
Supplementary Appendix 

Supplementary Methods 

Whole Genome Sequencing 
 
Sequence quality was assessed for each sample using FastQC (Version 0.11.5) and 

summarized with MultiQC (Version 1.7)[1]. Reads were trimmed with Trimmomatic (Version 

0.36) to remove low-quality bases, using a sliding window of 4 and minimum read quality 

(phred) score of 15 [2]. Contigs were assembled using SPAdes (Version 3.8.0)[3]. Kraken 

(Version 1.1 with minikraken 8Gb database) was used to confirm species identity from the 

contigs. Multi-locus sequence type (MLST) was identified in silico through the PubMLST 

database using the software package MLST [4,5]. For the minority of isolates without a 

sequence type (ST) identified from contigs, stringMLST[6] was performed from raw reads. 

Genes were annotated with Prokka (Version 1.13) [7]. A common core genome for each 

individual dataset was identified using Roary (Version 3.12.0)[8] and clusters (groups of 

genetically related isolates) were identified and categorized using RhierBAPS (Version 1.1.0)[9]. 

Genetic distances between isolates were calculated from unassembled reads using Mash 

distances. Mash distance is a rapid measure of genetic distance that is based off of the minhash 

algorithm and can be performed from raw reads[10]. Genetic trees based on these Mash 

distances were generated using Mashtree (Version 0.57) [10,11]. Prediction models were 

developed using R (Version 3.5.2). Sequence data will be uploaded and accessible through the 

National Center for Biotechnology Information’s Sequence Read Archive.  

 

ST Parametric Model Approach (Lineage-based) 

For the entire dataset, we developed logistic regression models to predict antibiotic 

susceptibility, given as susceptible (1) or non-susceptible (0). The predictor variables consisted 



of binary indicator variables of the presence of specific STs. Nine of the most common STs 

were considered as binary variables, with the final 10th variable representing the remaining STs 

with the lowest frequencies. For derivation and validation datasets, the area under the curve 

(AUC) for the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves was computed with 95% 

confidence intervals. For internal validation of individual derivation datasets, bootstrapping 

(1000 samples with replacement) was performed in order to estimate optimism-corrected 

(adjusted) AUCs. 0.6% of sampled isolates had STs that could not be identified (either because 

of assembly quality or because they were not present in the PubMLST database) and were 

classified with the group of ‘remaining’ STs for categorization. 

 

Cluster Parametric Model Approach (Lineage-based) 

Similar to the ST parametric approach, we also developed logistic regression models to predict 

antibiotic susceptibility but using clusters as the predictors. The predictors (clusters of 

genetically related isolates) were identified as described above, and consisted of binary 

indicator variables for the presence of a specific cluster ID. We limited the maximum number of 

identified clusters to 10, for comparability with the ST Parametric Model Approach, and to 

ensure model fit/convergence. For derivation and validation datasets, the area under the curve 

(AUC) for the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves was computed with 95% 

confidence intervals. Since the clustering could only be performed within an individual dataset, 

and was not comparable between datasets (unlike the ST approach), we did not perform 

external validation, but rather performed internal validation for each dataset. Bootstrapping 

(1000 samples with replacement) was performed in order to estimate optimism-corrected 

(adjusted) AUCs for each dataset.  

 

ST Reference Database Approach (Lineage-based) 



In addition to the above ST and Cluster Parametric Models, we also employed a reference 

database approach for each dataset. This consisted of creating an antibiotic susceptibility 

reference database, whereby we determined the prevalence of susceptibility to each antibiotic 

for each sequence type for a given dataset. Creating, in essence, an ST-specific antibiogram 

that could be used to predict susceptibility. Because of the inherent issue of overfitting with this 

approach, we only validated a given dataset (Dataset 1, 3, or 1 and 3) with a separate dataset 

(Dataset 2). Missing STs were combined together into a single category in the reference index. 

This reference database approach offers the advantage of providing antibiotic susceptibility 

phenotype predictions for rarer STs, which collectively make up a reasonable proportion of the 

total observed diversity in the clinical setting.  

 

Best Genetic Match Reference Database Approach (Nearest neighbor) 
 
We sought to test whether antibiotic susceptibility could be best predicted using the closest 

genetically matched isolate within the reference database, as opposed to a higher level lineage. 

To do this, we created a reference database of the best genetic match for each isolate and 

assigned predicted antibiotic susceptibility phenotype based on the phenotype of the best 

genetic match (shortest Mash distance). To evaluate whether this approach performed better 

when the reference database contained a closely related isolate than when it did not, we 

reported overall results as well as results considering only the top 25%’ile and bottom 75%’ile of 

similarity between the query strain and the closest strain in the reference database. 

 

Model Performance 

Test characteristics including sensitivity, specificity, negative predictive value (NPV), and 

positive predictive value (PPV) were calculated, and in the case of continuous predictors, the 

optimal ROC threshold (by Youden’s J statistic) was used (pROC package, R)[12]. Since 



susceptibility to ertapenem in the validation dataset (Dataset 2) was 100%, we could not 

calculate model performance through external validation, however we have instead provided the 

internally validated performance of the model (for ST and Cluster Parametric Models 

approaches only) in the supplemental material (Supplementary Table 2). Moreover, we can still 

use the ertapenem models for predicting antibiotic selection in a Sequential Decision-making 

Model (see below).  

 

Summary of Test Characteristics Across Models 

We generated summary figures for the post-test probabilities of susceptibility for: (1) positive 

model predictions indicating a likely susceptible isolate (PPV [positive predictive value]); and (2) 

for negative model predictions indicating a likely resistant isolate (1-NPV [Negative predictive 

value]), for all antibiotics and models. For antibiotics with a low pre-test probability of 

susceptibility (e.g., ciprofloxacin and trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole), the goal is to obtain post-

test probabilities (for model results indicating susceptible) shifted to the right (and specifically to 

the right of syndrome-specific thresholds considered adequate by the prescriber). This would 

reflect an improved ability to predict susceptibility and the opportunity to use these agents 

empirically. For antibiotics with a generally high pre-test probability of susceptibility (e.g. 

ceftriaxone, gentamicin, ertapenem), the goal is to obtain post-test probabilities (for model 

results indicating resistant) shifted to the left (and specifically to the left of syndrome-specific 

thresholds), which would reflect an improvement in our ability to predict resistance and the 

opportunity to prevent inadequate prescribing. We assumed that 80% and 90% prevalence of 

susceptibility were important thresholds for low and high morbidity syndromes respectively [17–

19].  

 

Sequential Antibiotic Decision-Making Based Upon a Prespecified Antibiotic Cascade 



To simulate the antibiotic decision-making process, we explored two different scenarios where 

an antibiotic was selected based upon model outputs, either favouring narrow spectrum agents 

(Narrow spectrum cascade: ciprofloxacin → trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole → ceftriaxone → 

gentamicin → ertapenem) or favouring adequacy (Adequacy cascade: ertapenem → gentamicin 

→ ceftriaxone → trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole → ciprofloxacin). Here the narrow spectrum 

cascade is ordered from narrowest to broadest spectrum, and the adequacy cascade is ordered 

from highest susceptibility against E.coli to lowest, in this dataset. The particular order of these 

cascades could also be tailored to desired outcome, e.g. prioritizing the use of agents that are 

less expensive or less likely to cause Clostridioides difficile infection. To simulate the sequential 

selection process, the first model for a given antibiotic in a cascade was run, and if susceptibility 

was predicted, then this antibiotic was chosen. Otherwise the next antibiotic model was queried. 

For the models generating a probabilistic prediction, a threshold of 80% susceptibility was used 

to prompt recommendation of an antibiotic[13], though this could be adjusted[14]. We employed 

the ST Reference Database Approach, the Best Genetic Match Reference Database, and 

combinations of the two models in this sequential decision-making simulation. To test whether 

the narrow spectrum cascade improved prescribing, a spectrum score was generated similar to 

previously described [14]. We created a simple ordinal score (normalized by the maximum 

possible value) in the following fashion: we assigned the lowest spectrum antibiotic 

(ciprofloxacin) to a weight of 0, then the next lowest spectrum antibiotic trimethoprim-

sulfamethoxazole to a weight of 1, then the next lowest spectrum antibiotic (ceftriaxone) to a 

weight of 2, and so on according to the narrowest to broadest spectrum cascade. With this 

score, the highest possible value (corresponding to 100% of patients receiving ertapenem 



therapy) is 1 and the lowest possible value is 0 (corresponding to 100% of patients receiving 

ciprofloxacin). This score makes the arbitrary assumption of linear increases in the magnitude of 

spectrum as one moves along the spectrum cascade, but is illustrative for summarizing 

spectrum across treatment recommendation approaches. 

 

 
Supplementary Tables 

Supplementary Table 1. Susceptibility breakpoints (μg/mL) by antibiotic and dataset.

 

 
Supplementary Table 2. Receiver operating characteristic area under the curve (AUC) 
and test characteristics of predicting susceptibility to ertapenem, using internal 
validation and bootstrapping to correct for optimism. (A) ST Parametric Model Approach 
and (B) Cluster Parametric Model Approach.  
 
(A) 

 
(B) 

 
 
*Bootstrapped optimism adjusted AUCs are shown for internally validated sets as AUC/Adjusted 
AUC. Confidence intervals could not be calculated for Set 1 AUC.  
 
Supplementary Table 3. Receiver operating characteristic area under the curve (AUC), 



and test characteristics of predicting antibiotic susceptibility of Dataset 2 using an ST 
Parametric Model Approach. Ciprofloxacin (A), ceftriaxone (B), gentamicin (C), 
trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole(D). 
 

(A)  

 

(B) 

 

(C) 

 

(D) 

 

*Bootstrapped optimism adjusted AUCs are shown for internally validated sets as AUC/Adjusted 
AUC.  
 



Supplementary Table 4. Internally validated receiver operating characteristic area under 
the curve (AUC), and test characteristics of predicting antibiotic susceptibility (internally) 
using a Cluster Parametric Model Approach. Ciprofloxacin (A), ceftriaxone (B), 
gentamicin (C), trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole (D). 
 
(A) 

 

(B) 

 

(C) 

 

(D) 

 

*Bootstrapped optimism adjusted AUCs are shown as AUC/Adjusted AUC.  

 
Supplementary Table 5. Receiver operating characteristic area under the curve (AUC), 
and test characteristics of predicting antibiotic susceptibility of isolates in Set 2 using an 
ST Reference Database Approach. Ciprofloxacin (A), ceftriaxone (B), gentamicin (C), 
trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole (D). N missing indicates the number of samples in the 
validation set that could not be matched to an ST in the reference database. 
 



(A)

 

(B) 

 

(C) 

 

(D) 

 

 

Supplementary Table 6. Receiver operating characteristic area under the curve (AUC), 
and test characteristics of predicting antibiotic susceptibility of Set 2 using a Best 
Genetic Match Reference Database (shortest Mash distance). Models were also stratified 
by the quartile with the shortest mash distances (Top). Ciprofloxacin (A), ceftriaxone (B), 
gentamicin (C), trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole (D). ‘Sens prevalence’ corresponds to the 
prevalence of susceptibility to the given antibiotic for a specific subset. 
 
(A) 
 
All Isolates 



 
25% Top Match (Shortest Mash distances) 

 
75% Bottom Match (Longest Mash distances) 

 
 
(B) 
 
All Isolates 

 
25% Top Match (Shortest Mash distances) 

 
75% Bottom Match (Longest Mash distances) 

 
 
(C)  
 
All Isolates 

 
25% Top Match (Shortest Mash distances) 

 



75% Bottom Match (Longest Mash distances) 

 
 
(D) 
 
All Isolates 

 
25% Top Match (Shortest Mash distance) 

 
75% Bottom Match (Longest Mash distance) 

 
 

Supplementary Table 7. Proportion of antimicrobial use by antibiotic, adequacy, oral 
administration option, and spectrum score, for Dataset 2. 

 



*Narrow spectrum cascade: Cipro->Septra->Ceftriaxone->Gentamicin 
**Adequacy cascade: Ertapenem->Gentamicin->Ceftriaxone->Septra->Ciprofloxacin 
***TOP 25%'tile of Best Match, and 80% treatment threshold used for continuous predictors. 
 
 

Supplementary Figures 

Supplementary Figure 1. Average receiver operating characteristic area under the curve 
(AUC), from 250 bootstraps, as a function of randomly selected without replacement 
derivation databases of varying sizes tested in Dataset 2. Ciprofloxacin (A), ceftriaxone 
(B), gentamicin (C), trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole (D). 
 
(A) 

 
 
 



 
 
(B) 
 

 
(C) 
 



 
 
(D) 
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