
the distribution of HO incident rates and SIRs by those reporting
NAAT vs EIA. (2) Among hospitals that switched their test type,
we selected quarters with a stable switch pattern of 2 consecutive
quarters of each of EIA and NAAT (categorized as pattern EIA-to-
NAAT or NAAT-to-EIA). Pooled semiannual SIRs for EIA and
NAAT were calculated, and a paired t test was used to evaluate
the difference of SIRs by switch pattern. Results: Most hospitals
did not switch test types (3,242, 89%), and 2,872 (89%) reported
sufficient data to calculate SIRs, with 2,444 (85%) using NAAT.
The crude pooled HO CDI incidence rates for hospitals using
EIA clustered at the lower end of the histogram versus rates for
NAAT (Fig. 1). The SIR distributions of both NAAT and EIA over-
lapped substantially and covered a similar range of SIR values (Fig.
1). Among hospitals with a switch pattern, hospitals were equally
likely to have an increase or decrease in their SIR (Fig. 2). Themean
SIR difference for the 42 hospitals switching from EIA to NAAT
was 0.048 (95% CI, −0.189 to 0.284; P = .688). The mean SIR dif-
ference for the 26 hospitals switching fromNAAT to EIAwas 0.162
(95% CI, −0.048 to 0.371; P = .124). Conclusions: The pattern of
SIR distributions of both NAAT and EIA substantiate the sound-
ness of NHSN risk adjustment for CDI test types. Switching test
type did not produce a consistent directional pattern in SIR that
was statistically significant.
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Antibiotic Stewardship for Nursing: Can E-learning Be a
First Step?
Mary T. Catanzaro, HAP

Background: The CDC and The Joint Commission have called for
an interdisciplinary approach to antibiotic stewardship implementa-
tion. The healthcare team should consist of infectious disease physi-
cians, pharmacists, infectious disease pharmacists, infection
preventionists, microbiologists, and nurses. The scant literature to
date has looked at nurses’ attitudes and beliefs toward participating
in antibiotic stewardship and have identified several factors that con-
tribute to the lack of uptake by nurses: lack of education around stew-
ardship, poor communication among healthcare providers, and
hospital or unit culture, among others. Additionally, nurses’ lack
of interest in what would be more work or not within their scope
of work was put forth as an additional factor by infection prevention-
ists and pharmacists as a barrier to implementation. Method: An
investigator-developed online survey was used to assess the useful-
ness of 3 investigator-developed educational e-learningmodules that
encompassed the role of nurses in antibiotic stewardship, pharmacy
and laboratory topics related to antimicrobial stewardship, as well as
the nurses’ attitudes toward their participation in such activities.
Results: Participants took the survey after review of the 3 e-learning
modules. The results indicate that, contrary to what pharmacists and
infection preventionists thought, 82% of nurses felt they should con-
tribute to and be part of the antimicrobial stewardship team.
Additionally, after completing the modules, 73% felt more empow-
ered to participate in stewardship discussions with an additional 23%
wantingmore education. 100% felt that they learned information that
they could utilize in their everyday work. Barriers to implementation
of stewardship activities on their unit included lack of education
(41%), hospital or unit culture (27%), with only 4% citing they did
not feel it was their job or that they had anything to contribute to

a discussion. Also, 24% felt that there were no obstacles to participa-
tion. Conclusions: Surprisingly, most nurses who took this educa-
tional series and survey felt that they should be part of the
antibiotic stewardship team. As cited previously from the literature,
education and culture need to be addressed to overcome the nurses’
barriers to stewardship involvement. E-learning can provide an easy
first step to educating nurses when time permits and can provide a
good springboard for discussion on the units andwith physicians and
pharmacists. For a copy of the modules, please contact the author.
Funding: None
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Antibiotic Susceptibility of Common Organisms Isolated from
Urine Cultures of Nursing Home Residents
Austin R. Penna MPH, Division of Healthcare Quality Promotion,
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Atlanta, GA; Taniece
R. Eure MPH, Division of Healthcare Quality Promotion, Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention. Atlanta, GA; Nimalie D.
Stone MD, Division of Healthcare Quality Promotion, Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention. Atlanta, GA; Grant Barney BS,
New York Emerging Infections Program. Rochester, NY; Devra
Barter MS, Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment. Denver, CO; Paula Clogher MPH, Connecticut
Emerging Infections Program and the Yale School of Public
Health. New Haven, CT; Ghinwa Dumyati MD, New York
Emerging Infections Program and University of Rochester Medical
Center. Rochester, NY; Erin Epson MD, California Department of
Health. Richmond, CA; Christina B. Felsen MPH, New York
Emerging Infections Program and University of Rochester Medical
Center. Rochester, NY; Linda Frank RN, BSN, PHN, California
Emerging Infections Program. Oakland, CA; Deborah Godine RN,
California Emerging Infections Program. Oakland, CA; Lourdes
Irizarry MD, New Mexico Department of Health. Santa Fe, NM;
Helen Johnston MPH, Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment. Denver, CO; Marion A. Kainer MBBS, MPH,
Tennessee Department of Health. Nashville, TN; Linda Li MPH,
Maryland Department of Health. Baltimore, MD; Ruth Lynfield
MD, Minnesota Department of Health. St. Paul, MN; JP
Mahoehney RN, MPH, Minnesota Department of Health. St. Paul,
MN; Joelle Nadle MPH, California Emerging Infections Program.
Oakland, CA; Susan M. Ray MD, Georgia Emerging Infections
Program and Emory University. Atlanta, GA; Sarah Shrum Davis
MPH, New Mexico Department of Health. Santa Fe, NM; Marla
Sievers MPH, New Mexico Department of Health. Santa Fe, NM;
Krithika Srinivasan MD, MPH, Connecticut Emerging Infections
Program and the Yale School of Public Health. New Haven, CT;
Lucy E. Wilson MD, ScM, Maryland Department of Health.
Baltimore, MD; Alexia Y. Zhang MPH, CIC, Oregon Health
Authority. Portland, OR; Shelley S. Magill MD, PhD, Division of
Healthcare Quality Promotion, Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention. Atlanta, GA; Nicola D. Thompson MS, PhD, Division
of Healthcare Quality Promotion, Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention. Atlanta, GA

Background: With the emergence of antibiotic resistant threats
and the need for appropriate antibiotic use, laboratory microbiol-
ogy information is important to guide clinical decision making in
nursing homes, where access to such data can be limited.
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Susceptibility data are necessary to inform antibiotic selection and
to monitor changes in resistance patterns over time. To contribute
to existing data that describe antibiotic resistance among nursing
home residents, we summarized antibiotic susceptibility data from
organisms commonly isolated from urine cultures collected as part
of the CDCmultistate, Emerging Infections Program (EIP) nursing
home prevalence survey.Methods: In 2017, urine culture and anti-
biotic susceptibility data for selected organisms were retrospec-
tively collected from nursing home residents’ medical records by
trained EIP staff. Urine culture results reported as negative (no
growth) or contaminated were excluded. Susceptibility results were
recorded as susceptible, non-susceptible (resistant or

intermediate), or not tested. The pooled mean percentage tested
and percentage non-susceptible were calculated for selected anti-
biotic agents and classes using available data. Susceptibility data
were analyzed for organisms with ≥20 isolates. The definition
for multidrug-resistance (MDR) was based on the CDC and
European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control’s interim
standard definitions. Data were analyzed using SAS v 9.4 software.
Results: Among 161 participating nursing homes and 15,276 res-
idents, 300 residents (2.0%) had documentation of a urine culture
at the time of the survey, and 229 (76.3%) were positive. Escherichia
coli, Proteus mirabilis, Klebsiella spp, and Enterococcus spp repre-
sented 73.0% of all urine isolates (N= 278). There were 215

Fig. 1.

Fig. 2.
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(77.3%) isolates with reported susceptibility data (Fig. 1). Of these,
data were analyzed for 187 (87.0%) (Fig. 2). All isolates tested for
carbapenems were susceptible. Fluoroquinolone non-susceptibility
was most prevalent among E. coli (42.9%) and P. mirabilis (55.9%).
Among Klebsiella spp, the highest percentages of non-susceptibil-
ity were observed for extended-spectrum cephalosporins and folate
pathway inhibitors (25.0% each). Glycopeptide non-susceptibility
was 10.0% for Enterococcus spp. The percentage of isolates classi-
fied asMDR ranged from 10.1% for E. coli to 14.7% for P. mirabilis.
Conclusions: Substantial levels of non-susceptibility were
observed for nursing home residents’ urine isolates, with 10% to
56% reported as non-susceptible to the antibiotics assessed.
Non-susceptibility was highest for fluoroquinolones, an antibiotic
class commonly used in nursing homes, and ≥ 10% of selected iso-
lates were MDR. Our findings reinforce the importance of nursing
homes using susceptibility data from laboratory service providers
to guide antibiotic prescribing and to monitor levels of resistance.
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Antibiotic Use at the End-of-Life in Patients with Advanced
Dementia: A Systematic Literature Review
Alexandre Marra, Hospital Israelita Albert Einstein; Mireia Puig-
Asensio, University of Iowa Hospitals & Clinics; Eli Perencevich,
University of Iowa, Carver College of Medicine

Background: Improving the use of antibiotics across the care con-
tinuum will be necessary as we strive to protect our patients from
antimicrobial resistance.One potential target for antimicrobial stew-
ardship is during end-of-life care of patients with advanced demen-
tia. We aimed to perform a systematic literature review measuring
the burden of antibiotic use during end-of-life care in patients with
dementia. Methods:We searched PubMed, CINAHL, and Embase
through July 2019 for studies with the following inclusion criteria in
the initial analysis: (1) end-of-life patients (ie, dementia, cancer,
organ failure, frailty or multi-morbidity); (2) antibiotic use in the
end-of-life care; with the final analysis restricted to (3) patients with
advanced dementia. Only randomized controlled trials (RCTs) and
cohort studies were included. Results:Of the 93 full-text articles, 17
studies (18.3%)met the selection criteria for further analysis.Most of
the included studies were retrospective (n= 8) or prospective (n
= 8) cohort studies. These studies in combination included 2,501
patients with advanced dementia. Also, 5 studies (698 patients,
[27.9%]) were restricted to patients with Alzheimer’s disease. In 5
studies in which data were available, fewer than one-quarter of
patients (19.9%, 498) with advanced dementia were referred to pal-
liative care. In 12 studies >50% of patients received antibiotics dur-
ing the end-of-life period. Also, 15 studies did not report the
duration of antimicrobial therapy. Only 2 studies reported the anti-
microbial consumption in days of therapy per 1,000 resident days.
Only 6 studies studied whether the use of antibiotics was associated
with beneficial outcomes (survival or comfort), and none of them
evaluated potential adverse effects associated with antibiotic use.
Conclusions: There are significant gaps in the literature surround-
ing antimicrobial use at the end of life in patients with advanced
dementia. Future studies are needed to evaluate the benefits and
harms of using antibiotics for patients during end-of-life care in this
patient population.

Acknowledgement. We thank Jennifer Deberg from Hardin
Library for the Health Sciences, University of Iowa Libraries on
the search methods.
Disclosures: None
Funding: None
Doi:10.1017/ice.2020.627

Presentation Type:
Poster Presentation
Antimicrobial Nonsusceptibility Among Invasive MRSA
USA300 Strains by Healthcare Exposure, Three Sites, 2005–2016
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