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22 Abstract

23 Introduction: Polymyxins, the cationic lipopeptide antibiotics, are the last line of
24 therapeutics against the MDR Gram-negative bacterial (GNB) pathogens. Unfortunately, the
25  rising cases of polymyxin-resistant strains from across the globe have adversely impacted
26  their utility. While the molecular mechanisms responsible for developing polymyxin
27  resistance (Pol) are largely understood, the prevalence of Pol® strains in India has not been
28 investigated systematically. The current study was undertaken to primarily determine the
29  prevalence of Pol® strains in India. Moreover, the extent of the spread of mobile colistin
30  resistance (mer) genes among the GNB strains in India was also determined.

31  Method: A systematic search for articles using the relevant inclusion and exclusion criteria
32 was performed in the applicable databases for the period January 2015 to December 2023.
33  The included 41 studies were subjected to a meta-analysis using the Comprehensive Meta-
34 Analysis software (V.4). Publication biases were assessed using funnel plots and Egger’s
35  regression analysis.

36  Result: Considering a total of 41 studies including 24,589 bacterial isolates the present meta-
37 analysis found the rate of Pol® bacteria in India to be at 15.0% (95% CI: 11.2 to 19.8).
38 Among the Indian States, Tamil Nadu topped with the highest prevalence of PoI? at 28.3%.
39 Investigating the contribution of the mer genes, it was observed that among the Pol” strains,
40  8.4% (95% CI: 4.8 to 14.3) were mer positive.

41  Conclusion: The study determined the prevalence of Pol® strains in India at 15.0% which is
42 higher than that of the global average at 10%. The study also determined that 8.4% of the
43 Pol® strains carried the mer genes. The mer-positive strains reported from India could be an
44  underestimation of the actual numbers due to the non-inclusion of mcr screening in many
45  previous studies. This study provides insight into the state of the Pol® situation in India,
46 which may be useful to develop a monitoring strategy to contain the spread of such strains

47  and preserve the efficacy of the polymyxins.
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48 INTRODUCTION

49  The significant use of antibiotics in healthcare, and agriculture, and their indiscriminate
50 prophylactic consumption has driven the rise of antibiotic-resistant bacterial pathogens.
51 Infections caused by antibiotic-resistant bacteria are increasingly becoming fatal due to the
52  non-availability of effective antibiotics against them. As per an estimate, drug-resistant
53  pathogens caused 4.95 million deaths in 2019," which is predicted to rise to 10 million deaths
54  per annum by 2050.% Considering the significant economic consequences of rising drug-

55  resistant infections, urgent mitigation measures are warranted.

56  Antibiotic-resistant bacteria belonging to the Gram-negative type pose a formidable challenge
57 to treatment as increasing reports of resistance to third and fourth generations of
58  cephalosporins are reported globally.® In this unprecedented scenario, polymyxins, a group of
59  cationic lipopeptide antibiotics, remain the last option for treatment.*> Polymyxin was
60 initially isolated in 1947 from a soil bacterium Paenibacillus polymyxa® and approved for
61  clinical use in 1959 against Gram-negative bacteria (GNB). Due to their nephrotoxic and
62  neurotoxic properties, polymyxins were prohibited for clinical use in the 1970 s"® and were
63  consequently substituted by aminoglycosides, quinolones, and 3-lactams. However, with the
64  rising infections caused by MDR GNB such as Klebsiella pneumoniae, Acinetobacter
65  baumannii, and Pseudomonas aeruginosa, and failure of the frontline antibiotics, polymyxins
66  have re-emerged albeit with some modifications in the chemical structure as the last-resort

67  antibiotics against them.**

68  Polymyxins are of five types (polymyxin A to polymyxin E), of which polymyxin B and
69  polymyxin E (colistin) are approved for clinical use.”® Structurally, polymyxins are cationic
70  decapeptides consisting of a central cyclic heptapeptide with a tripeptide side-chain acylated
71 at the N-terminus by a fatty acid tail.""*? Polymyxins primarily target the negatively charged
72 outer membrane (OM) of GNB, where they disrupt the lipopolysaccharide (LPS) structure

73 causing membrane damage and cell death.>****

74  The extensive use of polymyxins in the preceding decade in both healthcare and animal feeds
75  has triggered the emergence of polymyxin-resistant (Pol®) bacterial strains. Pol® bacterial
76  species such as K. pneumoniae, >’ P. aeruginosa,**® A. baumannii,® E. coli,® Shigella
77 sonnei,? Salmonella enterica,?? Enterobacter aerogenes and Enterobacter cloacae” have

78  been reported from across the globe adversely affecting the healthcare sector. Moreover, the
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79  detection of Pol® GNB in both clinical and environmental samples has made the situation

80  concerning.

81  The primary mechanism responsible for Pol® development is the OM remodelling or
82  modification in GNB making it increasingly positive [by the addition of 4-amino-4-deoxy L-
83  arabinose (L-Ara4N) or phosphoethanolamine (pEtN)], leading to the repulsion of cationic
84  polymyxins.***** The OM remodelling is generally carried out by bacterial two-component
85  signal transduction systems (TCS), of which PhoPQ and PmrAB are the prominent ones.**?*
86  Moreover, bacterial species such as Serratia marcescens, Proteus mirabilis, Providencia
87  rettgeri, Vibrio cholerae, Campylobacter spp., Legionella spp., Morgandla morganii,
88  Burkholderia spp., Edwardsiella spp., Aeromonas hydrophila, Acinetobacter junii, Neisseria
89  spp. etc. are intrinsically resistant to polymyxins due to the permanent modification of their

90 OM 4,24,25

91  Chromosome-encoded polymyxin resistance though is the prevalent mechanism, bacteria can
92  acquire polymyxin resistance via the plasmid-borne mobile colistin resistance (mcr) gene. In
93  this context, the first detection of mcr plasmids in 2015 from E. coli and K. pneumoniae
94  strains in China is significant.” The mcr gene encodes a pEtN transferase enzyme that
95 catalyses the addition of a pEtN residue to lipid-A moiety which alters the net charge of the
96 LPS. To date, ten different classes of mcr genes (mer-1 to mer-10) including several variants
97  have been discovered among many GNB pathogens.?®?’ Plasmids carrying mcr genes have
98  been reported from across the globe showing distinct geographical distribution.?®*?® As the
99 potential of rapid dissemination of plasmid-borne mcr genes is significantly high, it is
100  pertinent to conduct periodic surveillance to monitor their distribution in the environment and

101 clinic.

102 In India, mer genes have been reported in several studies conducted using clinical samples,*
103 hospital sewage, urban sewage water,*" and food samples.*’ However, a comprehensive
104  analysis of the distribution of mcr genes across India is lacking. It is important to highlight
105 that the increasing number of carbapenem-resistant pathogenic bacteria has made India one of
106  the top users of polymyxins in the hospital setting. Furthermore, the use of colistin as a
107 growth promoter in poultry farms has triggered the spread of Pol® GNB in the environment.
108  Though the Govt. of India has banned the use of colistin in farm animals since 2019, the

109  impact of their extensive use before 2019 is yet to be assessed.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.04.23296553
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.04.23296553; this version posted April 22, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

110  Studies reporting the prevalence of Pol® strains in India are very limited and the reports of
111 mcr-positive bacterial strains are also rare. The current study employing a systematic review
112 and meta-analysis was undertaken to gain an insight into the prevalence of Pol® bacterial
113  strains across India from both clinical and environmental sources. Moreover, the study also
114  attempted to estimate the mecr-positive bacterial strains in India with a particular emphasis on

115  their geographical distribution in the Indian sub-continent.
116 MATERIALS& METHODS

117  Using published articles, the present systematic review and meta-analysis was conducted to
118  determine the prevalence and spread of Pol® GNB from clinical and environmental sources in
119  India and the contribution of mcr genes in gaining the Pol® phenotype. The study was
120 undertaken as per the guidelines of Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA)®
121 (Fig. 1) (Supplementary Table 3).

122  Data collection

123  The databases such as PubMed, Google Scholar, Science Direct, and Scopus were
124  extensively searched using the keywords “polymyxin resistance”, “colistin resistance”,
125  “mobile colistin resistance gene” and “India”. Original studies reporting the presence of Pol®
126  bacterial strains as well as mcr-positive strains in India, published between January 2015 to
127  December 2023 were included in this study. As the first report of mcr-positive bacterial
128  strains came in 2015, we selected the timeline from 2015 to 2023 for the meta-analysis to

129  determine the prevalence of both Pol® and mer-positive bacterial strains in India.
130 Inclusion criteria

131 As the primary objective of the study was to determine the prevalence of Pol® bacterial
132 strains in India, all studies reporting such strains irrespective of their origin were considered.
133 Studies involving surveillance of hospital samples, sewage samples, food materials, etc. were
134  analysed. A bacterial isolate was considered Pol? if the MIC to colistin was > 2 mg/L

d**°, whereas a strain was

135 determined using the broth microdilution (BMD) metho
136  considered mcr-positive if a particular mecr class or any of its variants was amplified by PCR.
137  For the meta-analysis, the following inclusion criteria were followed: 1) the samples used in
138  the studies must hail from India irrespective of their source of isolation, 2) data on resistance
139  to polymyxin B and/or colistin must be available, 3) BMD method must have been used to
140  determine Pol® of the bacterial isolates, 4) the article must mention the total sample size and

141  the number of Pol® strains isolated or the prevalence frequency, 5) the sample size should not
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142 be smaller than five for Pol® and one for mcr gene positive, and 6) the article must have been

143 published in English.
144  Exclusion criteria

145  The following exclusion criteria were strictly followed during the analysis: 1) studies with no
146  Pol® isolate were excluded; 2) studies conducted outside India were not considered; 3) studies
147  that employed resistance detection methods other than BMD were excluded; 4) studies that
148  were not published in English, were not peer-reviewed, and were published before 2015 were

149  excluded.
150 Dataextraction

151  Data were extracted from relevant articles that were qualified based on the study's inclusion
152 and exclusion criteria (Fig. 1). Each report was individually screened and investigated for
153  eligibility by two different authors (SKD and IP). Following a thorough review, the following
154  information was extracted and summarised for each study: first author name, publication
155  year, State, or UT (Union Territories) of occurrence, total sample size, the total number of
156 Pol? isolates, reported Pol® bacteria, resistance detection method, genes involved in
157  resistance development, and mcr gene screening status. For further analysis, the data were

158  tabulated in a Microsoft Excel sheet.
159  Subgrouping of data

160  The research articles with Pol® reports were classified into two groups based on criteria such
161  as sample size (more than five) and the involvement of mcr genes in the development of Pol®.
162  Studies reporting a specific number of samples containing both Pol® and susceptible isolates
163  and a particular number of Pol® bacteria as events were placed in the first group. This group
164  was further subdivided based on two criteria: geographical location (the States or UTs from
165  where they were reported) and the source of their isolation (clinical or environmental). In this
166  classification system, those States were included that have at least four different reports on
167  Pol® isolates. In the second group, those reports were included where mcr gene screening

168  status was mentioned clearly in the study.
169  Quality assessment

170  The quality of all eligible reports was determined by the Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS) and

171 only the high-quality reports were considered for the present meta-analysis. According to the
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172 NOS guidelines, qualitative scores are given as stars, and a total score of five stars or more

173 for a study is considered a high-quality report.
174 Meta-analysis

175  The meta-analysis was performed using the relevant studies and reports to determine the
176  prevalence of Pol® bacteria in India, and the contribution of mecr genes in Pol® phenotype. All
177  statistical analyses were performed using the Comprehensive Meta-Analysis (CMA) software
178  (version 4.0; Biostat Inc. USA). The generated data were visualized using forest plots.
179  Publication bias in the included studies was assessed using funnel plots with visual analysis*®
180  and Egger regression analysis.*” The heterogeneity of the studies was examined using the
181  Cochrane Q statistics® and I? statistics.>® Based on the outcome of the heterogeneity analysis,
182  a fixed-effect model (homogenous) or random-effect model (heterogeneous) was used for the

183  meta-analysis.

184  The combined event rate and 95% confidence interval were calculated to determine the
185  frequency of Pol® isolates in India and the contribution of mcr to polymyxin resistance. In
186  addition, sensitivity analysis was performed to explore the robustness of the meta-analysis by
187  excluding one study at a time, performing the meta-analysis, and comparing it with the results

188  of the parent analysis.
189 RESULTS
190 Literaturereview and screened results

191  Overall, 1408 articles were obtained by searching different databases with suitable keywords
192  (PubMed = 802, Google Scholar = 431, Science Direct = 109, Scopus = 66). The article
193  selection approach is presented in the PRISMA flow chart (Fig. 1). A total of 41 eligible
194  articles reporting Pol® (Supplementary Table 1) were included in the meta-analysis. For
195  determining the contribution of mer genes in Pol®, 58 studies were considered of which 40
196  studies were found to be eligible for the meta-analysis (Supplementary Table 2) based on the

197  stipulated inclusion and exclusion criteria.
198  Publication bias

199  Visual analysis of the funnel plot and Egger’s regression analysis showed the absence of
200 publication bias in the analysis of the incidence of Pol® bacteria in India (intercept: 0.37, 95%
201 Cl: -2.73 to 3.46, p = 0.81), as well as in the analysis of the role of the mer gene in Pol®
202 (intercept: -1.3, 95% CI: -2.69 to 0.08, p = 0.065) (Table 1) (Supplementary Fig. 1).
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203  Furthermore, after the categorization of all studies according to the geographical locations
204  (States) from which they were reported, the funnel plot and Egger’s regression analysis
205  revealed no significant biases while analysing the incidence of Pol® bacteria in states such as
206  Delhi, Odisha, Tamil Nadu, and Uttar Pradesh (Table 1) (Supplementary Fig. 2).

207  Heterogeneity analysis

208  Cochrane Q and 1> measurements demonstrated significant heterogeneity among the included

209  studies. Hence, a random-effects model was used for all meta-analyses (Table 1).
210  Prevalence of Pol® bacteriain India

211  After analysing 41 reports, accounting for 24,589 bacterial isolates tested, the present meta-
212 analysis found that the rate of Pol® bacteria in India was 15.0% (95% Cl: 11.2 to 19.8) (Fig.
213 2A). Out of the 28 states and eight UTs in India, 12 states and 3 UTs have reported the
214  presence of Pol® bacterial strains. Interestingly, 16 states and 5 UTs in India have not
215  reported the presence of Pol” strains. The overall spread of the Pol? GNB strains in the Indian
216  subcontinent is shown in Fig. 2B. Among all the states that have reported Pol?, Tamil Nadu,
217 Uttar Pradesh, and Odisha are the top three with the rate of PoI® at 28.3%, 16.3%, and 15.9%,
218  respectively, which is higher than the overall prevalence of Pol® in the Indian subcontinent
219  (Fig. 3). Moreover, among the other states in India PoI? prevalence in Delhi was found to be

220  quite high at 13.7%, though less than the national average (Fig. 3).

221 A breakdown of the Pol® GNB strains by the source of their isolation revealed that 89%
222 (1875 isolates) of them were from clinical sources, whereas the remaining 11% (227 isolates)
223 were from the environmental samples (Fig. 4A). Bacterial strains isolated in hospitals from
224  various samples such as stool, pus, urine, wound etc. were considered as clinical isolates
225  though further sub-categorization was not performed in the current study. However, among
226  the environmental sources, water (46%), vegetables (45%), poultry products (8%), and dairy
227  farms (1%) were the major contributors for Pol® strains (Fig. 4A). Employing meta-analysis
228  on 36 eligible clinical reports, the rate of Pol® was found to be 13.5% (95% CI: 10.0 to 17.9)
229  (Fig. 4B), whereas a similar analysis using 5 environmental reports the Pol® rate was found to
230 be 27.6% (95% CI: 11.0 to 54.2) (Fig. 4C).

231 Roleof mer genein the development of Pol®

232 To understand the prevalence of mcr genes in Pol® bacterial isolates in India in comparison

233 with other possible mechanisms, 40 eligible reports with positive mcr gene screening status
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234 and a sample size of more than one (Pol® isolate) criterion were considered for the analysis
235  (Supplementary Table 2). Out of the 1606 bacterial isolates tested for the presence of mcr
236 genes by PCR, 76 strains were found to be positive. The meta-analysis result showed that the
237  contribution of the mcr gene to the rise in polymyxin resistance was 8.4% (95% CI: 4.8-14.3)
238  inIndia (Fig. 5A).

239  Analysing the State wise detection of the mcr genes, nine states were found to have reported
240  the presence of mcr genes (Fig. 5B), among which Uttar Pradesh has the highest number of
241  reports at 48 followed by Tamil Nadu and Assam with 31 and 15 reports respectively.
242 Analysing the prevalence of particular classes of mcr genes, it was revealed that in India, so
243  far six classes of mcr genes namely mer-1, mer-2, mer-3, mer-4, mer-5, and mer-9 have been
244  detected (Table 2). Among the mcr classes, the present analysis identified the mcr-1 to be the
245  predominant one and found in 72% of the isolates, whereas the frequencies of mcr-2, mer-3,

246 mer-4, mer-5, and mer-9 were 3%, 19%, 3%, 1%, and 2%, respectively (Fig. 5C).
247  Senditivity analysis

248  Sensitivity analysis was performed to measure the robustness of the meta-analysis by
249  excluding a single study each time and relating the results to the parental meta-analysis. As
250 illustrated in Supplementary Fig. 3, no significant deviation was observed in the sensitivity
251 analysis compared with the original meta-analysis results for studying the incidence of Pol®
252 bacteria in India. Furthermore, the meta-analysis on the contribution of the mcr genes to Pol®

253  also revealed a robust observation, as shown in Supplementary Fig. 4.
254  DISCUSSION

255 The current meta-analysis systematically evaluated the prevalence of Pol® bacteria in India,
256 which was higher than the global average. In this study, we found that 15.0% of GNB were
257 Pol® (Fig. 2), whereas the global average remained at 10%.*° A previous study has put the

258 rate of Pol® among clinical Enterobacteriaceae isolates in India at 13.8%.*

259  The present study revealed that GNB resistant to polymyxins is spread all over India, and
260  States like Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh, and Odisha have a higher prevalence of PoI® strains
261  than the national average (Fig. 2B, Fig. 3). The rising incidence of Pol? in India could be
262  attributed to their indiscriminate use in the healthcare sector, in poultry farms as growth
263  promoters, and the rapid dissemination of mcr genes via horizontal gene transfer. Even
264  though India has banned the use of colistin in animal feeds since 2019, its implications on the

265  spread of Pol® may be revealed a few years down the line. Interestingly, there are no reports
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266 of Pol® in 16 states and 5 UTs in India, which may be due to the lack of surveillance in those
267  States and UTs (Fig. 2B).

268  Although most of the reports used in this study indicated Pol® rates under 20%, there are a
269  few that have reported significantly higher PoI® rates.”*™*’ These high numbers are possibly
270  due to the different methodologies adopted for determining polymyxin resistance. In India,
271 various methods such as the Kirby-Bauer disk diffusion test, BMD, agar dilution, Etest,
272 VITEK-2, gradient diffusion, colistin broth disc elution, rapid polymyxin Nordmann Poirel
273 Test, Mikrolatest kit, BD Phoenix M50, MicroScan WalkAway 96 Plus, Micronaut-S and
274  Modified Stokes DDT, have been used. However, as per the recommendation of the CLSI
275 and EUCAST, BMD is the only approved method for determining polymyxin

34,35

276  susceptibility, and therefore in this study, the polymyxin resistance reports determined

277  using the BMD method have only been included.

278 Though the primary goal of this meta-analysis was to find the overall prevalence of Pol®
279  bacterial strains in India, our study revealed that 13.5% of the clinical isolates and 27.6% of
280 the environmental isolates from India are resistant to polymyxins (Fig. 4). However, there
281  were only five eligible studies that were used to analyse the environmental samples (Fig. 4C).
282  Therefore, a larger study might be needed to confirm the observed high rate of resistance

283  among the environmental isolates.

284  This study revealed that in 8.4% of cases, the mcr gene was responsible for the Pol®
285  phenotype (Fig. 5A). In India, after the first detection of the mcr gene in a clinical E. coli
286 isolate,*® several reports of mcr occurrence have been published.®*249°! T date, six classes
287  of mer genes have been reported in India: mer-1, mer-2, mer-3, mer-4, mer-5, and mer-9
288  (Table 2). Of the ten different mecr classes described till date, mcr-1 was the predominant
289  variant responsible for driving polymyxin resistance in India. In the current study, the
290  frequency of mer-1 was 72% (Fig. 5C). Our analysis corroborates the recent studies that have
291  determined the predominance of mcr-1 gene in comparison to other mer classes in the spread
292 of colistin resistance.>™* Considering that mcr-1 was the first plasmid-borne colistin
293  resistance gene to be detected® it has spread across the globe in the preceding decade or so.
294  Moreover, various retrospective surveillance for mcr genes have revealed their presence in
295 samples dating back to 1980s highlighting their presence before the widespread use of

296  colistin in the animal feeds, which has only supplemented its global spread.?**®
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297  Unlike the distribution of Pol® GNB, the spread of mcr has been limited to nine states and
298  two UTs in India (Fig. 5B). Among these states, Uttar Pradesh was found to be the hotspot
299  for the spread of mer variants, with 48 reports, followed by Tamil Nadu and Assam with 31
300 and 15 mcr positive reports, respectively (Supplementary Table 2). However, several reports
301 on Pol® have not provided sufficient information on mer gene screening status. The limited
302  screening for mcr genes among these studies may be responsible for the low rate of detection

303  and reporting of mer genes in India.

304  As mentioned previously, mcr genes are largely plasmid-borne, and various types of plasmids
305 are involved in carrying mer genes in GNB.?**° In India, different mer variants were found to
306 be linked with plasmids including IncHI2, INCHI2A, IncX1, IncX4, and FIA Inc.***°" The
307 role of these plasmids conferring resistance to carbapenems, cephalosporins, and fosfomycin
308 has also been established previously.”®*° Although plasmids are the primary mobile genetic
309 elements through which mcr genes disseminate among bacterial species, their chromosomal
310 integration has also been reported in different bacterial species in India.**® The major
311  advantage of chromosomal integration of mcr genes could be their efficient vertical
312 transmission in the absence of polymyxin selection. Some intrinsically resistant bacteria also
313  harbour the mcr genes and can potentially spread them to the polymyxin-susceptible species
314 in the environment.** Moreover, few studies have reported the presence of the mer-1, mer-3,
315 and mcr-9 genes in bacterial species that are susceptible to polymyxin.”"® This is primarily
316  due to the insertional inactivation of mcr-1 and mer-3 genes.”™® However, in the case of mcr-
317 9 positive Enterobacter hormaechei strain, qseBC TCS genes were absent downstream®
318  which has been previously described to induce the colistin resistance phenotype by
319  upregulating the mcr-9 gene expression in response to the subinhibitory concentration of

320  colistin.®’

321 This meta-analysis has certain limitations. First, the current study included articles available
322 in the English language only, as a result, publications in other languages have been excluded.
323  Second, we searched reports from databases including PubMed, Google Scholar, Scopus, and
324  Science Direct, so may have missed publications indexed in other databases. Third, as certain
325  GNB species are intrinsically resistant to polymyxins, reports on polymyxin resistance from

326  the environmental strains may have been biased toward such species.

327 CONCLUSON
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328  The present study found that the rate of Pol® bacterial strains in India was 15.0%, which is
329  higher than the global average. Pol® was determined among 13.5% and 27.6% of the bacterial
330 isolates from the clinical and environmental sources respectively. While Pol® strains have
331 been reported from most of the Indian States and UTs, there are still regions where adequate
332  data are not available, warranting monitoring and surveillance. This study further found that
333 in 8.4% of Pol® strains, the phenotype was determined by mcr genes carried on plasmids.
334  This may be grossly underestimated due to the lack of mecr surveillance data in many
335  published articles. As polymyxins are one of the last option antibiotics available against GNB
336  pathogens, efforts to increase their clinical longevity is paramount. However, the increasing
337 incidence of polymyxin resistance in clinics and the environment has the potential to limit
338 antibiotic treatment options. Therefore, along with developing better versions of polymyxins
339  and/or their derivatives, it is also important to devise strategies for monitoring the frequency
340  of Pol® bacterial species and, the prevalence of mcr genes in them. Sustained measures need
341  to be in place to contain further spread of the polymyxin resistance phenotype in the near

342  future.
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360 Figure. 2. (A) Forest plots demonstrating the event rate of Pol® bacteria in India. The
361  Comprehensive Meta-Analysis software V4 (Biostat Inc. USA) was used for the calculation
362 of the event rate and 95% confidence interval. (B) Distribution of Pol® bacteria across
363  different States and Union Territories (UTs) of India from 41 studies. States and UTs in India

364 that have reported Pol strains are shaded in green.

365  Figure. 3. Forest plots representing the event rate of Pol® bacteria in different states of India
366  (A) Delhi, (B) Odisha, (C) Tamil Nadu, and (D) Uttar Pradesh.

367  Figure. 4. (A) Pie chart showing the prevalence of Pol® bacteria in India based on the source
368  of their isolation. (B) Forest plots revealing the event rate of Pol® bacteria in clinical isolates
369 in India. (C) Forest plots demonstrating the event rate of Pol® bacteria in environmental

370 isolates in India.

371 Figure. 5. (A) Forest plots demonstrating the contribution of the mcr genes in the
372 development of polymyxin resistance in India. (B) Spread of mcr genes across different
373  States and UTs of India. States and UTs that have reported mcr-positive strains are shaded in

374  orange. (C) Pie chart showing the prevalence of reported classes of mcr genes in India.
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Table 1. Statistics to test the publication bias and heterogeneity.

Study Name Egger’s Regression Analysis Heter ogeneity Analysis M ode
. Used
(Incidence of Pol® | Intercept 95% PValue | Q value P- 1% (%)
bacteria i '
) Confidence (2 tailed) Heter ogeneity
Interval
India 0.37 -2.7310 3.46 0.81 1515.89 0.00 97.36 | Random
Delhi -6.25 -21.90t0 9.4 0.33 167.66 0.00 97.02 | Random
Odisha 2.05 -5.52t0 9.62 0.49 83.95 0.00 94.04 | Random
Tamil Nadu 2.62 -6.92t0 12.17 0.53 121.59 0.00 94.24 | Random
Uttar Pradesh 0.72 -13.49t0 14.93 0.9 102.7 0.00 94.16 | Random
India (Clinical) -0.15 -3.2t02.9 0.92 1164.99 0.00 96.99 | Random
India (Environmental) -4.66 -28.12t0 18.8 0.57 999.46 0.00 97.1 | Random
mer gene in Pol® -1.3 -2.691t00.08 0.06 129.71 0.00 69.93 | Random
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Table 2. Detailed information on the mcr gene reported from India.

mcr gene Plasmid/ Bacteria Source References
Chromosomal
mcr -9 Chromosomal Enterobacter hor maechei Clinical isolates #Seethalakshmi et al., 2024
mer-1.1 IncHI2 E. coli (10) Clinical isolates Naha et al., 2023%°
mcr-4 Not determined Proteus vulgaris Poultry meat Premnath et al., 2023*
mer -2 Not determined P. wlgaris, Proteus Poultry meat Premnath et al., 2023%
mirabilis
mer-3 Not determined Morganella morganii (8), Poultry meat Premnath et al., 2023%
P. wulgaris (3),
P. mirabilis (2),
Providenciarettgeri (4)
mer-9.1 IncHI2 E. hormaechei Broiler faeces Sreejith et al., 2023
mer-5.1 IncX1 E. coli Hospital sewage Talat et al., 2022%°
water
mer-1 FIA Inc E. coli Clinical isolates Elizabeth et al., 2022%°
mer-1 Not determined Klebsiella pneumoniae Clinical isolates Bir et al., 2022"°
mer-1(2) | Plasmid E. coli (COLY*, E. coli| Clinical isolates Reddy et al., 2022%
(coLP
mer-1 (19) | Chromosomal, Plasmid | Klebsiella pneumoniae (19) | Clinical isolates Singh et al., 2021%°
mer-1(2) | Not determined E. cali (2) Clinical isolates Elizabeth et al., 2021™

" 9SUd2I| [euoieulBIUl 07 AN-DN-AG-DD € Japun ajge|ieAe apew si 1
‘Aimadiad ui uudaid ay) Aejdsip 01 asuadl| e AIxgpaw pajuelb sey oym ‘1apunyioyine ayl si (mainal 1aad Ag paljiliad 10U sem yaiym)

wudaid siy Joj Japjoy 1yBUAdoD By L "¥Z0z ‘2z Iudy palsod UOISIaA SIU) ‘£55962€ 00T €202/TOTT 0T/B0"1op//sAny :1op Jundaid Axypaw


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.04.23296553
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

mer-1 (4) Chromosomal Pseudomonas aeruginosa Clinical isolates Singh et al., 2021%°
mer-3.30 Chromosomal Aeromonas veronii (COL®* | Clinical isolates Ragupathi et al., 2020
mer-1(2) | Not determined E. coli Clinical isolates Roy et al., 2020™
mer-1 Not determined K. pneumoniae Clinical isolates Roy et al., 2020
mer-1(2) | IncX4 E. coli Clinical isolates Palani et al., 2020"
mer-1 (2) Not determined Enterobacter cloacae Clinical isolates Mitra et al., 2020
mer-2 (3) Not determined Burkholderia cepacia Clinical isolates Mitra et al., 2020
mer -2 Not determined Pseudomonas aeruginosa Clinical isolates Mitra et al., 2020
mer-1 Not determined Not mentioned Clinical isolates Pathak et al., 2020%
mer-1(5) Plasmid E. coli, A veronii, A.|Sewage water Gogry et al., 2019*"
dhakensis
mer-1 Not determined E. coli Clinical isolates Subramaniam & Muthukrishnan, 2019
mer-1 (20) | Chromosomal Acinetobacter baumannii Clinical isolates Rahman & Ahmad., 2019%
mer-1 (3) IncX1, IncHI2, E. coli Poultry and Ghafur et al., 2019%
IncHI2A mutton meat
mcr-1 (4) Chromosomal K. pneumoniae Clinical isolates Singh et al., 2018%°
mer-1 Not determined Not mentioned River sediment Marathe et al., 2017
mer-1 Plasmid E. coli Clinical isolates Kumar et al., 2016*
mer-1 IncHI2 E. coli Human stool Bernasconi et al., 2016™
sample
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Species denoted with * mark indicate insertional inactivation of the mcr gene, which leads to polymyxin susceptibility. The number

mentioned in the brackets represents the number of mcr reported. # This paper was published in 2023 as an online early version and

therefore included in the study.
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Recordsidentified from:
Databases (n = 1408)
PubMed = 802

Google Scholar= 431
Science Direct= 109
Scopus =66

Registers (n = 0)

Recordsremoved before screening:

Duplicate records removed(n = 201)

Records marked as ineligible by automation tools
(not applicable)

Recordsremoved for other reasons (n = 360)

}

Recordsscreened

(n = 847)
|

Records excluded: not PolR report from India
(n=711)

Reports sought for retrieval
(n=132)

Reports not retrieved
(n=0)

Reports assessed for eligibility
(n =132)

}

Reports excluded:
PolRin V. cholerae (n = 3)

Insufficientdata (n = 4)
Others (n = 26)

Reports of included studies

n =41 (PolR isolates, selected all
for meta-analysis),

n = 58 (mcrcontribution, 40
selected formeta-analysis)
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A

Study name Statistics for each study Event rate and 95% CI
Event Lower Relative

Upper
medRxiv prepraw doi: httpgimitloi.org/10ihit01/2023238184.2329666Bethis version posted April 22, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint weight

Baneerjee et a1, (hich was ey certifieglly peer reyjgw) is the ggshor/fundeg yyho has grarged medRxiy a license t ﬁplay the preprint in pprpetuity. 241
Vasesi et al., 2024 0.068 0.033 It isgmade availag&gmder a GlgoBY-NC-ND #.0 Internatignal IicensecL.. 235
Soni et al., 2023 0.045 0.032 0.062 -17.173 0.000 2.60
Kaza et al., 2023 0.167 0.108 0.249 -6.233 0.000 2.52
Sharma et al., 2023 0.126 0.096 0.165 -12.121 0.000 2.61
Ranjan et al.,, 2023 0.090 0.047 0.164 -6.621 0.000 2.41
Shanthini et al., 2023 0.900 0.732 0.967 3.610 0.000 2.00
Rout et al., 2023 0.129 0.121 0.138 -49.615 0.000 2.67
Sharma et al., 2022 A 0.689 0.541 0.806 2.469 0.014 2.44
Elizabeth et al., 2022 0.041 0.024 0.071 -10.672 0.000 2.48
Bir et al., 2022 0.250 0.175 0.344 -4.757 0.000 2.55
Panigrahi et al., 2022

Sharma et al, 2022 B

Reddy et al., 2022

Das et al., 2022

Nirwan et al., 2021

Azam et al., 2021

Kar et al., 2021

Sohail et al., 2021

Gunalan et al., 2021

Priyanka et al., 2021
Bandyopadhyay et al., 2021

Aarthi et al., 2020

Raghupati et al., 2020

Sharma et al., 2020

Bardhan et al., 2020

Khurana et al., 2020

Waattal et al., 2020

Mitra et al., 2020

Das et al., 2020

Gogry et al., 2019

Mathur et al., 2019

Sundaramoorthy et al., 2019 A 0.444
Sundaramoorthy et al., 2019 B 0.333
Amladi et al., 2019 0.093
Garg et al., 2019 0.185
Raghupati et al., 2019

Kumar et al., 2018

Manohar et al., 2017

Kumar et al., 2016 A

Kumar et al., 2016 B
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A Delhi

Study name Statistics for each study Event rate and 95% CI

Lower Upper Relative

limit limit Z-Value weight
Bir et al., 2022 0.175 0.344 -4.757 16.35
Azam et al., 2021 0.018 0.058 -11.034 15.59
Khurana et al., 2020 0.190 0.243 -16.032 17.32
Waattal et al., 2020 0.266 0.388 -5.150 17.02
Gogry et al., 2019 0.143 0.239 -9.141 16.90
Mathur et al., 2019 0.029 0.056 -18.127 16.81

0.071 0.247 -4.971

B Odisha

Study name Statistics for each study Event rate and 95% CI

Lower Upper Relative

limit limit Z-Value p-Value weight

Rout et al., 2023 0.121 0.138 -49.615 0.000 19.15
Panigrahi et al., 2022 0.158 0.241 -10.585 0.000 17.81
Das et al., 2022 0.095 0.248 -5.765 0.000 13.84
Kar et al., 2021 0.094 0.190 -8.977 0.000 16.09
Mitra et al., 2020 0.285 0.528 -1.539 0.124 14.58
Kumar et al., 2016 0.065 0.092 -26.406 0.000 18.52
0.112 0.220 -8.169 0.000

C Tamil Nadu

Study name Statistics for each study Event rate and 95% CI_
Lower Upper Relative

limit limit Z-Value weight

Shanthini et al., 2023 0.732 0.967 3.610 11.71
Aarthi et al., 2020 0.014 0.045 -11.998 13.33
Raghupati et al., 2020 0.190 0.516 -1.790 i 12.96
Sundaramoorthy et al., 2019 A 0.177 0.749 -0.333 o —— 11.31
Sundaramoorthy et al., 2019 B 0.084 0.732 -0.800 — 10.03
Amladi et al., 2019 0.056 0.151 -8.100 B 13.43
Raghupati et al., 2019 0.222 0.415 -3.446 - 13.60
Manohar et al., 2017 0.237 0.430 -3.215 - 13.62

A

0.126 0.521 -1.801

0.50

D Uttar Pradesh

Study name Statistics for each study Event rate and 95% CI

Lower Upper Relative

limit limit Z-Value p-Value weight

Banerjee et al., 2023 0.047 0.164 -6.621 0.000 .- 13.85
Sharma et al., 2023 0.096 0.165 -12.121 0.000 . 15.08
Das et al., 2022 0.096 0.330 -3.766 0.000 -.— 13.49
Sharma et al., 2022 A 0.541 0.806 2.469 0.014 14.07
Sharma et al, 2022 B 0.139 0.279 -6.200 0.000 .- 14.75
Sharma et al., 2020 0.013 0.047 -10.896 0.000 . 13.95
Garg et al., 2019 0.130 0.256 -6.958 0.000 14.81

| 3
0.081 0.301 -4.035 0.000 o
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Dairy farms
2%

Environmental
1%

Vegetables
45%

Study name Statistics for each study Event rate and 95% Cl

Lower Upper Relative
limit limit Z-Value weight

Baneerjee et al., 2024 i ] ; ] 2.73
Vasesi et al., 2024 E i 2 : 2.65
Soni et al., 2023 ; i i ? 298
Kaza et al., 2023 = p . E 2.88
Sharma et al., 2023 g i ; 3 3.00
Ranjan et al., 2023 ; i H : 273
Shanthini et al., 2023 2 § ] 4 2.21
Rout et al., 2023 @ P i 3 3.08
Sharma et al., 2022 A 8 3 5 : 2.78
Elizabeth et al., 2022 § i H 4 2.82
Bir et al., 2022 4 ; 3 : 2.92
Panigrahi et al., 2022 E ; 2 g 3.02
Sharma et al, 2022 B E g o : 293
Reddy et al., 2022 # i i g 2.98
Das et al., 2022 e i i 8 2.94
Nirwan et al., 2021 i i i 5 2.91
Azam et al., 2021 ; f i 4 2.80
Kar et al., 2021 E i : E 2.95
Gunalan et al., 2021 i i i . 2.77
Aarthi et al., 2020 ; i . : 2.80
Raghupati et al., 2020 b b i K 2.66
Sharma et al., 2020 B § i ] 2.75
Khurana et al., 2020 g A : { 3.06
Waattal et al., 2020 B £ ;i 1 3.02
Mitra et al., 2020 E i : ] 287
Das et al., 2020 B ; | : 2.95
Mathur et al., 2019 . 2 d 2 2.98
Sundaramoorthy et al., 2019 A 2 g 5 L 2.09
Sundaramoorthy et al., 2019 B 4 i ;i : 1.72
Amladi et al., 2019 & ) A E 2.84
Garg et al., 2019 & 7 ;i 4 2.94
Raghupati et al., 2019 ; - E 3 291
Kumar et al., 2018 5 ] i . 2.90
Manohar et al., 2017 : ; . £ 2.92
Kumar et al., 2016 A ; b i g 1.47
Kumar et al., 2016 B 5 i 4 E 3.05

Study name Statistics for each study Event rate and 95% Cl

Lower Upper Relative
limit limit Z-Value weight

Sohail et al., 2021 0.117 0.264 -6.008 20.67
Priyanka et al., 2021 0.521 0.667 2.508 21.20
Bandyopadhyay et al., 2021 0.007 0.104 -4.958 16.16
Bardhan et al., 2020 0.572 0.769 3.198 20.80
Gogry etal., 2019 0.143 0.239 -9.141 21.17

B
[ g
|
0.110 0.542 -1.670 N
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Lower Upper Relative
limit limit Z-Value p-Value weight

Pathak et al., 2023 . 0.004 0.577 -1.748 0.081 2.10
Shanthini et al., 2023 4 0.001 0.230 -2.808 0.005 2.16
Rout et al., 2023 H 0.000 0.010 -5.196 0.000 2.18
Elizabeth et al., 2022 ; 0.185 0.692 -0.575 0.566 3.56
Bir et al., 2022 . 0.006 0.235 -3.114 0.002
Naha et al., 2022 ; 0.003 0.475 -2.029 0.042
Sharma et al, 2022 ! 0.001 0.244 -2.753 0.006
Reddy et al., 2022 . 0.016 0.224 -3.658 0.000
Das et al., 2022 . 0.001 0.230 -2.808 0.005
Azam et al., 2021 ;i 0.003 0.425 -2.170 0.030
Nirwan et al., 2021 § 0.002 0.310 -2.519 0.012
Singh et al., 2021 8 0.652 0.955 2.971 0.003
Elizabeth et al., 2021 . 0.084 0.732 -0.800 0.423
Kar et al., 2021 ? 0.001 0.230 -2.808 0.005
Bandyopadhyay et al., 2021 ; 0.010 0.806 -1.039 0.299
Pathak et al., 2021 ’ 0.038 0.238 -4.169 0.000
Aarthi et al., 2020 . 0.003 0.425 -2.170 0.030
Raghupati et al., 2020 ; 0.014 0.467 -2.084 0.037
Roy et al., 2020

Sharma et al., 2020

Bardhan et al., 2020

Khamari et al., 2020

Palani et al., 2020

Mitra et al., 2020

Das et al., 2020

Gogry et al., 2019

Shankar et al., 2019

Mathur et al., 2019

Sundaramoorthy et al., 2019 B

Subramaniam & Muthukrishnan, 2019

Amladi et al., 2019

Rahman & Ahmad., 2019

Kumar et al., 2018

Ghafur et al., 2018

Singh et al., 2018

Aggarwal et al., 2018

Mathur et al., 2018

Manohar et al., 2017

Pragasam et al., 2017

Bernasconi et al., 2016
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