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M9 ik B Gid e Bk, EERSRET AR EAGRIETMAEDRLT RGN Tk, GIELREAMEE, it T B A MST
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Abstract: One of the main environmental pollution problems caused by livestock and poultry farming is the fecal pollution to surface
water. It is critical to identify the source of fecal pollution associated with livestock for the efficient control of the fecal pollution to water system.
Microbial source tracking ( MST ) is a kind of technique that may locate pollution sources according to the specific relationship between source-
indicating microorganisms and hosts. A variety of intestinal microorganisms have been reported to be used as indicators for source tracking of
fecal contamination in surface water environments. Based on their phenotypic or genotypic characteristics, various detection methods have been
developed, including culture-dependent methods and culture-independent molecular methods. MST can be classified as single-source-indicator
methods and multi-source-indicator methods, specifically including bacterial and viral indicator methods, as well as multi-source-indicating
DNA microarray and high-throughput sequencing methods. Different types of source-indicating microorganisms and their related detection
methods are reviewed in this paper, including their principles and pros and cons, and the issues and challenges while using MST are also
discussed. In addition, the application of MST in total maximum daily load ( TMDL ) promoted by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ( EPA )
is briefly summarized, and the development trend of MST is also prospected, aiming at promoting the application of MST in the monitoring of
water quality in China.
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FrFE AR A I 15 7K 1 B R HE i 25 S BUKIR 1)
FAHTG Y FEME h S R X A T A A
¥, e SIRIETS A El A s . Vi
P S5 AT DU R AP IR Sk AR R B AR K B, A
T 2500 SR R M K R A4 0 HET,
FZEHIE /R4 ( Fecal indicator bacteria, FIB), Ul
KW ¥ & ( Escherichia coli ). & K 7 i B ( Fecal
coliforms ) % e A% Hi 2 /K 4% ) 36 4 35 e Ak 14,
(B4 BFFE 2 FIB 5 2875 Je o SC I I A s
JFH, FIBfE BRI 2, ARERALA G5 4
TR B HER A V5 YL 5 X TS YL BA A
BREE, PTRXATK, 2075 Qe T kg 8
KRR AR (Microbial source tracking,,
MST) £A I BUALE 20 205 301, 80 T X 70 3%
V5 P i TE FOR IR R A A L R G A
[, TR Sl 40 A T8 N Y T A P AR B a5 S R L
[ FFEAE 225 15, MST H AR B FH X f 22 S e a7 y5 e
WIE R S iE 2 MR Se e C R, gEmk A
Wi i5 Y, AR, MST #RDILE WM | X
JRCAS G PR 45 SR v S A A 52 B3 ol G
VBT EEFEESE (US. Environmental prote-
ction agency, EPA) EV# MST AW F K H
fif ki ( Total maximum daily load, TMDL) J5
sERIFR UYL RS I, MST HEARTESZBR IV AR
TS ORAF AR DX 22 S P AR T A S5 ) R

H AT Z R0 I8 s A= ] T MST, - XUk
HE (Biﬁdobacterium) FHIAF 7 ( Bacteroides ) 25,
(B30 A D5 75 A ) B R A I 5 12 ) e
TF i 1 R OK PR BT A5 75 L BT ) S5 . R s A ) i
AANIE], ATRE MST J5 vk o BRI R 7R P AL 2 8
TERPE MR . ASCHIGEIREE MST J5i%, HH A4
WY AR A B F6 78 A ) R T BRI vk
WG PUBhn 25, JRR 2RSS T MST $0R 18
TMDL J5 & il & i F v 8 52 B i F DA K 33Fi8 1 MST
AR i I e 60 7] R Bk, e Je % MST AR A
RIgaHIITRE, LIEIE MST BORTEFR [ Y1
L TR AR BT B AR SRS A

1 MST EXREFE
T A SR E SR . THE RS AR N FREE

S ChnpH BEFRAAME) FAE, 2 K
[ EAL, 4 AR WY S R AR [R) P b i 1 1 v
W HA AL SR [ (4 R A Bl R A, T E AN [ A
16 F Wi A B B BRI 22 5 . SR TR,
MST 5 A 32 B 37 5 FE 0 15 e A5 ) 5 s s &
] B A S5 DK B e 4 2 (95 ok U 2. MIST iy
DU P S PRFE 7S Gl A= P o A5 LA R JLANRRAE = (1)
i FRr S 5 (2) TEARSMN R P UELL 258 5 (3) —
SE M FRBE 3208 5 (4) WeJiE R IR ) 25
25 YL A8 /R WA BUBFF I ( Bifidobacterium ).
PIFFIE ( Bacteroides ) ME55 T BWER A ( Bacteroides
fragilis bacteriophage ). KIAFF WK (F+ specific
RNA coliphages ) 1AK% iE %% 75 ( Human enteric
viruses ) 4 3

HAT, MST Jyik 32 T8 Bi i R oK ik py 2 fE
TSRO AR TG 2R Y s AN [E], ATl
BIRIR R YNE R Z ISR IE PR IR Y
T30 A A I B — A I BR T R R R T Gk R T
Z2 AR 7N )1 U 3o T A AR WA B M A bR
IC R A AN R 075 YL YA

2 MST Fi%

2.1 ERIETHE

2,11 R RYIE

2.1.1.1 ZME KRB EBE (Fecal coliform, FC) / 2&fH

#EFR A (Fecal streptococcus, FS) B T AR
ERE RSB FC, shi 3 A B mEeEn
FS, FrPh, BAE 20 4 60 £ K ZE 70 4540, A
FHPE A FC 5 FS B HAESRIE RIS YR . A AT
HY “4<FC/FS” B R EEIE NIRFEM I YL, 4
“FC/FS<0.7" B3R 3R A sh i Ze 5 e >0,
DRI, 2 “4<FC/FS” IR FEE
NIEZAETG YL 5 24 “0.1<FC/FS<0.6” I Fem F &
BB HEM Y RE B T5 Y, 1Y “FC/FS<0.17 B
FOR FEREAESEE I T SRR
e g R T TR EAR R Tk RE, (HEH T
FC I FS FEREE K A i) A= e 5 Rt 32 1k #8AS A
6], I HWE 1 A 5) 52 SR8 Hh 1 45 A DR R e
KB H T TEKHEA L B ) iz KRS
TEFREE P 2 i A7 AE R L, FTL FC/RS MufE L i
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VR 5 - RN I IR B BRI, U i 37

B IX 0 NS LA R HAt Sl Py ) S el 5 e UL

2.1.1.2  WUEFFR ( Bifidobacterium ) % XU AT B
NEVEDRR, TEAKGENMERS, JFHAE
FREE A LA 0, T LA N 4 B LTS Y
AIFREE KA A 28 LAY A I BUBEFF I ( Sorbitol-
fermenting Bifidobacteria,SFB )( 4l B. adolescentis 1 B.
breve ) ATHE N A2 5 YL 4574 ' SFB 7]
3 A AL R B SRS AT R e,
HABTERWIEET SFB HiFR (9 MST J5 ik M4E S F
NE UYL MR, R TR R 4 A
Tk, FEOEILT PCRWITEE, BRI AIATE
IR R R SUS AT B SR, il Balleste 45 1
RIMAENZE . BIMAZEMERE A P A AEA R 2 Y
FIRUBAT AT 168 rRNA JER R Bt H AT i F2 e ek
FE IR IC R AR s R R IR I 2 5 s . — e 5Tk
HE T T AR DU FF T 16S tRNA SEHpRiC
[y qPCR 3% (K 1), REMUE— e B X G
ek

2.1.1.3  KWAFF# ( Escherichia coli ) 3 KIGFF A
HFPIR AR L B MR AN T, A 7E TR 3
M N, AR B Sy SR e v R AR, Al
FEMH AR TR TS K ARREE YL KRILOK, s
JK IR ) R R TR R g o FE TS e i 4 R B AR
W, FEBE EPA HEFEVE IRK R FIB L KT
T AR T IS I IE N, DGk T B e i s
FR L P 2B JL i, AR LA e RhirE
BrEeAR . foie 2 )ik sl DNA $5 80115 (4 PFGE.
rep-PCR . AR BU5E ) 4 AR UK 43 s ¥ F1 A
S OB (IR Y (EPSE | it S i Al i< A
RPN 5y Z R s IR SR A I Bk T
BRI BT I B0 1 3 DNA $5 20 1B % H5 0 13 45 il
A BT R R R R SR BN TR AR A
UTAEK 222K F 23 J5 DA U R A T i = 4 e 1 ik
bR A RIFE TS YR, ik T 2
4, Khatib % 1 LUK AT B STID 8 7 3L R AR
SRS Qe pIFE /"), R PCR J5 6T A RO AS:
DRSS A IR S 5 e

2.1.1.4  HIFFE (Bacteroides ) ;. WIFFRZ i
) BRI, IR 2 R iR H
TEFRBEPELL 5 Y, R IE E A LT B 1

k1 MST BIRFE/R A — SR B 0 AN i 55 451
¥ ( Bacteroides fragilis ) PR AAET ANRZEMHH H.
W BEAR R , WOAT M A DR TS e s e s
B. fragilis 3= %538 320 55 3% 0 7 A ARSI DA 25 1) A D5
FAEVS Y, AN A 5T R B0 L REAE 45
B F 0 B. fragilis 0 MAN, SBURT T 7EFRBE K
W N BRI LA/, RO B iR N, Rt
H A2 TR B B 5 52 19 MST ke RZ 0. A
W2 T, AR T AT S R RS R AR il iy
MST J5id (R HE 4T A 16S rRNA FEDH By
qPCR i) A e e (2 1) m
TRE) T Pyt kg 0,

HHT, IR P A S5 1 S PR A i AR S AR 47 b
XA N SR A2 iis e, (HAEE 25
5 Y IR AT TR R . B R,
T XA TA], 455 DR s e il ¥ G 15 7 e
FR S22 11,
2.1.1.5  HAWA R =Pk BR T R IR
TeORAH DA AN, A — S I Y 2 T T T A
Wi, i, AT E (Brevibacterium ) 16S tRNA
SRR R Br LA3S WI/E N & R Ts e iy de m ity (£
1) sl s AT Catellicoccus marimammalium 16S TRNA
LR B GFC FEFFI ( Helicobacter ) 16S rRNA &
[N A Be GFD T4 B K 38 V5 e i g~ )5 3L
BR AT ( Lactobacillales ) 16S rRNA #:[H J B¢ Cranel
AR R RSB TS et s
2.1.2 JREIERIE
2.1.2.1  HUUFF IR ME R AR A7 S D 55 U R (A
FAR RYC 2056 ) R FHIWERR) Z A7 T2 AR
FAR TG Y R R, BT RICR I SUZ AR R 1 7 15 35 DA
ORI DN E Rt SO N U R Ty R7 R O G g T N =
TR
2122 KRHFFHEWERFA (F+ RNA coliphage ) ¥
F+ RNA KA BV B AR =250k 4 FpSAL BIAS T |
RO, RUTNANASIV , Hodr, BT AR 3228 5 A28
B YA K, MV EES YRS YA L,
Ul RPN S SIF 17 R S S o i o 2]
3] Ay Wk AT A P LA a8 2 1k ko kA 2 vk
froese, vEmAFAFEZER F+ RNA K AT 3 5
PRETE 22 MR IX A5 Y 0 AR, JET
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Oy F O CAnss 5 PCR 4§ ) AN 4 Rl 2 A F+
RNA KT o W A MST 73 AU i AL 1 Al ik
P, RS T TR R A
2123 HABR R R Y BR T BiRAEEESL, &
A — S A e AR AT N F SRR Y (T E 2N
AN, B, AZRpdE (HPyVs) > Btk
BER 5 (PMMoV ) '™ 4% #60T DL 3t 43546 )
JrESERI NI Y, R 15028 T HETHR RS R
Yy ks R BRI ARTC B R 19514
22 LRI wME
2.2.1 DNA {4 %) ( Microarray ) ¥ DNA 1 4 %1
MFRH DNA SR sCEERS Rl B4
A J5T A B AR b 3 2 R0 41 ) e TR 31
IR B FDIAE G 55 DNA G5 dE A7 4= 3g, alad
AT 5 A TC Mo 55 AR ML i th i A M i 0%
3 DR 2 B A L T JEAE Ol DNA B8 A A B
BRSO H 2552 2006 . 1% LT T KR
SRS YR O, REAS R | Pu ) R
VG YL AH AR R TG YL IR A S R R 7R Y Bt
PEBRZ | AR AR A5 A . Dubinsky 25 7
HRLEFXT 168 TRNA FEH 19 2258 K & 1 51 43 il
TRE B 208 v R A 2R, I HEFAMA
55 22 B Fh I F AU 51 1) MST 5 2 R 1 — 1k 5K
BB R 2 M Yok, B EEZAS R E (US.
Environmental protection agency, EPA ) Lzl T —
iR DNA GRS HAR A TR0 I, %S
1 453 DRETALC,  RE %A DN 2 A 0 1g 3 R 5 ) 4
WL R BUA BRI 2 SR DA R At 5 PR T
AL ARIC, AT T 00 SR 7K AR it A 0 28
Y5 YL g 8
222 & E ¥ (High—thmughput—sequencing,
HTS) ¥ il i P BORBE— UK PCR 4714 7 4)
HOk A PEEFEG Y DNA R85 B T RS A 570
B, DNITARAS R S 45 o 38 el % 2k P B i 43 B
TF % 59 MST Aric, HTS-MST B4R 4 7 — APk |
AR E Y 15 R IR AR Y, Sk R fE S
LWy B LI

HTS-MST Jy EEAN S MRS LA i PR A D =i
IR R ARG TR, TR A PRV Y £

JiE, oA TR A BT BRI KR P 2 S el IR
AR, R EEEPFN HTS-MST Jrik « —Fp
Lo X 3 25 SR RIS T, vk Hh IS TS YL
(I AZERBhY ) RS0 AT HEAE 4325 BT ( Operational
taxonomic units, OTUs ), B2 15 RILH K
OTUs, FEAR IR FE 5 (4 Bl 26 0 E V% 4 84 A 1)
T 2% 5 AR B R T RE RO TS YL 5 S — o i R il
FHET DL HE B 19 SourceTracker 234, 18 o FLAR
IR 5 S [R) 3h 4 26 A Hh Ak 0 VR L BURRAE
T VRIS [ 5 G Y05 B0 55 4 ot B2 0 R 1 T
ik, R T S BRI K A 2 5 e o,
3 MST B9 fi-—TMDL A%

FEFPELE B S IN J5 1T, MST $0AR 2 24
P BT 4K R (0360 05 e e B, A
B35 BN B3 BT X6 K A5 e U S it A8 55 B IR BLAIME
SR SRR TT AZE A TMDL 5 22 2 i
PRI Rt TMDL 5 K AR AT LAFE 32 FAT5 SR 0l 2 7K I
ERRUER TS QMR H i L TMDL 5 62
EPA HEAT BRI TS YLl | (R4 b e /K R85 I it
FHRI ARG % RO AIFRT 30 4, A
Tl I FIOK TR, PRGBS R T KR
A3y, AR T 7K TR e S e it ) St

MST $ A AE % 18 52 7 5 ) W 75 9% 95 A S 45
TMDL J5 S (il @ M sii, HARMEBIZELLT 3407
e (1) BRS——FE TMDL il & 1 A, MST
T5cUH 2 11 FH 38 2 S K R SR A5 e U, K4 SR A
F TMDL 43 #f . (2) i far 43 Bic 53 A ——MST 47 Bl
FRBI T B E TS Y, R HF S
TER AL AT AT SR A3 BE 5 8. (3) St 7 58
il iE——MST A B FH & B H bR rp FHE#E
R 3 O 5 VA £ b R ok 9

16 TMDL J5 2 0yl i A bR FH MST £0R, fiE
0 R B0 00 0 45 SR 0 o EL A i 4 B AR LR T 4 47 e 1)
VAT 55 o AN, o] DAARAE S BR 1 L MDA 37575 Ye L |
SIS T R KA E R T P EPA
O, SEEMZRAN . XN PG A
ZA X EFF MST AR T4 #b i) TMDL J5 (1
TFRMSE, 2Pk T KR e
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F1 BEETWEEANERRERES Y
= =N
NG FEFARIC YR 1Y AT FFol (5'-3") (’ﬂil)‘iﬁ j:ir#ﬁ
WU w25 2] A W257F GGGTGGTAATGCCGGATG 92% 94.5%
W255R GGTGCTTATTCGAAAGGTACACTCA
W256p (FAM ) ATGTCCTTCTGGGAAAGATTCATCGGTATG ( TAMRA )
HMBif 7 A BifF TTCGGGTTGTAAACCGCTTTT - -
BifR TACGTATTACCGCGGCTGCT
HMBifp (FAM ) TCGGGGTGAGTGTACCT ( MGB-NFQ) )
CWBif ' 4 BifF TTCGGGTTGTAAACCGCTTTT - -
BifR TACGTATTACCGCGGCTGCT
CWBifPp (FAM) TTCGGCCGTGTTGAGT ( MGB-NFQ )
IR HF183 ) A HF183F ATCATGAGTTCACATGTCCG 87.5%  100%
Bac708R CAATCGGAGTTCTTCGTGAT
Hr183* 4! A HF183F ATCATGAGTTCACATGTCCG 194%  98.2%
Bac708R CAATCGGAGTTCTTCGTGAT
Rum-2-Bac "7’ JZ43)  BacB2-590F ACAGCCCGCGATTGATACTGGTAA 97% 100%
L Bac708R CAATCGGAGTTCTTCGTGAT
BacB2-626p (FAM ) ATGAGGTGGATGGAATTCGTGGTGT ( BHQ-1)
BacCan ' o] BacCan545F GGAGCGCAGACGGGTTTT 625%  86.1%
BacCan690R1  CAATCGGAGTTCTTCGTGATATCTA
BacCan690R2  AATCGGAGTTCCTCGTGATATCTA
BacCan656p (FAM ) TGGTGTAGCGGTGAAA ( MGB)
BacH ! A BacHF CTTGGCCAGCCTTCTGAAAG 97.5%  97.5%
BacHR CCCCATCGTCTACCGAAAATAC
BaCHpl (FAM ) TCATGATCCCATCCTG ( MGB )
BaCHp2 (FAM ) TCATGATGCCATCTTG ( MGB )
BacHum A BacHum160F ~ TGAGTTCACATGTCCGCATGA 81.25%  97.56%
BacHum241R  CGTTACCCCGCCTACTATCTAATG
BacHum193p  (FAM) TCCGGTAGACGATGGGGATGCGTT ( TAMRA )
BacHum® ' *! A BacHum160F ~ TGAGTTCACATGTCCGCATGA 9.7% 91.6%
BacHum241R  CGTTACCCCGCCTACTATCTAATG
BacR '*! 4% BacRF GCGTATCCAACCTTCCCG 100% 100%
L BacRR CATCCCCATCCGTTACCG
BacRp (FAM ) CTTCCGAAAGGGAGATT ( NFQ-MGB)
BacR*'#! A4ZF))  BacRF GCGTATCCAACCTTCCCG 78.6%  88.2%
Wy BacRR CATCCCCATCCGTTACCG
Pig-1-Bac '/ & Pig-1-Bac32F  AACGCTAGCTACAGGCTTAAC 98.55%  100%
Pig-1-Bac108R  CGGGCTATTCCTGACTATGGG
Pig-1-Bac44p  (FAM) ATCGAAGCTTGCTTTGATAGATGGCG ( BHQ-1)
Pig-2-Bac ' ®)  7% Pig-2-Bac4lF  GCATGAATTTAGCTTGCTAAATTTGAT 100%  100%
Pig-2-Bac163R  ACCTCATACGGTATTAATCCGC
Pig-2Bac-113p  ( VIC) TCCACGGGATAGCC ( NFQ-MGB )
Pig-1-Bac* ' *)  f& Pig-1-Bac32F  AACGCTAGCTACAGGCTTAAC - -
Pig-1-Bacl08R  CGGGCTATTCCTGACTATGGG
Pig-2-Bac* ") % Pig-2-Bac41F  GCATGAATTTAGCTTGCTAAATTTGAT - -
Pig-2-Bac163R  ACCTCATACGGTATTAATCCGC
CowM2 !/ 2 CowM2F CGGCCAAATACTCCTGATCGT 100% -
CowM2R GCTTGTTGCGTTCCTTGAGATAAT ;
CowM2p (FAM ) AGGCACCTATGTCCTTTACCTCATCAACTACAGACA
(TAMRA )
CowM3 ! 4 CowM3F CCTCTAATGGAAAATGGATGGTATCT 100% -
CowM3R CCATACTTCGCCTGCTAATACCTT

CowM3p

(FAM ) TTATGCATTGAGCATCGAGGCC ( TAMRA )
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KIGHFIE Hycj A HycjF YTMYAGTAAAGAGATAACGAC-3’ 100%  99.7%
HycjR CTTCTTTGAATTCGCATTACAA-3’
Hycjp (FAM ) AACAATAAAZENGCGACATTAAGGTATTCGA ( ABKFQ)
S br4 STIIF TGCCTATGCATCTACACAAT - -
STIIR TAGAGATGGTACTG CTGGAAG
AT LA35 4! & LA3SF ACCGGATACGACCATCTGC - -
LA35R TCCCCAGTGTCAGTCACAGC
Y Catellicoceus GFC ! 1, GFCF CCCTTGTCGTTAGTTGCCATCATTC 17% 98%
marimammalium GFCR GCCCTCGCGAGTTCGCTGC
[y eg) GFD '/ A GFDF TCGGCTGAGCACTCTAGGG 57% 100%
GFDR GCGTCTCTTTGTACATCCCA
LR Cranel 7! 5 Cranel76F GGTGCTTGCACCGACYTAAG 69% -
Cranel471R GATACCGTCAAGGAGAAG
FRGE R AT B Mnif 53 N Mnif-342F AACAGAAAACCCAGTGAAGAG 100% 99%
Mnif-363R ACGTAAAGGCACTGAAAAACC
F+ RNA KFF FRNAPHIY' ¥y GIF TCGATGGTCCATACCTTAGATGC - -
T GIR ACCCCGTTAGCGAAGTTGCT
GIp (FAM ) CTCGTCGACAATGG ( MGBNFQ )
FRNAPHII'Y A GIIF TGCAAACCTAACTCGGAATGG - -
GIIR AGGAGAGAACGCAGGCCTCTA
Gllp (FAM) TCCCTCTATTTCCTC ( MGBNFQ )
FRNAPH III ' A GIIIF CCGCGTGGGGTAAATCC - -
GIIIR TTCTTACGATTGCGAGAAGGCT
GIIp (FAM) AAGCGGGTGCAGTT ( MGBNFQ))
FRNAPH IV zh#y GIVF GCTACTAGCCTTCGTCGCAAGA - -
GIVR GAAGGCACTGTCCTGAATCCA
GIVp (FAM ) AGGTCGGTACAAAGTG ( MGBNFQ )
NE LT THUERRE A SM2F AGTCTTTAGGGTCTTCTACCTTT 100% 100%
P6R GGTGCCAACCTATGGAACAG
KGJ3p (FAM ) TCATCACTGGCAAACAT ( MGBNFQ )
MU BELE R PMMY A PMMVR GAGTGGTTTGACCTTAACGTTGA - -
PMMVR TTGTCGGTTGCAATGCAAGT
PMMVp CCTACCGAAGCAAATG
N hexAA % A hexAA1885F GCCGCAGTGGTCTTACATGCACATC 100% 100%
hexAA1913R CAGCACGCCGCGGATGTCAAAGT

;T R=TP/ (TP+FN), Htp TP (ELBHYE ) F7RHE5HE PCR 514X FARRNE R S d T80 om SRR REAKL 5 PN CIRBIHE ) R4 PCR 5147% H o
Tl AORE A T 18 BORFIVERIREA KL, " S=TN/ CINAFP ), Horfr TN (ELFIVE ) Rtk PCR 519t E HARFIE BORE SEr 741 BoR IPE R REASE kP (-
B ) FoRFESTbE PCR S19IRFE FARR a0 FE S BEA 70 7R BRI RE AR 5 ° [ Y3 TR R AR s () MST F5T, HEARF IS E MST #F5¢

4 MST B8R

TESZPRA FH A, MST [l B9 —> 35 2 R & 1%
FARMAEHIX 22 S0k L i, BIFSY R BRAE 26 1
HEAE R N ZEME TS Yed /R 1) B e S 40U o 2 R e
0 HF183 174, 3 A3 T B 1 AR 26 4 35 e A
SE LY I ELAE R Bk A T M X MST 3 FH A
WF5E R & BB A 5 TR ENE REAS A A%
IR 5 Y O 4UUFT B L AR T BacHum ", 78
FOMPEHEAT MST I A BURPE I AR T S B MST
D7 X 2 S A SR R SR LR A fE AR B IR EEIA

EWA I

fi T, T AR M DK A A AR A
KRR BEMEAEATAE—E 225, RIS NA [F]
HiLIX 916 2 o 8 PR BT A T R BT A R
RIS MST Ho5 Py i A s R A 57
B MST J5 ¥ A8 A 7] 3 X A6 38 FH A 7). Shanks
S O AR SN 7 AR ST YUY MST Jy
PEATIE FAVEPPA I ACBE, R T AR 2R AR T A
[i] 3 [X - LA MR SR JrIA AN, 3 MST 5 i AEAN )
i X PR R VA A o 22 57
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IKERSE A DI IREAR TR 41

WIENR T, TR PTEAR R T
AR ZE I B R AN — I BRI AR O 1 2 2R
MNTTECE MST 53 A6 A [F] 3t X A4 3 PP AR 22 52
ﬁ%%%-ﬂ)%ﬁ%ﬂAﬂﬁm%Fl§ﬁ@%
SRAF R R T A T O AR B A 2, e

%m%%mMﬂﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ%E%EI Wk
BEXT RS IIEASRIPR S A5 T BT T ARSI

9%, RIIERBR IO S Z RS AR sg ), ik e
AR L R AR C B A7 A T %7, R s S D o
O R R RS O A (2) BREEAE N R
YA 2R (WORY) . BRI S5 ) HA%ER
i MST J7 15 f4 SRR A I R 7172 BRI v
WA TR EI Y, MELLAE DNA $2 UGS 2
W 5E 4 BR, DI A] B30 PCR 8 qPCR A6 14
JEPEREAR, AR TR 0 R, fEdEFT MST A,
o LI XK PR A 7 1 A BB R DEAS DA
T A 152 B FREERE Fh DNA R b 2% 5 43
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