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1. Gene Expression Signature: Biological Roles of PLA2G7 and PLACS

The SeptiCyte RAPID signature measures the relative expression levels of two immune-
related mRNAs, PLACS8 (Placenta-associated 8) and PLA2G7 (Phospholipase A2 Group
7). The signature, which has two fewer biomarkers than the predicate test SeptiCyte LAB
(Miller et al., 2018), was discovered using a purely bioinformatic approach, as described

previously (McHugh et al., 2015).

PLACS is reportedly an interferon inducible gene (Pankla et al., 2009) and is expressed
in a variety of immune cells (spleen, lymph nodes), including plasmacytoid dendritic
cells. It has putative roles in the optimal function of neutrophils following the uptake of
bacteria (Ledford et al., 2007), the clearance of Chlamydia (Johnson et al., 2013, Johnson
et al., 2012), and the host response to viral infections (Wieland et al., 2004). Related to
this function is that it is expressed highly in neutrophil azurophilic granules (Velasquez et
al., 2022). In sepsis, it is up-regulated across a broad range of different peripheral blood

cell types including plasmacytoid dendritic and natural killer cells (Reyes et al., 2020).

PLA2G7 encodes the protein platelet-activating factor (PAF) acetylhydrolase, a secreted
enzyme primarily produced by macrophages. This enzyme catalyzes the degradation of
PAF and hydrolyses the oxidized short chain phospholipids of low-density lipoproteins
(LDL), thereby releasing pro-inflammatory mediators (lysophospholipids and oxidized
fatty acids). High plasma levels have been found to correlate with sepsis survival
(Huang, 2018) and decreased levels have been found in sepsis (Yang et al., 2010, Gomes
et al., 2006, Huang, 2020).

2. Study Cohorts
Clinical validation of SeptiCyte RAPID used PAXgene blood RNA samples from

retrospective (N=356) and prospective (N=63) patient cohorts, as described in the main

text. A CONSORT diagram for all the patients is provided in Figure S1.
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Figure S1. Consort diagram. Abbreviation: VENUS ext., extension of the VENUS Trial.
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3. Definitions of SIRS, Sepsis, and Comparator (Reference Method)
Although sepsis has been known as a medical condition since antiquity, the modern
understanding of sepsis begins in the 1990s and has evolved through three phases, each
characterized by a different definition (Gul et al., 2017). Interwoven through this

evolution is also a consideration of SIRS, the systemic inflammatory response syndrome.

SIRS (Balk, 2014) - The definition of SIRS arose an American College of Chest
Physicians/Society of Critical Care Medicine-sponsored ‘sepsis definitions conference’
held in Chicago, IL in August 1991 (Bone et al., 1992). This was the the same conference
that gave rise to the Sepsis-1 definition (below). SIRS, which occurs in response to

various infectious and non-infectious causes, was defined to consist of one or more of the
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following factors: (1) temperature >38°C or <36°C; (2) heart rate >90 beats per minute;
(3) respiratory rate >20 breaths per minute (BPM) or PaCO, <32 mmHg; (4) white blood
cell count >12,000/mm°, <4,000/mm?>, or >10% immature (band) forms. Motivation for
defining SIRS in this relatively non-specific way came from view that it would focus
attention toward developing effective strategies to limit excessive inflammatory
responses in the patient, due to various underlying causes (sepsis, trauma, burns,
pancreatitis, etc.) Criticism of the SIRS definition has focused on the lack of specificity

that this definition entails (Vincent et al., 2013).

Sepsis-1 (Bone et al. 1992) - This definition arose from the same ‘sepsis definitions
conference’ referenced above (Bone et al., 1992). Sepsis was defined as the condition
occurring when 2 or more SIRS criteria are met as a consequence of infection. Severe
sepsis was defined as sepsis with associated organ dysfunction. Septic shock was defined

as sepsis-induced hypotension.

Sepsis-2 (Levy et al., 2003) - documented or suspected infection, together with 2 or more
SIRS-like criteria being met: temperature > 38.3°C or <36°C; heart rate >90 BPM or >2
SD above the normal value for age; respiratory rate >30 BPM; alterned mental status;
significant edema or positive fluid balance; hyperglycemia in the absence of diabetes.
More detailed criteria for organ dysfunction were specified. The Sepsis-2 definition could
be considered a refinement and elaboration of the Sepsis-1 definition, which served as the

basis for development of treatment guidelines (Levy et al., 2010).

Sepsis-3 (Singer et al., 2016) - life-threatening organ dysfunction caused by a
dysregulated host response to infection. In turn, organ dysfunction is defined as an acute
increase in total Sequential Organ Failure Assessment (SOFA) score by 2 or points, as a
consequence of the infection. The Sepsis-3 definition is a fairly major departure from
Sepsis-1/2 in that it does not use the term ‘SIRS’, and emphasizes organ dysfunction. It

also does not distinguish between sepsis and severe sepsis.
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Another point to recognize is that, with the emphasis on organ dysfunction, a clinician
operating strictly under the Sepsis-3 definition could potentially miss the early warning
signs of sepsis, before organ dysfunction was obvious. This point of concern has been
raised by a number of authors ( Zhang et al., 2016; Tusgul et al., 2017; Dorsett et al.,
2017; Sartelli et al., 2018; Kim & Park, 2019; Lukaszewski et al., 2022), and is relevant

to our own study.

Our study, which can be viewed as an extension of the previous study of Miller et al.
(2018), was based on definitions of SIRS and Sepsis-2 given above. This was considered
appropriate, as 240/419 (57.2%) of the samples in the present study were drawn from
patients recruited in trials that predated publication of the Sepsis-3 definition: 139
subjects from the MARS trial between June 2013 and November 2013; and 101 from the
VENUS trial between May 2014 and August 2015. These recruitment periods occurred
before publication of the Sepsis-3 definition, which occurred on February 23, 2016
(Singer et al., 2016). Although an additional 116 subjects were recruited in the VENUS
Supplement trial from March to August 2016, and an additional 63 in the NEPTUNE trial
from May 2020 - April 2021, it was decided to recruit in these later trials in alignment
with the SIRS and Sepsis-2 definitions, to maintain consistency with the previous MARS
and VENUS recruitments.

A further consideration was that organ dysfunction (the focus of Sepsis-3) occurs at the
phenotypic level, as modulated by protein structure & function, whereas SeptiCyte
RAPID is a gene expression-based assay. Changes in gene expression occur some hours
before changes in protein expression occur. By this logic, the Sepsis-2 definition would
appear more appropriate for our study, than the Sepsis-3 definition. A similar argument
has been made by Lukaszewski et al. (2022), in support of their own gene expression

study.

To define the “Ground Truth” for our study, an external three-member panel of
experienced physicians not involved in the clinical care of the patients performed a three-

way patient classification (sepsis, SIRS or indeterminate) by chart review in accordance
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with the SIRS and Sepsis-2 definitions (Levy et al., 2003). This approach follows the
general framework defined by Klein-Klouwenberg and colleagues for employing an
expert panel for assigning infection probability estimates in studies on sepsis (Klein-
Klouwenberg et al., 2012; 2013; 2015; Lopansri et al., 2019). Three algorithms for this

Retrospective Physician Diagnosis (RPD) process were used:
Consensus: Two or three RPD panelists agreed that a patient had either sepsis or SIRS.
Indeterminates, which occured when two or three panelists made a call of ‘indeterminate’

or when all three panelists disagreed, were excluded.

Unanimous: All three RPD panelists agreed that a patient had either sepsis or SIRS. (A

unanimous call of indeterminate was also theoretically possible.)

Forced: When a patient was initially called “indeterminate” by the RPD panelists, the

panelists were then forced to make a consensus or unanimous call of sepsis or SIRS.

The RPD panelists received a data package for each patient, consisting of 39 data

elements as specified in Table S1.

Table S1. Clinical data elements made available to the RPD panelists (per patient).

No. Description

1. DEMOGRAPHICS

1 Age of subject

2 Race of subject

3 Sex of subject

4 Source of patient, pre-ICU admission

2. VITAL SIGNS

5 Minimum mean arterial blood pressure (MAP min)
6 Maximum mean arterial blood pressure (MAP max)
7 Minimum measured body temperature

8 Maximum measured body temperature
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No. Description
9 Minimum measured heart rate
10 Maximum measured heart rate

3. CLINICAL LAB PARAMETERS

11 Minimum white blood cell (WBC) count

12 Maximum white blood cell (WBC) count

13 pH of the blood

14 Maximum measured blood glucose concentration
15 Minimum measured blood glucose concentration
16 Concentration of serum lactate

17 Concentration of C-reactive protein (CRP)

4. CALCULATED QUANTITIES

18 Number of SIRS criteria observed at enrollment

19 APACHE (Acute Physiologic Assessment and Chronic Health Evaluation)

score, if available

20 SOFA (Sequential Organ Failure Assessment) score, if available

21 SOFA respiratory component (based on PaO2/FiO2 ratio)

22 SOFA coagulation component (based on average Platelet count)

23 SOFA liver component (based on Serum bilirubin level)

24 SOFA cardiovascular component(based on Mean arterial blood pressure)
25 SOFA central nervous system component (Glasgow Coma Scale score)

26 SOFA renal component

(based on serum creatinine value or urine output per day)

5. INFECTION PARAMETERS

27 Consensus of the Site Principal Investigators’ impression of infection

ICU.)

28 Microorganisms identified in microbiological tests

29 Whether antimicrobials were administered during ICU stay (Y/N)

status (none, possible, probable or definite) in the first 24 hours after I[CU

admission. (This assessment is made retrospectively, upon discharge from
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No. Description
30 Antimicrobial treatments administered during ICU stay
31 Occurrence of a new infection within 7 days of ICU admission

(i.e. an infection that was not present at ICU admission) (Y/N)

32 Location of new infection, if apparent

33 Microorganism responsible for the new infection

6. OTHER DATA

34 Results of imaging procedures (e.g. chest X-ray, CT scan, pelvic CT scan)

35 Site Principal Investigators’ comments (verbatim transcription of text from

Site Principal Investigators, if added during discharge assessment process)

36 Whether subject required mechanical ventilation (Y/N)

37 ICU length of stay (days)

38 Hospital length of stay (days)

39 Death during hospitalization (Y/N)

4. Organ Dysfunction as a Potential Confounding Factor

A question arising in the use of the Sepsis-2 definition (as opposed to the Sepsis-3
definition) is whether organ dysfunction is a confounding factor in the interpretation of
SeptiScores. In our previous paper on the 4-gene SeptiCyte LAB signature (McHugh et
al., 2015) we examined the question of whether organ dysfunction was a potential
confounder of the SeptiScore. The conclusion we reached (Figure 5 therein) was that
“with respect to discrimination of cases from controls by SeptiCyte Lab, any confounding

effect of disease severity, as measured by APACHE IV or SOFA score, appeared small”.

We conducted a similar analysis, using the 2-gene SeptiCyte RAPID signature (derived
from the SeptiCyte LAB 4-gene signature) and the newly generated dataset, stratified by
SOFA score. The results of the new analysis are shown in Figure S2. In Panel A, the
SeptiScores for sepsis vs. SIRS are stratified on the basis of SOFA score. In Panel B, the

same stratification is done for procalcitonin (PCT) to allow comparison to SeptiScore. In
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Panel C, the SeptiScore AUC for sepsis vs. SIRS discrimination is plotted as a function

of SOFA score, using a “sliding window” approach (Arsu & Manku, 2004).

As before for SeptiCyte LAB, we see little if any significant dependence of the
SeptiScore on SOFA score. We interpret this to mean that SeptiCyte RAPID is not
measuring or responding to the ‘organ dysfunction’ aspect of sepsis, but rather to some
other characteristic of the process, possibly occuring earlier than organ dysfunction. A
similar conclusion was reached for a different gene expression signature proposed for

sepsis diagnosis (Lukaszewski et al., 2022).

Figure S2. SeptiScore as function of SOFA score. (A, B) SeptiScores and procalcitonin
(PCT) values, respectively, for sepsis vs. SIRS groups, parsed into different SOFA bins.
Forced RPD was used for the sepsis vs. SIRS assignments, and only those patients having
both SeptiScores and PCT values were used. (C) SeptiScore AUC for the sepsis vs. SIRS

discrimination, as a function of the SOFA sliding window position.
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S. Sepsis Cases Stratified by Culture Results

Figure S3 presents a stratification of patients with respect to both the sepsis/SIRS
assessment by consensus RPD (with 41 indeterminates not counted), and also whether

pathogen identification by culture or PCR was obtained or not. Thus we find that, of the

10
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154 patients called septic by consensus RPD, 31 did not have positive culture or PCR
results. However, these were still discriminated significantly away from SIRS, with AUC
=0.75 (p = 4.82 x 10™). It is perhaps unsurprising that culture/PCR-positive sepsis cases
would tend toward higher AUC values than culture/PCR-negative sepsis cases. Likely
explanations would include: (1) that culture-positive sepsis exhibits a more pronounced
inflammatory response to presence of more ‘pathogen-associated molecular pattern
molecules’ (PAMPs); and (2) that positive culture results would influence the RPD

decision process more towards a sepsis diagnosis.

Figure S3. Stratification of patient cohort according to diagnosis by consensus RPD, and
by culture or PCR findings. The first dimension is diagnosis of sepsis or SIRS by
consensus RPD (with indeterminates excluded).The second dimension is whether positive
or negative results were returned by microbiological culture for bacteria or fungi, or by

PCR (or RT-PCR) for viruses.

11
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6. Sepsis Cases Stratified by Pathogen Type

Out of 419 ICU patients, there were 154 (36.8%) sepsis cases according to Consensus
RPD. Of these, 100 (64.9%) were considered to have one or more identifiable pathogens
(bacterial, fungal, viral) as the underlying causative agent(s). Figure S4 represents the
distribution of identified pathogens by means of pie charts, with panel (A) at the level of
bacterial, viral, fungal pathogens and panel (C) at the level of bacterial genera and
species. The remaining panels (B) and (D) show the SeptiScore distributions for patients
with bacterial vs. mixed (bacterial/viral/fungal) infections (Panel B), and for patients with
Gram (-) vs. Gram (+) bacterial infections (Panel D). No significant differences in
SeptiScore distributions were found in the comparisons in either panel. Thus SeptiScore
does not appear to be significantly affected by the type of pathogen underlying a sepsis

event.
Figure S4. Septic patients stratified by pathogen type and bacterial species. Sepsis

diagnosis was by consensus RPD. Only those septic patients with pathogens identified by
culture or PCR are represented (N=100). (A) Pie chart for pathogens by type (bacterial,

12
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viral, fungal). (B) Cumulative SeptiScore distributions for patients with identified
bacteria (N=89) vs. acute viral, fungal or mixed infections (N=13). A Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test indicates no significant difference (p=0.375). (C) Pie chart for bacteria by
species. (D) Cumulative SeptiScore distributions for patients with identified Gram
positive (N=55) vs. Gram negative (N=36) infections. A Kolmogorov-Smirnov test

indicates no significant difference (p=0.264). Pie charts were drawn with the R package

ggplot2.
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The observed distributions of the most commonly occurring pathogen types found in
sepsis-associated positive cultures (not restricted to blood cultures) is listed Table S2.
For context, this table also shows the corresponding frequencies observed in blood

cultures from hospitalized US patients (taken from a large survey study of 82,569

13
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bacterial blood culture isolates reported to The Surveillance Network (TSN) Database-
USA by 268 laboratories; Karlowsky et al., 2004).

Table S2. Breakdown of specific pathogen genera and species (present at >1%),
isolated in cultures from septic patients (N=100 patients total). Sepsis diagnosed

by consensus RPD.
Pathogen Observed in sepsis Karlowsky et al.
cases, present study* (2004) blood culture
Gram (+) only 31 --
Gram (-) only 30 --
Gram (+/-) (both) 26 --
Bacterial/viral 8 --
Bacterial/fungal 4 --
Staphylococcus aureus 34 (including 9 MRSA) 16.5%
Escherichia coli 25 7.2 %
Pseudomonas aeruginosa 12 2.5%
Klebsiella spp. 9 3.6 %
Enterococcus faecalis 8 8.3 %
Proteus spp. 5 0.9 %
Bacteroides fragilis 3 <0.2%
Enterococcus faecium 3 3.5%
Candida spp. 3 <0.2%
Streptococcus pneumoniae 2 23 %
Clostridium dificile 2 <0.2%
Clostridium perfringens 2 <0.2%
Corynebacterium spp. 2 <0.2%
Citrobacter freundii 2 0.3 %
*excludes cases where positive culture result occurred > 5 days after ICU admission
(considered not relevant to the admitting sepsis event), or where obvious contaminant

There were six SARS-CoV-2 positive patients in the prospective cohort, five of whom
were called septic and one SIRS by consensus RPD. In Figure 2B (main text), the
prospective cohort ROC curves for forced (black), consensus (blue) and unanimous (red)
RPD, had AUC = 0.86, 0.90 and 0.95 respectively. When the six COVID-19 patients
were removed from the prospective cohort and the AUC analyses repeated, no significant
effect was found (AUC = 0.85, 0.90, 0.98 for forced, consensus, unanimous RPD

respectively).

14
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7. Basic Statistical Calculations

Sepsis probability as a function of SeptiScore was calculated by a “sliding window”
approach (Arsu & Manku, 2004). Briefly, a custom R script was written to conduct a
sliding window calculation of the probability of sepsis P(sepsis) across the 0-15
SeptiScore range. The sliding window was 4 score units wide, and was shifted in 1-unit
increments from the lower to the upper limit of the SeptiScore range. In each 4-unit wide
window, the numbers of sepsis calls (Ngepsis) and SIRS calls (Nsrs) were tabulated
according to each RPD method, and the sepsis probability P = (Ngepsis) / (Nsepsis + Nsirs)
was computed for that window. The process was repeated stepwise over the entire 0-15

SeptiScore range.

Sepsis probability as a function of SeptiScore was parsed into four bands, with higher
SeptiScores representing higher probabilities of sepsis. Band boundaries were pre-
defined, based on an independent set of 195 clinical samples from the MARS consortium,
to give 90% sensitivity for binarization at the Band 1/2 cutoff (SeptiScore 4.95) and 80%
specificity for binarization at the Band 3/4 cutoff (SeptiScore 7.45), using site clinical
adjudications as Ground Truth values. The intermediate zone between the Band 1/2 and

Band 3/4 cutoffs was divided in half to define the Band 2/3 cutoff (SeptiScore 6.15).

Receiver-Operating Characteristic (ROC) curve analysis was performed in accordance
with Clinical and Laboratory Standards Institute EP24-A2 using the pROC package
(Robin et al., 2011). Other clinical performance measures (clinical sensitivity, clinical

specificity, sepsis and SIRS probabilities, and likelihood ratios) were also calculated.

8. Imputation of Missing Clinical Data Values

For the individual clinical laboratory variables, data were collected over the 24 hour
period following ICU admission. Missing values were imputed using a multiple
imputation algorithm, Amelia (Honaker et al., 2011) (Table S3). Multiple imputation

reduces bias and increases accuracy over point-imputation methods such as “mean” or

15
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“median” imputation. Amelia produces Rimpurea datasets which are then processed with

downstream algorithms as needed. In this case, Rimpurarions Was set to 5.

Note: the #(SIRS criteria observed at enrollment) was calculated on the basis of clinical
data recorded over the 24 hour study enrollment period. This quantity is calculated as a

sum of points with 1 point for each of the following:

* Heart Rate > 90 beats / minute

* Respiratory Rate > 20 breaths / minute

* Core temperature < 36.0 °C or > 38.0 °C

*  White Blood Cell count < 4,000/uL or >11,000/uL or % Bands > 10%

In order for a patient to be enrolled in the study, calculation of the #(SIRS criteria at

enrollment) was necessary. Therefore, there are no missing values for this parameter.

The 24 hour study enrollment period precedes and partially overlaps the first 24 hours
after ICU admission. Thus, although the #(SIRS criteria observed at enrollment) must

have been recorded for the patient to have been enrolled in the study, data for some of the

clinical laboratory variables may not have been not recorded during the first 24 hours

after ICU admission, leading to missing values in the clinical line data file.

Table S3. Imputation of missing values in the clinical line data, by means of the Amelia

software package.

Variable # values I Imputed Units
measured imputed global
median
CRP.Level 46 373 10.5 mg/L
Bands_Percent.Max 62 357 1.25 percent
Bands_Percent.Min 63 356 1.10 percent
Platelets.Max 156 263 199.5 x10°/uL
Lactate.Level 279 140 2.2 mmol/L

16
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Variable # values I Imputed Units

measured imputed global

median

SOFA score 290 129 6 unitless
Respiratory.Rate.Min 290 129 16.5 breaths/min
Respiratory.Rate.Max 285 124 26 breaths/min
Platelets.Min 297 122 182 x10°/uL
Mean.Art.Pressure.Max 324 95 110.5 mm Hg
log, PCT 347 72 -0.34 log, (ng/mL)
Temp.Min 355 64 36.1 °C
Temp.Max 366 53 37.4 °C
Glucose.Max 390 29 165 mg/dL
Glucose.Min 393 26 122.5 mg/dL
WBC.Max 403 16 13.7 x10°/uL
WBC.Min 407 12 10.78 x10°/uL
Mean.Art.Pressure.Min 401 9 63 mm Hg
HeartRate.Min 417 2 74 beats/min
HeartRate.Max 419 0 -- beats/min
Age 419 0 -- years
SeptiScore 419 0 -- unitless

9. Data Subsets and Statistical Methods for Exploratory Data Analysis

Different subsets of the line data file were considered, depending upon the particular

analysis being done (Table S4).

17
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Table S4. Utilization of clinical variables in downstream analyses. Single variable performance (AUC) was evaluated for the sepsis
vs. SIRS comparison, with no values imputed, and with consensus RPD as reference. Fig. 5 and Fig. 6 refer to figures in the main text.

ND = not determined (categorical variable).

RPD Description Single variable Used in Used in Used in Logistic
element performance multivariable BORUTA Regression (Fig. 6)?
No. AUC (N) analysis (Fig. 5)? (pre-Fig. 6)?

1. DEMOGRAPHICS
1 Age of subject 0.58 (378) yes yes no
2 Race of subject ND yes (African- no no

American or not)

3 Sex of subject ND yes no no

2. VITAL SIGNS

5 Minimum mean arterial blood pressure 0.62 (370) no yes yes
(MAP min)

6 Maximum mean arterial blood pressure 0.60 (295) yes yes no
(MAP max)

7 Minimum measured body temperature 0.53 (320) yes yes no

8 Maximum measured body temperature 0.67 (328) yes yes yes

9 Minimum measured heart rate 0.57 (377) yes yes no

10 Maximum measured heart rate 0.60 (378) yes yes no

- Respiratory rate .Min 0.61 (262) no* yes no

-- Respiratory rate .Max 0.63 (265) no* yes yes
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RPD Description Single variable Used in Used in Used in Logistic
element performance multivariable BORUTA Regression (Fig. 6)?
No. AUC (N) analysis (Fig. 5)? (pre-Fig. 6)?
3. CLINICAL LAB PARAMETERS
11 Minimum white blood cell (WBC) count 0.54 (369) yes yes yes
12 Maximum white blood cell (WBC) count 0.56 364) yes yes no
-- Platelets.Max 0.55 (140) no* yes no
-- Platelets.Min 0.52 (269) no* yes no
-- Bands Percent.Max 0.77 (57) no* yes no
-- Bands Percent.Min 0.78 (58) no* yes no
14 Maximum measured blood glucose 0.55 (351) yes yes no
concentration
15 Minimum measured blood glucose 0.52 (355) no** yes no
concentration
16 Concentration of serum lactate 0.54 (253) yes yes no
17 Concentration of C-reactive protein (CRP) | 0.80 (41) no* yes no
-- Concentration of Procalcitonin (PCT) 0.81 (310) yes yes yes
-- SeptiScore (0-15) 0.85 (378) yes yes yes
4. CALCULATED QUANTITIES
18 Number of SIRS criteria observed 0.67 (378) yes yes yes
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RPD Description Single variable Used in Used in Used in Logistic
element performance multivariable BORUTA Regression (Fig. 6)?
No. AUC (N) analysis (Fig. 5)? (pre-Fig. 6)?
19 APACHE (Acute Physiologic Assessment) | 0.60 (376) no no no

score Chronic Health Evaluation) score, if

available
20 SOFA (Sequential Organ Failure 0.60 (264) no* yes no

Assessment) score, if available

* not included in the multivariable analysis, because there were too many missing values (>30%)

** minimum blood glucose was not included in the multivariable analysis of Figure 6 in the main text, because hypoglycemia is not

associated with sepsis mortality, while hyperglycemia is (Lu et al., 2022).
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10. Multivariable Analysis

A custom R script was written to evaluate the classification performance of all 32,767
possible combinations of SeptiScore with any of the 14 clinical variables specified in
column 4 of Table S4. AUC was used as performance measure with Consensus RPD as

comparator.
The algorithm used for multivariable analysis consists of the following steps:

Step 1. As indicated in Table S4, 13 of the 39 variables used in the RPD process were

employed in the multivariable analysis, as they satisfied the following criteria:

1) routinely used as a diagnostic aid in the differential diagnoses of sepsis;
2) routinely available in the first 24 hours after ICU admission;

3) no more than 30% missing values requiring imputation.
Procalcitonin and SeptiScore were also used, making 15 variables in all.

Step 2. The data were partially incomplete. Missing values were imputed with Amelia
[ref. E5] which is a multiple imputation algorithm that produces Rimpurea datasets, which
can then be processed with downstream algorithms as needed. It has been argued that
multiple imputation reduces bias and increases accuracy over point-imputation methods
such as "mean" or "median" imputation (Honaker et al., 2011). In this case, Rmputations

was set to 5.
Step 3. From the pool of 15 variables listed in Table S4, all possible unordered subsets of

variables were defined, with no repetitions. Each such combination consisted of 1 to 15

variables. The total number of possible combinations is given by the following formula:

15 (15) _ 15 15! —
j=1(j) = TP ey = 32,767 (Eq. S1)
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Step 4. For each possible combination of variables, a multivariable model was
constructed by logistic regression, and the AUC was calculated with consensus RPD as

the comparator.

Step 5. The distribution of AUC for all models was plotted (Figure 5 in main text) by
dividing into three histograms for (i) models not containing SeptiScore or PCT, (ii)
models containing PCT but not SeptiScore, and (iii) models containing SeptiScore (which

may also include PCT).

11. Likelihood Ratio Analysis I. Selection of Variables

We used the Random Forest wrapper Boruta (Kursa & Rudnicki, 2010) to achieve an
initial down-selection of variables for subsequent use in likelihood ratio analysis. An
initial set of 23 variables was selected for input to a Random Forest analysis using the
Boruta wrapper. Column 5 in Table S4 summarizes the variables that were selected. For
this analysis, the complete validation dataset (356 retrospective + 63 prospective) was

used with Forced RPD as comparator.

With Boruta, the name (label) assigned to a variable is called an ‘attribute’ and the
measured value of a variable is called a ‘response’. The dataset used for Random Forest
classification is ‘extended’ by creating shadow attributes which are random, shuffled
combinations of the original attributes (variable names) with the responses (measured

values).

The trees in the Random Forest are developed on different sub-samples of the data. The
importance of an attribute is equated with the loss of classification accuracy caused by
the random shuffling process. This is calculated separately for every tree in the forest that

uses a given attribute for classification.
Z-scores are computed when running random forest classification and the Z-scores of

every real attribute are compared with the maximum Z score from the shadow attributes.

A hit is recorded every time the Z-score of a real attribute is higher than the maximum Z
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score from the shadow attributes. Attributes whose Z-score is statistically significantly
lower than the maximum Z-score from the shadow attributes are assigned the value
‘rejected’ and removed at every iteration of the random forest classification. Attributes
with a statistically significantly higher Z-score than the maximum Z-score from shadow
attributes are assigned the value ‘confirmed’. Attributes that are not assigned importance
within a pre-set number of iterations (99 by default) are assigned the value ‘tentative’.
These tentative attributes are re-classified as confirmed or rejected by comparing the
median Z score of attributes with the median Z-score of the best shadow attribute when
using the ‘TentativeRoughFix’ method as implemented in the Boruta R package. The
confirmed attributes are then sorted, based on their median importance.Tentative
attributes get re-classified as confirmed or rejected by comparing the median Z score of

attributes with the median Z-score of the best shadow attribute.

Figure SS. Boruta Random Forest analysis. RPD = forced (176 sepsis, 243 SIRS). In this
figure, the blue boxes correspond to minimum, mean and maximum Z scores of shadow
attributes. The red and green boxes, respectively, represent Z scores of rejected and

confirmed attributes.
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The variables identified as significant in the Boruta analysis (green boxes in Figure E2)
were then reanalyzed by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, as an independent check for
significance in discriminating between sepsis and SIRS. In this test, parameters that
displayed a significant vertical offset between cumulative score distribution curves for
sepsis vs. SIRS were considered to be significant. Results from the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
analysis are summarized in Table S5. Five of the variables identified by Boruta (WBC
max, Bands % min, CRP, lactate, SOFA score) were considered by Kolmogorov-
Smirnov to be insiginficant at the p<0.05 level, and therefore were not taken forward into

the subsequent likelihood ratio analysis.

Table S5. Kolmogorov-Smirnov analysis of variables for discriminating sepsis vs. SIRS.
The complete validation dataset (356 retrospective + 63 prospective) was used for
calculations, with Forced RPD as comparator. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was
conducted using the applet available at the following website:
http://www.physics.csbsju.edu/stats/KS-test.html. Values of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov D

statistic and corresponding probabilities (p-values) are shown.

Variable N SIRS | N sepsis | N total D p-value
1. SeptiCyte RAPID 243 176 419 0.5407 <0.001
2.PCT 198 149 347 0.4842 <0.001
3. TEMP max 209 157 366 0.2353 <0.001
5. SIRS criteria 243 176 419 0.2291 <0.001
11. Respir Rate max 172 123 295 0.2238 0.001
8. MAP min 236 175 411 0.1885 0.001
9. WBC min 236 171 407 0.1743 0.004
6. WBC max 234 169 403 0.1677 0.007
10. Bands % min 32 31 63 0.4002 0.009
4. CRP 14 32 46 0.3973 0.068
12. lactate 150 129 279 0.1295 0.181
7. SOFA 159 131 290 0.1140 0.290
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The significance of a variable by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test can be easily confirmed
by visual inspection of the cumulative distributions of sepsis and SIRS patients, shown

e.g. for the SeptiScore in Figure S6.

Figure S6. Cumulative distribution curves for the SeptiScore. There were 243 SIRS
datapoints and 176 sepsis datapoints with SeptiScore values available (417/419 = 100.0%

of all patients in cohort).

T T T T [ T I T | T | I T

100 —

80 |-

60 —

40 |-

cumulative percentile

20 —

12 14

SeptiScore

12. Likelihood Ratio Analysis II. Algorithm & Application

We used a likelihood ratio (LR) approach to adjust sepsis probabilities, by taking into
account diagnostic information provided by clinical parameters. References for this
approach include Fagan, 1975; Gallagher, 1998; Deeks & Altman, 2004; Parikh et al.,
20009.

12.1 Application to a Single Variable
Consider patients in our clinical trials, evaluated by Forced RPD. The patients are
categorized as either sepsis or SIRS. In the absence of any diagnostic test results, the

odds of a patient having sepsis is defined as follows:
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po / (1-po) = p(sepsis) / p(SIRS) = #(sepsis) / #(SIRS) (Eq. S2).

In Eq. (S2) the subscript “0” indicates an assumed value for sepsis probability, in the
absence of test results. In our study cohort, a total of 176 patients were diagnosed with
sepsis by Forced RPD. Therefore po = 176/419 = 0.42 and po/(1-po) = 176/(419-176) =
176/243 = 0.724.

The likelihood ratio is used to evaluate how knowledge of a test result changes the

perceived odds that a patient has sepsis vs. SIRS.

The likelihood ratio is defined as follows (Deeks & Altman, 2004):

LR = ratio of the probability (p) of a specific test result in patients who have the
condition (sepsis), to the probability (1-p) of that same test result in patients who do not

have the condition.

LR, for a given test #1 is defined over a particular range of test results, for example

SeptiScores in Band 4, and is estimated as follows:

#(sepsis) inrange
LRy = pi/(lp) =  oeps %(S,Rs)inrange (Eq. S3)
all SIRS

For the variables identified as significant by both the Boruta and Kolmogorov-Smirnov
analyses, we use a sliding window approach (Arasu & Manku, 2004) to calculate

likelihood ratio (LR) functions. This is done in several steps:

Step 1. For a particular variable of interest (for example SeptiScore) the patients are

ranked from low to high.
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Step 2. In a sliding window 50 patients wide, the number of SIRS and sepsis patients in

the window are recorded (see Figure S7 below, for SeptiScore as an example).

Step 3. The number of SIRS patients in the window is converted to % SIRS, by dividing
this number by the total number of SIRS patients (in the full cohort) who have values

available for the variable of interest.

Step 4. The same process as in step 3 is carried out, for the sepsis patients.

Step 5. The % SIRS and % sepsis are then used to calculate the LR for the particular

window position, according to Eq. (S3).

Step 6. The sliding window is then moved one position, the LR is recalculated, and so on.

Step 7. A plot of LRs versus patient rank is thus obtained (see Figure S6 for SeptiScore

as an example).

Step 8. The LR datapoints are then fit empirically to a mathematical function, and the
goodness-of-fit is evaluated by analysis of residuals (see Figure S7 for SeptiScore as an
example). If the fit is deemed acceptable, then the mathematical function is used in

subsequent calculations.

Figure S7. Number of SIRS and sepsis patients, per (50 patient wide) sliding window
defined by SeptiScore. The patients were first ordered by increasing SeptiScore, and then
a 50-patient window was moved up the patient rank. The first window covered patients #
1-50, the second window covered patients # 2-51, etc. Because Forced RPD is used as
comparator, a patient must be classified as either SIRS or sepsis, and therefore the Ngirs

+ Niepsis = 50 for each 50-patient window.
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number in window

Figure S8. Likelihood ratio (LR) plot for the SeptiScore. (A) The empirical best-fit
equation is an exponential function, with x = SeptiScore, LR=10" and y = 0.0168x” +

0.1047x - 1.3376. For the fit shown in this graphic, R = 0.93811.
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Figure S9. Plot of residuals for the equation described in Figure S8, in log space,
centered around zero. The empirical best-fit equation is an exponential function, with x =

SeptiScore, LR=10" and y = 0.0168x* + 0.1047x - 1.3376 and R* = 0.93811.
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12.2 Extension to a Logistic Combination of Variables
An extension of the preceding approach is to combine significant variables together in a
logistic regression function, and then to perform a sliding-window analysis using this

function.
A logistic regression analysis, based on the variables identified as significant by Boruta
and Kolmogorov-Smirnov, produces the following function, as having the least-squares

optimum fit to the data:

y =26.019 - 0.326 (SIRS criteria) + 0.0046 (MAP Min) - 0.539 (T max)
- 0.0407 (RR max) - 0.029 (WBC Min) - 0.249 (log, PCT) - 0.524 (SeptiScore)

Eq. (S4).
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Here, y is a continuous valued function which has lower values for sepsis and higher
values for SIRS. The cumulative distribution plot and Kolmogorov-Smirnov test result

for this function is shown in Figure S10.

Figure S10. Cumulative distribution plots for sepsis vs. SIRS, using the logistic
regression function given by Eq. (S4). The Kolmogorov-Smirnov D statistic = 0.634,

with p < 2.2 x 107'°, for separation between the two cumulative distributions.
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Figure S11 shows the shift in the sepsis and SIRS patient numbers in a 50-patient wide
sliding window, as the sliding window is moved along the ranked patient list from low to

high values of the logistic regression function.
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Figure S11. Number of SIRS and sepsis patients, per (50 patient wide) sliding window
defined by the logistic regression function given by Eq. (S4).
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Figure S12 shows a plot of the likelihood ratio (LR) versus the logistic regression
function of Eq. (S4). The points in this plot represent the empirical LR calculated with a

50-patient wide sliding window. There are three ‘zones’ in this plot:

* high LR zone: all points with logistic regression function x < -3.94 have an
(average) likelihood ratio of 67.65

-1.042x

* LR sensitivity zone: described by equation y = 0.8163 ¢ with coefficient of

determination R? = 0.982

* low LR zone: all points with logistic regression function x > +1.954 have an

(average) likelihood ratio of 0.164

Figure S12: Plot of likelihood ratio (LR) versus the logistic regression function given by
Eq. (S4). Blue points: empirical. Red points: empirical points used for least-squares

fitting in the ‘LR sensitivity zone’.
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We compared the post-test probabilities of sepsis, computed from the empirical LRs (one
for each sliding window), versus the post-test probabilities computed using the analytical
function LR=10" and y = 0.0168x” + 0.1047x - 1.3376, where x = SeptiScore. This
function represents an 'idealized' fit of the LR estimates across all 50 patient wide sliding
windows. Results are shown in Figure S13. There is strong linear correlation between
the two estimates (R* =0.95751). However, the correlation is not perfect and there appear

to be regions of the plot where deviations are not random.

Figure S13. Scatterplot of the post-test probability of sepsis, after applying SeptiCyte
RAPID, as estimated by empirical vs. analytical method. x-axis: Post-test sepsis
probability, when likelihood ratios (LR) are estimated empirically using a 50-patient wide
sliding window. y-axis: Post-test sepsis probability, when likelihood ratios (LR) are
estimated analytically, using the function LR=10" and y = 0.0168x” + 0.1047x - 1.3376,

where x = SeptiScore.
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12.3 Application to Patient Data
We next applied this logistic function to the sepsis probability analysis of selected
individual patients. Results are shown in Figure 6 and Table 5 in the main text, for three
patients who were called septic by Forced RPD, and three patients who were called SIRS
by Forced RPD. We observe the largest impact from SeptiScore. When we employ the
logistic model with SeptiScore + additional 6 parameters (Eq. S4) there is a relatively

small but still significant further diagnostic impact.

12.4 Sensitivity Analyses
We conducted a sensitivity analysis, to determine the importance of the width of the
sliding window used in our approach. We focus on just the SeptiScore component, with

the understanding that the findings will probably also apply to the other components.
We varied the width of the sliding window, performed a least-fit to the resultant

empirical log;o(LR) values, and observed the variation in the coefficient of determination

(R?) for the fit. Results of this analysis for the SeptiScore are presented in Table S7. The
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analysis indicates that the fit is stable over the 30-60 window width range, but becomes

unstable below a window width of 30.

Table S6. Sensitivity analysis of sliding window width for SeptiScore. The complete
(N=419) dataset was used, with Forced RPD. The empirical LR values were fit to the

following equation: log;o(LR) = ax® + bx + c.

Window a b ¢ R’
Width

20 0.0109 0.1652 -1.5455 0.85981
25 0.0132 0.1454 -1.5133 0.88861
30 0.0171 0.0933 -1.3354 0.90811
40 0.0173 0.0950 -1.3257 0.93223
50 0.0168 0.1047 -1.3376 0.98311
60 0.0165 0.1096 -1.3298 0.94260

12.5 Error Propagation Analysis
Clearly there are deviations between the empirical LR and the analytically defined LR.

What is the basis for these deviations? Consider the following equation:

Observed LR = True LR
+ RPD bias
+ small N fluctuation

+ measurement error Eq. (S5)

Suppose (for the sake of argument) that the True LR is represented by the best-fit

analytical function.

The RPD bias term relates to imperfection in the comparator and can be revealed by
discordance analysis. This term will produce a systematic shift of points in the vertical

(LR) dimension, in the likelihood ratio plots.
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The small N fluctuation term arises because of the small number of sepsis and SIRS
samples in the sliding window calculation of LR. This term will produce random
fluctuation of points in the vertical (LR) dimension in the likelihood ratio plots. In the
calculations performed here, we have set the sliding window at 50 patients wide, which

represents an attempt to put reasonable bounds on this error term.

The measurement error term arises because the clinical parameters are represented by
physical measurements of some sort, which of necessity will carry some measurement
error. This will produce random fluctuations along the horizontal (parameter) dimension,

in the likelihood ratio plots.
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