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A B S T R A C T

Ceftaroline and comparators were tested against 9,268 Staphylococcus aureus isolates from 33 United States
hospitals (2018�2020). Ceftaroline (MIC50/90, 0.25/1 mg/L) susceptibility ranged from 95.4% (pneumonia) to
98.5% (skin and skin structure) and was 97.2% overall. Ceftaroline retained potent and broad-spectrum activ-
ity against methicillin-resistant isolates, with a 93.4% overall susceptibility.
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Ceftaroline is an advanced-generation cephalosporin active
against methicillin-susceptible (MSSA) and methicillin-resistant
Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA). Ceftaroline fosamil (Teflaro�), the pro-
drug of ceftaroline, was approved in October 2010 by the United
States Food and Drug Administration (US FDA) for the treatment of
adults with community-acquired bacterial pneumonia and acute bac-
terial skin and skin structure infections (ABSSSI). In 2015, the US FDA
approved a label expansion to include clinical data from patients
with S. aureus bacteremia. In 2016, ceftaroline fosamil was approved
for pediatric use with the same indications [1−3]. Moreover, ceftaro-
line has also been used off-label to treat various other infection types
[1,2].

The antimicrobial resistance surveillance program, Assessing
Worldwide Antimicrobial Resistance and Evaluation (AWARE), was
designed to monitor the activity of ceftaroline and comparator
agents as well as provide contemporary and longitudinal informa-
tion on the activity of this agent against relevant pathogens. Previ-
ous reports from the AWARE program have provided analyses of
ceftaroline activity against bacterial isolates recovered from indi-
cated infection sites, specific patient populations, and selected
organism groups and resistant subsets, as well as yearly variation
on its in vitro activity and potency [4−6]. In this investigation, we
evaluated the in vitro activity of ceftaroline against contemporary
(2018-2020) S. aureus isolates from US medical centers stratified by
infection type.

Clinically significant bacterial isolates were consecutively col-
lected (1/patient) from various infection types. All S. aureus isolates
(n = 9,268) were from patients hospitalized in medical centers that
participated in the AWARE Program. Isolates were from 33 medical
centers (30-31 centers per year) located in 23 states from all 9 Census
Divisions. Isolates were collected from patients with SSSI (n = 4,343;
46.9%), pneumonia (n = 2,260; 24.4%), bloodstream infection (BSI;
n = 2,235; 24.1%), and other infections (n=430; 4.6%).

Isolates were tested for susceptibility to ceftaroline and multi-
ple comparator agents by reference broth microdilution methods
as described by Clinical and Laboratory Standard Institute (CLSI)
[7], and susceptibility interpretations were based on CLSI (M100-
S32) and US FDA breakpoint criteria [8−10]. A susceptible break-
point of ≤1 mg/L was applied for ceftaroline as indicated by CLSI
and EUCAST and based on ceftaroline fosamil 600 mg q12h dosage
[8,11]. Results were stratified by infection type and resistance pro-
file [8−10].

Organisms were tested in cation-adjusted Mueller-Hinton broth
(Thermo Fisher Scientific, Waltham, Massachusetts, USA). MIC panels
were manufactured at JMI Laboratories (North Liberty, Iowa, USA)
and frozen at -80°C until used. Ceftaroline and comparator agents
were tested simultaneously using the same bacterial inoculum and
testing reagents. Concurrent testing of quality control (QC) strains
assured proper test conditions. All QC results were within CLSI pub-
lished ranges [8].
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Fig. 1. Antimicrobial activity of ceftaroline against S. aureus from US medical centers stratified by resistance phenotype and infection type (2018−2020).
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Ceftaroline was active against 97.2% of S. aureus isolates (MIC50/90,
0.25/1 mg/L), with susceptibility rates ranging from 95.4% (pneumo-
nia) to 98.5% (SSSI; Tables 1 and S1 and Fig. 1). Ceftaroline was
highly active against MSSA isolates (MIC50/90, 0.25/0.25 mg/L;
100.0% susceptible) and retained potent activity and broad spec-
trum against MRSA (41.9% of isolates; MIC50/90, 1/1 mg/L), with sus-
ceptibility rates varying from 96.3% (SSSI) to 89.2% (pneumonia).
Susceptibility of MRSA was 93.4% overall (Tables 1 and S1 and
Fig. 1). Moreover, all ceftaroline-nonsusceptible isolates exhibited a
ceftaroline MIC of 2 mg/L (n = 258; Table S1), which is considered
susceptible dose-dependent by CLSI (based on 600 mg q8 hours as a
2-hour infusion), intermediate by EUCAST (indications other than
pneumonia [EUCAST 2022]), and the US FDA (i.e., 0.0% resistance;
Table 1). The percentage of isolates with ceftaroline MICs of 2 mg/L
varied slightly but did not show any trends during the study period
(Table S1).

Overall susceptibility rates to erythromycin, levofloxacin, tetracy-
cline, and trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole (TMP-SMX) were 44.0%,
67.9%, 94.1%, and 97.5%, respectively (Table 1). Ceftaroline retained
good activity against S. aureus resistant to erythromycin (n = 4,784;
MIC50/90, 0.5/1 mg/L; 94.8% susceptible), levofloxacin (n = 2,944;
MIC50/90, 1/1 mg/L; 91.4% susceptible), tetracycline (n = 453; MIC50/90,
0.5/1 mg/L; 92.3% susceptible), and/or TMP-SMX (n = 228; MIC50/90,
0.5/1 mg/L; 98.7% susceptible; Fig. 1). Among the resistant subsets,
ceftaroline susceptibility rates were generally highest among iso-
lates from SSSI (ranging from 93.1% [tetracycline-resistant subset]
to 100.0% [TMP-SMX-resistant subset]), followed by other infec-
tions (81.8% [tetracycline-resistant subset] to 100.0% [TMP-SMX-
resistant subset]), BSI (89.4% [levofloxacin-resistant subset] to
96.2% [TMP-SMX-resistant subset]), and pneumonia (86.6% [levo-
floxacin-resistant subset] to 98.1% [TMP-SMX-resistant subset];
Fig. 1).

Dalbavancin (MIC50/90, 0.03/0.03 mg/L) and vancomycin (MIC50/90,
1/1 mg/L) exhibited complete activity (100.0% susceptible), whereas
daptomycin (MIC50/90, 0.25/0.5 mg/L) and linezolid (MIC50/90, 1/2 mg/
L) were active against ≥99.8% of isolates (Table 1).

The results of our investigation corroborate and expand data pre-
viously published by our group and other investigators by demon-
strating that ceftaroline remained highly active against S. aureus
isolates causing infection in US medical centers [2,4-6,11].
Furthermore, all ceftaroline-nonsusceptible MRSA isolates displayed
a ceftaroline MIC value of 2 mg/L and were categorized as susceptible
dose-dependent or intermediate [8−10].

Other antimicrobial agents used to treat S. aureus infections,
such as dalbavancin, daptomycin, linezolid, and vancomycin also
showed excellent coverage against the contemporary S. aureus col-
lection evaluated in this investigation, with susceptibility rates of
99.8% to 100.0%. Vancomycin is often used as an initial therapy to
treat MRSA infections; however, while high exposure (AUC24/MIC
≥350 or 400) may be necessary to achieve a successful clinical
response, high serum trough concentrations (>20 mg/L) are asso-
ciated with a greater risk of nephrotoxicity [12]. Moreover, it has
been shown that it is practically impossible to achieve a high prob-
ability of target attainment (PTA) for vancomycin above MIC values
of 1 mg/L without substantially increasing the risk of nephrotoxi-
city [13].

Linezolid and daptomycin have been used as alternatives to van-
comycin to treat Gram-positive bacterial infections, particularly
those caused by MRSA. However, more recent studies have shown
that these antibiotics may be under-dosed at the standard regimens
to achieve bacteriostatic or bactericidal pharmacokinetic/pharma-
codynamic (PK/PD) targets against contemporary S. aureus isolates.
Cristinacce and colleagues [14] have shown that increasing the dose
of vancomycin and daptomycin improved PTAs and weighted PK/PD
target attainment values but did not lead to PTAs >90% at the
respective MIC90 values, even at the highest doses and lowest expo-
sure targets. In these cases, the potential side effects of a dose
increase beyond the label recommendation requires careful evalua-
tion [14]. In contrast, the standard labeled dose of ceftaroline fosa-
mil for adults with SSSI (600 mg q12h) achieves PTAs values at or
close to 100% against S. aureus isolates with ceftaroline MICs
≤2 mg/L. Moreover, >90% PTA was predicted for the ceftaroline
fosamil 600mg q8h dosage regimen against S. aureus with ceftaro-
line MICs ≤4 mg/L [14,15].

In conclusion, the results of this comprehensive surveillance
investigation indicate that ceftaroline represents a valuable treat-
ment option for US S. aureus infections. Even the small percentage of
infections caused by isolates with ceftaroline MIC of 4 mg/L can
potentially be treated with the high ceftaroline dosing regimen
(600 mg every 8 hour with 2-hour infusion) [15].



Table 1
Antimicrobial activity of ceftaroline and comparator agents against S. aureus from US medical centers.

Organism/antimicrobial (no. tested) All isolates % Susceptible per CLSI (no. of isolates)

MIC50 a MIC90
a MIC range %Sa %R SSSI Pneumonia BSI Other

S. aureus (9,268) (4,343) (2,260) (2,235) (430)
Ceftaroline 0.25 1 ≤0.06 to 2 97.2 0.0 98.5 95.4 96.6 97.4
Oxacillin 0.5 >2 ≤0.06 to >2 58.1 41.9 57.8 57.6 58.7 59.3
Clindamycin 0.06 >2 ≤0.03 to >2 86.4 13.4 88.6 83.3 85.5 84.7
Dalbavancin 0.03 0.03 ≤0.002 to 0.25 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Daptomycin 0.25 0.5 ≤0.12 to 2 >99.9 100.0 >99.9 >99.9 99.8
Erythromycin 8 >8 ≤0.06 to >8 44.0 51.6 44.5 43.3 43.8 44.4
Levofloxacin 0.25 >4 0.06 to >4 67.9 31.8 69.5 65.8 67.6 65.6
Linezolid 1 2 ≤0.12 to >8 >99.9 <0.1 >99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0
Tetracycline ≤0.5 1 ≤0.5 to >8 94.1 4.9 93.4 94.1 95.1 96.3
TMP-SMX ≤0.5 ≤0.5 ≤0.5 to >16 97.5 2.5 97.4 97.7 97.7 97.0
Vancomycin 1 1 ≤0.12 to 2 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

MSSA (5,381) (2,512) (1,301) (1,313) (255)
Ceftaroline 0.25 0.25 ≤0.06 to 0.5 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Oxacillin 0.5 1 ≤0.06 to 2 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Clindamycin 0.06 0.12 ≤0.03 to >2 95.8 4.2 95.9 95.6 95.6 96.1
Dalbavancin 0.03 0.03 ≤0.002 to 0.12 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Daptomycin 0.25 0.5 ≤0.12 to 2 >99.9 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0
Erythromycin 0.25 >8 ≤0.06 to >8 65.6 28.9 65.8 65.0 65.8 65.5
Levofloxacin 0.25 1 0.06 to >4 91.2 8.6 91.2 92.2 91.2 86.7
Linezolid 1 2 ≤0.12 to 4 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Tetracycline ≤0.5 ≤0.5 ≤0.5 to >8 95.8 3.2 94.9 96.0 96.8 97.3
TMP-SMX ≤0.5 ≤0.5 ≤0.5 to >16 99.4 0.6 99.4 99.5 99.5 99.2
Vancomycin 1 1 ≤0.12 to 2 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

MRSA (3,887) (1,831) (959) (922) (175)
Ceftaroline 1 1 0.12 to 2 93.4 0.0 96.3 89.2 91.8 93.7
Oxacillin >2 >2 >2 to >2 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Clindamycin 0.06 >2 ≤0.03 to >2 73.4 26.3 78.5 66.6 71.3 68.0
Dalbavancin 0.03 0.03 ≤0.002 to 0.25 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Daptomycin 0.25 0.5 ≤0.12 to 2 99.9 100.0 99.9 100.0 99.4
Erythromycin >8 >8 ≤0.06 to >8 14.2 83.0 15.2 13.8 12.7 13.7
Levofloxacin 4 >4 0.06 to >4 35.7 63.9 39.6 30.1 33.8 34.9
Linezolid 1 2 ≤0.12 to >8 >99.9 <0.1 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0
Tetracycline ≤0.5 2 ≤0.5 to >8 91.8 7.2 91.2 91.5 92.7 94.9
TMP-SMX ≤0.5 ≤0.5 ≤0.5 to >16 94.9 5.1 94.7 95.3 95.1 93.7
Vancomycin 1 1 0.25 to 2 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

BSI = bloodstream infection; MRSA = methicillin-resistant S. aureus; SSSI = skin and skin structure infection; TMP-SMX = trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole.
a MIC50, MIC90, and susceptibility rate (CLSI) for the isolate collection combined.

H
.S.Sader

etal./D
iagnostic

M
icrobiology

and
Infectious

D
isease

105
(2023)

115820
3



4 H.S. Sader et al. / Diagnostic Microbiology and Infectious Disease 105 (2023) 115820
Acknowledgments

The authors thank all participants of The Assessing Worldwide
Antimicrobial Resistance Evaluation (AWARE) Program for their
work in providing isolates. The authors also would like to thank Amy
Chen and Judy Oberholser for editorial assistance.

Funding

This study was supported by AbbVie. AbbVie was involved in the
design and decision to present these results and JMI Laboratories
received compensation fees for services in relation to preparing theman-
uscript. Allergan (now AbbVie) had no involvement in the collection,
analysis, and interpretation of data.Declaration of competing interest

JMI Laboratories contracted to perform services in 2021 for AbbVie
Inc., Affinity Biosensors, AimMax Therapeutics, Inc., Alterity Therapeutics,
Amicrobe, Inc., Arietis Pharma, Armata Pharmaceuticals, Inc., Astrellas
Pharma Inc., Basilea Pharmaceutica AG, Becton, Dickinson and Company
(BD), bioM�erieux, Inc., Boost Biomes, Brass Dome Ventures Ltd., Bravos
Biosciences, Bugworks Research Inc., Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention, Cerba Research, Cidara Therapeutics, Cipla Ltd., ContraFect Corp.,
CXC7, DiamondV, Enveda Biosciences, Fedora Pharmaceuticals, Inc.,
Fimbrion Therapeutics, First Light Diagnostics, Forge Therapeutics, Inc.,
Fox Chase Cancer Center, GlaxoSmithKline plc (GSK), Harvard University,
Institute for Clinical Pharmacodynamics (ICPD), International Health
Management Associates (IHMA), Inc., Iterum Therapeutics plc, Janssen
Research & Development, Johnson & Johnson, Kaleido Biosciences, Inc.,
Laboratory Specialists, Inc. (LSI), Meiji Seika Pharma Co., Ltd., Melinta
Therapeutics, Menarini Group, Merck & Co., Inc., MicuRx Pharmaceuticals
Inc., Mutabilis, Nabriva Therapeutics, National Institutes of Health,
Novome Biotechnologies, Omnix Medical Ltd., Paratek Pharma, Pattern
Bioscience, Pfizer Inc., Prokaryotics Inc., Pulmocide Ltd., QPEX Biopharma,
Inc., Roche Holding AG, Roivant Sciences, SeLux Diagnostics, Inc., Shionogi
Inc., Sinovent Pharmaceuticals, Inc., SNIPR Biome ApS, Spero Therapeu-
tics, Summit Therapeutics, Inc., T2 Biosystems, TenNor Therapeutics,
Thermo Fisher Scientific, University of Southern California, University of
Wisconsin, USCAST, U.S. Food and Drug Administration, Venatorx Phar-
maceutics, Inc., Weill Cornell Medicine, and Wockhardt Ltd. There are no
speakers’ bureaus or stock options to declare.

Authors’ contributions

Helio S. Sader: Conceptualization, Formal analysis, Data curation,
Writing − original draft, Visualization, Funding acquisition. Mariana
Castanheira: Conceptualization, Validation, Resources, Writing −
review & editing, Visualization, Supervision, Funding acquisition. Leo-
nard R. Duncan: Methodology, Formal analysis, Investigation, Data
curation, Project administration. Rodrigo E. Mendes: Methodology,
Formal analysis, Investigation, Data curation, Writing − review &
editing, Software, Validation, Supervision.

Author Statement

The content has been read and approved by all co-authors and the
manuscript has not been submitted elsewhere. Furthermore, all
authors agree to transfer the copyright, following the policies of the
journal at the time of acceptance/publication.
Ethical Approval

Not required.
Supplementary materials

Supplementary material associated with this article can be found
in the online version at doi:10.1016/j.diagmicrobio.2022.115820.
References

[1] Pani A, Colombo F, Agnelli F, Frantellizzi V, Baratta F, Pastori D, et al. Off-label use
of ceftaroline fosamil: a systematic review. Int J Antimicrob Agents 2019;54
(5):562–71.

[2] Esposito S, Carrothers TJ, Riccobene T, Stone GG, Kantecki M. Ceftaroline fosamil
for treatment of pediatric complicated skin and soft tissue infections and commu-
nity-acquired pneumonia. Paediatr Drugs 2021;23(6):549–63.

[3] TEFLARO� . TEFLARO� , Package Insert. Madison, NJ: Allergan USA, Inc.; 2021.
[4] Sader HS, Flamm RK, Jones RN. Antimicrobial activity of ceftaroline tested against

staphylococci with reduced susceptibility to linezolid, daptomycin or vancomycin
from U.S. hospitals (2008−2011). Antimicrob Agents Chemother 2013;57
(7):3178–81.

[5] Sader HS, Mendes RE, Streit JM, Flamm RK. Antimicrobial susceptibility trends
among Staphylococcus aureus from U. S. hospitals: Results from 7 years of the cef-
taroline (AWARE) surveillance program (2010-2016). Antimicrob Agents Chemo-
ther 2017;61(9):e01043.

[6] Sader HS, Carvalhaes CG, Mendes RE. Ceftaroline activity against Staphylococcus
aureus isolated from patients with infective endocarditis, worldwide (2010-
2019). Int J Infect Dis 2021;102:524–8.

[7] CLSI. M07Ed11. Methods for dilution antimicrobial susceptibility tests for bacteria
that grow aerobically: 11th edition. Wayne, PA: Clinical and Laboratory Standards
Institute; 2018.

[8] CLSI. M100Ed32. Performance standards for antimicrobial susceptibility testing:
32nd informational supplement. Wayne, PA:: Clinical and Laboratory Standards
Institute; 2022.

[9] USFDA. Antibacterial susceptibility test interpretive criteria [15th January 2022].
Available from: https://www.fda.gov/drugs/development-resources/ceftaroline-
fosamil-injection-products.

[10] EUCAST. Breakpoint tables for interpretation of MICs and zone diameters. Version
12.0 European Committee on Antimicrobial Susceptibility Testing; 2022.

[11] Sader HS, Jones RN. Impact of EUCAST, CLSI and USCAST ceftaroline breakpoint
changes on the susceptibility of methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus iso-
lates collected from US medical centres (2015-2018). Clin Microbiol Infect
2020;26(5):658–9.

[12] Lodise TP, Patel N, Lomaestro BM, Rodvold KA, Drusano GL. Relationship between
initial vancomycin concentration-time profile and nephrotoxicity among hospi-
talized patients. Clin Infect Dis 2009;49(4):507–14.

[13] Patel N, Pai MP, Rodvold KA, Lomaestro B, Drusano GL, Lodise TP. Vancomycin:
We can’t get there from here. Clin Infect Dis 2011;52(8):969–74.

[14] Cristinacce A, Wright JG, Macpherson M, Iaconis J, Das S. Comparing probability of
target attainment against Staphylococcus aureus for ceftaroline fosamil, vancomy-
cin, daptomycin, linezolid, and ceftriaxone in complicated skin and soft tissue
infection using pharmacokinetic/pharmacodynamic models. Diagn Microbiol
Infect Dis 2021;99(4):115292.

[15] Das S, Li J, Iaconis J, Zhou D, Stone GG, Yan JL, et al. Ceftaroline fosamil doses and
breakpoints for Staphylococcus aureus in complicated skin and soft tissue infec-
tions. J Antimicrob Chemother 2019;74(2):425–31.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.diagmicrobio.2022.115820
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0008
https://www.fda.gov/drugs/development-resources/ceftaroline-fosamil-injection-products
https://www.fda.gov/drugs/development-resources/ceftaroline-fosamil-injection-products
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0732-8893(22)00186-9/sbref0015

	Update on the in vitro activity of ceftaroline against Staphylococcus aureus from United States (US) medical centers stratified by infection type (2018-2020)
	Acknowledgments
	Funding
	Authors´ contributions
	Author Statement
	Ethical Approval
	Supplementary materials
	References



