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Antimicrobial use in Canadian acute-care hospitals: Findings from
three national point-prevalence surveys between 2002 and 2017
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Abstract

Objectives: The Canadian Nosocomial Infection Surveillance Program conducted point-prevalence surveys in acute-care hospitals in 2002,
2009, and 2017 to identify trends in antimicrobial use.

Methods: Eligible inpatients were identified from a 24-hour period in February of each survey year. Patients were eligible (1) if they were admitted
for ≥48 hours or (2) if they had been admitted to the hospital within a month. Chart reviews were conducted. We calculated the prevalence of
antimicrobial use as follows: patients receiving ≥1 antimicrobial during survey period per number of patients surveyed × 100%.

Results: In each survey, 28−47 hospitals participated. In 2002, 2,460 (36.5%; 95% CI, 35.3%−37.6%) of 6,747 surveyed patients received ≥1
antimicrobial. In 2009, 3,566 (40.1%, 95% CI, 39.0%−41.1%) of 8,902 patients received ≥1 antimicrobial. In 2017, 3,936 (39.6%, 95% CI,
38.7%−40.6%) of 9,929 patients received ≥1 antimicrobial. Among patients who received ≥1 antimicrobial, penicillin use increased 36.8%
between 2002 and 2017, and third-generation cephalosporin use increased from 13.9% to 18.1% (P< .0001). Between 2002 and 2017, fluoro-
quinolone use decreased from 25.7% to 16.3% (P< .0001) and clindamycin use decreased from 25.7% to 16.3% (P< .0001) among patients who
received ≥1 antimicrobial. Aminoglycoside use decreased from 8.8% to 2.4% (P< .0001) and metronidazole use decreased from 18.1% to 9.4%
(P< .0001). Carbapenem use increased from 3.9% in 2002 to 6.1% in 2009 (P< .0001) and increased by 4.8% between 2009 and 2017 (P= .60).

Conclusions: The prevalence of antimicrobial use increased between 2002 and 2009 and then stabilized between 2009 and 2017. These data
provide important information for antimicrobial stewardship programs.
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Antimicrobial resistance is a major global health problem threat-
ening the ability to treat and prevent infections. Understanding the
trends and magnitude of antimicrobial use in hospitals is impor-
tant because overuse of antimicrobials is a major contributor to

antimicrobial resistance and hospitals are a major source of anti-
microbial resistant pathogens.1

Data on antimicrobial use within Canadian hospitals are lim-
ited. A subset of Canadian hospitals within the Canadian
Nosocomial Infection Surveillance Program (CNISP) network
reported a 12% reduction in dispensed annual hospital-level anti-
microbials among adult inpatients from 2009 to 2016; however, no
patient-level data were collected.2

Point-prevalence surveys can provide patient-level antimicro-
bial use; these data enable comparisons between patient
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characteristics and hospital locations. By understanding the bur-
den and trends of antimicrobial use among different patient pop-
ulations, antimicrobial stewardship programs can target and
develop interventions for specific patient populations and antimi-
crobial agents. By providing national benchmarks and trends over
time, point-prevalence surveys enable comparisons between
hospitals.

The CNISP network conducted point-prevalence surveys in
acute-care hospitals in 2002, 2009, and 2017 to identify trends
in healthcare-associated infections (HAIs) and antimicrobial use
among inpatients. As described elsewhere,3 among all HAIs, the
percentage of S. aureus isolates that were methicillin resistant
remained consistent across the surveys (28%–31%), whereas the
percentage of Enterococcus isolates that were vancomycin resistant
increased from 1.9% (2002) to 8.2% (2017). Infections due to car-
bapenemase-producing organisms were rare (0.1% of HAIs). We
analyzed the survey data to describe trends in antimicrobial use
prevalence by age group and ward type.

Methods

Study design

One-day point-prevalence surveys were conducted at Canadian
acute-care hospitals in February 2002, 2009, and 2017. Survey
methodology has been published elsewhere.3

Data sources and study population

Hospitals participated as members of the CNISP network. The
CNISP is a collaboration of the Public Health Agency of Canada
and the Canadian Hospital Epidemiology Committee, a subcom-
mittee of the Association of Medical Microbiology and Infectious
Disease Canada.4

On the days when the surveys were conducted, patients were
eligible for inclusion (1) if they were admitted to the participating
hospital for ≥48 hours in total or (2) if they had been previously
admitted to the survey hospital within the last month (for any
length of time). We excluded patients admitted to long-term care,
maternity, mental health, day surgery, or rehabilitation units.

Data collection

Eligible patients were identified using hospital census data on a
specified day and time in February of each survey year to minimize
seasonal variation. The survey period included the 24 hours after
the census was taken. Trained infection prevention and control
professionals collected patient information by reviewing patient
charts and completing a standardized questionnaire. Collected
information included demographic data, admission date, ward
where the patient was located during the survey period, and infor-
mation on HAIs. Antimicrobials received (≥1 dose) during the
survey period were identified by chart review and were classified
by antimicrobial drug class.

The list of parenteral and oral antimicrobials that were included
in the survey and their classifications are provided in
Supplementary Table 1 (online). Clindamycin, third-generation
cephalosporins, fluoroquinolones, and penicillin combinations
with β-lactamase inhibitors were classified as ‘high-risk’ antimicro-
bials for Clostridiodes difficile infection (CDI). Information on
administration route was not collected. Questionnaires were sub-
mitted to the CNISP for data entry and verification.

Data analysis

We analyzed the data using SAS version 9.4 software (SAS
Institute, Cary, NC). We calculated the prevalence of antimicrobial
use as the percentage of patients receiving ≥1 antimicrobial during
the survey period over the total number of patients surveyed. We
used Poisson regression with survey year as a categorical exposure
variable to calculate the differences in AMU prevalence. We used
generalized estimating equations with robust standard errors to
account for clustering by hospital and to calculate P values. We
considered a 2-sided P value ≤.05 to be statistically significant.
Because participating hospitals changed between surveys and this
could have affected trends, we conducted a sensitivity analysis
using only the 18 hospitals that participated in all 3 surveys.

Results

Description of participating hospitals

Each survey included 28–47 hospitals and 6,747–9,929 surveyed
patients (Table 1). Across the surveys, participating hospitals
remained similar with respect to geography, bed size, hospital type
and specialized services as previously described.3 In 2002 and 2009,
hospitals from 9 provinces participated in the point-prevalence
surveys, with an additional province participating in 2017. The
percentage of patients in medical-surgical wards decreased from
72% in 2002 to 57% in 2017, and the percentage of patients in
intensive care units increased slightly from 11% in 2002 to 13%
in 2017.

Overall antimicrobial use

The percentages of surveyed patients who received ≥1 antimicro-
bial were 36.5% (95% CI, 35.3%−37.6%) in 2002, 40.1% (95% CI,
39.0%−41.1%) in 2009, and 39.6% (95% CI, 38.7%−40.6%) in 2017
(Fig. 1). Overall, the prevalence of antimicrobial use significantly
increased by 9.9% (P= .0007) from 2002 to 2009 but remained sta-
ble (1.1% decrease; P= .80) from 2009 to 2017. We observed an
increase in antimicrobial use among children (aged 1−17 years)
and patients aged >65 years, although neither change was signifi-
cant (Fig. 1). Among adults aged 18−64 years, antimicrobial use
increased by 17.5% (P= .002) from 2002 to 2009 and decreased
1.3% (P= .80) from 2009 to 2017. In infants, antimicrobial use
increased by 6.6% (P= .60) from 2002 to 2009 and decreased by
13.7% (P= .07) between 2009 and 2017.

A small set of antimicrobials (daptomycin, tigecycline, mica-
fungin, posaconazole, anidulafungin, ceftolozane/tazobactam,
and ceftazidime/avibactam) were not approved for use in 2002
but were captured on subsequent surveys. In aggregate these anti-
microbials represented 0.2% and 1.0% of use in 2009 and 2017,
respectively.

Antimicrobial use by hospital ward

The prevalence of antimicrobial use among patients on mixed
medical-surgical wards increased from 33.4% (95% CI,
32.1%−34.8%) in 2002 to 36.6% (95% CI, 35.5%−37.8%) in
2009 and to 37.7% (95% CI, 36.5%−38.9%) in 2017. From 2002
to 2017, there was a 12.8% (P= .01) relative increase in antimicro-
bial use among patients admitted to mixed medical-surgical wards.

Among adult patients on ICUwards, the percentages of patients
who received ≥1 antimicrobial were 67% in 2002 and 2009 and
60% in 2017. Among adult patients on ICU wards who received
≥1 antimicrobial, the percentage of patients receiving only
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1 antimicrobial was 38.8% (95% CI, 31.0%−48.6%) in 2002,
increasing to 54.4% (95% CI, 47.0%−63.0%) in 2009 and to
58.8% (95% CI, 51.3%−67.4%) in 2017. This increase was driven
by increases in the prevalence of patients receiving pipera-
cillin-tazobactam, ceftriaxone, meropenem, and trimethoprim-
sulfamethoxazole as monotherapy.

Patients in adult ICUs weremore likely to have received an anti-
microbial compared to adult non-ICU patients (60% vs 39% in
2017; P< .0001). Vancomycin (oral and intravenous combined),
carbapenems, and antifungal agents were received more frequently
by adult ICU patients (18%, 17%, and 13%, respectively) compared
to non-ICU adult inpatients (12%, 6%, and 7%, respectively)
(Fig. 4). The prevalence of fluoroquinolone use was higher on adult
non-ICU wards (18.8%; 95% CI, 17.3%−20.4%) than on adult ICU
wards (11.9%; 95%CI 8.8%−16.2%).

Antimicrobial use by class and category

Among patients who received ≥1 antimicrobial, the classes of
antimicrobials used changed over time (Fig. 2). We detected a
36.8% increase in the use of penicillin and penicillin combinations
among patients who received ≥1 antimicrobial between 2002 and
2017. Of penicillin and penicillin combination-class agents, the
proportion accounted for by piperacillin-tazobactam increased
from 16.9% (95% CI, 13.7%−20.9%) in 2002 to 44.2% (95% CI,
40.1%−48.7%) in 2009 to 56.0% (95% CI, 51.8%−60.5%) in
2017 (P< .0001) (see Supplementary Fig. 1 online for trends
among specific penicillin antibiotics). Among patients who
received ≥1 antimicrobial, the prevalence of patients who received
≥1 antimicrobial with a high risk of CDI was 47.8% in 2002, 51.1%
in 2009, and 55.8% in 2017. The prevalence of patients who
received both antipseudomonal and anti-MRSA antimicrobials
was 4.4% (108 of 2,460) in 2002, 6.1% (216 of 3,566) in 2009,
and 5.0% (196 of 3,936) in 2017.

Among patients who received ≥1 antimicrobial, use of third-
generation cephalosporins increased from 12.8% in 2002 to
17.5% in 2017 (P< .0001). Vancomycin use (oral and intravenous
use combined) increased from 11.6% (95% CI, 10.3%−13.0%) in
2002 to 14.4% (95% CI, 13.2%−15.7%) in 2009 and remained sta-
ble at 12.6% (95% CI, 11.5%−13.8%) in 2017. The use of sulfon-
amides and trimethoprim combinations increased by 42.7%
between 2002 and 2017 (from 6.6% to 9.4%, P= .0002).
Carbapenem use increased by 57.6% between 2002 and 2009 (from

3.9% to 6.1%, P< .0001) and increased by 4.8% between 2009 and
2017 (P= .60). Daptomycin use increased from 0.03% in 2009 to
0.8% in 2017 (P= .001). Between 2002 and 2017, fluoroquinolone
use decreased 36.5% (from 25.7% to 16.3%; P< .0001) and clinda-
mycin use decreased 62.5% (from 25.7% to 16.3%; P< .0001). In
addition, aminoglycoside use decreased from 8.8% to 2.4%
(P< .0001) and metronidazole use decreased from 18.1% to
9.4% (P< .0001).

Antimicrobial use by age category

The most frequently used antimicrobials varied by age category.
The class of penicillins and penicillin combinations was the most
commonly received class in each age category (Figure 3). Among
infants (<1 year) who received ≥1 antimicrobial in 2017, the two
most frequently used drug classes were penicillins and penicillin
combinations (47.0%) and third-generation cephalosporins
(21.2%). Among children (1–17 years) who received≥1 antimicro-
bial, the two most frequently used classes were penicillins and pen-
icillin combinations (34.4%) and sulfonamides and trimethoprim
combinations (19.8%). Among adults 18–64 years, the two most
frequently used classes were penicillins and penicillin combina-
tions (27.0%) and first-generation cephalosporins (17.1%). In
patients aged >65 years who received an antimicrobial, the
two most frequently used classes were penicillins and penicillin
combinations (27.5%) and fluoroquinolones (20.5%).

Secondary analysis

In the secondary analysis of the 18 hospitals that participated in all
three surveys, the prevalence of antimicrobial use was similar to the
primary analysis. Antimicrobial use increased from 36.3% (95%
CI, 34.8%−37.8%) in 2002 to 39.2% (95% CI, 37.8%−40.6%) in
2009 and to 39.9% (95% CI, 38.5%−41.3%) in 2017.

Discussion

We determined the prevalence of antimicrobial use among sentinel
Canadian acute-care hospitals across three point-prevalence sur-
veys performed in 2002, 2009, and 2017. Antimicrobial use signifi-
cantly increased from 2002 and 2009, and stabilized between 2009
and 2017. This stabilization coincides with an increased focus on
antimicrobial use and antimicrobial stewardship. Regional and
national surveys of Canadian hospitals have found an increase
in antimicrobial stewardship programs since the mid-2000s,5–9

with an increased focus on evaluating antimicrobial use quantita-
tively.5,6 In addition, in 2013, Accreditation Canada made antimi-
crobial stewardship a required organizational practice for acute-
care hospitals.10

Across the surveys, 37%−40% of patients were receiving ≥1
antimicrobial during the 24-hour survey period. This range is sim-
ilar to those reported in studies from other countries, although
there are differences in methodologies and seasonal timing of
the surveys. A 2015 point-prevalence survey conducted at 303 hos-
pitals in 53 countries found that 34% (country range, 22%−86%) of
adult inpatients had received≥1 antimicrobial on the survey day.11

A 2011 one-day point-prevalence study conducted in 10 states in
the United States reported that 50% of patients received ≥1
antimicrobial on either the day of survey or the day prior.12

A 2011−2012 European Centre for Disease Prevention and
Control (ECDC) point-prevalence survey of 33 countries estimated
that 33% of hospitalized patients receive ≥1 antimicrobial on any
given day in the European Union and European Economic Area.13

Table 1. Selected Characteristics of Hospitals Participating in the Point-
Prevalence Surveys (2002, 2009 and 2017)

Selected Survey Characteristicsa 2002 2009 2017

No. of hospitals surveyed 28 39 47

No. of patients surveyed 6,747 8,902 9,929

No. of surveyed patients who received ≥1
antimicrobial

2,460 3,566 3,936

Patient
location

% patients in medical-surgical
wards

72.4 66.7 57.1

% patients in ICUsb 10.6 11.5 12.7

% in other locationsc 17.0 21.8 30.2

Note. ICU, intensive care unit.
aFor a detailed description of survey characteristics across the 3 surveys, see Mitchell et al.3
bIncludes adult ICU, neonatal ICU, and pediatric ICU.
cOther locations includes critical/coronary care (not ICU), gynecology–obstetrics,
hematology–oncology–bone marrow transplant, solid organ transplant, pediatrics, trauma/
burn unit and others not listed.
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In a subsequent ECDC survey conducted in 29 countries in 2016
−2017, 33% of patients had received ≥1 antimicrobial on the sur-
vey day (country range, 16%−56%).14

We detected an increase in the percentage of adult ICU patients
receiving just one antimicrobial from 26% of ICU patients in 2002
to 36% in 2017. Potential reasons for this include more patients
receiving β-lactam/β-lactamase inhibitors or carbapenems instead
of multiple narrower-spectrum antimicrobials, decreasing use of

empiric vancomycin andmetronidazole in combination with other
antimicrobials, or (given the increases in more narrow spectrum
agents such as trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole) more frequent
de-escalation to monotherapy following culture results. It is
equally possible that multiple changes contributed.

Although the overall prevalence of antimicrobial use increased
between 2002 and 2009 and stabilized between 2009 and 2017,
different trends were identified among subclasses of drugs,

Fig. 1. Prevalence of antimicrobial use in 2002, 2009, and 2017 (overall and by age category with 95% confidence intervals).

Fig. 2. Percentage of patients who received selected antibiotic classes out of all patients who received any antimicrobial agent in 2002, 2009, and 2017 with 95% confidence
intervals; antimicrobial classes ordered left to right from least to most frequently used in 2017.
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emphasizing the importance of monitoring subclass use as well as
absolute antimicrobial use. Based on available data, it was not pos-
sible to determine the reasons for the observed trends. Some poten-
tial drivers could include the development of antimicrobial
stewardship programs, changes to antimicrobial prescribing

guidelines, and changes in patient populations not captured
through current survey methods. The observed decrease in metro-
nidazole use could reflect greater use of oral vancomycin to treat
CDI among hospitalized patients, a decrease in CDI incidence
among hospitalized patients,15 or greater use of broad-spectrum

Fig. 3. Percentage of patients in each age category who received selected antibiotic classes of all patients in the age category who received any antimicrobial agent in 2017 with
95% confidence intervals; antimicrobial classes ordered left to right from least to most frequently used overall.

Fig. 4. Percentage of adult patients in ICU or non-ICU who received selected antibiotic classes of all adult patients in ICUs or non-ICUs who received any antimicrobial agent in
2017 with 95% confidence intervals; antimicrobial classes ordered left to right from least to most frequently used overall.
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antimicrobials that include anaerobic coverage (eg, β-lactam/β-lac-
tamase inhibitor combinations or carbapenems).

Clindamycin and fluoroquinolone use have decreased. The
risks of hospital-acquired CDI may have influenced physician will-
ingness to prescribe these drugs because both are associated with
CDI risk and, in the early 2000s in Quebec, major hospital-associ-
ated CDI outbreaks associated with fluoroquinolone use
occurred.16,17 Additionally, since the late 2000s, there have been
warnings of adverse events associated with fluoroquinolone use
in the United States18,19 and Canada,20–22 which may have influ-
enced the use of these antimicrobials. Notably, although the use
of clindamycin and fluoroquinolones has decreased, there has been
an overall increase in the prevalence of patients receiving antimi-
crobials with a high risk of CDI, largely due to increases in piper-
acillin-tazobactam use.

We detected a significant increase in the use of carbapenems,
often reserved for high-risk settings or highly antibiotic resistant
pathogens between 2002 and 2009. However, the prevalence of
use stabilized between 2009 and 2017, potentially the result of suc-
cessful antimicrobial stewardship.

Vancomycin use (oral and intravenous use combined)
increased from 2002 to 2009 but stabilized between 2009 and
2017. We did not collect information on administration route,
but previous work found that oral vancomycin represents ∼7%
of vancomycin use in CNISP adult hospitals.6 Possible reasons
for the stabilization in vancomycin use include the stabilization
in MRSA infections at these hospitals,3 a decrease in the rate of
CDI,15,23 and/or antibiotic stewardship programs discouraging
and limiting empiric use of vancomycin for patients with lower risk
of MRSA infection.24 The stabilization of vancomycin use could
potentially be due to the availability of more recent alternative
agents that are effective against antibiotic-resistant, gram-positive
bacteria, such as daptomycin. Similar to previous studies, we
observed amarked decline in aminoglycoside use, which is possibly
due to the substitution of less nephrotoxic agents active against
gram-negative bacteria.25

In this study, antimicrobial use within the CNISP hospital
network was stable between the 2009 and 2017 surveys. This
trend differed slightly from a previous CNISP study that iden-
tified a 12% reduction in antimicrobial use between 2009 and
2016, measured by defined daily doses (DDDs) per 1,000 person
days per year in adult inpatients.2 The difference in trends may
be due to study designs (eg, use prevalence vs DDDs, point
prevalence among all inpatients vs annual dispensed antimicro-
bials among adult inpatients). Antimicrobial use estimates from
point-prevalence surveys may have higher correlation with
monthly DDD measurements than with annual DDDs.26 The
latter two point-prevalence surveys involved 39 and 47
CNISP hospitals, respectively, whereas the analysis of antimi-
crobial use among adult inpatients represented 22 CNISP hos-
pitals (18 hospitals participated in both studies). In both studies,
we observed a significant decrease in the use of fluoroquinolone,
metronidazole, and clindamycin and a significant increase in
the use of third-generation cephalosporins.

Lessons learned and limitations

Aside from the survey results themselves, the experience of imple-
menting successive point-prevalence surveys across 15 years has
generated important lessons for future surveys. The success of
these surveys has depended on the active collaboration between
the involved organizations via formal working groups and annual

meetings as well as the informal sharing of experiences and
expertise.

We did not collect data on indication of use, duration of use,
dosage, route of administration, or whether multiple antibiotics
were received concurrently or sequentially. Without these details,
we were unable to assess appropriateness of use and it was more
difficult to compare our results to results from surveillance pro-
grams that collect DDDs or days of therapy. Without information
on indication for use, the reasons behind the observed trends are
challenging to determine with confidence. For those considering
implementing similar surveys, if resources allow, more detailed
data could be collected from all or from a subset of participants.
Additionally, it is important to consider generalizability in sentinel
surveillance systems; hospitals having the resources and motiva-
tion to participate in surveillance initiatives likely differ from other
hospitals. The hospitals included in these surveys were primarily
large, urban, tertiary, acute-care facilities; thus, our findings may
not be generalizable to all Canadian inpatient populations. Since
2017, our network has made additional efforts to recruit and sup-
port the participation of smaller community hospitals and hospi-
tals from more rural regions.

Our surveys have a few additional limitations. By focussing on
class of antibiotics, we may miss trends within specific antibiotics.
The list of approved antimicrobials changes over time which can
make interpretation of trends more difficult. Also, we were not able
to assess all possible changes in patient mix between the surveys.
Furthermore, we may not have captured sufficient data to identify
underlying changes in the patient population in Canadian hospi-
tals. It has been reported anecdotally that hospitalized patients at
these hospitals in 2017 were, on average, more acutely ill than in
2002. If patients in 2017 had an increased need for antibiotics due
to more complex procedures and invasive devices putting them at
higher risk of infection, the recent stabilization of antimicrobial use
is a promising trend.

In conclusion, we detected an increase in the prevalence of anti-
microbial use between 2002 and 2009, followed by stabilization
between 2009 and 2017. We observed changes in use for individual
antimicrobial classes or agents, notably declines in clindamycin
and fluoroquinolone use. Further studies are needed to examine
the appropriateness of antimicrobial use, as part of a coordinated
approach to prevent the emergence and spread of antimicrobial
resistance.

Supplementary material. To view supplementary material for this article,
please visit https://doi.org/10.1017/ice.2021.519

Acknowledgments. The authors gratefully acknowledge the contributions of
the epidemiologists, infection control practitioners and staff for their data col-
lection and submission at each participating hospital as well as the following
members of the CanadianNosocomial Infection Surveillance Programwho par-
ticipated in the 2002, 2009 and 2017 point-prevalence surveys: Bonita E. Lee,
Stollery Children’s Hospital, Edmonton, Alberta; Camille Lemieux,
University Health Network, Toronto, Ontario; Chelsea Ellis, The Moncton
Hospital, Moncton, New Brunswick; Deanna Hembroff, University Hospital
of Northern British Columbia, Prince George, British Columbia; Elizabeth
Bryce, Vancouver General Hospital, Vancouver, British Columbia; Elizabeth
Henderson, Alberta Health Services, Calgary, Alberta; Eva Thomas, BC
Children’s Hospital, BC Women’s Hospital, Vancouver, British Columbia;
Gerald A. Evans, Kingston General Hospital, Kingston, Ontario; Ghada Al-
Rawahi, BC Children’s Hospital, BC Women’s Hospital, Vancouver, British
Columbia; Gregory German, Queen Elizabeth Hospital, Charlottetown,
Prince Edward Island; Ian Davis, QEII Health Sciences Centre, Halifax,
Nova Scotia; Janice de Heer, Interior Health Authority, Kelowna, British
Columbia; Jeannette Comeau, IWK Health Centre, Halifax, Nova Scotia;

Infection Control & Hospital Epidemiology 1563

https://doi.org/10.1017/ice.2021.519 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/ice.2021.519
https://doi.org/10.1017/ice.2021.519


Jerome Leis, Sunnybrook Health Sciences Centre, Toronto, Ontario; Jessica
Minion, Regina Qu’Appelle Health Region, Regina, Saskatchewan; Joanne
Embree, Health Sciences Centre, Winnipeg, Manitoba; Joanne M. Langley,
IWK Health Centre, Halifax, Nova Scotia; Jocelyn Srigley, BC Children’s
Hospital, BC Women’s Hospital, Vancouver, British Columbia; Johan
Delport, London Health Sciences Centre, London, Ontario; John Conly,
Foothills Medical Centre, Calgary, Alberta; John Embil, Health Sciences
Centre, Winnipeg, Manitoba; Karl Weiss, Maisonneuve-Rosemont Hospital,
Montréal, Québec; Kathy Malejczyk, Regina Qu’Appelle Health Region,
Regina, Saskatchewan; Kevin C. Katz, North York General Hospital,
Toronto, Ontario; Lynn Johnston, QEII Health Sciences Centre, Halifax,
Nova Scotia; Marie-Astrid Lefebvre, Montreal Children’s Hospital, Montréal,
Québec; Mark Loeb, McMaster University and Hamilton Health Sciences,
Hamilton, Ontario; Mary Vearncombe, Sunnybrook Health Sciences Centre,
Toronto, Ontario; Natalie Bridger, Eastern Health-HSC, St. John’s,
Newfoundland; Nisha Thampi, Children’s Hospital of Eastern Ontario,
Ottawa, Ontario; Pamela Kibsey, Royal Jubilee Hospital, Victoria, British
Columbia; Paula Stagg, Western Memorial Hospital, Corner Brook,
Newfoundland; Sarah Forgie, Stollery Children’s Hospital, Edmonton,
Alberta; Stephanie Smith, University of Alberta Hospital, Edmonton,
Alberta; Susan Richardson, Hospital for Sick Children, Toronto, Ontario;
Susy Hota, University Health Network, Toronto, Ontario; Titus Wong,
Vancouver General Hospital, Vancouver, British Columbia; Valerie Wood,
Interior Health Authority, Kelowna, British Columbia; Virginia Roth, The
Ottawa Hospital, Ottawa, Ontario; Yves Longtin, SMBD-Jewish General
Hospital, Montréal, Québec. We thank Vivienne Steele (PHAC) for her work
on the additional secondary analyses and Cheryl Volling (PHAC) for her
thoughtful insights during the review process.

Financial support. The Public Health Agency of Canada provided funding for
the Canadian Nosocomial Infection Surveillance Program.

Conflicts of interest. AM: Grants from SanofiPasteur, Pfizer, and Merck.
Payment for lectures fromMerck, AstraZeneca, and Moderna. JC: Grants from
Pfizer Canada provided to University of Calgary, peer-reviewed funding from
CIHR and the Major Innovation Fund from Alberta Government. Travel/
accommodations/meeting expenses from US CDC. SS: Consultancy with
Queens University (course instructor). DT: Consultancy with Merck Frosst,
Gilead, Paladin, Avir Pharma, Sunovion, and Jamp Pharma. Grants from
Pfizer Canada. Payment for lectures from Avir Pharma, Verity, and Sandoz.
All others: None declared.

References

1. David S, Reuter S, Harris SR, et al. Epidemic of carbapenem-resistant
Klebsiella pneumoniae in Europe is driven by nosocomial spread. Nat
Microbiol 2019;4:1919–1929.

2. Rudnick W, Science M, Thirion DJG, et al. Antimicrobial use among adult
inpatients at hospital sites within the Canadian Nosocomial Infection
Surveillance Program: 2009 to 2016. Antimicrob Resist Infect Control
2020;9(1):32.

3. Mitchell R, Taylor G, Rudnick W, et al. Trends in health care–associated
infections in acute care hospitals in Canada: an analysis of repeated
point-prevalence surveys. Can Med Assoc J 2019;191:E981–E988.

4. Canadian Nosocomial Infection Surveillance Program. Healthcare-associ-
ated infections and antimicrobial resistance in Canadian acute-care hospi-
tals, 2014–2018. Can Commun Dis Rep 2020;46:99–112.

5. Nault V, Beaudoin M, Thirion DJG, Gosselin M, Cossette B, Valiquette L.
Antimicrobial stewardship in acute-care centres: a survey of 68 hospitals in
Quebec. Can J Infect Dis Med Microbiol 2008;19:237–242.

6. Dolcé L, Quach C, Thirion DJG, et al. Surveillance of antimicrobial use in
Québec acute-care hospitals: a survey. J Assoc Med Microbiol Infect Dis Can
2018;3:37–46.

7. Leung V, Wu JH-C, Langford BJ, Garber G. Landscape of antimicrobial
stewardship programs in Ontario: a survey of hospitals. Canad Open
2018;6(1):E71–6.

8. Ontario antimicrobial stewardship survey summary. Institute for Safe
Medication Practices Canada website. https://www.ismp-canada.org/abx/

downloads/Ont_Abx_Stewardship_Survey_Summary.pdf. Published 2007.
Accessed June 16, 2020.

9. Wong J, Timberlake K, Boodhan S, et al. Canadian pediatric antimicrobial
stewardship programs: current resources and implementation characteris-
tics. Infect Control Hosp Epidemiol 2018;39:350–354.

10. Required Organizational Practices Handbook, 2016. Accreditation Canada
website. https://ontario.cmha.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/accreditation_
canada_required_organizational_practices.pdf. Updated 2016. Accessed
February 10, 2022.

11. Versporten A, Zarb P, Caniaux I, et al. Antimicrobial consumption and
resistance in adult hospital inpatients in 53 countries: results of an inter-
net-based global point-prevalence survey. Lancet Glob Heath 2018;6:
e619–e629.

12. Magill SS, Edwards JR, Beldavs ZG, et al. Prevalence of antimicrobial
use in us acute care hospitals, May–September 2011. JAMA 2014;312:
1438–1446.

13. Point-prevalence survey of healthcare-associated infections and antimicro-
bial use in European acute-care hospitals. European Centre for Disease
Prevention and Control website. https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/sites/default/
files/media/en/publications/Publications/healthcare-associated-infections-
antimicrobial-use-PPS.pdf. Published 2013. Accessed February 10, 2022.

14. Plachouras D, Kärki T, Hansen S, et al. Antimicrobial use in European
acute-care hospitals: results from the second point-prevalence survey
(PPS) of healthcare-associated infections and antimicrobial use, 2016 to
2017. Eurosurveillance 2018;23(46):1800393.

15. Katz KC, Golding GR, Choi KB, et al. The evolving epidemiology of
Clostridium difficile infection in Canadian hospitals during a postepidemic
period (2009–2015). Can Med Assoc J 2018;190:E758–E765.

16. Loo VG, Poirier L, Miller MA, et al. A predominantly clonal multi-institu-
tional outbreak of Clostridium difficile-associated diarrhea with high mor-
bidity and mortality. N Engl J Med 2005;353:2442–2449.

17. Valiquette L, Cossette B, GarantM-P, DiabH, Pépin J. Impact of a reduction
in the use of high-risk antibiotics on the course of an epidemic of
Clostridium difficile-associated disease caused by the hypervirulent
NAP1/027 strain. Clin Infect Dis 2007;45 suppl 2:S112–S121.

18. Drug and Safety Communications. FDA warns about increased risk of rup-
tures or tears in the aorta blood vessel with fluoroquinolone antibiotics in
certain patients. US Food and Drug Administration website. https://www.
fda.gov/downloads/Drugs/DrugSafety/UCM628757.pdf. Published 2018.
Accessed February 10, 2022.

19. Tanne JH. FDA adds “black box” warning label to fluoroquinolone antibi-
otics. BMJ 2008;337:135.

20. Fluoroquinolones—risk of disabling and persistent serious adverse reactions
—recalls and safety alerts. Health Canada website. https://healthycanadians.
gc.ca/recall-alert-rappel-avis/hc-sc/2017/61900a-eng.php?_ga=1.99916894.
1354288001.1475674595. Published 2017. Accessed February 10, 2022.

21. Levofloxacin: dysglycemia and liver disorders. Canada Adverse Reactions
Newsletter. Health Canada website. http://publications.gc.ca/collections/
Collection/H42-4-1-17-1E.pdf. Published 2007. Accessed February 10,
2022.

22. Updated labelling for antibiotic avelox (moxifloxacin) regarding rare risk of
severe liver injury. Recalls and safety alerts. Health Canada website. https://
healthycanadians.gc.ca/recall-alert-rappel-avis/hc-sc/2010/13485a-eng.php.
Published 2010. Accessed August 8, 2020.

23. Fortin E, Thirion DJG, Ouakki M, et al. Role of high-risk antibiotic use in
incidence of healthcare-associated Clostridioides difficile infection in
Quebec, Canada: a population-level ecological study. Lancet Microbe
2021;2(5):E182–E190.

24. Choo EJ, Chambers HF. Treatment of methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus
aureus bacteremia. Infect Chemother 2016;48:267–273.

25. Ababneh M, Harpe S, Oinonen M, Polk RE. Trends in aminoglycoside use
and gentamicin-resistant gram-negative clinical isolates in US academic
medical centers: implications for antimicrobial stewardship. Infect
Control Hosp Epidemiol 2012;33:594–601.

26. Lee SB, Thirion DJG, Irfan N, et al. Antimicrobial utilization data: Does
point-prevalence data correlate with defined daily doses? Infect Control
Hosp Epidemiol 2019;40:920–921.

1564 Jennifer J. Liang et al

https://doi.org/10.1017/ice.2021.519 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://www.ismp-canada.org/abx/downloads/Ont_Abx_Stewardship_Survey_Summary.pdf
https://www.ismp-canada.org/abx/downloads/Ont_Abx_Stewardship_Survey_Summary.pdf
https://ontario.cmha.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/accreditation_canada_required_organizational_practices.pdf
https://ontario.cmha.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/accreditation_canada_required_organizational_practices.pdf
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/media/en/publications/Publications/healthcare-associated-infections-antimicrobial-use-PPS.pdf
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/media/en/publications/Publications/healthcare-associated-infections-antimicrobial-use-PPS.pdf
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/media/en/publications/Publications/healthcare-associated-infections-antimicrobial-use-PPS.pdf
https://www.fda.gov/downloads/Drugs/DrugSafety/UCM628757.pdf
https://www.fda.gov/downloads/Drugs/DrugSafety/UCM628757.pdf
https://healthycanadians.gc.ca/recall-alert-rappel-avis/hc-sc/2017/61900a-eng.php?_ga=1.99916894.1354288001.1475674595
https://healthycanadians.gc.ca/recall-alert-rappel-avis/hc-sc/2017/61900a-eng.php?_ga=1.99916894.1354288001.1475674595
https://healthycanadians.gc.ca/recall-alert-rappel-avis/hc-sc/2017/61900a-eng.php?_ga=1.99916894.1354288001.1475674595
https://healthycanadians.gc.ca/recall-alert-rappel-avis/hc-sc/2017/61900a-eng.php?_ga=1.99916894.1354288001.1475674595
http://publications.gc.ca/collections/Collection/H42-4-1-17-1E.pdf
http://publications.gc.ca/collections/Collection/H42-4-1-17-1E.pdf
https://healthycanadians.gc.ca/recall-alert-rappel-avis/hc-sc/2010/13485a-eng.php
https://healthycanadians.gc.ca/recall-alert-rappel-avis/hc-sc/2010/13485a-eng.php
https://doi.org/10.1017/ice.2021.519

	Antimicrobial use in Canadian acute-care hospitals: Findings from three national point-prevalence surveys between 2002 and 2017
	Methods
	Study design
	Data sources and study population
	Data collection
	Data analysis

	Results
	Description of participating hospitals
	Overall antimicrobial use
	Antimicrobial use by hospital ward
	Antimicrobial use by class and category
	Antimicrobial use by age category
	Secondary analysis

	Discussion
	Lessons learned and limitations

	References


