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Abstract

Background

The rapid rise of nosocomia infections and the growing ineffectiveness of frontline
antibiotics against Gram-negative bacteria (GNB) have put the healthcare sector under
unprecedented stress. In this scenario, colistin, an antibiotic of the polymyxin class, has
become the last resort treatment option. The unrestricted use of colistin in the preceding
decades has led to the emergence of colistin-resistant (Col®) bacterial strains. Unfortunately,
comprehensive data on the prevalence of Col® nosocomial pathogens in India are lacking.
This study was conducted to address this information gap and to determine the prevalence of

Col® among the nosocomial GNB speciesin India
Methods

A systematic review and meta-analysis were conducted to determine the prevalence of Col®
among the nosocomial GNB species in India and their geographica distribution. A
systematic search of the online databases was performed and eligible studies meeting the
inclusion criteria were used for qualitative synthesis. The combined event rate and 95%
confidence interval were estimated using forest plot with a random-effect model. Cochrane Q
statistics and 17 statistics were used to detect possible heterogeneity.

Results

From a total of 1865 retrieved records from 4 databases, 36 studies were included in the
study. Among the most common nosocomial pathogens, K. pneumoniae showed a rate of
Col® at 17.4%, followed by P. aeruginosa (14.1%), E. coli (12.3%), and A. baumannii
(12.2%). Interestingly, our analysis revealed that E. cloacae has the highest rate of Col® at
28.5%.

Conclusions

The level of resistance displayed by K. pneumoniae, P. aeruginosa, and to a lesser extent, E.
coli and A. baumannii in the Indian subcontinent poses a challenge for public health
management. Though prevalence may differ among regions and over time, continued
surveillance, and efforts to curb the spread of resistance are crucial to ensure the continued

effectiveness of this critical antibiotic.
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1. Introduction

The rise and spread of antibiotic-resistant bacterial pathogens, specificaly of the Gram-
negative type, is one of the foremost challenges in the healthcare sector. Colistin, the cationic
lipopeptide antibiotic of the polymyxin class functions by targeting the outer membrane of
Gram-negative bacteria (GNB) and is used as a last option antibiotic against them [1].
Calistin is also used in animal feed, and poultry farms for prophylactic reasons. However, the
overuse of colistin in the past few decades both in the clinic and animal feeds has led to the
rise of colistin resistance (Col™) among the GNB species [2]. Considering the consequences
of the widespread Col® in the clinical setting and the environment, the Government of India

has banned the use of colistin in animal feed since 2019.

Increasing incidences of Col® among the GNB species such as Escherichia coli, Klebsiella
pneumonia, Pseudomonas aer uginosa, and Acinetobacter baumannii responsible for hospital-
acquired (nosocomial) infections are reported from across the globe [1]. This has posed a
formidable challenge in the healthcare sector due to the limited therapeutic alternatives
available. Various infections caused by these pathogens such as gastroenteritis, neonatal
meningitis, UTI, hemolytic-uremic syndrome, peritonitis, mastitis, pneumonia, and
septicemia by E. coli [3]; septicemia, urinary tract infection (UTI), bloodstream infection, and
pneumonia by K. pneumoniae [4]; cystic fibrosis, ventilator-associated pneumonia, central
line-associated bloodstream infection, and catheter-related infection by P. aeruginosa [5];
meningitis, bacteremia, and pneumonia by A. baumannii [6] among the immunocompromised
and hospitalized individuals are particularly troublesome from a treatment point of view.
These GNB species are the primary causes of the most difficult-to-treat infections reported in
India[7].

Intrinsic resistance to polymyxins is exhibited by a variety of GNB species such as
Morganella morganii, Proteus mirabilis, Aeromonas hydrophilia, Burkholderia cepacia,
Serratia marcescens, etc. [1]. Moreover, resistance can also arise by spontaneous mutations
in the genes encoding bacterial two-component signalling systems (TCSs) involved in
membrane remodelling [1]. However, a mgjor factor driving the global rise of Col® is the
plasmid-mediated mecr (mobile colistin resistance) gene, first reported in China in 2015 [8].
After its first report, mcr genes belonging to 10 different classes have been detected across
the globe [9].
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The use of colistin though has been prohibited in the food industry, as aleading manufacturer
and user of this antibiotic, increasing incidences of Col” bacteria are reported from across
India. Using a meta-analysis, the prevalence of resistance to polymyxins has been estimated
to be 15.0% in India, which is higher than the global average [10]. Moreover, distinct patterns
of distribution of such resistant strains among various provinces and Union Territories of
India have also been observed [10]. However, till date, no comprehensive analysis has been
done to determine the prevalence of Col® among the common nosocomial GNB species in
India, though several studies on individual bacterial species in clinical settings have been
reported [11-13]. These reports from India are primarily part of antimicrobial surveillance
programs, in which strains are randomly collected and analysed. Inadequate data on the
prevalence and spread of Col” pathogenic GNB strain limit the understanding of the basis of
species-specific resistance and their geographic distribution pattern. The current systematic
review and meta-analysis were undertaken to estimate the rate of Col® among the most
common GNB pathogens involved in nosocomial infections and explore their spread in the

I ndian subcontinent.
2. Materialsand methods

A systematic review and meta-analysis were performed to determine the rate of Col™ among
the most common nosocomial GNB species in India and their nationwide spread. The
guidelines of Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) were followed for the
analysis[14,15].

2.1 Data collection

Keywords such as “colistin resistance’, “colistin-resistant E. coli”, “coligtin-resistant K.
pneumoniae”, “colistin-resistant P. aeruginosa’, or “colistin-resistant A. baumannii” were
used to extensively to search databases such as PubMed, Google Scholar, Scopus, and
Science Direct. Original articles available in English, reporting on Col® GNB isolates in

India, published till April 2024 (last search date: April 10, 2024) were included in this study.
2.2 Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Reports having data on Col® isolate, isolation from India, and identification up to the species
level were included for further analysis. Broth micro-dilution (BMD), the gold standard for
Col® detection, was selected as the resistance detection method. Studies with cases of missing
data, as well as review papers, papers that did not provide original data, and studies that
employed methods other than BMD for Col® determination, were excluded from the analysis.
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2.3 Data extraction

Two authors (SKD and IP) individually assessed each potential study for eligibility after
retrieving the full article. Disagreements were cleared by consulting a third author (AKP).
Following a comprehensive analysis, the author’ s name, publication year, country, state, total
isolates studied, number of Col® isolates, isolate source, resistance detection technique, and
bacteria identification method were extracted and summarized from each article by two

authors.
2.4 Meta-analysis

Comprehensive Meta-Analysis (CMA) software (version 4.0; Biostat Inc. USA) was used for
the statistical analysis. The combined event rate and 95% confidence interval were estimated
using a forest plot. Cochrane Q statistics [16] and I? statistics [17] were used to detect
possible heterogeneity. Based on the result of the heterogeneity analysis, a fixed-effect model
(1<50%; homogenous) was used for pooled analysis of resistance rate, or a random-effect
model (1>>50%; heterogeneous) was used. Additionally, publication bias was assessed using
funnel plots [18] and Egger’s regression analysis [19]. Sensitivity analysis was performed to

explore the robustness of the meta-analysis.
3. Results
3.1Literaturesearch

Out of atotal of 1865 retrieved records from 4 databases (PubMed = 877, Google Scholar =
543, Science Direct = 277, Scopus = 168), 36 studies through multiple evaluations were
included in the qualitative analysis following the eligibility criteria (Supplementary Figure 1).
Among the total 16,347 GNB isolates, 1759 were found to be Col®. From the total retrieved
GNB isolates, 7350 were K. pneumoniae from 24 studies, 3476 E. coli isolates from 17
studies, 3266 A. baumannii from 13 studies, 1553 P. aeruginosa from 9 studies, and 702 E.

cloacae from 4 studies were subjected to meta-anaysis.
3.2 Publication bias and heter ogeneity

The funnel plots deciphering the studies of Col® among different GNB species did not
suggest publication bias based on visual inspection (Figure 1). Egger’s regression analysis
also supported the absence of publication bias in the analysis of the rate of Col® among E.
coli (intercept: 0.84, 95% Cl = -2.37 to 4.04, p = 0.59), K. pneumoniae (intercept: -0.58, 95%
Cl = -4.37 t0 3.21, p = 0.75), P. aeruginosa (intercept: -0.20, 95% CI = -3.8 to 341, p =
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0.90), and A. baumannii (intercept: 0.53, 95% Cl = -2.19 to 3.25, p = 0.68) isolates in India
(Table 1). However, in the case of E. cloacae an asymmetrical funnel plot with a higher
concentration of studies on the right side was observed (Figure 1E), though Egger's
regression analysis suggested the absence of publication bias (intercept: 4.5, 95% Cl = -3.76
to 12.75, p = 0.14) (Table 1). Cochrane Q and 1> measurements demonstrated significant
heterogeneity among the included studies (Table 1). Hence, arandom-effects model was used

for all meta-analyses.
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Figure 1. Funnel plots representing publication bias for the bacteria strains. (A) E. coli, (B)

K. pneumoniae, (C) P. aeruginosa, (D) A. baumannii, and (E) E. cloacae.
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Figure 2. Forest plots demonstrating the pooled prevalence of Col® among (A) E. coli, and

(B) K. pneumoniae. The Comprehensive meta-analysis software V4 (Biostat Inc. USA) was

used for the calculation of the event rate, and 95% confidence interval, and used in the forest

plot.
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Figure 3. Forest plots demonstrating the pooled prevalence of Col® (A) P. aeruginosa, (B) A.

baumannii, and (C) E. cloacae.
3.3 Pooled Col® rate among different GNB isolates

The study primarily aimed to determine the prevalence of Col® among the most common
nosocomial GNB pathogens. Our analysis revealed that the pooled Colf rate for the

pathogens were as follows; E. coli (341 out of 3476 isolates), K. pneumoniae (793 out of
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7350 isolates), P. aeruginosa (200 out of 1553 isolates), A. baumannii (337 out of 3440
isolates), and for E. cloacae (92 out of 702) respectively. The pooled Col® prevalence rate for
the individual bacterial speciesis presented asforest plotsin Figures 2 and 3.

Among the major nosocomial pathogens, K. pneumoniae showed a very high rate of Col® at
17.4% (95% Cl: 11.1 to 26.1) (Figure 2B), followed by P. aeruginosa at 14.1% (95% CI: 9.5
to 20.4) (Figure 3A). E. coli and A. baumannii showed a similar Col® pattern with a
resistance rate of 12.3% (95% CI: 6.8 to 21.2) and 12.2 % (95% ClI: 8.6 to 17.1) respectively
(Figure 2A and 3B). Surprisingly, our study revealed that the bacterial pathogen E. cloacae
has the highest Col® prevalence rate at 28.5% (95% Cl: 10.7 to 50.0) (Figure 3C). However,
considering the limited number of studies available and the small number of isolates analysed
for E. cloacae, further investigation is necessary to get a more robust and accurate estimation

of its prevalence in India
3.4 Sensitivity analysis

The pooled rate of Col® among different GNB species was not affected by leave 1-out
sengitivity analyses for the bacterial species E. coli, K. pneumoniae, P. aeruginosa, and A
baumannii (Supplementary Figures 2 and 3). However, for E. cloacae, the sensitivity analysis
revealed that the study by Rout et al., [20] is significantly influencing the overall Col® rate
(Supplementary Figure 3C). Excluding this study would result in a 10% increase in the
estimated prevalence. This highlights the importance of considering the robustness of the
meta-analysis and the potential influence of individual studies on the overall findings. Further
investigation or a more robust anadysis strategy might be necessary to strengthen the

conclusions.
3.5 Geographic distribution of the Col® GNB speciesin I ndia

On analysing the geographical distribution of the Col® nosocomial GNB speciesin the Indian
subcontinent, it was reveaed that the strains were largely reported from the most populated
states in India (Figure 4). For example, Col® K. pneumonia strains were reported from 11
states and Union Territories, including Rajasthan, Haryana, Delhi, Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, West
Bengal, Odisha, Telangana, Tamil Nadu, Kerala, and Chandigarh. Col® E. coli, A. baumannii,
P. aeruginosa, and E. cloacae were reported from 8, 8, 6, and 4 states respectively. The
distribution of different Col® bacterial species in India is shown in Fig. 5. The analysis
revealed that Col® is particularly prevalent in the states such as Delhi, Odisha, and Tamil
Nadu, as these states harbour all 5 most predominant Col” strains (Figure 4).


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.01.24306721
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.01.24306721; this version posted May 3, 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-ND 4.0 International license .

B = CoRE. cloacae

A = Colf K. pneumoniae
() =+ Colf P. aeruginosa

Jammu and i @ = ColfE. coli
- A ;== ColR A. baumannii
__"‘-h..\___/__"‘\
05 ¢
J A B Sikkim
- s
Rajasthan a, ‘F:C;L

R
> Gujarat

Nicobar Islands

°
&
gi |
=
o
Andaman and 9
o

°

©

B

d

-]

Figure 4. The reports of Col® GNB bacterial species from various states and Union
Territories of India.

3.6 Col® among the less prevalent GNB species

The study detected that Col in Indiais most prevalent among the E. coli, K. pneumoniae, P.
aeruginosa, A. baumannii, and E. cloacae species. Moreover, the study identified Col® in a
limited number of other GNB species including Sphingomonas paucimobilis, Raoutella
electrica, Chryseobacterium gallinarum, Citrobacter freundii, Acinetobacter |woffii,
Salmonella  enterica, Enterobacter ledwigii, Klebsiella oxytoca, Senotrophomonas
maltophilia, Aeromonas verroni, Aeromonas dhakensis, Pseudomonas luteola, Klebsiella

guasipneumoniae, Hafnia alvei, Enterobacter hormaechei, Aeromonas caviae, Salmonella

10
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paratyphi, and Enterobacter aerogens [21,22]. Though the Col® rate among these bacterial

species were relatively low, their clinical significance needs to be assessed.
3.7 Detection of intrinsic Col® GNB species

Beyond the acquired Col® identified in various studies, India has also reported several
bacterial species that are intrinsically resistant to colistin. These GNB species include
Morganella morganii, Proteus mirabilis, Proteus vulgaris, Burkholderia cepacia, Serratia
mar cescens, Aeromonas hydrophilia, Burkholderia pseudomalleii, Providencia stuaartii,
Providencia rettgeri, and Vibrio cholerae [22,23],. Among these intrinsically Col® GNB
species, some have been reported to harbour the mer genes, for example in B. cepacia, P.
vulgaris, P. mirabilis, M. morganii, and P. rettgeri [22,24]. As these bacteria can act as a
natura reservoir of mer genes, they can potentially facilitate the spread of Col® to other

bacterial species through horizontal gene transfer (HGT) mechanisms.
4. Discussion

The meta-analysis to determine the level of Col® among the common nosocomial GNB
pathogens in India revealed several interesting findings. While E. cloacae showed the highest
prevalence, there are significantly high levels of Col® in K. pneumoniae (17.4%) and P.
aeruginosa (14.1%) in India (Figures 2 and 3). These bacterial species are notorious for their
multi-drug resistance phenotype, the emergence of Col® further complicates the treatment
options against them. Recent studies from various countries have reported a low prevalence
of Col® in clinical K. pneumoniae isolates, notably 1.2% in Ecuador [25], 6.9% in Iran [26],
and 4.5% in China [27]. The global prevalence of Col® amongst K. pneumoniae isolates from
bloodstream infections was reported to be 3.1% [28]. However, few studies have reported a
high prevalence of Col® among P. aeruginosa, for instance, 21.3% in Egypt [29], and 55% in
Taiwan [30].

E. coli and A. baumannii show moderate levels of Col® in India, which were around 12%.
This level of resistance is also significant, especially considering the widespread occurrence
of E. coli and the potential for A. baumannii to cause severe hospital-acquired infections. In
E. coli, the Col® levels are often very low as reported at 0.5% in Ecuador from faecal samples
of humans, pigs, and chickens [25], athough higher levels have been observed in Asian
countries [31,32]. A recent meta-analysis reported the prevalence of Col® E. coli in food
samples and food-producing animals to be 5.70% [33]. In South Asian countries such as

India, Nepal, Bangladesh, and Pakistan, the pooled prevalence of Col® E. coli from poultry
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was found to be 28% [32]. Another study in China reported the prevalence of Col® E. coli
during 2016-18 to be around 40% in faecal samples of dogs, cattle, pigs, and chickens [31].
In 2021, a study from Italy reported resistance to colistin in E. coli isolated from wild boar to
be at 27.9% [34]. The prevalence of Col® E. coli in the broiler meat supply chain in Indonesia
was found to be 11.76% [35]. A 2022 systematic review found a significant geographic
variation in Col® E. coli prevalence in clinical samples, with Asia having the highest rate
(3.64%)), followed by Africa (1.25%), Europe (0.62%), and America (0.48%) [36]. Studies
revealed a concerning rise in Col® E. coli, particularly in South Asia and China, with animal
sources like poultry and livestock showing significantly higher prevalence compared to
humans in clinical samples [31,32]. Thisis significant considering a potentia pathway for the

spread of Col® E. coli from animals to humans through the food chain is possible.

Studies reveal wide variations in Col® prevalence among A. baumannii isolates across
different regions. Clinical isolates from Egypt report a very high rate at 49% [37], whereas
Saudi Arabia showed 8.5% prevalence [38]. Contrastingly, countries like Serbia (3.94%) [39]
and Iran (2.8%) [40,41] have shown lower prevalence of Col® A. baumannii. A 2024 meta-
analysis using the broth microdilution (BMD) method determined a global pooled prevalence
of Col® in A. baumannii at 4% [42]. It's important to note that due to A. baumannii being a
major hospital-acquired pathogen, maximum reports on its Col® have come from clinical
settings.

This meta-analysis revealed that among the studied GNB species, E. cloacae exhibited the
highest prevalence of Col® at 28.5% in India (Figure 3). However, due to the availability of a
limited number of reports and isolates of Col® E. cloacae, it is difficult to draw definitive
conclusions about its prevalence. Therefore, further investigation with a larger dataset is
crucial to confirm the extent of Col® in E. cloacae in India. While reports on Col® E. cloacae
are scarce, existing studies reveal significant variations. Clinical isolates in Spain show a
prevalence of 4.2% [43], while areport from South Korea shows a much higher rate at 23.9%
[44]. Interestingly, a study from Brazil determined a staggering 47% of E. cloacae isolates
from fish and shrimp that were Col® [45]. This finding suggests a potential reservoir for Col®
beyond clinical settings.

As far as mechanisms of Col® development are concerned, primarily the loss-of-function
mutations in the genes encoding bacterial TCS systems and their regulons involved in outer
membrane remodelling are implicated [1]. Moreover, the spread of plasmid-borne mcr genes

has a significant role in the rapid emergence of Col® [9]. Most of the studies reported from
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India have not delved deeply into the mechanistic details of the Col® phenotype.
Nevertheless, deleterious mutation in phoP, phoQ, pmrA, pmrB, and mgrB genes [12,13],
complete deletion of mgrB [46], presence of efflux pump AcrAB and spermidine export
protein Mdtl/KpnF and mcr-1 [47] in K. pneumoniae; the presence of mer-1 in E. coli [48];
mutations at novel sitesin pnrA, pnmrB, IpxA, IpxD genesin A. baumannii [49] were reported
to be involved in the development of Col® in India. Therefore, more investigations are

warranted to understand the molecular details of the reasons behind ColR development.

While the intrinsic resistance to colistin is not a direct risk, the concern liesin their potential
to acquire the mer genes through HGT mechanisms. HGT mechanisms allow them to share
Col® determinants with other bacteria, potentially rendering them untreatable with the last-

resort antibiotic.
5. Conclusion

In conclusion, this study highlights the significant rise of Col® in various nosocomial GNB
pathogens in India. The level of resistance displayed by K. pneumoniae, P. aeruginosa, and
to a lesser extent, E. coli and A. baumannii, poses a significant challenge to public health.
Though prevalence may differ among regions and over time, continued surveillance, and
efforts to curb the spread of resistance are crucial to ensure the continued effectiveness of this

critical antibiotic.
6. Limitations

This meta-analysis has certain limitations. This study only considered articles published in
English, therefore relevant reports in other languages may have been excluded. While the
search included major databases like PubMed, Google Scholar, Scopus, and Science Direct,
publications indexed in other databases might have been missed. The analysis was restricted
to Col® isolates identified employing the BMD method considered to be the gold standard.
This potentially excludes resistant strains detected through other, non-BMD methods. Lastly,
the present analysis focused largely on the most ubiquitous nosocomial GNB species having

Col® phenotype. Therefore, it provides no data on resistance rates among other bacterial
types.
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Table 1. Statistics to test the publication bias, heterogeneity, used model of meta-analysis, and pooled Col® prevalence.

Study Name Egger’s Regression Analysis Heter ogeneity Analysis M ode Pooled
Used Prevalence

(Incidence of Col® | Intercept | 95% Confidence | P Value | Q value P- 12 (%)

GNB j
) Interval (2 tailed) Heter ogeneity

K. pneumoniae -0.58 -4.37t03.21 0.75 740.38 0.00 96.76 | Random 17.4

E. cali 0.84 -2.37t04.04 0.59 275.2 0.00 94.19 | Random 12.3

P. aeruginosa -0.20 -3.8t0341 0.90 43.95 0.00 81.8 | Random 14.1

A. baumannii 0.53 -2.19t03.25 0.68 85.55 0.00 85.97 | Random 12.2

E. cloacae 45 -3.76t0 12.75 0.14 36.85 0.00 91.86 | Random 28.5
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