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Identification of Adulterated Animal-derived Ingredients in Edible
Animal Viscera Based on Capillary Gel Electrophoresis and
DNA Barcoding Techniques

LI Jiong, WU Qiong, JIANG Hai, HU Mingjie, JIN Mengna, YAN Jinhua

(Hangzhou Institute for Food and Drug Control, Hangzhou 310017, China)

Abstract: A DNA barcoding method with cytochrome C oxidase subunit I sequence (COI) was developed to identify 7
adulterated animal-derived components (including pig, cattle, sheep, chicken, duck, goose and rabbit) in edible viscera
products. Samples were cleaned with physiological saline and pretreated by vacuum freeze drying before DNA extraction
and amplification. PCR products were confirmed by capillary gel electrophoresis analysis system, and the cloned
sequencing results were submitted to the local database (Viscera) for comparison. The universal primer set COI-A was used
for the amplification, and the amount of DNA template and annealing temperature were optimized. Meanwhile, the
minimum adulteration percentage of 19 edible viscera adulteration models was validated and examined. Results showed that
the 5 viscera sources from 7 animal species can be completely amplified under the above conditions, the optimal DNA
template volume and annealing temperature are 2 pL and 53 °C respectively, and the minimum detection percentage of
adulterated components was 5%. The method is sensitive and reliable, which can be used for the identification of
adulterated 7 animal-derived components in the edible viscera products.
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BN TR R AR B PIEAS ZEE,
T HE B IR0, BBA SN AR S Pt ot gk
AR EFFITCR TR, B7 1R THX S FRIT R 16k
PR FE YA AR, T R UL R SR N
B R AFEA SR AT B, WA A £ E S8 LU
R GHERE LS AT NNE, T AR RIS AT 1Y
LR, N EANTE R S a R RS S5 X 1L AT =R
BEATHESS, Zeab e . AR EE | JE TR SR T AR BRI m]
B HNE, {55 A 1B B R A A e, 5 T 2%
FHARMEFHECE S TS 50, R, ANEIRIE Y
WEFBAR 22 55, B0 T AR PR A R A P ERY
USSP o

ARk, Bk 22 3L T4 F /K BRI 5 M
JHT BB, — B dG 8 Ao R B Ik
T DNA 372, i TR T B IR AAAETC
¥ XSy AH T P R el 2 R T AR IR A (n] A, JE
DNA H AR BA B8 m 4 5 F R 0%, dan] AT
TN T & S 7250, okl Bt o 4 b 3
F DNA S#riEAR T w1,

T Et = PR fe AniE FPESE R, R 2804 T
DNA St IS R AR BEA S 21z i, iR
B, FTEETER T R HEATRIT, DNA TBS4HL
K (DNA Barcoding)Vﬁﬁgﬁmﬁ’mﬁlﬂ@%fﬁ%&,
SRR 22 11 W FH 25 Al i A 4 2 50, HUR A
—BAHXTEE Y DNA F B, I BEZPIgHa 2
W2 (AR SRS IR ZWF SR FH b AR 4 i (0. 2=
C FAEHIVZEE 1(Cytochrome Coxidase Subunit I, COI)
FEKIHY 650 bp oA K/ i B IX o vl & 3N
PINAERBAN, iZ5 BEAF 6 DNA B3 AXT HR
FEN AT EA R A8 R AN [a] A i Z2 AR P 2
K, BT Z R s s B R EE S S N T,
Fr4z Bt DNA 5B (Full-length DNA Barcod-
ing)P'7, BANAEEERHIUK AT R GR R E R
YF, B T4 DNA BRI/ Ay LA B, S5 HEL
LMD, FESERS VK IR RS AN —3, 4540
SRR AL Bl 28 B AN i HH g U B AR 25, AGHIN A
TESREHISGRE, FRR 4520 43 AR S i TE X Bh 28 B
HuIE SR ROk, A 35T 4 B 1 R BE a5 =4,
EAMEBER IR ST AT EAM KL T PCR =41y
SIMTAL R, PR T ARG I SR, ARSI 3 AR A 3~
5 bp, iCSEAOGIE RS PCR 74 14 434 B0 1 0
IFAT A TR ST 20

HHETSCT 7 2 s N IE IR S A BR, ok
B A XA AT & FH S IR XU 217 3= Se et
FERNVIA, W —E 5B MBI B AR A
KPR SCRE, FRE T & I IEE 22 3L L 35
B A RE S AT AR PR AR ZE R CEb an By L TS
FERASE) , 26 PY B YRS s Sle—2 14 ERIME, P |
LR ZR RSN, 45— SERTE R SAR AL T AT 2L, T
Bl EHANEZSBEATNZ AT o ARSCLUE WY

7 FhEIRnYy 5 28T B NIRRT S, E UK
AEFBER IR TAT RG0S DNA SIBMS RS &,
SEFET COL AN 45 T & FH S ISR A
AR, LEHRE T vl & FH a4 ) o1 i W B e it
AR SRR
1 HHE7E
1.1 #RSEE

R T ARUER SR 0 s LA B8, BT S
KAl ECETES . . T 5. W) TEss
Yigsrde g L 2R XS NG 1S Sui IR, 7N
AMGE I 122 ST SO Rk et 25 HEvopr it
BN R I WSS T SRR S ok E AT
TAA T BT, BT 20 °C £R17

MK -5 204 DNA $#2HGR ] & . QlAxcel DNA
High Resolution Kit (1200) . QX Alignment Marker
15/600 bp. QX DNA Size Marker 15~1500 bp B33
M 75 E Qiagen /A H]; BV PCR ¥ 385, ¥ 14 r=4
mlGRF A W E LA TAF T, #E0 A
DHS5ao BSz254008 W H TaKaRa A F] .

QlAxcel 4= H S BT EER IR ST RS
H 7% E Qiagen 4\ Tl; Veriti 96 FLEEE PCRAY W H
J&[E ABI 22 F]; EYELA FDU-1100 E 25 % T HR %S

W) H H ARG F]; NanoDrop 1000 fE AR

FEEWEA . BRI E.OHL 14 H 25 E Thermo
N
1.2 EWFHE
1.2.1 FEETANTE ¥ 7 Frshiny 5 2En] &R
LA K 25 by mT & sl i 43 55 1 Y0l Beak
/NBEJE, B 100 g AE SRV T 250 mL AEFRER K, AR
FEANEE 30 min, 1338, RIIER, RE S H 2K
LMK, 7 RN LU B AL B, £ —80 °C R
¥ 4 h J5 1R B LA R T ERAE GRE < —50 C,
BELZSEE < 1x107* Pa) b3 24 h, YR THRAL B S iksE
EREAG R TS, EIRATAC T TR, &,
1.2.2 DNA £ S4ift HFshNIER xR
&%, T B—E N DNA gifb2E 3 A T LAIE 7 3
HY 5 ZENNERY DNA B9 HER0%, R SCHE DNeasy fil
W5 A AR BGAT  ERA E R 1 B8l _ D T —E
e EtE, BUATRVEANTR: 0.5 g BES A HILA 2 mL ATL
LR PSRN 0.2 mL B A K, 56 °C R B IR IRTE
o BB 0.25 mL, alifbid R NEsm S i iH
e, BEkalifbiy DNA JH 37 °C T AE ZErh
WBEWE DNA, —20 °C ife45 .
1.2.3 COl ZEHEWT HE ARSCHELBHEM T Ivanova
R I R ZRA—XF 5 [ (COL-A, TEAIFFI LR 1),
SN T O7E DNA T, 7EERRTS 19 i M13, 5184
ST ERE YA B F PR AR

AR T 25 pL 19 PCR WA R, AR 1
LU 72 86 12.5 L BPFH PCR § 343050 (=g A=
T4NFE)), 9.5 ul EEZFEJK, 0.5 ul 10 umol/L 1E [ 5 147,
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Table 1 Primer sequence of genes
514 [-3i#5 |9 (F-Primer 5'-3") T4 (R-Primer 5'-3')

COI-A®" TGTAAAACGACGGCCAGTTCTCAACCAACCACAARGAYATYGG CAGGAAACAGCTATGACTAGACTTCTGGGTGGCCRAARAAYCA
COI-B* TGTAAAACGACGGCCAGTICTCAACCAACCACAAAGACATIGG CAGGAAACAGCTATGACTAGACTTCTGGGTGGCCAAAGAATCA

COI-C*  TGTAAAACGACGGCCAGTTCTCAACCAACCAIAAIGALATIGG

CAGGAAACAGCTATGACTAGACTTCTGGGTGICCIAAIAAICA

0.5 uL 10 pmol/L JZ[a]75 14, 2 pL DNA 54z, DNA 2%
FEADS F Be Y SRR R 95 °C THZEYE 2 min; 95 °C 2R P
1 min, 46 °C iB & 1 min, 72 °C ZEf§ 30 s(5 MEH);
95 °C Z&PE 1 min, 53 °C B2k 1 min, 72 °C %1 30 s(35
AMEER); B 72 °C ZEH 10 min, BRI A BEAELT
F—20 °C, %5 H-
1.2.4 FBAEBERBEIKAMIN  RAT QlAxcel BANE
BERE IR S BT R Ge X PCR 988 =y B4 T A 43 HT,
P Al E FHEM N ERS COT JE A B4R Bt T A
k. ¥ Alignment Marker BEHERE FF3EA P45 (14 5
iR e B TALES N, FES AT RN A A E i A
10 uL DNA size marker LA XS NP1 7= 119
IINE, AR SCR Y B S P B RCRAR L A
SCEZO I 7 2 o R FE 22 100 55 5 FR3EA T
SyMT, BANE BRI LUK S ITHS A2, 5 min, PCR 74
P=H)%: DNA High Resolution Kit (1200)#EKEHL K55
B S IATHRIN AT . BIAJS ) PCR =35\ vl T
T B EERVE ARG BRATD, BrS i 5=
Z BRI S | 90751, SRAF IR 17201
1.2.5 PCR ™“#ywafEill)y VI IEiatifb s mg PCR
P S pGEM-T # K% H2 5, 'T%/\ DH50 832 2541
Mi. 36 °C BE3RffEEEIE 12 h, &ad s - Ak s, PhE
10 A HH’JH@%?@%W?U LB ARG IR B 7Rt
#Z (36 °C, 150 r/min &R ), BUEE K 1 mL £ HUTTRE
DNA, 3ETHNER A B AR A BRA R 347007 -
1.2.6 IFL5 5 HT J%QX%JB%WW%I%MFWJ‘?
B IS B4 7 435 B 58 AR M BHE PR AT Le o,
DNA ¥ Ebx, /8 0] LIS BB M P IRA iﬁtﬁﬂf
(RIS UG A NIE A5, DT R 4 50T HH 4B R
s ST SRR IRIEHR A 28 B B R AR s
B rfursx(National Center for Biotechnology Information,
NCBD s ZEXTEE 1 COI P4 047 4 a2 FAR LR
S3HT o
2 ZERE5Sh
2.1 BEBERAESENMLK

HEXT HA A= REAS, S P I ) B B 58 hy 5 24,
—JRFE DNA $EHEAEAZ T, 77 28 % FH— g i Tl 33
J7 2, B S A W LH SRR A TV BRSO, AR SO
I INBR (4 S0 N U A R 2K A2 0 I A TR 75
VeALFR . DNeasy Il 5 4H - ¥ BGRF A 01l 35
FYEURE 7 2R — IR T B RE S R E—xE
HIURES, B TAS SCIRETXHB AL S BOBTSE, BURE )
TR I AV S Gl =3 Al reZ SOM et S 7 EY S

AL ER 7 = PR 2 B iR D BURE 2 RiTRE i El’]i"J—
P, SRS U S P R R R R A R . —

S L ) 5y T AE 4 SE s i T AL B Oy =0 2 %ﬁlﬂ,
B ERA LG AR S IR A L . B Rk 2
ARAGASHFEAE, T AR 22 Se RS S T AL B AR
VAT, HASR TR TR AR o B 22 (¥ 1 FH T 45140
IRAYRTANBIF AR H . ARSCRHE 10% 385851
HS 7, A28 ik = Fh b By =R nl S, B
VEANT : 4480 5 4 10% R Y501 8 43 1 W8 iz (44
20 Uy FESL ), 43 ge = AP AL EE 7 =X, AT AL ERFN AT
Z I8 1.2 75, G5 RIS AS R X R S e — A T
ST, ARIED 1 AT SR B as e R Tk it A T i 3
PR AR 25 5, 55 LA R A BRAGI 25 SR 5
P22 R (P<0.001), XSYEM: AL H 2K E)] 100%, R
FHEAS R TRAL B S BIBARE &, B TR B4
R, PR LA B A — P i RO AR IR &
i, T A ARy =RA B AR T, A S R AT

A 100
75
g skokok
M50
Eg‘ ****
-Q-‘é
25 1
0

ﬂ}jﬁm A HEoSE TR
W R THEk
FEf AT =
B 100
75
S
50
=
$‘é
25 n ****
0
0. 025
EVJri$ ()

K1 AR P73 (A) FIAS R BURE B (B) %S iz 2 i A Y
(B 10% MGPEE RS ) TP IR RS H 22 ) 5 )

Fig.1 Effect of different pretreatment methods (A) and
sampling volumes (B) on the detection rate of adulterated
ingredients in the duck sausage adulteration model (containing
10% chicken-derived ingredients)

T+ P<0.001; #*+*{{3 P<0.0001,
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KRB LA, T LIAS SCHR e PR LA VR UR TR TR XA
S T IAN

— A RE S Y DNA BEECS i b m] RLSE 4
F2 18 DNA $2BGAF S U BH S T80, LhanAs R
BURE, FH—R M TH 10~25 mg B AT . i TRk
i X B — PR B SR, BBURE i O/ S RE M AR L AR
PR, ITSZ R SO0, 3 L SE B0 4s RiRA. A<
SR 10% XSUEE RS TS 5 25 55 sh i N IR
s TP AR &L, SR 0.025, 0.1, 0.5 g =1 H
FER U TS, S5 RH0, SJEUE RN 0.5 g ), AR 5
AR RS R S ELABIER 100%, TEBUAEESA 0.025 ¢
0.1 g B, Y45 A RIRREE TR AR 0, FIT AAS SCHe &
SR 0.5 g MIHRE R T & FH N IE IR i T DNA
FEH
2.2 BB4Em DNA AR

VAP S50 2 7 FH I DI b DNA S BG0R] &
— PR PR SEAY, RIPEE H E AAE A 1 B B T
A, PR PR BT S O U TR P e, R
JEVEAT F2AR LR, FTRESEN PCR PG540, itk
LN TR )E ik DNA #2E88, (B IRBUI L
BEFERICT AR SR WA RG] G 7 Fhah
iy 5 25T e FHPIIER) DNA $2Haifb 3 3= 361 7542,
AR Aygy FIT Asgy M ERABEIES TR T, AN s
FEfEAE 1.8~2.0 ZJa], n] LIIAKiZ% DNA Fedsesl, i
B, BARBHIE DLIE] 2,

2.0 =
.
1.8

o T
=
161
<14
1V2 L T T
PR FaRiZbES
ENGER: iE.

K2 K[ DNA $EHO5 %0 il & 3% N IE DNA
ISR e A
Fig.2 Statistics on the overall effect of different DNA
extraction methods on the purity of DNA from edible visceral

MIE 2 (GETT - A RT DAE H, A B H B ) T
EFHMNNER) DNA B A,o/Asgy FUAELEE Ho bR
=, SRR, RS, Aygy 5 Ange MU ELIE T2 24
A 1.8~2.0 Z[H], Wit P2 BGE I DNA 19 Ay
5 A,g BILUETE 1.2~1.6 Z 0], 4iE42E, ArIAS
LR A RER X 25 Fh 3 B Y5 i v 2 FH N E Y DNA
HEA TR
2.3 COI &EE /B g & Hmit

o H AR DNA F Bed)™ B 280 G H PR 3R 284,
RS IBERE . P HGA R b DNA RO DL K i
PP VIR KHREPY ), DNA SR HE AR i S i

JEEREAIE S, YEE S Y, FER— 9 B A
RFNGAET, BEA ALY EE B LR AR i H
Fr DNA B, ASGEAT =XHEME 4 COI-A . COI-
B fll COI-C(EMARZ ¥ 36 1), 4350%F 7 Fish
YRR I T BRI TS, =X P
F A B SR 2RI AR COT 3L R K /N A 658 bp 9 A
B 7R 5 2EnT N IE DNA S8 Hezlifh
FEP IS, P R4 QLAXcel B 41 AT BEME HL K )
HT RGEIHA TN, 45 LB, 514 COI-B ASKAE
AR BRI IG L 7 #5280 Y 2
PR B, ARG 5 2 R B 8CRAIR, AEXT 1Y
S5 D SCAE G 514 COI-C JL- X A 7 Fhsh
Wiy 5 22N BER Y B RCRAERRAR, &A1 28 GIE
T LRI 386 9308 1115 14 COI-A RE4HR sl iy
HaH 658 bp AY H A A BE, FF LIAR SCH 2R COI-
A VAT E NSRS RIS 3 (ER LA 3) .

BERET A i S )5, ASSCARST PR 4
Z Y DNA it &% PCR 3 B HE P iR KRR
AT B AN BRI R UK b i B AR D v
BCE T OCRANES, P8 =40y AR UKE oG
(AR SRS M #7057, FFHE A A AR N 10 255 5
S, R LAA]T LA B NSRS FB UK T R BT SR
AT DA, X HRCRIM TR S . A
—E Y ISR Z P, DNA R AT B i m el & a3k,
HREFEMY HEROR, MIMFFHIK PCR § 85 =R L, 5%
M ARSI 2485 SR 1 AR FAT 6 . AR SO EE T — AR
BB DNA B, 43510 1. 2. 3 uL, 7EFER P 1
SN HHATY RS, PR 4 B AN B IR UK ST
RGE RGN Y BAR SR IO GE(RFU), 455820
K 4, [FBS, 78 PCR ¥ 3R, A8 1918 K ig 2
PRUEY R L K =R S i S R 32, 1R R
KA, =52 H B =y RS R, e =2 W25 i B
A B9, AR 50, 53 DK 57 °G, 3 MK
ISR 7 By 5 ZENNESE TP BRI 2
52, PG 2 B AN SIS FR UK T R B S U
B BARSMT B C(E (RFU), 25 5L ULIE] 4,

ME 4 FTRLEH, 24 DNA A#gER 1 ul F1 3 uL
B, 7 FhShURET 5 25 PR AGEERE 5507 BUDE G IE AR
AR 2 pL BN, T2 GE R/ NS P R BT H; 56
PEIR KR BER 53 °C, 7 Fhshi ey 5 2SI REAYBERR
ST D CAE B o T AAR SCE R 563 DNA F5HR
BN 2 pl. 1B KIREE SN 53 °C MY S5 7 b
YR 5 FEPIIE DNA SIS 3L R i e fE P 3% 2%
. BB BRIk RS R LIFE L, 7 Fhahii
M) 5 ZEHEFE 700 bp ZEATHIA — 44 R I 5%
T (ULE 3) . 2RIEHE 7 Fshiling s 2SR PCR
Y Ik FE AR EBEAT S BN I, DU 4 2R D
2,
2.4 TAIRAINBESRER R §E iR E M

A SCAR BB UL nT 2 FH 3 N IR I B 2 1Y,
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K37 Fhsh iy al e AE ) DNA ZR 2509 PCR 48 R Ik 1A
Fig.3 Electrophoresis images of DNA barcoding fragments amplified by PCR from liver of 7 anmials
{E: M: Marker(15~1500 bp); 1: $ME; 2: A= U5 3 SR URIE; 4: WS URIE; 5: 08 IR1E; 6: RGUEME; 7. SRURME.

2.0

—
W
1

.
.
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B (RFU)
>

=
W
1

PEGAH (RFU)

50 53 57
IR JGREE (°C)
K14 DNA HARE SRR JGREEXT 7 Frah i £ 1
PIIE DNA ZJEHS ) PCR § BERCR 15210
Fig.4 Effect of DNA template amount and different annealing
temperatures on the PCR amplification efficiency of edible
visceral DNA barcodes from seven animal source

F2 7 FENYIREMIER DNA SIERGHGINIZS SR
Table 2 DNA barcoding results for 7 samples found to
contain one species

*3 ATEHINER R

Table 3 Animal viscera adulteration model

B 5 T AP BRINE R (%)
1 A JF W 5
2 FHF W 5
3 BRIF T 5
4 I i 1 5
5 I X 5
6 4-H P 5
7 *H P 5
8 1 58 5
9 HE [LA= 5
10 LD a7 5
11 * a7 5
12 117 X517 5
13 7 LLY7] 5
14 45 4 5
15 FH 4 5
16 ' X5 5
17 ' I 5
18 A Jifi i 5
19 ESii el 5

P55 (NO.) SRR SEPIARLE LY L UNIREREES
1 14 99% Sus scrofa(¥F¥)
2 &+ 98% Bos primigenius(JRlH4+)
3 ES 99% Capra hircus(1117£)
4 g 98% Anas platyrhynchos(4%315)
5 X 100% Gallus gallus(EBHAS)
6 e 98% Anser(¥8J%)
7 % 100% Oryctolagus cuniculus(F4R,)

MR THE AR IC, X A BEAATE AR U TR
0, BAARDL 3.

AR SO B B AT N E R T S0 A, AR Bl
HAfTA S ULA AT PP ] B IR 22 5N EL, 0

TR A G HE T FH P RIER 28 5 e T £ FH 9D,
PRI E MRS, d#57 T 19 el & HP S
BASIRY, T & s PIE R T RERBE I HAth sh )
RN TR R US55 4R & B, 19 4T
B AT A BBAR R H (BB oG S RS 3 &
HE, FARAS H EL B BEIR B 5%, BEWH 2 H & A4
ZOR . [FIEASSCT 19 BEISY, 53R 5% . 10%.
15% — DB G, SR tEE 58, F LRy iy
FIE 20 °C HATERAT, 43 0IFEES 1. 3. 7 d BRI,
ZEHARF 3K
2.5 EBMET BLAST+HY 7 M & FAsHIABER DNA
eIy N kg £

HLAS JRy 3k 3% B 4G 2R 1. H (Basic local alignment
search tool, BLAST) & i NCBI JT & %751 & $& Fll
FeXF T H, BLAST M HAH G A 2 PRl 51 725040
FOAVCEC YA ) T AP, BT BLAST ASHfL T B
(BLAST+) K HAGE 22 vT DL o A 1743 iy 20t
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HLIEAT, RI3E i AR M 2 T2 3R, I we 14 228
SE[E NCBI A e 5 ZEE7 . ASSCARPEM E 1Y) 7 Fpsh
YR & s N ERY COT KT, F 8 T4
DL R A N IEE R N E DNA 5T A b 3504
e o A 11 PP IR BT SETEAS Fr BEAZ R )P 5 A7l B —
i) FASTA %2301 viscera07, %) BLAST+ 1.
HAIAY makeblastdb 174 (makeblastndb-in.\viscera07.
fasta-dbtype nucl-parse_seqids-out Viscera), X} it
AN S TS AR S 1k, JE AL PT{t BLAST
SRR HEAE . Viscera,

HUAS SCH o 0 AT B FH IR A RASE Y | SEBRA:
i PRI PP 25 2R, o FHAS MBS 22 11 blastn AT 255K
RITHNGE R BAR EIATR R, 85 R A sR_TF T
result.txt SCA2F . FESE R H 5% F 37 I result.txt LA,
ARPE LEXT13 53 (Score VIF LA TL R HT S
26 ARBRBEEISE

¥ FEAS S ST W Ui, o 25 b umT & P
ma A TR, W pe R e R e sy T B BN
YINER) DNA SIS AS Wi s 21517 blast LEXT 53
T, BRI 4,

4 SEBREES IS
Table 4 Actual sample test results

=2 eSSk DNAZJE.  SERAAML - Hlb iE‘J‘Tﬁ)‘CiE
(NO.) MYEER (%) &R HPCRIEGR
1 4 fifa TR 98 HE R
2 40T AR 98 HE R
3 Hfife TR 98 Ha RS
4 Fifa  FEHSR 99 6 RS
5 Mo WM 99 e RS
6 e RO 99 e MRS
7 o WM 99 e MRS
8 e REUEHERS 99 e IEEER
9 HIFd MR 98 B WEERS
10 e RGIEHERSY 99 e RS
11 4Enta 4UEMERS 98 e AR
12 AEMD AR 98 e AR
13 FEMe AR 98 e AR
14 £HId SRR 97 B IR
15 EMe AU 98 e RS
16 EHME RS 97 B EEESS
17 Hlpa FURHERS 98 e TR
18 Hhab AR 98 e TR
19 Tefma RGIEERS 99 e REIEERSY
20 femb  REUEPERLSY 99 e REIEERY
21 Ehpe MRS 99 B PSUEERS
22 Ead  REWEERS 99 56 REUEYERS
23 A fii A URPE RS 98 6 AEMERS
24 Fhta MRS 99 G = o1 4 %
25 B T L 99 fFh RIS

AR SCR FH A ST BOASIN A0 53 AT I i % 25 4]
N HE S A TR AR IS, 25 #EUaT BN
R A ELER 6 Uy A it (AR D L5 SR By R

4 HEUREYIENZ | 3 HER AR 2 IR AYEAT . 2 ik
A7 . 2 SRR Y 2E T DA X2 1 LR 4R il . T A Y

Fim e AL B DNA $RIEALY I 5, 72BN G
JEATE ST | 700 bp Ze A7 WAL E AT — AR MK
Al By R T VIR sl S, AT e R,
M Feas R iyl & S N E R DNA ZRJES
A Wb YR ZE BE AT blast LEXT 43 #7 . L XT 45 21 & 31,
25 L] B RS S A HY 2 R IR R Sy
A2 RIS P Sy, B LB 16%: Hirb 6 it
YR A4 B i S RS 2 HER B IR M Sy, N
F825h 33%; 4 JERAYRG Iz S Az 1 AR ARSI
PERLSY , NG 25%; 5 FERAGRS ATl i A AG:
1 LR BTG YEE ST, ANEHEFN 20%. S T 3HEA
R F7 i i T SR, FRATTAT A 4 HLk B BRE &
Z AR FRPRUE NY/T 3309-2018 P JE U5 il 434
FE SRR PSGREME PCR EE)IEATAN, 25 R 5A Tk
—E(WF 4) o N EIRKEIME R AT LA Y, T T &
JHP R &, 2 E et 38l . REIFEE =S P ER &
R D AT BRI, s 2 T
3 g

ASCHEAT T T QlAxcel AN EER LK ST
RGE45T DNA SRR XT 7 Fa] & N EZES T
BIRSEE, RAL TS ATALEE . DNA $2HUFT PCR 4
WERAT o § RGP AT SR AR COT BT
SUTEAE ST W] B S NIERY DNA S5IEAS AR 1%L
P& ZE Viscera #£47 BLAST FbXf, 7R &5, A
DA N RABUE ARS8 IEH YT TN
B, A IR AZSEnIFE T DAN AT 48
FEBAR AT HIRR S5 | A T 1, D7 v
Aol BRTHLERE J1— s T DNA S B HARR
8BS 4, A] DA — O PEAS I AT B Sh A e Y
7 FhE IR ST, 2R, Gl R . (HSEAS T A
TEAE—ERIER A, FeUn DNA S90S 3 P21 i) 5 22
ST RIS S B B I A A R I AR
NG54, HovaBE e a8, Bir LS TS TE S IR
I3 BB AR E BORWIFSETT 18], 05 IT A — A FEY 44
BORE . FRREPETRIY DNA SIEASY =i AR
FE.
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