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Species and drug resistance of Mycobacterium isolated from sputum smear
positive patients

XU Mi-qin', NIU Zhi-lin', WU Mei-ying*(1 The First Peoples Hospital of Wujiang of Jian-
gsu Province ,Wujiang 215200, China;2 Suzhou Infectious Disease Hospital in Jiangsu Prouv-
ince y Suzhou 215000, China)

[Abstract] Objective To study the species and drug resistance of Mycobacterium isolated from patients with spu-
tum smear positive for acid-fast bacillus in Wujiang city, and provide reference for the prevention and control of tu-
berculosis. Methods Sputum specimens with positive smear were cultured, isolated bacteria were identified and
performed drug susceptibility testing, drug resistance among different species of strains and between patients with
initial and repeated treatment were compared. Results A total of 103 Mycobacterium isolates were included in the
study, 13 of which were nontuberculous Mycobacterium, drug resistance rate was 100. 00%, multidrug resistance
(MDR) rate was 84. 62%; 90 isolates were Mycobacterium tuberculosis , 81(90.00%) of which were Mycobacteri-
um hominis. Drug resistance rate of Mycobacterium tuberculosis was 35. 56%, MDR rate was 14. 44%. Of 70 ini-
tially treated tuberculosis patients with positive sputum smear, 14(20. 00%) were resistant to drugs, MDR rate was
4.28%(3/70); Of 20 repeatedly treated tuberculosis patients with positive sputum smear, 18(90. 00% ) were resist-
ant to drugs, MDR rate was 50. 00% (10/20). Conclusion Mycobacterium tuberculosis is the major isolated strain
from patients with positive sputum smear. Drug resistance and MDR rates of nontuberculous Mycobacterium are
very high. Drug resistance and MDR rates of Mycobacterium tuberculosis in repeatedly treated patients are higher
than initially treated patients.
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Table 2 Comparison in drug resistance rates to different drug-resistance types between tuberculosis and non-tuberculosis patients( %)
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Table 3 Comparison in drug and multidrug resistance rates

between initially and repeatedly treated group( %)
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Table 4 Comparison in drug resistance rates to different drug-resistance types between initially and repeatedly treated group( %)
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strains( %)
LR A A R T 22.22(2/9) 11. 11(1/9)
NI GERG AT 1R 37.04(30/81) 14. 81(12/81)
e 0. 776 -
P 0. 482 0. 632
3 itig

NTM 525 T 14 [F) & §T R A 14738 05 . LIl IR
SFAEFIL O 2 R I2TRIA . AL 103 17 FH AR
HhE 13 s FE NTM, 4 12, 62% , &R 5T
2010 4 4 [ 25 4% 5 T AT I 24 TR A 1 22, 9%,
NTM M 2554 100 % , i 22 253 Hy 84. 62 %65 %F 4 Fh
P At 2 Eh & 2K KA H
(92.31%) R(84. 62%) ,S(84. 62%) \E(61.54%) ,
it 245 23R FUAH 5 SCHRHRES 7 i 5. NTM X Hr4s 4%
4 25 PE R B A A . AHR ST KBRS A
RAZERG I RO FT BRI ER 3 1A T 24 3R 22 S R GE 124 T
SLAP=0. 05) o T 45 4% 53 B FF 18 5 AR 45 4% 53 BT T4
AT 24 %6 22 53 A G it 24 3 L (P<<0. 05) . A I,
U BH SR N R A TR B R S 2 ) UM o

11 565 DUV S5 A8 T A T 2 R A S L S A
SN 25 38 5 3k 27. 8 %0, WILR T 2536k 18. 600, 3k A%
PETR 25 23K 46. 5%, i 2 25234 10. 7%, 2006 4
XA BRI 22 245 45 8% A7 Akt W0 IR it 25 45 20 5
2. 9% IR TR 25 4580 i 15. 3%, A B 45 4%
Wi FR BT 25 3 35, 56 %L Tif 22 25 3k 14, 44 %55
WAL 2523 A 20. 00% , i 22 255K 4. 28 %0 H iR
YT 253K 90. 00 %, i 22558k 50. 00% . ARBER]
TR UL 2220 FRYMCT A K L 17T 25 5 L TN 22
2R TS IR AL 245 i 22 24 R B 8 i e KO
PEIRABE S5 R R R B2 R A R A T 2T 3%

A W] 36 45 R 25 A7 A H (8. 57%6) .S
(7.14%) \R(5. 71 %) E(5. 71 %) ;s A 45 1T 24 3%

JAS R S (40, 00%) . H(35. 00%) . R(30. 00%) . E
(25.00%) . 4 P2y rp, 5E5E 2 S5 00 k0 TR 24 2%
A AT RE S P 2 e o RS A G . IR
i B2 LTt 22 247 A A0 R X W I v T HINR AL AT AT Ah
W YNETT S R A A R R 25 1) E 2 [ 2R
I, A BT DOTS-Plus SRBSIE & RE, £ 25
454% (MDR-TB) 35 (11l JRIA YT R e A (H 7 AR
1 1T LR T % 2210 BB R S A (R e
BRI R 245 5 3 ™ S A A 7o 2 A s S T A
Ja k. ARAWRRE A 3 01h Z 25 AR E Y, b
MHLEEEEN., BRI A SUE 12 B
Bt » i 227 2R FE A AT DU AL T 9 S5 A2 T 2515 10
PRI o o i B A8 2 iy 22 J Al g 78 4 5 AR 24 it
LIS S R G B 24, 38 21 UG 97 A ol il
LR E i sl i 2505 60 7 A

(& % x #t]

(1] JEWERE . 5K SCR. TZ M 25 25 8% 23 BORF B 25 WL B B 12
Wi B FEE e L) . AR 5 IR, 2011,6(2) : 117 - 121,

(2] RBEZ. GBIRRAT S PUR0T]. BigEEZ,2009,30(1): 11
-13.

(3] PN, VbR, RSB BOHT BRI -5 s 25 % 26 38 14 i PR ARFALE X
He AT LT . v B85 45, 2011,30(2) ;50 — 52,

(4] EF. SES ARG RATR A 8 A TN 45 LC. b
AU AR AR AL 2012,

(5] F#. ERAEG BT RRIZ MG TR L) ] G 94w fE
H,2009,22(1): 14— 15.

(o] Zmeot. matk. IEGE R ER 50 Gl RAHTLT ] h= B
Pk, 2009,31(6) ;481 — 483,

(7] Z2adq XUAEIR, FR e 55, U A 1 o BT B I e 1 254
SR [, 7 PEEE A, 2009,31(10):1516 — 1517.

(8] KaiZE, BR/N T Iligh i N dl & 25 1057 09K DT R 36 43 i
()], ZBEEZ,2011,15(10) : 1247 — 1248,

(9] REBIEE, W30 W R 25 B 2 (M. db st AR A AL,
2011:566 — 567.

L10] sk 17 3C. Ehig Lo gl DX 45 0 Uk BH AR i 2 9 & L) .
G BE2p 247, 2010, 16(1) : 29 = 30.

AR S - WA



