples that have been incubated in a culture medium 297 

to allow the bacterium to grow, but at this point, the bacterium’s identity remained unknown 298 

(Figure 3D). 299 

 300 

We tested the hypothesis that CRISPR-BP34 assay would be more sensitive and faster than 301 

culture-confirmed approach in clinical samples collected from 114 melioidosis and 216 non-302 

melioidosis patients. Of these, 20 melioidosis and 12 non-melioidosis patients had samples 303 

collected across multiple specimen types (Figure 4A), while 94 melioidosis and 204 non-304 

melioidosis patients had a single sample type collected (Figure 4B). Using first sample available 305 

from each patient, we estimated the overall diagnostic sensitivity and specificity of both 306 

methods. Our findings showed an overall sensitivity of CRISPR-BP34 of 93·0% (106 of 114 307 

samples, 95% CI 86·6 – 96·9), higher than the sensitivity of culture at 66·7% (76 of 114 samples, 308 

95% CI 57·2 - 75·2) (Figure 4C, Table 2). The overall specificity of the CRISPR-BP34 was 309 

96·8% (209 of 216 samples, 95% CI 93·4 - 98·7), compared to 100% (216 of 216 samples, 95% 310 

CI 98·3 - 100) for culture (Figure 4D, Table 2). Sensitivity of CRISPR-BP34 versus culture for 311 

individual sample types was generally higher for CRISPR-BP34, as follows: hemoculture at 312 

100% (41 of 41 samples) vs 58·5% (24 of 41 samples); urine at 70·4% (19 of 27 samples) vs 313 

51·9% (14 of 27 samples); respiratory secretions and fluids at 94·2% (49 of 52 samples) vs 314 

84·6% (44 of 52 samples); and other body fluids and tissue at 100% (15 of 15 samples) vs  315 

73·3% (11 of 15 samples) in CRISPR-BP34 (Figure 4C and Table 2). Specificity of CRISPR-316 

BP34 versus culture for individual sample types was equivalent or slightly lower for CRISPR-317 

BP34, as follows: hemoculture at 94·6% (70 of 74 samples) vs 100% (74 of 74 samples); urine at 318 

98·6% (70 of 71 samples) vs 100% (71 of 71 samples); respiratory secretions and fluids at 98·2% 319 

(53 of 54 samples) vs 100% (54 of 54 samples); and other body fluid and tissue at 98·67% (29 of 320 
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30 samples) vs 100% (30 of 30 samples) in CRISPR-BP34 and culture assay, respectively 321 

(Figure 4D and Table 2).  322 

 323 

In addition, the CRISPR-BP34 assay provided faster results and significantly reduced the 324 

turnaround time for all sample types compared to culture approach (Figure 5A, Wilcoxon test p-325 

value < 2·2 x 10-16 for all sample types). For culture positive samples, the median sample-to-326 

result time was 2·5 days (IQR 1·8 – 3·3 days) for hemoculture, and 3·9 days (IQR 3·7 – 4·1 days) 327 

for urine, respiratory secretion and fluids, as well as other body fluids and tissues. In contrast, the 328 

average sample-to-result time for the positive CRISPR-BP34 assay was 1·1 days (IQR 0·7 – 1·5 329 

days) for hemoculture, 2·3 hours (IQR 2·3 – 2·4 hours) for urine, and 3·3 hours (IQR 3·1 – 3·4 330 

hours) for respiratory secretion, and fluids, as well as other body fluids and tissues.   331 

 332 

Potential use case 333 

20 of 114 melioidosis patients had multiple sample types, as well as multiple numbers of samples 334 

per type collected over time (Figure 4A, Figure 5), enabling investigation of how each patient 335 

was diagnosed and treated in the real world. Early specimens were collected on the first or within 336 

a few days of admission or referral to aid disease diagnosis, while late specimens were taken at 337 

3-, 5- or 7-days intervals following antibiotic prescription to assess response to the treatment. A 338 

proportion of early specimens taken from patients who were later confirmed to have melioidosis 339 

were culture negative. This could be either attributed to the concentration of B. pseudomallei 340 

being lower than the culture limit of detection, or contamination of the samples with other fast-341 

growing bacterial species (Figure 5B to D). One striking example was a hemoculture bottle from 342 

a melioidosis case presented in Figure 5C, which was contaminated with coagulase-negative 343 

staphylococci, a skin commensal. The CRISPR-BP34 assay, however, reported B. pseudomallei 344 

positive from this contaminated blood bottle, consistent with subsequent qPCR experiments 345 

confirming the presence of B. pseudomallei DNA and with patient’s final diagnosis. We 346 

observed a high cycle threshold (ct) score of B. pseudomallei in the contaminated hemoculture 347 

bottle and other contaminated samples (median = 32·3, IQR 30·5 - 35·9), compared to average ct 348 

values detected in B. pseudomallei positive hemoculture (median = 14·0, IQR 13·4 - 14·9, 349 

appendix p 17). This likely indicates that the B. pseudomallei population was outcompeted by 350 

contaminant species. Cross-contamination incidents like this are not uncommon in laboratories 351 
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with limited resources such as in rural Thailand which could result in an underestimation of the 352 

true incidence of melioidosis28. Regardless, for all cases being followed, CRISPR-BP34 provided 353 

earlier identification of B. pseudomallei than the culture method (Figure 5B to D). 354 

 355 

DISCUSSION 356 

The first part of our study documented the time taken from first melioidosis symptom-to-357 

diagnosis, the empirical treatment patients received during diagnosis uncertainty, and death that 358 

occurred prior or after the arrival of culture-confirmed diagnosis result. We noted that many 359 

severely ill patients died before we could reach them, thereby introducing survival bias in our 360 

study. Nevertheless, our findings echo the problems of delayed disease diagnosis, and imperfect 361 

treatment during diagnosis uncertainty, which may separately, or collectively contribute to death.  362 

To improve the appropriate and timeous initiation of melioidosis treatment, we developed an 363 

easy to implement point-of-care CRISPR-BP34 assay (appendix pp 7-16), tested the sample-type 364 

specific protocols (Figure 3D), and evaluated the test performance (Figure 4) in the second part 365 

of our study.  366 

 367 

To our knowledge, a lower limit of detection at the range of 50 – 250 cfu/mL is the highest 368 

among reported melioidosis rapid diagnosis tests without requiring extensive equipment such as 369 

a qPCR machine or a UV microscope. For common clinical specimens with high bacterial loads 370 

(over 103 cfu/mL) such as hemoculture samples, genitourinary fluids, respiratory secretions, and 371 

pus and other body fluids; CRISPR-BP34 could be used on DNA extracted from these direct 372 

samples. This resulted in high level of sensitivity of the CRISPR-BP34 test of 93·0% compared 373 

to 66·7% sensitivity for overall samples of culture approach (Figure 4C). Although CRISPR-374 

BP34 could detect the presence of B. pseudomallei at the concentration as low as 50 cfu/mL, the 375 

miniscule volume of specimens utilised by the CRISPR approach means that the test can be 376 

skewed by inaccurate pipetting or handling errors. Thus, for direct blood samples, we 377 

recommend using CRISPR-BP34 on DNA extracted from hemoculture (enriched media) instead 378 

of direct blood samples to maintain high sensitivity. 379 

 380 

We also observed a slight drop in the CRISPR test specificity being 96·8% compared to 100% 381 

specificity of culture approach across all sample types (Figure 4D). Some of the “false” positives 382 
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could be “true” but “missed” diagnosis cases as result of current imperfect diagnosis techniques 383 

including culture-confirmed approach8 and qPCR18 with suboptimal primers. Some “false” 384 

positives may arise when high copy numbers of genetic materials or RPA amplicons were mixed 385 

or handled in a confined bench setting, which is sometimes unavoidable in crowded space of 386 

resource-limited laboratories. Alternatively, the CRISPR-BP34 complex may mistakenly target 387 

other DNA sequences, resulting in false positives. However, the latter is likely mitigated by the 388 

double-layered specificity provided by RPA primers and CRISPR RNA; each of which were 389 

carefully designed using the genomic database of over 40,000 bacterial and human DNA20. To 390 

ensure robust test, suggestions to minimise the DNA cross-contamination which could generate 391 

false positives were fully documented in the appendix (p 9).   392 

 393 

In summary, the CRISPR-BP34 test has exhibited higher sensitivity and comparable specificity 394 

to the gold standard culture-confirmed method, with more rapid detection capabilities across 395 

various types of clinical specimens.  Our findings provide evidence to support the use of the 396 

CRISPR-BP34 test as a point-of-care diagnostic tool. Its implementation could lead to prompt 397 

initiation of lifesaving treatment (Figure 5B to E), with use cases discussed and positively 398 

received by Ministry of Public Health Thailand and regional health authorities29.  399 
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Figure legends 426 

Figure 1: Study design: A summarises the mortality of melioidosis patients who were admitted 427 

or referred to Sunpasitthiprasong Hospital between October 2019 and December 2022. All cases 428 

were identified by culture-confirmed diagnosis, which commonly arrived on day 4. A substantial 429 

number of patients died prior to the arrival of the gold-standard test result. B presents our case-430 

control study to evaluate the use of CRISPR-BP34 as an alternative rapid diagnostic test. Here, 431 

specimens were frozen upon arrival to enable subsequent screening with the CRISPR-BP34 test 432 

and head-to-head comparison with culture method.    433 

 434 

Figure 2: Burden of delayed diagnosis on melioidosis treatments and outcomes: A an UpSet 435 

plot summarises the antibiotic prescription when patients were first presented to 436 

Sunpasitthiprasong either as a monotherapy or combination therapy.  B a histogram presents the 437 

number of patients who remained undiagnosed at a daily interval following their first 438 

presentation or referral to Sunpasitthiprasong Hospital during October 2019 to December 2022. 439 

Black arrow denotes the date when a culture-confirmed melioidosis result was available for most 440 

patients. C summarises choices of antibiotics being prescribed to patients who remained 441 

undiagnosed for melioidosis each day following their admission or referral date. Prescription of 442 

ceftazidime or carbapenem drugs either as monotherapy or combination therapy are highlighted 443 

in blue, with black arrow marking first day presentation. 444 

 445 

Figure 3: Limit of detection of the CRISPR-BP34 assay and its proposed diagnostic 446 

pipeline  447 

A and B present the limit of the CRISPR-BP34 test detection in blood and urine samples which 448 

are the two most common specimens, respectively. The dipsticks were shown as two biological 449 

replicates with LOD of urine (50 cfu/mL) and blood (250 cfu/mL). C summarises the number of 450 

Burkholderia pseudomallei that can be recovered from different type of specimens. Green bar 451 

indicates the range of limit of detection of the CRISPR test. D presents an overview of CRISPR-452 

BP34 diagnosis based on clinical samples including blood, genitourinary fluid, respiratory 453 

secretion, pus and other body fluid that were routinely collected from patients suspected of 454 

melioidosis. Bacterial pathogen in blood is typically enriched for growth to the detectable 455 

threshold (250 cfu/mL) through hemoculture process.  456 
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 457 

Figure 4 Sensitivity and specificity of the culture and the CRISPR approaches  458 

A present combined panels of diagnostic results from 32 patients with multiple specimen types. 459 

Top to bottom panels summarise results from hemoculture, genitourinary fluid, respiratory 460 

secretion, and pus or other body fluids, respectively. For patients with multiple samples per each 461 

sample type, only the first sample was presented. Rows in each panel display results from 462 

different diagnostic tests including the gold-standard culture, IFA, latex agglutination, and the 463 

CRISPR-BP34 test (top to bottom). Each column corresponds to data from each patient with 464 

disease status marked as melioidosis (black) or non-melioidosis (grey). B summarises findings 465 

from 298 patients with single specimen type with results from hemoculture, genitourinary fluid, 466 

respiratory secretion and pus or other body fluids presented in the same order as in (A). C and D 467 

compare the sensitivity and specificity of the gold-standard culture and the CRISPR-BP34 468 

approach, respectively. Dots indicate the actual sensitivity or specificity values while the 95% 469 

confidence interval are represented by dotted line (culture) and solid line (CRISPR-BP34). 470 

 471 

Figure 5 Time taken for the culture and the CRISPR-BP34 approaches, and case examples 472 

A illustrates the diagnostic time required for the culture and the CRISPR approaches on the log 473 

10 scale. B to E highlighted selected cases (4 of 20 melioidosis cases) where both multiple 474 

sample types and multiple specimens per sample type were available (vertical axis). The 475 

horizontal axis represents time in days from the date of admission or referral to 476 

Sunpasitthiprasong hospital. Circles mark the dates when samples were taken, while rectangles 477 

and triangles present the time when the culture-confirmed results and the CRISPR-BP34 results 478 

arrived, respectively. For both culture- and CRISPR-BP34 approaches; black denotes negative 479 

result, grey highlights detection of other bacterial species than B. pseudomallei, while pink 480 

(hemoculture), orange (urine), purple (respiratory secretion) and blue (pus, tissue, and other body 481 

fluids) present B. pseudomallei positive result from each sample type.  482 
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Table 1 Demographic of melioidosis patients admitted or referred to Sunpasitthiprasong hospital and 483 

survived to culture results during October 2019 to December 2022 484 

Significant terms following Benjamini-Hochberg correction for multiple testing were marked with asterisks 485 
 Survive 

(n = 317) 
 

Died  
(n = 114) 

Total 
(n=433) 

raw 
p-val 

BHadj  
p-val 

Age: median (IQR) 
Age in years 53 (45·0 - 61·0) 

 
55 (45·3 - 61·8) 
 

54·00 (45·0 - 61·0) 
 

0·24 
 

0·48 
 

Sex: counts (%) 
Male 223 (70·3%) 

 
81 (71·1%) 
 

306 (70·7%) 
 

1·00 1·00 

Occupations: counts (%) 
 
 Survive 

 
Died Total 

 
raw 
p-val 

BHadj  
p-val 

Agriculture 201 (63·4%) 
 

70 (61·4%) 
 

272 (62·8%) 
 

0·74 
 

0·85 
 

Private sector 55 (17·4%) 
 

21 (18·4%) 
 

76 (17·6) 
 

0·78 
 

0·86 
 

Homemaker 38 (12·0%) 
 

15 (13·2%) 
 

53 (12·3%) 
 

0·74 
 

0·85 
 

Monk 5 (1·6%) 
 

2 (1·8%) 
 

7 (1·6%) 
 

1·00 
 

1·00 
 

Police and Military 4 (1·2%) 
 

2 (1·8%) 
 

6 (1·4%) 
 

0·66 
 

0·85 

Distance from patient home to Sunpasitthiprasong hospital in km: median (IQR) 
 
 Survive 

 
Died Total 

 
raw 
p-val 

BHadj  
p-val 

travel distance  65 (40 - 100) 
 

70 (40 - 100) 
 

65 (40 - 100) 
 

0·17 
 

0·45 
 

Symptoms: counts (%) 
 
 Survive 

 
Died Total 

 
raw 
p-val 

BHadj  
p-val 

Fever 
 

203 (64·0%) 
 

71 (62·3%) 
 

278 (64·2%) 
 

0·87 
 

0·93 
 

Cough 
 

95 (30·0%) 
 

43 (37·7%) 
 

140 (32·3%) 
 

0·13 
 

0·36 
 

Dyspnea 
 

47 (14·8%) 
 

22 (19·3%) 
 

70 (16·1%) 
 

0·27 
 

0·48 
 

GI disturbance 
 

66 (20·8%) 
 

32 (28·1%) 
 

98 (22·6%) 
 

0·11 
 

0·35 
 

Urinary symptoms 
 

24 (7·6%) 
 

12 (10·5%) 
 

36 (8·3%) 
 

0·33 
 

0·57 
 

Joint pain 
 

26 (8·2%) 
 

3 (2·6%) 
 

29 (6·7%) 
 

0·04 
 

0·19 
 

Muscle pain 
 

44 (13·9%) 
 

13 (11·4%) 
 

57 (13·1%) 
 

0·50 
 

0·74 
 

Local swollen, mass or 
abscess 
 

34 (10·7%) 
 

5 (4·4%) 
 

39 (9·0%) 
 

0·04 
 

0·19 
 

Weight loss 
 

20 (6·3%) 
 

1 (0·9%) 
 

21 (4·8%) 
 

0·02 
 

0·13 
 

Time to melioidosis diagnosis in days: median (IQR) 
 
 Survive 

 
Died Total 

 
raw 
p-val 

BHadj  
p-val 

Symptom onset to 
approaching healthcare* 

9·0 (4·0 - 20·0) 
 

6·5 (3·0 - 11·75) 
 

7·0 (3·0 - 14·0) 
 

5·53x10-4 
 

8·57x10-3 
 

refer system  1·0 (0·0 - 4·0) 
 

1·0 (0·0 - 3·0) 
 

1·0 (0·0 - 4·0) 
 

0·67 
 

0·85 
 

sample to culture-diagnosis* 4·0 (3·0 - 6·0) 
 

3·0 (2·0 - 5·0) 
 

4·0 (3·0 - 5·0) 
 

6·24x10-3 
 

0·048 
 

Symptom onset to culture- 18·0  12·0 (7·0 - 19·0) 16·0 (9·0 - 27·0) 5·62x10-5 1·74x10-3 
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diagnosis*  
 

(10·0 - 31·0) 
 

    

Antibiotics prescription on first presentation to Sunpasitthiprasong: counts (%) 
 
A group of recommended empirical treatment 
 
 Survive 

 
Died Total 

 
raw 
p-val 

BHadj  
p-val 

ceftazidime alone*  44 (13·9%) 
 

5 (4·4%) 
 

49 (11·3%) 
 

5·42x10-3 
 

0·048 
 

carbapenem alone  
 

37 (11·7%) 
 

17 (14·9%) 
 

54 (12·5%) 
 

0·41 
 

0·68 
 

Ceftazidime or carbapenem 
or both  
 

87 (27·4%) 
 

24 (21·1%) 
 

111 (25·6%) 
 

0·21 
 

0·48 
 

ceftazidime or carbapenem 
but with other antibiotics  

222 (70·0%) 
 

83 (72·8%) 
 

306 (70·7%) 
 

0·63 
 

0·85 
 

no ceftazidime or 
carbapenem  
 

95 (30·0%) 
 

31 (27·2%) 
 

127 (29·3%) 
 

0·63 
 

0·85 
 

Other antibiotics prescribed on first presentation 
 
 Survive 

 
Died Total 

 
raw 
p-val 

BHadj  
p-val 

ceftriaxone alone or in 
combination with other 
antibiotics 
 

70 (22·1%) 
 

34 (29·8%) 
 

100 (23·1%) 
 

0·10 
 

0·35 
 

penicillin alone or in 
combination with other 
antibiotics 
 

36 (11·4%) 
 

10 (8·8%) 
 

46 (10·6%) 
 

0·49 
 

0·75 
 

lincosamide alone or in 
combination with other 
antibiotics 
 

77 (24·3%) 
 

34 (29·8%) 
 

112 (25·9%) 
 

0·26 
 

0·48 
 

macrolide alone or in 
combination with other 
antibiotics 
 

59 (18·6%) 
 

30 (26·3%) 
 

90 (20·8%) 
 

0·10 
 

0·35 
 

nitroimidazole alone or in 
combination with other 
antibiotics 
 

27 (8·5%) 
 

14 (12·3%) 
 

41 (9·4%) 
 

0·26 
 

0·48 
 

 486 
  487 
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Table 2 Clinical sensitivity and specificity of culture and CRISPR-based methods. 488 
Sample types Disease status Culture-based approach CRISPR-BP34 

Melioidosis 

cases 

Non-

melioidosis 

controls 

Sensitivity 

(Percent, 95% CI) 

Specificity 

(Percent, 95% CI) 

Sensitivity 

(Percent, 95% CI) 

Specificity 

(Percent, 95% CI) 

Overall 114 216 76 of 114 

(66·7%, 

CI 57·2 – 75·2%) 

216 of 216 

(100%, 

CI 98·3 – 100·0% 

106 of 114 

(93·0%, 

CI 86·6 – 96·9%) 

209 of 216 

(96·8%, 

CI 93·4 – 98·7%) 

Hemoculture 41 74 24 of 41 

(58·5%, 

CI 42·1 – 73·7%) 

74 of 74 

100%, 

CI 95·1 – 100·0%) 

41 of 41 

(100·0%, 

CI 91·40 – 100·0%) 

 

70 of 74 

(94·6%, CI 86·7 – 

98·5%) 

 

Genitourinary 

fluid 

27 71 14 of 27 

(51·9%, 

CI 32·0 – 73·3%) 

71 of 71 

(100%, 

CI 94·9 – 100·0%) 

19 of 27 

(70·4%, 

CI 49·8 – 86·3%) 

70 of 71 

(98·6%, 

CI 92·4 – 100%) 

Respiratory 

secretion 

52 54 44 of 52 

(84·6%, 

CI 71·9 – 93·1%) 

54 of 54 

(100%, 

CI 93·4 – 100·0%) 

49 of 52 

(94·2%, 

CI 84·1-98·8%) 

53 of 54 

(98·2%, 

CI 90·1-99·6%) 

Pus, tissue and 

other body 

fluids 

15 30 11 of 15 

(73·3%, 

CI 44·9-92·2%) 

30 of 30 

(100%, 

CI 88·4 -100·0%) 

15 of 15 

(100%, 

CI 78·2 – 100·0%) 

29 of 30 

(96·67%, 

CI 82·8-99·9%) 

  489 
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