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Lessons learned from effect of donor cells” on efficiency of somatic cell

nuclear transfer in mammals
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Abstract: Somatic cell nuclear transfer (cloning) has shown its important practical values in aspects of animal
transgenesis, recovery and pretection of rare or endangered animal species, and biological basic researches,
and especially this technique, together with induced pluripotent stemcell technology, is recognized as amost
ideal tool to provide potential tailored patient specific pluripotent stem cells for cell therapies in human
regenerative medicine clinics. However, unfortunately, poor cloning efficiency and unclear understanding of
key mechanisms underlying nuclear reprogramming seriously limit wider uses of animal cloning. Thus, improve—
ment of the cloning efficiency seems to be cloner’s priority. Donor cells are regarded as one of the most essential
factors among those influencing outcome of mammalian cloning. Herein, this paper reviewed lessens learned
from somatic donors’effect onanimal cloning effciency, specifically fromthebiological and technological aspects
of donor cells, tohelpbetter our understanding of setting up species— or donor cell type— specific protocols for
increasingcloning efficacy.
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1.1 ZHAEsEE

W4y, CL2 A R AR 4 A% 2 A S 36 1 4 i
FhRA 2 FLBh P LA 40 i 2k (200 Z271) (1) 5%,
T HE L 55 3R A5 o [ Zh W 1 (A4 4 i SRS 2 e A W B
Han. AL ) g A A I R R S A
RETRMBAE T %, Wb T 2R AR ) Btk B2 4
OB 40, T 4 LA S Wb o 28 70 40 A R A4 I
A AT (R A =2 1 1 T DY 5 A ik v IR Ji ok
A el /N ST il 73 2 BE T4 (induced
pluripotent stem cells, iPS)3AF1PS/NER B 2R
PIXATT . HAT, T4 wbEsh ) A4k 40 il

FEIE: (1) KW TAEHERZ M, ok 41
T w1 T T w2 T = w1 N
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FEZG G RS E . SiHa A SEE H A,
WEAE P2 L B, IRl L R TR K &
B, FEAEERARANGE IR A IR IR A O A
AHXS 25 5 3R BTG ) LT 440 Bt FH 4% AR 12,
1.2 {HKERES LIZE
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AT Oback 55 "2A K A4 20 I IR 73 A0 R E 2553 1 v e
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HEAARZN H n RE 2T B0 BE RO TR T 5 2
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FERE S T H oAb an o, —H Bk, AFAE 5 Ab
— R BRI, 40 AN 2R A4k
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BLE TR0, HTES v DASRAHE 5E (1) A8 R Al
AT ZR/INERU0 s T2 () RV 4 et LU A4 B ) o
FE = AE/Nrh, AR — SR A R4S b
e fE AR AR AR I, S5l o 1 ST A4 40 i e [ i
T4l %2 (nuclear transfer embryonic stemcel s, ntES),
RIG T HZ TR ES g0k A4 7= s s,
RIS T AR B EEh 2 o FRATIHEN, BG40 i
SRR AN LT A mnm A e, HOBE R PR ] g &
T4 B B FMAE A 7K P A R T A 52 AR B i i A
THIGEEH T RAER B ERFE .
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/N, SR S TR e A L ek
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BT A0 LRI Rz K A 5 40 i P2 6 AR A T
MRS, SR E AR L, IRk
I T 1) B v ) v P R T R B B AR,
R AL LA o0 A A PR A4 A 40 i T i A 92 e e
R B R — OB, (H)E, A HE R AT
A0 A A% AR T $2 =y v B AR AN R B e ) R e A
o Fltn, e, KRAEREN B4 Mt
VEIREAH A Y (sal ivary gland—derivedprogenitorcel 1s) 27
1) v B I B LT 1 ) L RS 21 44 40 B 1) v B R B %
151, HE R SRR IA R (to term) KB fE4H,
G T4 A E AL AR, (AT T ARl S 2T,
AR, Yamazaki 5550 A HL/IN U AHEE T 40 B LU ol 22 4
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TR 20 I 2 T 5 LA [ 3X AT e & BT 54K
Z P AT A i R A DA B — B EAN 1 679 AR 4N o

HAT, S8 TR0 AL AR IEO v o 2802 1
VI A2 A PORER W], BEAL AR E 1) 1
hn, ARG AR RS R AR I SE AR, e
(203 RN TN 4 NS4 5 ez Sl R 1]
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JCHA 585 e 5739 Rk A [R]— 40 R S 2R R AN [R) 40 i
R A 2 A S B IR I R B dris % 707,
1.4 ZHRERIRLES

MM LA F S FR iR Y J5, R
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1.5 {H{RBERY FREFAER]

MATTA B BE Dol Ty (1) AU AHED: b4 40 i
RS T BE Sy s e S ) A . AR, Hill A0S
FIFH A 1 AN [RI A48 /A R A4 40 Ji S Ji vt e Bt 9 I 0
R, TR AR, 58 BAE 4 1 B k4
M, P e bR RUR B fris 2 e AN L 64,
e AR R . 5 Kato ZE1T R4 FAH
L, 2B RIS A R DR R 2T 4 4 A A I
SO R B AR S DL 2 LI 40 i As 20 A
ZRZEMN. IR EeHGE R DR, AR A
W4T B AR5 ) T o R ) SR DR 3 1

ARG M TS, WS R IR [R5 44
N MR R AR E RE SR AT T B AMA 1S, AL ARG i o 531)
N R e [ VR ) R 5
1.6 HH{A4HRERYEHA

&4, BRS WA Gy Gy Gy MM IR fiE
A 0 0 O R D 3R AT v I S A, AR AR A AL A
Go/ Gy 7 ANFRRE A A 2 ve B B D Iy 0 B4 R
WG I Go/ G, JHAH L 2 T TG B o W AA 4
WMUEAT DA ER Go/ Gy WAL BT 2R AT, JFH S
Go MApRL el L, G, WL BE A F]F DNA 4
J8C DA K o B TR PR A P A0 e g e 1T
1.7 {ARERYESE

2002 4, Loi FUSTR I FH #Aukh BEAG A4 40 Jifw 2K
W, wEMRNKEUIRREFIESR, JF31e T /E
o BT, TEibSe M —80°CHRAE 1 4E /N AL iy,
AT H —20°CYe ¥ 16 /N RSN it #BHEK
IHARAH B o B S AR 2 2 9 PR 40 st AT
AT R ML IROR, FF 198 ntES, FH
ntES MHATIAEHE A RE3 2] AR B W) . X LSe35 1
PERGN M RO G 2535 1, 2 DA 30 BE AR FR e 3
PP, R wERRE . X T 4k
MM RETE R, JEHIE B TR AP 1) o 2
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i, AT RE 2 AR R KR HUAS SR .
1.8 HHRHREAY RIS KT

L WITAL 2 (epigenetics) HIEFRLE AL FL N
DNA FHIRIRIHE T, 8k DNA 3k, AEAEB
My Gl 50 o 0 R ARG TS RNA 2 2538 1752 5 Wi T
IR RIE I R R A . WAL WIE R B IR,
AR A AL S IR AN RIS R AR P R B - B T
Wil EE Z A6, 3852 B3 M AR &1 W1 DNA
AL A B R B A A4 8 E s & e
XFELICK, WHFLE I & Fhdn SR AL ER A B SR
Mbrid, BT AMARZERE, kK E DIFEMIREE
SO, e 00 I A0 RN Bl AN AR I 3R AR H ok
XA R A dil i 2R A 5, — BEf 1otk
(PR AS B HH 40 B F S, OB (1A 1 il 2 (]
EFK. FEIEHEREN, e 23T R E Y
T, LR AN AZ PN SRR T BR Rl 2 i — 2
Frivrideol e B, 7EZRE B, Blf BIR 2
PRIC B B, SR B — e R IG & B R A Rt 4
FEA I R BG R  HEAR G B R . DB I B m i
AEAE SRR AR AN SR R R R, AEIX ISR ARED i
Poid B, WE MM AGENE. 28R, Sobut i) 5 4
T2 (reprogramming) & AE7E R4 k%5 A8 f5 IR IR G &
A M iPS g e fE e,

HTwBERIG . 2Pk B w2 A0 it 44 40
W, R AR R B e 4 — 3, BTLAAAT]
W 3 I\ kg AT 7K PR S A v B AR AR R
SRRz 20 AR A A O g R AR
A, R AAE MR KT B 22 3 ] BE VR E T 51 ot
M ILHAT E AR SRR, b sg e s IR B
s . W Enright 2857, ST, 40
JE AR B sl A A 8% 77 A B 3k R 440 5 i A1 A 40 i Fr 2
HE WA K, B SO A S R AN A ]
Bonk &5 P8 I BE PRI v B ARKG I A B, 4 At A 4 Jif
() F R KT 55 N B IR 2 R Y A 7K P B
I, SORESCR R . Wilmut 25900 R R
()3 — 2 iy T R 5 IR A At A 1)
eI HEr, REAIEEAHRIEPEDNA
FILAL AT A . AR I LB AT 888 i A 41
MUFE IR, (H R CEE B4R R af 8 N A TR &
AR RS MK, Sl g m PR R e
Ay B A4 3R 1000 (7R 5 — BeBOR 2 1 R TEIR) o
1.9 iPS{HREtZFEHE

iPSEAIE /LSNP N 4440 i rhd i R N

FR P ANSELORE 2 K7, P e R =
NFEE N T 00, ARG i T e 2 98 g

M. HEr, AMICEAE/ R, N2l sl
KR I0 000 g leo-o8) | Dyids S 1PS 40 A, {HA
XU {PS 20 B MO RS A S50 IR IE IR TR 2>, AE /D
B R DO A AR M i T R A L PS AN B AE 7= H ik
/N, R IPS A A% B R B — A e A
WIIRE ). BT 2 RE4NMIr iPS 4/, FIES 40y
76 DNA B4k . 4185 A H3 Ma % 4 (H3K4) FIH
1% 27 (H3K27) 1) F 24k b2 AR 09T A 5 ES
0 KT AL PS AR T R A% RS A fik 15 g e o
e N s G NE ik o e NN SRR S LY
REFIFTE . 10— iPS 4IMUfE R & LR+
S, %T iPS AR 2 REREbE, WKE
B AT AE B 2R 40 M T R B4 JE IR . JE R T 4
AT AAR A SR T 2 AT, S R AR R e 1)
ek gn ik £e, s T E POl L RE,

2 HKAREEL

2.1 AAFEARMEpERIEHKFE

5 ARZRIMAH L, WL 34 v IR AR A7 1
DNA FUJEAL . ZHHR A SR S5 R MAB A 1) 53 170
Z IR I RV TT E R A 1 T BOR S i
AEREIR IR A, I Ak 90O A4 4 i )
MIEALAS G, B B 5N M5O (AR 3k AT 3 2 A R 4
e v BE AR R AR 9 AT i . 2T H At AT 3R
MIEAL 2 PR, AR T 03 b A 4 i 2 A5 A
K ()T B A MBI, SR REAE 2 X
YL GBI N e
2.1.1 LB

HAT, Eshi e Bt 7T b ) R ALAE
R TR, BiE5-aza—dC (5-4-2" -BL UML) A
S—adenosylhomocysteine (SAH) 2% LLDNA FH L 46 14 fifg
Sk 5 FRIDNA FH R4 A6 #2 Bf (DNA methyltransferase,
DNMT) #1415, LA & Trichostatin (TSA) fiSciptaid
GV R 2 WA A BE R A R S
JEIF (hi stone deacetylase inhibitor, HADCi) »

5-aza~dC % DNMT 47 R )30/ . Enright
SR ET0. 04 umol/LitI5—aza—-dCAN 4R ig76 h
JG, I GEREFENR DNA FHBEAL S 20 £ 1 S ALK P
ARG, T feik 3 SRS 2 RS AR 7K, (HIX
—MEHEAR TR EIR KT, WIS T R EERRE
AL TN LT AR J5 R 5-aza—dCHIE FE 420, 01
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FT1 RMBEIEIHFIAC IR a2 R B0
287 RAAE 7 Aepgn Al % T R IR R S HAb AR 22 ik
AR 1 SR A AR TSA A AT AT 2 (36, 60]
NaBu G0 AN i fein )L = [78]
BRET Y 41
NaBu KGR L AT i 40 i TR S [77]
TSA 48 GFP AT 44 i 1 PR L v (76]
7 R 11 Lk 451
DNA FEE Ak HI 7 5-aza—dC 2 AT 4 40 i [72]
5-aza—dC FNG LA 44 i TR S (74]
SAH A AT AT 2 [75]

pmol/L (IS 562 W e 4 Musg/E HD) I, L sa B T
BRI 5-aza~dC AEBRLAAHALT o 3 BIX FE S
BRI AT R (1) 5-aza—dCAS G x40 A #k
RGO R B (2) 5-aza—dCHill A2 BT AT (1)
DNMTs P& P, T4 ey o A R0 3 G B W] i A2 h 3
ASEARK DNMT 4], W DNMT1), Mohana
Kumar 45" 2230 fF 28 5-aza—dC 4L PR )5, HRIEHE IR IL
FRET AR A0 PR AN M S0 Ak . RIS . TR AR
THOL, SKIFEAL R %, JFARIN0. 5 pmol/L ) 5-aza—dC
AEFREEAAGI M 96 h AL G, (HARHE %7 ZE REAT 24
ETIREM K B dris . Jeon ZEU5 ] SAH A PR B F 444
S, I REA R A AL A4 40 L 11 4 R PRI 41 DNA HH
FEAIKT, TR R] g s v B AR A R B g T
VE IR A28 T 259, TSA 4 2 1 2%
LERACE e )R 3. 2003 4F, Enright 5361
1.25 pmol/LF1 5 pmol/L [ TSAKLHE 2F i 4T 4k 41 iy,
RILBEA e 2 A B 40 M 241 B 1 H3 L EfE K
7, JUHE 0. 08 pmol/L ff TSA AbFEIE REMEE v bt
RHIRKE - 2007 4, Wee FEOTRIL TSA thn] o Ar

NaBu AbFAR AR, K IRAN g 5 2 32 s O ve B
W RGeS, T H B R e )5 A4 i
M S KA G .

Al FH 2L Vi 7R v A 4 L vt o 2 R HRAS: T
—E Y, AR IR Z s ANE R, i R s
BAIPNGS  a UEr o SR 14 N P vike 2 e P G
FEE L I EE, H e E LR A 4
PG 1) S0 RS A 1R L E R PR 25y
KA AFERARAL s AT REMIT A H BT 4 e SR T 41 iy
IR bR AR, RS BB AL A, T
ANE T — AL s B 2 RN T o O T IK 2 ]
IR O A B T B =2 AR RIE A
SR BB 31V G S =T 3 & (] TRy R P
2.1.2 RNAT3E

RNAT-4L (RNA interference, RNA1) ;& —Ff =%k
(AR S P 5 P DT BEL IR, et i ST 356 T BORE AL
T RNA (ds—RNA) NG, S S 1k Bt 5 22 [
YR mRNA. Hodr, /NTHERNA (small interference
RNA, siRNA) nJid it A8 H A% RNA Befig, gF iR

IR AT YEAN i DNA FIEAL AT, JERE R TRsa ke LD, e N SRR 3L 3 W 40 i & 4
IR ERE S . 2008 4F, Wu 25U ZEH TSA AP RNA i . WA, HIWDNMT F2HA

TR IS, 7128 H e A AU o3 R AAB 1K F (1)
WEE, AHIZIREE I TSA AL BRAN REFE = e L R v IR
PR T, TR el IR & fris Jf oS m B
Wy .

2007 4, Mohana Kumar 25U 22385 FH T RN
(sodium butyrate, NaBu) AbFEFENG JLIKET 4E40 i,
AR Z R B A e, T, ReEaAiny
P AR A A TR OGS DR I 1) AR AL A
L, FERRITIE T A ReE B TR G R E
NaBu AbH 753, B 1.0 pmol/L 4:PE 96 h, {HIEHK
SRR LIRS . Ak, [F4E, Yang A

DNMT1. DNMT3a. DNMT3b =Ff, Hrh 3%
DNMT1 #1955 DNA FIBEAL KT 4ERE. Rk, 2
w Bk, H DNMTI BERFE ) s iRNA (DNMT1-
specific siRNA) NAEA R K5 et 6l DT
Kik, FFEACDNA HIEAL K00,

2009 4F, GiraldoZEBOXH siRNA B AR %3
BT AT Y40 M0 DNMT 1 Rk, AL T ol ik
g DNA R K T R, il TR K
SPECH IR, AR REIL 25 RSS2 RS IR AR L) 40 7K
VL BB W R e PR AR I P . Bl
J5, GiraldoZ5B0 YA siRNA BT FRAL T 4%
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BLEET 40 PR DNMT 1 (2L, R IR TR AR
DNMT 1 (3R IA AL LLSE A A 4il B i) DNA 4K 7K
R 2(I0N

HAr, o7 a5k 2 4 FHRE M B,
Z W FLBN ) IRNAL BEAT A R0 il DR R0 B il
B2 2 P IR 2 Rg e ( ndh kA, ik, A
siRNA THLHGER M MK, B M R
i H .

2.2 YHERIREVINTE

SLRESIYI I VE AR BT, A7 AT O REG i b
()83 7 A] LLAT %0 T 2 R AR 4 A% . e 40 i
BRFEmT, A A M B2 T & A Mt R T Ak
AILFIGEMAKE, TX A SR i &3, Al
S ERM R ERET .

2008 4, Bui Z&™ I/ R GV I DR RRA0 fu 3 K
Wy A BN BRUOE B, R AN BE A H3K9 1)
JiS 2 HJLAL R H3K9 . H3K 14 #4> 2 ZWktk, 1 H
Whe B ERE wEREIR R G R A, DNRMIT
101 R 40 M S A R RS O P i i K AR T R AR
R EEA RIS, 2009 4F, Tang
LGS M T A ON RESH B SE U 0 6 2 2 4 4
Wi, JRel g s bEIR R G RE ), TGV AN RE4
JL IO R () S ) B AR RSS2 R R 40 K A T
e, R wERET . LRgi LR, A
[Fi) I 39 P BN R 41 B B o G 2 1) e ) A7 AE 25 57
T I A 2 S A mT fi A d e TV R R AN [ ) Ji
Ko BrLA, SN RESH B3 B 7 & U AR 40 b v
B IR 11 1 6 52 2\ PR R0 B RELH B IR A& & B B
S, AE LR Y IR R AT 7 O

e FH M A B 40 . (59 REGH ) S ok, 52
FLANRIFREY) (testis extracts) i & HEAALH AL, AT
DAL 20 6 ) P 2 AT P A S e 3 R R e 2 21 B
MIDhREASF 2 53 / FEARRIE,  [R]INF4 my w BE SR 1)
P A L R Z ReE LN, W Nanog,  Sox9 Hl Eomes
IZRIBIKF B Sullivan 6V, -G ) LRCET 4
S B BERR R 220 (Streptolysin 0, SLO)¥&i& )G
R 2 ie iy R s, fehlE R mxgmt
1) e 2 B D 2
2.3 {HRAEISILALIE

‘i FH PR 4 6 )28 A ) 7 S s LR e
il \Roscovi tine (— R8T & 1 25 1 2 a2 e 4
T AbERAE, eI REAA A 41 i 17 G0/ G,
W, AR PR S R A T, BRI v R IR
IR G ey le o8, BN MU T2 e85

M YU L, B2l i R 4 R TR AR,
FEFE AR = T FHRoscovi tindbFAA H R/
(A0 BRI T2, I BR34BT R RS O
SLREIR IR R 6 8D M pi B Ja AR AR A 18T 90T
2.4 REFRBERIEENE

00 O P T B A2 L 440 P b T A 40 i 5
PRI 358 23 B T (0 A= 8o A7 SLO mT LU A 7L 4
JHL P BB, A PSR P R L, DT A 4 i
U 55 4h FURBE AT ) A e AV AR I8 . TR,
76 AN B B 0% & AR A B I, RIS SLO st
SR E Y, L4 M B O A R B 7 43
IENA M . Naruse 550 F SLOEAL I IR ) LAk
TYEA AT AL RS R, R I TR A VR il 2 R i 40 3
RS e, W TR PR & s A R
PG R0 GRRELH M 0 1D Rl R A T A K T
F o
2.5 HRRTESEXHIZISERE G

AN MR AGIR (196 CYRRD A58 T KR —
WeEEAM R, M RIRA R (—BARLE 4°CUkH P 1R
18) 407 EEUH, AHLRAE I TG R . U8 TR A 40
WL ieE 2 M R e BRI, ICAARSN K& RE I ARABL
BIREIRS va B 5 AR 100 o ARIRLYA T 16 40 s gk
PRHRARAS , A2 il Mk oo st KA 2, — Mol
PRGN IAE 4°CUKFEIRAT 1~2 AR S v IR &
B e 10, R R R ) A A i S e T A P A
4 PR S B R A A ARBL Y ZE I 2 2

TR R ORI A0 L e 4 25 v VR it AN
BORAE . W TR B/ BURE TR 3R 1 ISCL
JEARI, AR R RS TR NS, T RORAE IR 3K
RAFEFE S . Lol BT VR IRAT = AE IR 45 “F AR 4
MRS IR HEIE, R IEAR 40 -5 J5 A5 e S 4y
SRR R GO . BARIKPMRAE T IEABEIRRE
ML T A A2 e, AR M 1) e B 1A 3
IRUFIEREE, TG R4 ISR BE T A2 pe b
BYIRIR G AR o TR AR AT A4 40
ek g0 M AE . AR L TR B .
3 RE

A GH MR A e B PR IR A ) o AU, AR
WORZAESZ PR N TR T T I F R R R 2 e b
WG SR B s . FATEmLn) H 2 I i s)
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