S1 Table. Quality Assessment

Supplementary Appendix

Quality assessment

criteria

Amer

Apasa
rthana
rak A

Bantar C

Borde
JP1

Borde JP

Borde JP 3

Selection

Representativeness  of
exposed cohort?

Selection of the non-
exposed cohort?

Ascertainment  of
exposure?

Demonstration that
outcome of interest was
not present at start of
study?

Comparability

Comparability of cohorts on
the basis of the design or
analysis

&k

% %

* %

k%

Outcome

Assessment of outcome

Follow-up long enough for
outcomes to occur

Adequacy of follow-up of
cohorts

Score




Quality assessment
criteria

Boyles
TH

Bozk
urt

Cisneros

Cook

Goul

HouD

Kim YC

Lin
YS

Mach

Selection

Representativeness of
exposed cohort?

Selection of the non-
exposed cohort?

Ascertainment of
exposure?

Demonstration that
outcome of interest was
not present at start of
study?

Comparability

Comparability of cohorts
on the basis of the design
or analysis

Outcome

Assessment of outcome

Follow-up long enough
for outcomes to occur

Adequacy of follow-up of
cohorts

Score

8

8

6

7

8

8

5




Quality assessment
criteria

Meyer

Ng CK

Nits
ch-
Osu

Nitsch-
Osuch 2

Niwa T

Pate
PG

Peto

Selection

Representativeness of
exposed cohort?

Selection of the non-
exposed cohort?

Ascertainment of
exposure?

Demonstration that
outcome of interest
was not present at start
of study?

Comparability

Comparability of
cohorts on the basis of
the design or analysis

Outcome

Assessment of outcome

Follow-up long enough
for outcomes to occur

Adequacy of follow-up
of cohorts

Score




Quality assessment
criteria

Ruttima
nn

Storey FD

Yeo
CL

Yeo CL 2

Selection

Representativeness of
exposed cohort?

Selection of the non-
exposed cohort?

Ascertainment of
exposure?

Demonstration that
outcome of interest
was not present at start
of study?

Comparability

Comparability of
cohorts on the basis of
the design or analysis

Outcome

Assessment of outcome

Follow-up long enough
for outcomes to occur

Adequacy of follow-up
of cohorts

Score




%

Study ES (95% ClI) Weight
Cisneros —l—i*— -0.60 (-0.87, -0.32) 20.52
Cook —;—-— -0.28 (-0.52, -0.03) 21.87
Hou D ; -0.15 (-0.84, 0.34) 9.95
Lin Ys i ) 0.33 (-0.34, 1.01) 8.30
Meyer E S i -0.69 (-0.90, -0.48) 23.10
Storey F é' -0.38 (-0.76, -0.00) 16.26
Overall <> -0.39 (-0.62, -0.16) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from ranc%om effectsl analysis
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Change in Total Antifungal Consumption after ASP

Supplementary Figure 1. Forest plot of included studies. Individual and combined

change of consumption of antifungals antibiotics after ASP implementation. CI, confidence

interval.
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Change in Carbapenems consumption after ASP implementation

Supplementary Figure 2. Forest plot of included studies. Individual and combined

change of consumption of carbapenems after ASP implementation. CI, confidence interval



%

var1 ES (95% Cl) Weight

Apasarthanarak A ﬁ -0.25 (-0.41, -0.09) 18.36
Bantar C —_— -0.27 (-6.81, 6.26) 0.04
Borde JP 1 —_— -0.09 (-6.54, 6.36) 0.04
Borde JP 3 -0.38 (-0.61, -0.16) 14.27
Bozkurt -0.12 (-0.28, 0.05) 18.14
Kim -0.12 (-0.30, 0.06) 16.98
Meyer 0.01 (0.00, 0.02) 25.17
Pate -0.12 (-0.53, 0.30) 7.00
Storey -0.50 (-30.01, 29.01) 0.00
Borde JP 2 (Excluded) 0.00
Overall (I-squared =69.1%, p = 0.001) -0.15 (-0.28, -0.02) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Change in Glycopeptides consumption after ASP implementation

Supplementary Figure 3. Forest plot of included studies. Individual and combined

change of consumption of glycopeptides after ASP implementation. CI, confidence interval
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Study RD (95% CI) Weight

Amer & -0.16 (-0.36, 0.04) 0.13
Boyles TH — -0.00 (-0.02, 0.02) 8.83
Hou — -0.04 (-0.10, 0.02) 1.44
Meyer —— 0.03 (0.01, 0.04) 12.26
Ng CK - -0.00 (-0.01, 0.00) 19.02
Peto —o:— -0.00 (-0.02, 0.01) 10.00
Mach . 0.00 (-0.00, 0.00) 21.04
Ruttimann —_—t -0.01 (-0.05, 0.02) 3.40
Cook — -0.01 (-0.05, 0.03) 2.81
Gould . -0.01 (-0.01, -0.01) 21.08
Overall -0.00 (-0.01, 0.01) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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ASP decreases all-cause mortality ASP increases all-cause mortality

Supplementary Figure 4. Forest plot of included studies. Estimated Risk Difference
(RD) in all-cause mortality rates before and after ASP implementation. CI, confidence

interval.
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NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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ASP decreases infectious-related mortality ASP increases infectious-related mortality

Supplementary Figure 5. Forest plot of included studies. Estimated Risk Difference
(RD) in infection-related mortality rates before and after ASP implementation. CI,

confidence interval
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Supplementary Figure 6. Forest plot of included studies. Individual and combined

change of infection rate after ASP implementation. CI, confidence interval
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ASP decreases Imipenem-Resistant Pseudomonas ASP increases Imipenem-Resistant Pseudomonas

Supplementary Figure 7. Forest plot of included studies. Estimated Risk Difference
(RD) in MRSA isolates before and after ASP implementation. CI, confidence interval.

MRSA, methicillin-resistant S. aureus
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ASP decreases Imipenem-Resistant Pseudomonas ASP increases Imipenem-Resistant Pseudomonas

Supplementary Figure 8. Forest plot of included studies. Estimated Risk Difference
(RD) in imipenem-resistant P.aeruginosa isolates before and after ASP implementation. CI,

confidence interval.

12



Study

Apisarthanarak A

Bantar

Mach

Meyer

Peto

RD (95% CI)

-0.10 (-0.22, 0.02)

0.03 (-0.10, 0.17)

-0.15 (-0.21, -0.08)

-0.04 (-0.12, 0.03)

Overall (I-squared = 55.1%, p = 0.063)

0.01 (-0.22, 0.23)

-0.10 (-0.15, -0.05)

Weight

15.25

16.14

61.26

6.06

100.00

I
-232

ASP decreases ESBL Klebsiella ~ ASP increases ESBL Klebsiella

o

T
232

Supplementary Figure 9. Forest plot of included studies. Estimated Risk Difference

(RD) in ESBL-Klebsiella isolates before and after ASP implementation. CI, confidence

interval. ESBL, extended-spectrum beta-lactamase.
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