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Diversity of culturable bacteria in lactating Bactrian camels
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Abstract: [Objective] Culturable bacteria were isolated from camel and the distribution of bacteria
was analyzed. On this basis, the acid-producing and enzyme-producing bacteria were screened out. This
study is expected to provide resource and technical support for the development and utilization of
camel-derived probiotics. [Methods] Serial dilution-coating method was used to screen bacteria in
milk, saliva, and rectal feces of lactating Bactrian camels in Jimunai area of Xinjiang in winter, and the
strains were identified by 16S rRNA gene sequencing. Strains producing acid and enzyme were
identified with the transparent circle method, and the ability of producing organic acid, amylase,
cellulase, and protease was further evaluated. [Results] A total of 63 bacterial strains were cultured,
with 35 strains from camel feces (mainly Psychrobacter and Acinetobacter), 21 from camel milk
(dominated by Pseudomonas and Leuconostoc), and 7 from saliva (mainly Bacillus). A total of 11
acid-producing strains were screened out, with the feces-derived Leuconostoc mesenteroides 2F11M
yielding the most lactic acid (up to 3.93 mg/mL), milk-derived L. lactis 2N5M achieving the highest
acetic acid yield (12.73 mg/mL), and the feces-derived Enterococcus Mundtii 2F17M topping the
bacteria in propionic acid yield (10.36 mg/mL). According to the transparent circle, the
enzyme-producing strains were mainly from camel feces and camel milk. Among them, 17, 10, and 15
strains produced amylase, cellulase, and proteinase, respectively. The milk-derived Bacillus velezensis
Nail had the highest amylase activity (509.07 pg/min/mL) and feces-derived Acinetobacter Iwoffii
2F5N had the highest cellulase activity (156.87 ug/min/mL). In addition, milk-derived B. subtilis 2N2N
achieved the highest protease activity (3.59 umol/min/mL). [Conclusion] A variety of acid-producing
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and enzyme-producing strains with high activities were screened from lactating Bactrian camels in

Xinjiang, which have the potential for the preparation of microecologics.

Keywords: lactating Bactrian camels; culturable bacteria; acid production; enzyme production

AR, Bk ) & R SE R TR,
BR] 8y 2 b, DX AR Ay 0 il XL 6% B R LR AR X, ]
AT LA T | AT 3 XA B A 5 JE R X0 B
R, BEE ANTE AR, B
REMNIRTAEY) . KigmzE. P BHEA BRI T
JomT N A BB SE AR
TH 2% i o 3550 DA A FREE A4 30 A 38 > AN W] T4
o FERE, TUAERK. TR ES
AT AT, BT, R
WG RE, SR AR N 25 A= S A 0 B U 2 75 =F
B AR R SRS PR R A AR T R S N
FEAFIRA TR, HAr, shyii s e i
WEFE M A FRIR BB, A4 R4
YN IEHAE Y B 2, X IE SRR Y B HE
MBI A TN St B B Rz 8 B I, T
XoF I s O A0y 2% b, DX AU B BE A T A /L, X,
DXOW ISy ge 2L | VR S LA AR W B R B kA
AT D

S mEMAE ZEEEE, T REN
27 R BH , 42 SRR R 037 B BT 55 XL
B 7 R AN S 93.73%, TR & 0.80%, E
Wi 0.40%, HJERELE](Firmicutes), TR
Il (Bacteroidetes) . Z£JE 4| ] (Proteobacteria) I
Tl £k T ] (Actinobacteria) 2 BUIE B¢ 5 iz 38 Y
ATEREL, B s F HAAE TR
TR FEPUEMEY, FRH0 I 40 1 45 R
A LIRS X e gk FR i, AR A AR K1)
YERT,  m) B ) P s A 28 500 T ik an SR i 2k B AR
PR A R T a5 A WA AR N e . R, X
8% B 7 18 TR R 445 4 4 BT B T T TR 7 il R 1Y)
W5, XA P R R R A R T

SHAMR A, SRR E IR B E
B, WS AR T s L AR s T
BT REMX, REREWIEHEIEHELA
R P I, FERXFPRRER AR T S H
M 3% SEFL A A SR, XN A A SR T A
BT FE AR, B LS LA A R L
—FE, SEWSE A RUE Y T DA R, e L
PR AETRE, B EA RO, IR
VAR A A Y ORI . A SRR 43
WA BRI MR, X T 4ERE E N pH fRiE
P, BRIEEOEH AR, B E AR AT,
17X 5% G el YA fl A ) A

AR S LA 558 BT 460 2 e X 0L 6 L 55 B R 1F
FERTGE, X IR BEFEE | R RN BT L oA B
FRAMH AT B8, X AR IR B 7 B 1
HEATHESE , W20 WA 5 R Y i IX 4 2= 0 5 AT 15
I AR AL S AL, R g S AR TT & R 6 5
LU B B Y8 25 A T AE I % P AR R W R S
SRy I 5 WA [) 2T 2 G 1 2 A A Ak AR A 5
I LA, A I & T R R R A R
HEpF gy Il HATVEAE 0 SE FHANEL .

1 #H57%

1.1 H&H

2% 75 i BT ) 2% b X35 KR T B 3¢ [
(1042) 4 filt Jg WL 2L 0 B W 26 il . Te 3L .
M YA
1.2 EFEMLF

BRENERFRIL(NA, ¢gL): EAMK 10,
SRR 3, EALEN S, BUE 15, K IL; B
FRGREFIENB, g/L): EAF 10, FHEH

http://journals.im.ac.cn/actamicrocn



3492

Xue Shan et al. | Acta Microbiologica Snica, 2022, 62(9)

W3, AAbEN S, MUK 1 L FLER AN A [ ks
FRIL(MRS, g/L): HMAMR 10, 4~k 8, bk
¥4, wEHE 20, BERRE T 2, MERA
B2, CTRAMS, BRFREE 0.2, BRFRES 0.04, B
g 14, nhil 80 1, z&1R/K 1 L; FLBRAIW N
REHRFE(MRS W7, g/L): EEE 10, 4- A8 8,
FEEERy 4, A 20, BFRRE M 2, HWER
A2, LN S, WBREE 0.2, BiFR%: 0.04,
- 80 1, 7818 /K 1 L & H Bk £ 35 77 2 (/L) :
BRAS Wk 90, FHEFME 10, FPAk 3, &Ab#N 5,
TiRE 15,28 18K | L SR 4 R L #4557 3 (g/L) :
RIWELALER 2, EAM 10, WK 3, &
168l 5, 3EHE 15, Z&1RK 1 L; vk Mk aeRt 5
H(g/L): AIEEHETER 10, & 10, FRK 3,
FAbEh 5, BifE 15, ZEBK 1 Ly PRRRIGSRE
(g/L): IRHEE 0.05, HEAM 10, FAK 8,
MELkNy 4, HIEBE 20, BRRRA M 2, MR
A B2, LBREN S, BIBREE 0.2, HiRHL 0.04,
Bifig 14, MR 80 1, ZEIB/AK 1L, pH7.0.
1.3 EELHEFR

LR : BSD-YX3200 %, by EEyy ik
PR A F] s PEIRIGFRAE . ZWY A, I AE D
SLE A BRI F] ; B HL: Presool7 Y, I
Vg R R T AR WA AR A E]  ZRVR K TR B
YXQ-LS-75SIA!, i i B2y AR Py A28 28 w5
PCR ¥4 . TC-XP %I, Al h H B4 BR A
Al RHIIELFAEZR G . NIIREL . "I TETER |
e . B ke ek, REESuibe
R BR A F . AR W A B e A R T .
14 MEEHKMSBEEE
1.4.1 ER#E

R 00 B ek S0 | EIRCFNIERL, 4 °C PR
142 HE&E

S3AFREL 10 g FE0E AR RAE & F 100 mL
THKH, R, IRBEERB 10°-107, %

<l actamicro@im.ac.cn, & 010-64807516

B 0.1 mL W R /3 IR A AE NA Rl MRS [ {4
ik b LAl b, W 10 mL BEFL T 90 mL
TR, B 1072107 5, AT,
AR 3 NEE . WKPAUETE 35 °C
TR SR R, MIEREEIEAS . Kb Bl
O FRWFEPRBCR T T, Rk aifl 3 1)
5, HEFRGALMEEEREY .
143 ESEE

WMETF LR TE /N L B BV
MGFRIE . WIEEE . SR TRV R B MR AE
FHIE
1.5 16S rRNA EENFR AR Z LS

AT R R UG DNA R BUR ) & o
VEJEAT, R 3 59 27F : 5-AGAGTTTGATC
CTGGCTCAG-3', 1492R: 5'-TACGGCTACCTT
GTTACGACTT-3"k 4 14 16S rRNA J¥41, PCR
S WA %« 1xTaq PCR Green Mix TR 25 pL,
514 27F Fl 1492R (10pumol/L)4% 1 pL, ddH,O
23 pL. PCR W 551 : 94°C 5 min; 94°C 30s,
54°C30s, 72°C 1 min30s, 35 MEH; 72°C
10 min!", 2595 F 2.0%35 5 B R vk A6 1l PCR
Pyareyy, B reyras = B TR, P
Yyl e 285 B AE EzBioCloud H7 5 HL B 3 Fh E 47 H
XF, BEHCE 43 TR R AR BB S AR TE R

MR A BRI, SIAESEZ
FEPEDN FE Shannon-Wiener (H'), Simpson {3
15 # (D) % 43 Hr i RBE i 2 #E MY . Shannon-
Wiener ZFEF8 2 H = ZRIHR ; Simpson i #
JE4EED=1->PR*, K, Pi MILPFN L%k
5 v RSB
1.6 B EPRRYIH ik
1.6.1 FEEETFIE

N3 B A4k B TR RRAE 7 TR K 7 APl E Rl
2k, 35°C 535 24 h, WMEEHU BTG M .



BERZAE | AR 2R, 2022, 62(9)

3493

1.6.2 BHERSENE

Wk HPLC € . FLIR . LPRINE 551F
(1) WEIERYECH : 800 mL KN 1.56 g WMk
TEANIEAT . FIBERRIR Y pH & 4-5, WJEIA
16 mL HIEE, ZE3ebp it e hdh it
YEFERE 10 uL, % 0.8 mL/min, FER 30 °C,
JEFERTEIY 30 min, ZEAMGIPE N 214 nm,
B SERAF TR . (2) MRS AT, fr
FEATE G . NI E 451 (1) Wish
#H:1 000 mL 7K+136 pL B, i 0.6 mL/min,
FEIR 55 °C, HERERE 10 pL. (2) FHWishHd A
¥, FRERLARE JE IR A
1.7 PR RO 0% 58 K B IE N E
1.7.1 FEHBREKIE

W4 5 i A TR AR A B B 7 1 A R
B, 35°C K537 24 h, HIEWEEE.,
1.7.2 FHEZIBRKTTIE

W B Al A TR AR A B 7 2 2 2R T ) A 8
FEH: F,35°C K535 24 h, A 0.5%NISRLT YL (4 1 h,
1 mol/L S AL 2 h, ik )5 e B
1.7.3 PiEMESEHRIFIL

W B i A TR AR A B B 7 U il 4R B 77
H b, 35°CKiFF 24 h, BATRYLOINER
1.7.4 BEEENE

FH A2 PR E0™ il U7 PR 2 A 7 Y A 5 7 3
W, 7E 35 °C. 180 r/min & 53524 h, T
4 °C, 4000 r/min 250>, I RD ARG
i R REL T O ol 0 o VR T - DE R K S T
HEALTE R K A A BRI, I s A )5 3,5-—
T H K % R AR BUERZL A 3T, 7E 540 nm A WK
U, LI E 540 nm AW G nEOR A
VEM B IE VE . AFAE R TNE . R R L a3 0
FE T 4 R A AL PR I 2T 2k 2 N Rt 70 AR 1 38
SRR O . EAMS . EAWKEEEEAL
RS AR, TERPESRMET , B IRIE IR iR

A RS, ESEETE 680 nm Ab A FRAE N iU,
7E 680 nm AW EIERTfE A, ST AR

2 BREM

21 RREFHSBETE
2.1.1 EBETE

FERL R IR AFHRUS 35 °C i 9% 24-48 h,
WBEEFIEAS . BIEE ., 25N, 266
RERE, 23015 63 kRIE k. MIEFEH 4y
B 35 BRBMR , IR FELE KA OSBRI,
FE, Hif 16 Hok A MRS ¥ig¥, i 19
Mok H NA 555558 ANBEZL R 23 2t 21 BRI TR,
Hrb 16 #ok A NA 5L, 5 PR A MRS 85
FREE, WA EMmRE, RUERER, RiRiEH
JBZ . I NA K557 MR 43 25 7 AR AR
WiELUK A6, RNEW, BIERE.
2.1.2 1RIE 16S rRNA FHIEIRMEXM 4 B E#k
HISELER

W 63 MR L P41 EzBioCloud HR
AR EE R P A T HoxE, S5 SREMER 1, Bl
1), T 26 g bk 5 B0 e v R v R A v
AL, FHALLEE $47E 98.70%-100.00%, 4@ T
12 1M

FRBEFEWAE Y b, I 35 pRE, FE
A/ I ] (Proteobacteria), i 51%.
SHET 9 NE, WAECEHES T R ST
W J& (Acinetobacter) il & ¥ T W &
(Psychrobacter), 4> %5 28%F 17%. H 4
7 @5 B e ZE AT R (Bacillus) . A B
J& (Pseudomonas) . H 5 2k 4 J& (Leuconostoc) |
¥ % K # J@ (Escherichia)y . % ¥R & J&
(Enterococcus) . 17 # 1 J& (Arthrobacter ) 1 & iR
P J& (Acidovorax), BEFLH et 21 BREE, 1]
KL, F R AR TR R ] (Proteobacteria),
g 57%. JEAKCE b, @ s MR R, b

http://journals.im.ac.cn/actamicrocn



3494 Xue Shan et al. | Acta Microbiologica Snica, 2022, 62(9)

#1 TEREEF 16S rRNA EREF5I 44
Table 1 The closest relatives of the bacterial strains camel based on 16S rRNA gene sequence homology

Strains Closest species GenBank accession No. Similarity/% Sources
F10431 Bacillus subtilis MW721260 100.00 Dung
Fen3 Bacillus mojavensis MW721276 99.93 Dung
Fend Bacillus tequilensis MW721275 99.93 Dung
Nail Bacillus velezensis MW721264 99.50 Milk
2N2N Bacillus subtilis 01989244 99.93 Milk
2NI13N Bacillus subtilis MW721308 99.93 Milk
Kou2 Bacillus thuringiensis MW721273 100.00 Saliva
Kou7 Bacillus halotolerans MW751269 99.93 Saliva
Koul0 Bacillus halotolerans MW721268 100.00 Saliva
2F6N Pseudomonas nitrititolerans MW721284 100.00 Dung
2F15N Pseudomonas litoralis MW721294 99.70 Dung
Nai2 Pseudomonas koreensis MW721265 99.90 Milk
Nai3 Pseudomonas atacamensis MW721266 99.57 Milk
Nai4 Pseudomonas koreensis MW721267 99.36 Milk
2NIN Pseudomonas cedrina 0L989243 100.00 Milk
2N3N Pseudomonas cedrina MW721299 99.85 Milk
2N4N Pseudomonas lundensis MW721301 100.00 Milk
2N5N Pseudomonas salomonii 0L989241 99.80 Milk
2N7N Pseudomonas azotoformans MW721304 99.93 Milk
2N10N Pseudomonas cedrina MW721305 100.00 Milk
2F8M Leuconostoc inhae MW721286 100.00 Dung
2F11M Leuconostoc mesenteroides MW721288 99.97 Dung
2NIM Leuconostoc mesenteroides MW721297 100.00 Milk
2N3M Leuconostoc citreum MW721298 99.93 Milk
2N4M Leuconostoc mesenteroides MW721300 99.98 Milk
2N5M Leuconostoc lactis MW721302 99.97 Milk
2N11IN Leuconostoc mesenteroides MW721306 99.93 Milk
2N12N Leuconostoc fallax MW721307 99.93 Milk
F10432 Acinetobacter pseudolwoffii MW721261 99.93 Dung
2F1IM Acinetobacter baumannii OM135602 99.92 Dung
2FIN Prolinobor us fasciculus MW721278 99.90 Dung
2F2M Acinetobacter albensis MW721279 99.93 Dung
2F3M Acinetobacter pseudolwoffii MW721280 98.94 Dung
2F5N Acinetobacter lwoffii 0L989242 99.97 Dung
2F7TM Acinetobacter gandensis MW721285 99.95 Dung
2F7N Prolinobor us fasciculus OM169345 100.00 Dung
2F9N Acinetobacter pseudolwoffii MW721287 98.94 Dung
2F13M Acinetobacter lwoffii MW721291 100.00 Dung
2N6N Acinetobacter johnsonii MW721303 99.55 Milk
F10435 Psychrobacter pulmonis MW721263 99.78 Dung
2F3N Psychrobacter faecalis MW721281 99.85 Dung
2F4N Psychrobacter alimentarius MW721282 100.00 Dung
F4)
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k1
2F1IN Psychrobacter pulmonis OM135574 98.96 Dung
2F12N Psychrobacter immobilis MW721290 99.95 Dung
2F19N Psychrobacter maritimus MW721296 99.85 Dung
2F5M Escherichia coli MW721283 100.00 Dung
2F6M Shigella flexneri OMO049750 99.96 Dung
2F14M Escherichia coli MW721292 99.70 Dung
2F16N Escherichia fergusonii OM131733 99.98 Dung
2F18N Escherichia coli MW721295 100.00 Dung
2F12M Shigella sonnei MW721289 100.00 Dung
Fenl Enterococcus faecalis MW721277 100.00 Dung
2F9M Enterococcus lactis OMO049751 99.95 Dung
2F17M Enterococcus mundtii OMO049752 99.96 Dung
Kou3 Enterococcus hulanensis MW721272 100.00 Saliva
2F10N Arthrobacter luteolus 0L989240 99.13 Dung
2F15M Arthrobacter gandavensis MW721293 99.40 Dung
Koul Priestia megaterium MW721274 99.93 Saliva
Kou6 Priestia filamentosa MW721270 100.00 Saliva
2N2M Serratia bozhouensis OM132207 99.96 Milk
2N8N Serratia liquefaciens OM131728 100.00 Milk
F10433 Acidovorax antarcticus MW721262 99.48 Dung
Kou4 Streptococcus equinus MW721271 100.00 Saliva
1.0
u Serratia
u Streptococcus
0.8 m Priestia
°
= m Arthrobacter
>
f m Leuconostoc
2 06
) B Pseudomonas
=
§ m Escherichia
[+
E 0.4 m Acinetobacter
=
e w Enterococcus
ﬁ w Psychrobacter
0.2 ® Acidovorax
m Bacillus

Bacteria of milk origins

F1 JeREEEKERAMEE

Figure 1

Bacteria of dung origins Bacteria of saliva origins

Relative abundance at genus level of bacteria from camels.
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Figure 2 Color change of the plate. A: acid
producing strains; B: non acid producing strains.
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Figure 3

Determination results of lactic acid, acetic acid and propionic acid produced by isolated

acid-producing bacteria. I: lactic acid; II: acetic acid; III: propanoic acid. The different lowercase letter means

significant difference (P<0.05).

232 FEEIEMERINE

CROTENIG . SR YRR A 1 PRI R A
R, X B RS T, Wk 20 TER
WA F 22 AR, & TE R B AR B
58.8% , Wi UE B Mg O P Y S N
449.93 pg/(min-mL), FEIEKTEE=TEMBIRET
SEAARET 417.67 pg/ (min-mL)., H: A 44 5 U1 3E 0
ZEAT R (Bacillus velezensis) Nail Fi B0 5
(Pseudomonas atacamensis) Nai3 Fit 1&g 1 14
T, 4r%°4 509.07 pg/(min-mL) . 495.69
ng/(min'mL) , JE ¥ B 0§ 7 K T 450.00
pg/(min-mL)A 6 Bk, 5 MR B, R
TEIH AR K e 7 T LA B M 4 AR VR o AR
g8 UE R O bR R RO W R
(Pseudomonas) . 1+ [ J& (Bacillus) FI A sl
P4 J& (Acinetobacter), H Aif v FH 04 € 43 il = 4

HLE TR T i (Thermus) - 27 FOFT 12 s I 2T 2
i# J& (Cytophaga)"™, MiABIFEY & T 7 3 4 i
PRRRTE 73 28 27 1T L

MG 2 BT 2L b 43 B Y 7 AR AE R Tl R
BEAMIE, (HIEUE ™ 2 4 = 5 A 3 S N
151.71 pg/(min-mL), Wil ™ £F 4 2 0l 1471 25 1
WM 141.54 pg/(min-mL), Hrp2&JHE R A5
F T (Acinetobacter |woffii) 2F5N F1 2 5 /) o i
ifi 24 2 1 (Prolinobor us fasciculus)2F7N A £] 4
RS, 298 156.87 pg/(minmL),
153.79 pg/(min-mL), 7724k % 0 E 2 HE N
AT E (Bacillus), 7 40%. ZFAE R PE
KF 145.00 pg/(min-mL)FJEEA 6 Fk,
5 Mok A SRS, EM 7K E A R A
PR YEREINRE ST, X5 B8 BE LA i A1 4E ) )
HEARKKER.

http://journals.im.ac.cn/actamicrocn



3498

Xue Shan et al. | Acta Microbiologica Snica, 2022, 62(9)

PR EE B AREL, SR EN
MR 80%, FLER (MG F- 390G R 2.75 pumol/
(min-mL), 5%3& ™ 8 B R AR P B0 1R
2.17 pmol/(min-mL). 8 [ B A 3 2 2 R i
1 & (Pseudomonas) Fl ZE /i T 14 J& (Bacil lus), 43-531)
Hi 53%1 33% . HoH ™ 8 S PR Y 2 BR TR
SR AL B2 AT i (Bacillus subtilis) 2N2N Al
YRR ALV B FC IR (Serratia liquefaciens) 2N8N, 43

*2 RRFEBEIEEME

54 3.59 umol/(min-mL), 3.24 umol/ (min-mL),

ZE LTI, 7 A R 7 P O
WwHIER, WEFEEE LIS B, MRS
i L B 7 £ A 2 T T AR G e L R A e R T
671 [FBFRE™ 3 PG 3 ARASHE2EFRAT 1A
F10431, 2N2N F1 2NI3N, H = EERCRH s
if, fFAEZ CREBNHERE013)), HA
ARSI T T

Table 2 Enzyme activity of camel-derived enzyme-producing bacteria

Strains Protease [umol/(min-mL)] Amylase [pg/(min-mL)] Cellulase [(pg/(min-mL)]
Nail 2.49 509.07 132.30
Nai2 2.01 457.49 139.67
Nai3 2.65 495.69 -
Nai4 1.86 461.03 139.89
F10431 2.17 475.54 151.02
Fen4 2.41 - -
2NIN 2.69 - -
2N2N 3.59 435.88 143.87
2N3N 3.12 420.89 -
2N5SN 2.73 - -
2N7N 2.96 449.43 -
2N8N 3.24 423.47 -
2N10N 2.96 - -
2N13N 2.73 388.65 151.95
2F10N 1.94 - -
2N6N - 457.65 -
F10432 - 420.09 -
2F6N - 443.30 -
2F9N - 391.23 -
2F15N - 375.11 -
2F16N - 395.26 149.89
2F18N - 423.15 -
2F5N - - 156.87
2F7N - - 153.79
2F19N - - 146.99
AM 2.75 449.93 141.54
AF 2.17 417.67 151.71
PM 80.0% 58.8% 50.0%
PF 20.0% 41.2% 50.0%

—: no activity; AM: average enzyme activity of bacteria in milk source; AF: average enzyme activity of bacteria in fecal source;
PM: proportion of milk-derived bacteria; PF: proportion of fecal bacteria.
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H A /04T 8 A G 36 U8 46 5% 5% 4 B 0 AT
5%, TS50 A AL A7 IR BE A AR i 1 M Rk
A AE R TR B 4510 10 25 S5 BUL A ) 9% U
HIZ R . ARWFFE B 038 a5 AL 5 07 =X
TEEIR AN, RIS AT I . IR AT
MRS KRR G 1555 . TP R . M. A
WIF 5T LA i Bl ) 2% 5 AR Y b DX A% 28 0L i L 0
RWFFEXT SR, B ARSMEL, 16S IRNA 431
YOERRNREFRANE 63 bk, Tede/ B 35 4,
HA KL B 1 [ 1 (Proteobacteria) Fil J& £E
B ] (Firmicutes) v 5, J& K LI S 4T H#
(Acinetobacter) 1 1 ¥ T I# (Psychrobacter) A
F, X G BTRA R SE A R ML A A 25 e AR
UM Samsudin 2575205 B fi7 18 A ) 32
DL L AF B 1] (Bacteroidea) 1 JE BE B |
(Firmicutes) g =1, 3wl B i F H A [ il
Jo A R BT AR B 25 A0 s il ] R D VBIF 5 2 B X
WA B A g AN S Bl 2k W B v BE AR, (HAS
[vi) 557 14 B 3 1 A= T e At 22 U0 B i
A RETE 1 Z R DL B 3 R A AUE S B
ERAY T mEZRmmEY, . FEARZE
ZgI R, A B S N s
FEIER B ARIRAEE, L, FTLLE RIS IEMAED
Xof RIS B A R B 1 v R M . FESE L
7 1 4 1% 32 TR i A {5 7 & (Pseudomonas)
1B 2 5 1 J& (Leuconostoc), % BA £ g 7L H 4t
AFEEFLRRE . oSSR 5 % b X
O M IRBEFLH Rt T 65 MRFLER R, Hrp B A
Pk T J& (Leuconostoc) (5 35%, JEJRLEFLEE S
B , FLEH 55 2R T8 (Leuconostoc lactis) (26%)
A EM, SAMRERYG. BILTER
VR B0 TR AR B 75 Y B, ZE SR BBSET VR Otliver
LRI ST R E B, BREL R R
— SRk AN FIE S EL B R K . R O

MBI | S E A B TS AR
(I nefe 7 HP 43 B85 1 R Pk DA JELBE R ] (Firmicutes)
AE, JBACELLIZEAUAT R E (Bacillus) oy .
T8 BE MR S A K B MR, REAERRE N
pH i ek, PRUELTEH A, P
JE W Y ) TR 2 A R A AT B BE AR B IH A A
SR WMAEYR Z AR A R RO A
SHEMELESE R —, ZEEHEW
Shannon-Wiener $§ %0l Simpson +§ % K, Mk
WA /]y, X8 T MR T s A ST, 4
WA R EED, FEEPEFMNEE, m
W B PR R S 2%, i A IR R R R B
ZHEE, YR s B

e, ikl T 1 HRTEREE, H
rh2Efrh e 8 Bk, AW H KT & (Leuconostoc)
RE, AR A 72%. [RIETESERL
RILT 2 M7 IR, AW HR 2R TE & (Leuconostoc) .
IR HH 7 1Y) 14K IR 14 A % 2K 741 i (Enterococcus)
PR EERR TR LA B8 R 3, BRI ™ B2 A Y
FE LR E YK T 6.00 mg/mL . 2= BHP N A R
mEr LR IR TS, R . LR w5
WK% 4.77 mg/mL F1 13.01 mg/mL, fi7BEH]
PRTA 2F1IM S5 HAH " FRRE JIAH2ZE A, &
WHE R 1. siikN o . NIRS% R
BENR R IR A iR, — kA RY,
ok A A P R KA A P AR A A ) e
RE W5 2 AT LAJE 15 I A EE ) pH, KZEZE5R
2 AT HL IR 2 41 1 g Dt ol 28 P A K 1 i S ]
F P[] e B i 7 R 1) 7 A R AV U M T U
3, WO E SRR NN B AR, P
IR R i Y Ok, HXE TR
IS G 1Ak Be T A B E X

AwFrHr, Lkt 25 R, R T
9 A& o 77 VE K3 Tk DA AR AR A 1 A PR T O A
AERL, &S A 58.8%F1 80.0%, HHE
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DI, JEFL b 8 TS S
2.75 pmol/(min-mL), = & ¥y i 1 - 35 1 i
449.93 pg/(min-mL), AR EEPWEXTUMzIE 43
BT E AR R KIS 2.5 pmol/(min'mL),
Al g PO 55 B DU A8 P A B B YN-1-1
e 1R TE Y Pl P4 A 438.00 pg/(min-mL), JHH
AP 10 BRZEMUAT BRI UET 77 U A i B
Wi, o BREATEMBRMEETT, % 9 bk
P TER IS iR oA 313.3 pg/(min-mL), ARG
0 3.7 pg/(min-mL), RBLRT I3 B Big A HAT
R A7 B 7, P R PE Nail F1 2N2N R 3
ZEH . VE R RN R 1 T LK FL R B A R
P BN 05, A BT R S
PO, [RIEE, A B st P RCE Y A
BWMEATR, SR A E g A .
FEFNBEFL b 7 2 4 7 41 i K i RO IR, (B
FEUR ) £ Yt 2l DA 1) - Yl LR AT Y 3R
M5 = 10.17 pg/(minmL), Gharechahi®*45ff
¥ 2% B H 0% 56 LU At 2 24 sh Pk LU AR I R
SRIEYI N, HGE A A S LT Y R
3 f A0 R B RE D 5 A 1 1 A LR B
W@ 22 5%, IR INTELF 2 2 40 A 20 T 1Y) (8 35
S fE ERRAE T LR 5 W A B W A AR AR T
RE ST RIS 46 (I . 2T 4 2% B A A B A
6 PRE, ZFBAFHEIE ST 4 F, 277w E
TUERF , H PR RLZEHIAT R F10431. 2N2N (1)
LEATEmERE IR . BT RMUES R, —Wsh
W&k = SERE IR GE, IEEA T RN IX L
T WA KRB, A RE DR UES SE RETE TR 25 1
WHEh, WEFREZ B Sy iR
BUS TR, dedpdfe™, Hipsesy, FRaag
AR AR R Z 08 A B3, mF AR
138 5 HE HL A R R R S, O e VR il T
Sk 8% B0 77 B AR B A I R

S 8 BT A 2% T K T b X XA B B, T
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