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Interaction relationship between microbial communities and antibiotic resistance genes
under ciprofloxacin and copper co-contamination in river sediments

LI Yi'?, HU Tong'*, WANG Lingiong’ , FAN Chenyang'~
(1. College of Environment, Hohai University, Nanjing 210098 , China;
2. Key Laboratory of Integrated Regulation and Resources Development of Shallow Lakes of Minisiry of Education
Hohai University, Nanjing 210098, China;
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Abstract; In this study, the ciprofloxacin (CFC) and copper (Cu) were selected as the target pollutants, indoor culture experiments
were designed, and the interaction relationship between microbial communities and antibiotic resistance genes ( ARGs) under
ciprofloxacin and copper co-contamination in river sediments was explored using high throughput 16S rRNA sequencing and quantitative
PCR. The results showed that the ARGs abundance, microbial community composition and functions were significantly different among
different experimental groups ( CFC contamination, Cu contamination and co-contamination). The total relative abundance of ARGs of
each sample showed an increasing trend first, and then it decreased at the end of culture experiment. Co-occurrence network analysis
suggested that int/1 was associated with 3 types of ARGs and 8 bacterial communities, regarded as a bridge between ARGs and
microbial community. Meanwhile, the bacteria that belonged to Proteobacteria, Acidobacteria, Firmicutes, Bacteroidetes and
Chloroflexi was considered as the potential ARGs hosts in the aquatic environment. Based on the partial redundancy analysis, the
microbial community had the highest overall interpretation rate (49.77% ) for the change of ARGs abundance among MGEs, microbial
communities, pollutants and other factors. At last, the path analysis showed that CFC and Cu pollutants indirectly affect the spread and
diffusion of ARGs mainly through microbial communities.
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PR BA @A SR ISR AR R AR BRYY R  IR S SIS A T2 R, AR e AR
FE E R DA 524011 ,2019 AFREPUAERMEHERR 16.1 Tt AMBEMNILA ROFIHRA
B EABIBUE R A 40% SHERRSN X B8 5 A P R AT5 KR40 B HE A K IR BT p 2 RS S
TRy B R A ML TR AL RIS PR TR A R AR SO e Mk BB, KR
B, boAd: R iy s ARt AE ZPUPE LA (antibiotic resistance genes, ARGs) 7EIREEH H BLRT) 12 AL 46 B =
FOM B E A TR Ei fETT1F (mobile genetic elements, MGEs) , ARGs M5k [K 21 %% % 1) W 4 ¢
a5 R, AR HE T KBRS it 2540 % (antibiotic resistance bacteria, ARB) 1 ARGs FHAFE FIERE .

TGRS B BB AL T 0 R A 2 37 0, SR K RS Ak A i T S0 B 1 BR A DX, ) B A 2
WP YRR EES 5 E e HNRAES RGBS . ARGs fE A —Fh L H 210 /75 Y, Htk
FEAY BCS MEE YR A A TEER R . A IIEVE 5 ARGs Z WG 38 S 2 AR TAE FHALH, A= i v
AR 2 ARG 1 s BUSR B F AR L7 . R Z, ARGs 19K L HE A 26 3R 85E i + 25 Ak W
TG SE IR, 3RS ARGs 1T AN AT RER T S S A9 AR A DL 3, Fn B SRR TS e T4, e & R BUUE I RE VR
BRSO  BAh  FE—E 55 F R, ARGs 2 AR RS B A0 A1 7%, — B EUR RIS ARGs, 5t T
RES P R A 2, S8R RIRIT IR, U NSt

MR TRAE AR Z I R R I0  BiE R A8 S5 Y g S . 5 e U T o5 A T
A R A TR A B, S5 SR R IR RS A ey (51.9% ), HORGEDUIRZR 2R (29.9% ) Fimg
RS (14.5% ) , b i e 35 25 W o i i MR B nT 58 52. 7 ng/ L, EFARIE S X VTR 5L BOK IR K b
14 P RIATINE  SE B W BN 0. 14 ~49.91 ng/L, b e & RAE M B I5 Y hi A R, H ik e
ik 739. 44 ng/L, Tle WA ST F B A8 IR U R B 2 AL g L v R e S e A 2 I VR 40 R NF
(KKt ) ~47.3ng/g FINF ~3 759. 1 ng/g, J38b, T4 IRAE N MERE MR TS e 2 —  TETT IS BT ik BE A &
A R R P A S A A M R B, e TS K AR R HETS VA A, Ni (223, 81 mg/kg) Al
Cd (20.17 mg/kg) Wit 3%, 1 Zn 1 Cu 2302 (8] 22 50, AT b iie 28 1 it HL ot i 20 4002 ks i e
S B AT 3k 284. 55 mg/kg F195. 47 me/ kg, T LR BT P45 v i G (0 WA 422 52 A i B A D RE VR 1 2
FEME S5 S IhAE , HETT R0 ARGs 150 Fi B A4 4% |

PrA R AR EE TR A AE DGR PR 3R AT B AR HE A DG ARGs (B4 5 5 1545, [F] i 36 v] g 5 oAt
KPR R RS R 2R A R 8RB A E— AR B K (HA 2% ARGs A BE -4
FAYY Yang 280 SR EESI RGBT A R R ARGs S b7 T A, 8 Fhbi sl R M B T 4 8 (R 2 4 Fh N
PUPRZRZE 4 Fi) 7E 60. 02 ~321. 04 pg/kg ZIH], [T BURE & 1 sull (sul2 tetA tetC T tetM S5 Bk (K 14
Bk, H ARGs 5% B B0 AE 2 RIS TURRAE 22 [B) A7 7E 10 38 AR DG o A, g 3 G 5 v o 4 Jis ) TR TR 2
%t ARGs i e i 77, NI 42 R R85 T ARGs O HIFFE AL, R i &R Wk 5 ARGs
JERIEACE R, R ARGs EE I RE S R4 R Is Y & Rim, HAi X FHAEME S EE
BTG T IR B A RV FRE S LS ARG [B] (938 EWFGE /D, WA Ta) (R AH B4R o6 R AT A fp ik
— IR

AR SCEPEIRTAVD B (ciprofloxacin,, CFC) Fl4 ( copper, Cu) MACEM P EZME LR, REVLIHFE R R
ZEUEITYL T B K AL 1 I s AR TR AR i A T 3 7 i 1A, 3B i v & N IR e, R = il
T A E i PCR S AEYE BAABOR R o A i A= W BE VR 2 R ARGs 2l s 38 43 TURTE 0 #T
BEARHT KT ST, T E DRSS RN ARGs X 42 675 Y B IR N7, =5 28030 A DAV AR iE X 34 5 PR 1
R e H 5 ARGs BIAEH KR, G UE W RE TS S5 e WX ARGs AL 4% 98 ng VB AL, DT A del 3 v
ARGs HJT5 3L B S AL e 4hs
1 #MERE5E7RE
1.1 HmRESLE

WA Je e T 2021 49 H 8 HIRH TVLIRE I B T B UETR VL7 B im /KL B Bl , sk I =X
KA RAEKIEFTH 1T 0 ~20 em AAYIKTR, FEREEBN TR 2 AR QRS | G 11 f5 71 71 52
W, KAk KDY FIREY IR S IR G4 5) WG % 3] 4 CokAE IR B 2 YRR RFH .
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1.2 KFIE5HE6

R AR () . CuSO, - SH,0 Na, HPO, - 2H,0 MgSO, - 7H,0 NaHCO, ,Na, CO, ,NaNO, ,
Na,S0, .(NH,), - SO, KH,PO, NaCl KCI #1 NH,Cl 3124 53 #r i, W T+ [ 24 52 P Ak 27 300 4 BR 23 7 ; FastDNA
Spin Kit for Soil(MP bio +3EFE K41 DNA $EHUAF] &) .SYBR Green qPCR Mix (2 x3ZH] % & PCR FliRIK) |
Platinum Taq DNA 25 SOXTAE 221 .6 xDNA Loading Buffer ,DL2000 DNA Marker i1 10xEx Taq Buffer
W T TAY TR (LR R ARAF,

bt TR R RO WL (FEE Eppendorf) AR (1 wL .2 pl 10 wL 100 wL F1 1 000 wL) | HL KA
(BIO-RAD, ) | & K iR 1 ( Tanon-3500, i K AE) | 55 I 9% % € 5 PCR X ( ABI7500, 3 [E] Applied
Biosystems ) W4 AL KI5 (HH-4 53 R A2 s A BR 2 |)) Rl FE K R 58 % . #EM A 2 mL B0
B NS AR L (96 FL PCR Al /\iEHE PCR &5 . i A FEAF 4400 v e KR i K P A 3L IS i 1
1.3 REAH*E
1.3.1 X3t

TOHLE FEEL AT B . #RE K, HPO, (3. 80 g) \KH,PO,(1.00 g) .NaCl (1.00g) ,MgSO,(0.20 g) 1 NH, Cl
(0.10 )% T 1 L Z= 8K JE B HE IS 4 CIRAARH .

IS B - 4 15 4> 500 mL (9 TRy £1 ZHYIMLRE CFC F1 Cu RESMIRE

SR BN SR H 7 2 ’;j\: 5 gl ’ HALE3 Table 1 CFC and Cu concentration setting of
1715 s HAAHER 0d.5d 15 d 30 d SRIBUE BTFE i indoor culture experiments
FERAHEIE I 175 ¢ CANFREF I TFE &, DA CFCIE  Culiili  CFCUBOE  CuBOE

MK R R4 BT B 10 mg/kg (9 CFC B4 # g fn WAL TRAUPRU - YR IRy Ry - IRy
N (hg-kg™) (mg-kg™) (pg-kg) (mg-ke)

1000 mg/ kg FUBRIRG i 25 W, PG R 1 WERATEST — cral 10.24 29.97 26.63 29.97
%ﬂ&ﬁ?_ﬁ’ﬁm 3.5 mL CFC ﬁ%%{&‘ﬁ CFC1 %u CC1 gﬁ CFC2 10.24 29.97 49.95 29.97
96 ML, I s ol crC G 2 | 0 DT RN
CC2 6 ML, I 16 mL FRHE ST E o 10.24 29.97 49.95 46.01
Cu,CC1 F1 CC2 #HY 9 MBI, 5 I CHLE 57
NG A BRI B AN 2 200 o, BEFEXSIIENE BARSE 3 OBEEHER 11, 78 25°C BRI A B b ks 5%
BRSO B 22 U AT LU S A R I B, T 6 43 B0 8 S % B UE I VLT X Bt CFC | Cu JiT #4080 e i
(BN e/ M B MR BE(E (MIC) , R 1,
1.3.2 MAEHMNFEBIFAREZ

JEEJEFE A DNA FH FAST DNA ® SPIN Kit for Soil 7 G2 EE UL RER , XTRE A 2EF T DNA $2 BORT i i
K , T 96 E B PCR P A9 DNA BESL (29 10 wL) ERIATI DNA BE Lk 2 B BUE YR A R
] (Biozeren, ['1F) i#17 16S rRNA FERMT . FRF R GGEERR 75 | B 26X B aa 50 7 9 A TR Ab AL 3
J T ARAEST ) Ay Bt B i 5 QUIME (versionl. 17) 42 S G B8 th 9 SUF 51, I %50 47
F AR B FEARRIME KT 97 % Wil A3 B L AL P 51 EF T OTU R0 78 XA EEAR S, 54T OTU
RIS AR 3 IAF 82500 . ARG OTU AT 454, 1145 Chao 1, Shannon | Simpson 55 ({25 #) Z 1%

BB EET YRI5 B W AR A0 FOK G PR I& 2 R b = B

= NIRRT E 9 P HFRFEER, 435024 . 16S tRNA G T intl 5T 1526 VUSRZE BT IE R terA Tl
tet T FAMSTEHISHIMEIE A QnrA F1 QnrC ERESSPTPESRE A sull RIS NERZEHTPESEA ermB | H AR XS N )1 E
15 1) w519 e MR IR JGREEINER 2 B7R . BFREEE PCR FUASEEH 30 pL IR &MY AR &
§5 15 pL. qPCR Mix,2 pL. Mg (25 mmol ) , %5 [#14% 0. 5 L., KEE 4K 10 L 1 DNA #5507 2 pl, 520y 2
J¥24 95°C 3 min il 30 PMEFF(94°C 30 s; DNA iR KGR 305;72°C 30s) . WJEHY PCR 77957 BV 47 BEHE
FL VKR

H bp 3 (A ) 22 s 4G I 42l FH SI2 5 2% 9% PCR Y ( Bio-Rad CFX96 Cycler Q5 thermocycler, USA) , § 34 >k
20 pL A&, BAA4U4% .10 pL 2 x SYBR green Premix II (TaKaRa) , Bisii5 [ #14% 0. 4 L, KF#A4l/K 8.7 wL il
DNA #i47 0.5 L, a5 o (9 B BEZH R S AR R P A 2 wL 19 ddH, O, %167 &t PCR SR AR HE il 6
SR B R EE AR HE SR RE 10 A% 10765 110 £ 10* AR 1075 KA 5 1 5 PR s o At i VR A S A
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JEAT PCR A, 153 HARIE I AU bR el 2 BEARBR N
BEDA AR E i HE DUEC, AR BR O PCR SRS T 45 21 /Y
C, B AERTIIREEAE b I, 72 [7] — > 52 L 3 UK DNA
FE AR AR 5 B THEAE ot B BE A — RS A , 7EAH [+)
RIS A5 BB AR i HARIE Y ¢, (8, AR
R BE bR v i AR v 2k RO AT SR B b B
PRAE IR P8 LR, H A R DR A s v it £ 07 A 7 4 2L
RAFHICREL ~ N3 3 PR,
1.4 #iR4bE

i FH Office excel 2016 #4447 B P8 Ab B AN 2 6
5%, 32 HI SPSS 17. 0 AR XA il 4T Kruskal-Wallis
H K56 F1 Pearson A1 CMESHT, 24 p<0. 05 B, A R4k
REATRENE, A0 H R 2E 5 (LESe) 73 Hr 7Rk 1o
1™ ¥5 https : //huttenhower. sph. harvard. edu/galaxy/
AT, LI ZE 3B Jeilad R 155 psych (AR H
PRAHSCHEHE B, Tl 3 Gephi0. 9. 2 A4 2E B 34 3C
1 ETR) R SO AT IR S R A A AR
ISR AR SR, ST Ak . R TUARE A
it R EF I,

2 HRSWiL

2.1 ARGs MfEYEEXE &5 L0005,
2.1.1 CFC #= Cu A.47F 45 ARGs F E#) %

5 ML H bR ARGs 7 45 BURE B (8] 5 1 A X =
JEGNE 1 iR, FEFTARE S T, S ARGs AHXT B
8.19x107° ~ 1.22x10™" copies/16S rRNA copy , 5 =1 A
XF B ETE CFC2 R4, AR 4Lk F , CFC
5 Y50 20 (CFC1 41 CFC2 4H) /9 % ARGs #H
X FERE S ] AR AL 525 BT (HT 15 d) 5 FRER G

xR2

EE PCR FEHITAFRUWNSIMER

Table 2 Primer information for molecular

detection by quantitative PCR

BErEEH 519 EHE7s 2] B KR E/C
FW CGGTGAATACGTTCYCGG
16S tRNA 60
RV GGWTACCTTGTTACGACTT
FW CCTCCCGCACGATGATC
Inill 60
RV TCCACGCATCGTCAGGC
o6 FW  ATGAAGCCATTCAAAGGCCGGCAT
: RV TATGCAGCTTTGCTGTTACGACGG
\ FW GCTACATCCTGCTTGCCTTC o
tet
¢ RV CATAGATCGCCGTGAAGAGG
T FW  AAGGTTTATTATATAAAAGTG 45
tet
¢ RV AGGTGTATCTATGATATTTAC
own PV GATAAAGTTITICAGCAAGAGG o
" RV ATCCAGATCGGCAAAGGTTA
FW TTCGATCGGACTGCTTCTGG
OnrC 60
RV AACACATGGTGCAGGGGATT
| FW  CGCACCGGAAACATCGCTGCAC o
. RV TGAAGTTCCGCCGCAAGGCTCG
FW GCAGGCGATTCTTGAGCATT
ermB 60
RV GCCGATACCTCCCAACTGTA

*3 HiFEEPCR EEFEMHLZE

Table 3 PCR quantitative standard curves of target gene

FIARZEA i 22 r YR/ %
16S rRNA y=-3.604 3x+32.8204 0.998 4 89
intll y=-3.629 9x+32.1904 0.996 9 88
1526 y=-3.618 0x+36.6363 0.998 6 89
tetA y=-3.377 2x+35.7982 0.9857 97
tet'T y=-3.519 0x+36.7242 0.999 6 92
QnrA y=-3.432 0x+31.1569 0.997 7 95
QnrC y=-4.032 1x+31.8494 0.999 8 87
sull y=-3.278 1x+34.2535 0.999 5 101
ermB y=-3.317 2x+49.7260 0.989 1 100

HE AT YERI A (CC1 41 CC2 1) P, i ARGs AN AR 5 KA A R BNIE(E, b5 R R (p<0.05)
F M, CFC BA—35 YL 41 (CFC1 ZH A CFC2 2H) Al Cu BA—J5 46040 (Cu 4H) 76 5 ARGs E(H A B3
(225 (p<0.05) . ARGs EJELE CFC1 411 CFC2 4 (B i i , & Cu 4R 3 %, X ATREZIA N Cu 1Y
A= VS T A P RIS AR RN 24 R A AR A sl B R AT G, 5 SR I S R A v e A 2

TIN5 5 ARG fE48 ROANEE = AR I 24

WietA  mtetT WQOnrA OnrC. Wsull WermB
0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14
0.12 } 0.12} 0.12} - 0.12} e 0.12}
g 010 F w0107 g 0107 i 0-10} i 0101
ﬂ' 0.08 | i 0.08 i 0.08 } ir 0.08} ir 0.08}
& 0.06 & 0.06 = 006 & 006 & 006
004+ 0.04 - _ 0.04 - 0.04} 0.04F  wem
0.02 - l —. i 0.02} 0.02 - 0.02 0.02F l _| ™
0 = o= o= olL== ol
0 5 15 30 0 5 15 30 0 5 15 30 0 5 15 30 0 5 15 30
At ] /d At ] /d At /d At /d At fe) /d
(a)CC1-1 (b) CC2-1 (¢)CFCI-1 (d)CFC2-1 (e)Cu-1

E1 HiXIEA ARGs 183fF R E BT

Fig.1 Changes of relative ARGs abundance in each experimental group with time
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Xt AN A T5 Y4 (CCL AU CC2 4) , #EHkE CFC S MIC {H Y CC2 4170 ARGs B i, Ak
FERF ]S A ARGs F BT CC1 41, ULHEIRT, CFC #9 MIC Xt ARGs 3458 FMEAR HAT— & A dEAE T, B
PRVERR K, R AR A MIC X P R iAS ARGs A HEEMIERDY LGSRl R bt £
— B SN T AR AR W A R | ST RAE S A PR A s T (A D BB 24 TR AR AT B 22 AR A B T
Pesd BhE NN T ARGs AR5 A F5E 0, HUbESE B =F B S hi Ak R S i 45 1 4 Vs ek 1
RIEMHSEER YA R SRR E AT5 Y et T35 P HubE R R A K 25 1 s JE S5
K , 2B 5 A2 B ARGs A 2 B2 (1 I [B] 43 A 5t 2 3 22 5 WUk B [ 75 YL 20 7 — i i I 8] B N 3%
Wi ARGs PRI FH AL 4
2.1.2 CFC ## Cu 8.675 2t A B % 2 MR Rt % a

BT YR G3 227 03 M AR 1K X el 2 DU P 45 SR AT A 28 AR AR 15 AR BRE & 1 B A W 7 2 K
FARR R AR 2 s, A 15 DG i 0.5% W], Hh it 5% WA 2R
( Proteobacteria) /2 #T B ] ( Acidobacteria) . J& B B [ ] ( Firmicutes ) | ¥ #T & |7 ( Bacteroidetes ) Fl %% 25 B ]
(Chloroflexi ), ¥ A S B (R T T, ST BT LI A4 B e o R XL R ], 45 2 4
BCE RS IR AT ST B0 o B2V Cu A IR0 21 e BT , R TR Cu 91000
LA S TR B, DI 1) Cu VXS T 1 e ELAT SR AP A DS T 1R
Cu BRI 0E 5 LB I35 1 7, ST A 5 5B 8 40 AT 15 B 41 5%, s EE R b o 26 0
G B AT Y IR N ARG IV E M 177 CIRAFF BRI 1] PURF TR 1 RN SR 35 BT ) 7 45 R 00 4 v AT 3 A s ]

B Proteobacteria M Acidodacteria Firmicutes Bacteroidetes [l Chloroflexi M Actinobacteria lOthers [ Spirochaetae

W Verrucomicrobia MNitrospirae [l Ignavibacteriae [ Gematimonadetes P Aminicenantes [ Latescibacteria [ Nitrospinae  Chlorobi
100 . 100 100 - o 100 - 100
_ % I _ % I °90I _ % “90III
g 80 g 80 g 80 g 80 g 80
= 70 = 79 = 70 = 70 = 79
'?K_Li 60 ;KE 60 j’& 60 j%% 60 :K% 60
& S0t & 50 & 50 & 50 & 50
B 40t B 40 B 40f B 40 B 40
-ﬁ 30 ﬁ 30 ~§ 30 ~§ 30 ﬁ 30
o 20 & T = 201 A 20 ~ 20
10 10 10 10 10
0" =" o 0 e 0" a 0" =" q o 075 0
— — — o o o — — — o o o = = =
SENSENS! O O W O Q9 099 O O O
O O O O O O 5 5 5 £ 5 K -
FERARS FERARS BERARE BERARE s
(a)ccl (h) ce2 (¢)CFC1 (d)CFc2 (e)Cu
2 EHREAHFREITIKELNRMEMEEAR
Fig.2 Microbial community composition of each sediment sample at the phylum level
LR, Tuo S5V WSS KM AN VD B IR ARUEY 5, AK
FISZIR AL/ IN AN RV B PR N VD B s Qe v KA W £ ISR
e N \ . N NPT A 30K
BT AT AT O R g
( Actinobacteria ) . A8 & W 1], J& BE W& ] A1 & 3 & T § 0.1
( Thaumarchaeota ) , & %5 R 5 AW I 45 21 :_fr' 0 CFC2-1
. N ST N 51 ' CFC2-2
A4 B OTU LIRS PCoA 4107 (19 3) it 5 Yo
. \ v . N 01l CRCENN rigg 8
AR AT LR B LR W R T 4 R 2 TR Y 25 e, R3S O e & i — EATEYR
T FER BRI 515 Y R B E A OC, CRC fl Cu B 5! *?Fg‘f;;l’i%ifﬁ .
. i —— CutH—75 4% u-2e
EV5 YL TSR ZH CC1 F CC2 11 6 S BRAETER b7, . . Cu3s |
0 202 0 02 03

CFC H—y5 Qi S0 21 Y s AR A A, Cu B—T5 G4 BRL A

PCoA1(36.35%)

3 BXBAREWETE PCoA S

Fig.3 PCoA analysis of microbial community in

MONRETEAT T A RIS 75 SR 38 il A P
PR S R, AR, AT Y AR —
TR YRR A AR, 2BV ERME SR E
BTG RS T E YRR Z RN 1 7 232 R 52 AL

each experimental sample sediment
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e REIS AR 22 Y L R TIRGE T AN TR R G b A BTG YW R M VR S 45 SR R
15 YW ] B A WIS 0O = BN 2R | A R A W i A LTS e, AT ERE R T R RIS Y
it 2k, PMKIK A 48 ST B A B —T5 e
S, PR U A A B2 AT Bl A W v 2 R R Table 4 Distribution of first-level function predicted
Mg AT YA B R A R TR A R LT genes in each sample unit: %
REa s, L
N o BERBRS BIMRE N AN 2
5N K S IR AL B B RO [T, fRUALR R A%
_ CFCI-1  48.92 16.83  12.76  5.10  0.20  0.99
0z NI : ZH . Ay ab
KE‘GG ﬁﬁ%ﬂ:ﬁxitt’ﬁﬂ%#”?éﬁm BB reia w2 1671 126 491 020 Loz
TMEE SR, R 4 PR (AEFERDEFH) , HE cras 4944 16,59 13.24 475 019 0.97
4 AT AR RS BN T RER (S B AR TR CFC2-1 48.99 17.01  12.43  5.00 0.20  0.99
A g rh R - 4o CFC22  49.46 16.56  12.76  4.81  0.20  1.04
5 AU AL A Y R Y T2 )R, AR B CFC23  49.37 16.74  12.89 493  0.19  0.99
FLAr ok 48.52% ~49.46% 16.56% ~17.21% F1 cci.1 49,05 16.58 12,98 5.11  0.20  0.96
12.02% ~13.24% , BRI — R INREWIM ZE L TC  ccl2 49.30 16.71  12.99 4.89  0.19  0.92
By e g A B 4 CCI3 49.00 16.75  13.01  5.09  0.20  0.94
E%%#O i 4 Fﬁm\,fﬁlﬁ Hhmw‘]’”%% "% CC2-1 4918 16.78 12,94  4.98  0.19  0.93
SERRACH AN HAB YA AR = )& UTE CFC 52— con 49,37 16.63  13.06 4.89  0.19  0.93
GRAFHFEEHE S TESHRMA, EH51594H 23 49.35 16.56  13.13  4.88  0.19  0.94
ﬂ:‘[] Cu ﬁ—‘@g@?ﬂ%ﬁﬁﬂ‘]#ﬁ?ﬂﬁi*ﬁ{u,%E%i}% Cu-1 49.15 16.74 12.36 5.07 0.21 1.08
o W - : . Cu2  48.52 17.21  12.02  5.35  0.21  1.16
5, R CFC WE AL MIC (IS, 75948 CFC (3 4019 17.05  12.16  5.09 020  1.09
X G T A P R 114 2 i R AR AN LAt ok A= AR
=) & R BA R IEEH

00 CFCH—I55d O REGHRA  A—-ZEMRAR S —HAARAERET= W& L

95% N {7
S B el | 0.013 U
, L .
0 122 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
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