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Abstract: Genome editing tools not only facilitate the development of robust engineered cells, but also provide

insight into biological systems. Here, we summarized the genome editing tools in bacteria, particularly the progress
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of CRISPR-Cas based genome editing, and we attempted to conclude the universal processes of establishing

genome editing techniques in bacteria which may provide reference for persons who intend to build genome editing

tools.

Key words: genome editing; bacteria; engineered endonuclease; CRISPR-Cas

BRI 2H g i HOR S FR T H I R RT3 AT RS A A2 1
H0F5% NI DR LA (- 3PSl ST DA B3] 5 N
BioEm A\ Y, AT T TR R, A ariLEE
IR, HES) 1A dr Bl # B F U B2 . AR,
FEDN ZH gm RO PROE R, 2 s R = DK 2 O
THBI K, Horb DUnT g AR A% BRI T 1Y) 5 D5 2H 2
AN A2 . H T R A g
A 9 2 1% IR g A 4% 48 IZ TR B8 (zinc finger nucleases,
ZEN)P S0 N T RS PIA% I B (transcription
activator-like effectors nuclease, TALEN)™ F/1 i #% (1) #1
A 1) 8 1) 74 [8] 32 8 & 7 41 (clustered regularly inter-
spaced short palindromic repeats, CRISPR) # 9% 25 [
(CRISPR associated nuclease, Cas)", X 4% FR i fE
FEHE PR ZH E VGG A7 B 3 AT U8 1 T8 BSOS W 524 ik 11
(double strand break, DSB), DSB = Ziil id JE[AlF K
Uity 7% % (non-homologous end joining, NHEJ) F1 [&] J
# 4l (homologous repair, HR) }§ %52 #1715 E P,
v, NHEJ G87E DSB AbFfHLd A\ BB B AL, M
T S I R 0 16 H I T[R9 R B R ik A,
EABEEERATE LN, ARSI R,
BUMIBR BRI o

M AE A R E B Ny, HMREZ,
HEER, o)z, O ZMHAT R Tl
A2 EERE L, AEAH T TR A S L A T
ELOT o 40 B A FE AN o B AR A TR TR 4H

SMEDNA
() E-IN

BRI EAZ Y IR A Y AR %2 KE,
P AR R A g R AR . 5 BERAEEEiRR%
FHEG, Ko 4H = 9 NHE) 112, R g
HR 3% 1% 80 fi% B 4 5 NHEJ £ 4 %} DSB & 5 7,
Y B L R A g — RO 208 DNA @ NTE R4, &
N\ DNA [l ik g Bt i 4ni (B 1. A0k
Bl 28 3R JUAN B 40 e 3R 8 41 T w2 7 35 DN 4L 4 56
%, FehlsE CRISPR-Cas /3 M gw4E T HERE, IF
SR YN A B 55 R 4 o i e R T 3 P AR

1 DNAHKIFA

DNA {5 it 21 i J5 E B i3k N 41 i ix — i FEFR A
DNA [1F . ATLUEBh Z #0554 DNA § A4
o R R AR AR BEVE S, 0 H AR AL B R
Bl A ST s SRS E R LT BOR AR
HEAR BN ANE DNA,  fnifk 28640 fl e 44k
1.1 B

YT B T L B R IR E AN R DNA i L
Fase AL W AE 71, X R % ol o B2 W AR AR B AR %
W™, 1944 4, EE ALK O. Avery Z5iE ] DNA
RS 2 il 28 BR P O BB — AN B R I B AN B AR Ak
LG, FC A A R B A T L AR R TR IR
B LN AN UIE AP P @ $NNE comK
S AL AR G TR 75 2 T B AR AL RE 2 Y,
A0 DNA TE 15 32 ol i [7] 96 8 2 48 & 22 5L IR 4
PE R RL B 5 ) W e s A 2% 1,

v

NEREE —2—] SHEDNA

N

€)
O, amwEr

ERemE

DNA A HARHE K0 5 ANDNATE T P 5% 1 i B A SR P i 2 SR B ATL 1  e 88 A% RO LR DA R S AR e 51 R R R A

B R AL g AR AR T R EEARAL K =N A

Bl AEERARERATTRERRE
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A R /218 DNA M —MHE (bR, @
AR ) fLhss 51— DN (2R ) 1
R U, B AR R AR B ¢ (1) At
W EA ra LK, ¥ rra 3 RECE TR - R IE 5L
BABAUARAIMIER A L 5 (2) f5 PN SZARGNE 1) 5
WURL A 4 Tra B2 (RSB oriT 750 0 DL 1)
KA TE 38 S17-17 fET12567™, P
BB AT RIS S E RO, THRAR
CERE R L R P MR AT P,
VER ZETRAT B P R AR T Y R
W LA B T P ST rp R A R RS LB TR
R4 .

1.3 %%

1EE RIS, W R AR AR Y s
YR () B LR A BT, e G W T A —
AU DNA f£1845 54— MR F2 . 8  F)
FE T 3 0 TR e R A A R R, AR R B
A R30I i 1 i 5ok DNA #5224, ok
AT B P15 P RURS 552 i AF B PBST % 5 B,
SR E A 107 ) 107° 20 P20, 4 4 B
K&k 400 kb,

1.4 {LEFEL

= RN A RE 77 I 2 v d i ] DhiiE a1k
2275 R AT HE W AR DNA. I 3 I8 AL 38 A B
TIEAM MR T AL IR 34 DNA 44, &
AR FH )3 K P TR RSz s 4l B &b
ANGHHBEALERF], a0 —HEEEN. RO . B
B ok By pEEE, AN PR EE s E M, T
PR AR 5 T I8 I R I SR A A DS R A
NS TR RAT B P 1) pond RISk $2 = 4R DNA
FARReR B, Bk, AERRS. B
FVAE KRt AT i A0 2 R PO, Az 54 i 5
DNA B &5, HREE AR b4 BT DNA #%
B P,

1.5 EHEiL

B T AL EeAk, ATiE s T A LR
B L=, TEYNH AR LR RN FL, 8 DNA &
NI 5 0 R P A 2 e 2 PR A e B Sk A5 R A
FikE, BIEAFRKS DNARS, HEBGIE
FIR HEAT AL B FR G S A AN M R AL R
bk ez S v B, R A — SR bk, B
R — R L T ik B

AL3E Ik BLR RO F R R AT AL - (1)

] 5 P S 28 P 0 R T A ) 2 A BT L
BRI, WS IR B A AR T, AP 6
VIR B R A e iy, R Rt Y, TP T
PR TR IR P R I H 2B DL- 75 2 IR 95 10 4l
NEBES &, TR AR, TR 80 WY L
AR R I B MR A T () TR R
VBRI L 22 LK) 0 X U RO AT R, O
SCHRTIE YT 8 Y FR) 18 736 LA T KD e A o e B 24
F, RERER AR T3 i e MY s (3) mE Iy
M SHORI R, e, S M.

2 S ADNARJHPERE

MEIAE — R ERAG KBRS, 7R
PreA 2 SNRBAE RN . BAEC RN RS
1,48 R 4% 1 . CRISPR-Cas™, i 44 gk g 1
Agos™. DISMARM"™ DL K 3w NI 4241 H ok i 1+
Fh R M,

fEIXEE RS, REE RS LB K. K
43 BR i 4511 22 45 ¢H R 1) B A1 DNA F L 5% RS il 4
B, TATE R B . PR EIMEE 2 G2 JE DNA
BENSFURTE LB, % RS 0@ T DNA H 54k
B IR 22 5 R 3 O B A 4R DNA,  FHAS T 8i4L 4
R A3k 29 95% 1) TR I T B 4 B 2 A BR il
B Rg ™, WIEWIRAR. DIERL S, TR
PERUBHER 7 2R, RT3 4 2R AL . T AL, 11 ALAN
TIT 700 [ 1) il 7 4 S 7 s DD 1 4 H 224K 7 DNA, TV
7R R 4 I D7) ot EL AT AR S ) R Sk 1& 1 DNARY,

NT S RTE EANE P PR EME M R G, nE
PLF 3 A5 W8 f8 415 DNA R #6 N 401 - OfF
L 3o 0 T A x4 M I A% 0 S 3 AT A 1 s T P I
101 DNA 3G R Wi 97 8 B AL 0 JTRL « @b
16 A R BR 1 5 OFE M AM L BT 2 40 B
A B R S8, BRORLHEAT B 5 T 5 N 41 .
SRS QO R T K R UKL S NI I B PR R BT
FAAB, K I I B R R A T I R B R e B S
TN HARB MR, %057 CH0E B AT DU A AL
FFA BB REER BY, (HIR AN T 08 2 PR T I
R 1 R IEAE B 3R . ALY DNA
AN, 1 CpG AN (M.Sssl) 5 GpC F 2
R (M.CviPI) 1] I 3E4L 21 GC 8§ CG, FIREIE
It GC 51 ™, (HiZ ik 3E A Rk ik
B MIRE . ERIE@F, AN R T
T 25 B AR PR R DR, el DR T AR B R
Cac8241 SRR J5, 45 SN FURLITR] S N %44
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2 R = 7 P N1 B S 22 B B 2 o e = VA
SME )2 5 ik DNA # 4 A# * . @1 REBASE 12k
A T T RO A B R R A R S R RS G A A,
S5 TE R T8 K AT B Hh 20 X I 1 Tl DL ASE 0L 4 44
DNA HEALFE L (mimicking of DNA methylation
patterns, MoDMP), 7 ji ¥ 40 B [ o) e B, SICEWL &5
A Z BRI RS AR B AL . BARE A
TE —#k 9 U5 FR A2 10 2R 48 45 30 s O 19 K 19 AT
EC135 Hh 73 il 33008 1k B D IRIHAL A B X 14
FE 2R FFF B ATCC 10987 Ffif i K 2F #4F B TA208
HHAVETER) DNA FIRHERENE, Jols R b MOk rE
R AT o R g AT AR, 5 R B bR
. SRR, B PURLE A 5 S AR A B AR LI
LB, FIF MoMDP R48, 5N
PRSI SEEL T iALGE T X14 fseieqk, I RiEE
Pemm 1 AN PIRR S AT IR I A A R . R LT
(PISREmES, MR Z RN L K22 IR 90 35 72 R AT B R R
7Ok B G LT AERR T H AN B EALEE ML Cee7431
M. CeeT4311, R RLEE NIE L 4a 1 v B
H AR 78N SR AE K A B b 303K 5 8 DB B (1)
i E B R A5 F2 F BAD-1233 F1 BAD-1283, LL{R &
KIGHAT B - 75 35 BUBUAT B 10 28 W TR A e A 2 P70
X B R, AL R 21 R 4 & REBASE
BT AS R, K XA TR A RR )
Sacll B2, | 3R Heng @7 & >4 FCPH 1t Al 4 2% [ 1
SRR H BRI, FRBH 7V AT AR A T H AR
S BE DR HH 1 A B R AT 103 4% 2 A0 1) 24 1 ) 2
fE1fE, B — iR mTE E R R

3 EADNAREH

— HL IO 55 A% ) o A 28 I o ) e, R [
AH AN 51N ER E L 4ERF A DNA DLRIA 7 2
A B B R BAR . 3 312 SL B MR A
AR KB, IS S 37 7] 4 A Y
FE SRR HR RS2 48 o] ARk Rk
HirE A Esh+, BRI, KA E )
TATEBAIMNGTE SV, BWARE LR,
FIEEA G R AR RIEBAARATEE . A
TR AL, F SR8 7 7B e ik S0,
PR B L S 1 “TF” F1 “R7, XTI A
7 HE BB BE, ]I I A 2 B T Bl X
AT I (http://www.fruitfly.org/seq_tools/promoter.
html) ; 38 ] 0 52 4K T 1) s HBE HEAT 70 #r s A
W Sigma [Bl-R 5 19 53 sh+ 7 710, it a3

TXEFH, DoOtEAZEERR RS K5, ik
HH S LA B2 23 A1 (1 R ) B

RIBHAREENEHEARTEZETH, HH
R AT B A ) Y S AR A R T . ST B
AR — T e B A R W], TR BURLE SN
DNA #EA4AMIFRIAH EE “@hm TR, &k
R TR SRR R, K AR R R A A
JRERRIC, [R5 A 4R A T PR ) 1) AN e A
i, DR AT (5 Bl = AR A e AR 10 20 Ja) S B Ab
U5 DNA K35 e [ IR L A% 3 LR A2 18 3
SRR N, ST [ 3 5 AR AR AL — 2 ]
AL, IAEAR IR R BRI E i DRI — ]
A Rog ez — B S BRIz . B
EHEE ARSI E BN A R IEHRILH
EEER, mrEsd YR A AR R A,
B I I A i A DR A 1] ) R A1 R
A FRELL, RSN B & SR A

B 7R A B A, T IE A Rk R
AL R 2 G R B 5 AP DNA. A7 i s 57
FARM T DNA FP S [RIJEYE, s T re 5 5
Lely (G EE S NE ) 45 A DNA P8, X ey R
(¥ HE i 1L DNA BE (10 i 2R B0 52, EAITREA
BAL R SR AR 1. e R G v e R
T o S R S B, SERR R T IR R OR, K
H AL S5 BN 55— DNA A7 g 0 RSt 4y
VPR I S e ARG R R (3R D R B (R
)T T Gt

4 HEPOEFEARE

bR 7 RIEFPRILAZ Fh, BT LUK DNA A
AR, DO B R R BT G . AR ST SR
Y 66 25000 3 1 e TR0 2 AR T iR AR i, B —
R RIS ALK S A TR (WRIFARIC upps mazF
S5 ) B FURLEE & 2k R 4L SR AT PR ML B bR, B R
(7] Y B 2 7 05 0 s 22 DT I D [ B g 0 6 A 1 58
JFORE T A W] B 35 45 XA 46 v, AT 0k T 36 o O
B 95 5 3R A5 2 DR A v T kR, TR A
Cre-LoxP fiz pip LA RS, Jo & A Pk i
Hebric . LoxP fif xi [ [F 5 7 51 () DNA 5 H
(R D AZ e, Fd I Cre 5 26 Ffg A 4k 19 77 1) A T 1
LoxP i s Z [B] I FL AR T, BASRAS Tohmic i) 5 A
R B R

S5 R 2 B v v I P R U A A o
HIBERAR, AT AT T R A SR AT BN A% LT TR
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AR peasil Ptk 14 FH R % (ng/mL) 1 E 225 ik
7R 15 8% 2% (ampicillin) 7K Bia 50 E. coli [66]
500 P. putida KT2440 [67]
100 S. meliloti [68]
I &K (kanamycin) 7K KanR 50 E. coli [69]
50 S. meliloti [68]
50 P. putida KT2440 [70]
20 B. subtilis
5 %7 % (chloramphenicol) YN Caf 34 E. coli [71]
10 Methanobacteriaceae  [72]
10 L. brevis [73]
L. plantarum
5 B. subtilis
Tt B % 25 2% (streptomycin sulfate) 7K Str 50 E. coli [74]
500 S. meliloti [68]
80 P putida KT2440 [67]
4] %7 % (erythromycin) LI ermE 25 C. acetobutylicum [75]
20 C. beijerinckii [75]
10 L. brevis [73]
L. plantarum
5 B. subtilis
R K% & (gentamicin) 7K gmrd 10 P. putida KT2440 [67]
VPR Z (tetracycline) LT Tetr >50 P, putida KT2440 [76]
%7 3R (apramycin) K Am 50 E. coli [77]
1 W 7 2 (spectinomycin) K aadA 300 E. coli [78]
100 B. subtilis [79]
200 S. meliloti [68]
350 C. beijerinckii [80]
FH N 2% 2% (thiamphenicol) N,N-—H 4 catP 5 C. ljungdahlii [81]
FH 5t fiéz 17 C. acetobutylicum [80]

i T =T S K 1o ive o S MR B i DO R NS S it ) |
AR EAM LG RFE IR EANME, 28 1)
RecT %1 Bl ) ¥ 4% DNA (single-strand DNA, ssDNA)
HA, WARBFE " SEBRERFE " P4
FCFLAT B 1 457 AT 4 B ReeT & 1 LA ssDNA
1T 2K %8 (2) A-red RGUHH BT XUEE DNA (double-
strand DNA, dsDNA) 5 4, 45 % LA & "™ p
dsDNA 45 (1 JE R 2

BRI, &R GTF [RYR B A AT I R g A, s
HZRNE T RN TRAZEENE, % H
TET 2 J5 BT mRNA fiiK, SRJGTEN & T % hD
[ (intron-encoded protein, IEP) f{)4# B T 54 #1455
JE Y] DNA £ s, B J5 18 1d IEP 1) ) 5% s i PR T Bk
SEHEN) DNA XU, — 28N & Filid EBSI il EBS2
[X 3k (4 A 2 5 B A DNAL T KB K6 S B X R e

Fr DNA A7 s 1R 5, PR kAT DL 3k 2048 EBS1 Al
EBS2 X I B3 7 51 ok e A g o o M BT
BERURTE T A RN, FULEA Pl e S8
QLN

ZFN. TALEN #iI CRISPR-Cas & 5 [ 2 i v |8
BN Z W =M% EREE. ZFN m 3@ e 48 454
WONREE IR T 5, SR 58 B R N 1) Fok 1
P1%] DNA ; TALEN & jo % S0 1 2808240 1500
EMERFS], [FEFEE Fok 1% DNA. ZFN Al
TALEN 38 % g T B b 2 R gdE . H
HT, S 3 R 4 40 5 1) o 37 3 ) 77 925 /2 CRISPR-
Cas 24, f#HH'S RNA (guide RNA, gRNA) k5|
T Cas #% W2 i 25 & F1 1) 5 B AMEC XS f¥) DNA JF 41
N IHI % H [# i& CRISPR-Cas £ 40 i Hh ik 47 5 [K 4 48
(R SRS o
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7 7 18 (CES ZH IR
pMBI (derivative) ~500-700 E. coli Addgene
pMBI1 ~15-20 E. coli Addgene
pBR322 ~15-20 E. coli Addgene
ColE1 ~15-20 E. coli Addgene
R6K ~15-20 E. coli Addgene
P15SA ~10 E. coli Addgene
pSC101 ~5 E. coli Addgene
ColE1 (derivative) and F1 ~300-500 E. coli Addgene
pUC and F1 ~300-500 E. coli Addgene
RK2 — P. fluorescens [82]

— X. campestris [82]
PBBRI1 — A. tumefaciens [83]

— E. coli [84]

— P. putida [84]
pRO1600 — P. syringae [85]
RSF1010 — P. putida [86]
pE19%4 ~10 B. subtilis [87]

~6-9 L. lactis [88]

~10-25 S. autreus [87]
pC194 ~25-36 L. plantarum [89-90]

~80 B. choshinensis [91]

— S. autreus [92]
pUBI110 ~20 B. choshinensis [91]

— S. aureus [93]
pWVO01 ~60 E. coli [94]

~5 B. subtilis

~3 S. lactis
pBCl1 ~60 B. subtilis [95]

— B. amyloliquefaciens [95]

— S. aureus [95]

— S. carnosus [95]

— L. reutert [95]
pAMB1 — B. subtilis [96]

— L. lactis [97]
pSH71 — L. lactis [98]
pT181 ~20 S. aureus [99]
plJ101 — E. coli [100]

~40-300 S. lividans
PSG5 ~40-50 S. ghanaensis [101]
pIM13 ~6-8 C. acetobutyliucm [102]
ARG .

5 CRISPR-CasRGAEMEPIHITE. Zmds R 5 (repeat) F 5 S8 1% 1) 51 5 51 6] B 5 41
48 DA RS S B R ST R ORI (spacer) 41 L K CRISPR B 71 ; — f CRISPR 751
B I B A% (1) Cas JE R, HHIX 28 5044 3 [R] 56 B e 15

CRISPR-Cas 24t & VF 2 AN A AU R HI3R s f2 g %A 38 12, 2012 4F, Jennifer Doudna Al
BV 2G5, FHRARA AN AL 2 5 1R Y, Emmanuelle Charpentier DIMEIREEER T H &, B IRLE
ZRGEE RIS . —RHEERTMNESE  RAMEE T 0 A CRISPR R TIEHLH, N
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CRISPR-Cas R GLfE AW 47 3L M #H B4 5E 1
TEHLA P

FE K] 20 4 5 /& CRISPR-Cas R G i N iz KN
F, T U R 7 2Ok 40 5 B R 43R 4T CRISPR-
Cas /1 F 1% - (1) [a198 L5 5] A 57 CRISPR-
Cas 54t, WIRNHEZ KR B MRNEEERRTE (Strep-
tococcus pyogenes)Cas9(spCas9) ; (2) # F I ¥5 1)
CRISPR-Cas £ 4t, M RBERKRF . 5 KA w55 A
H KSR ) CRISPR-Cas % 4 """, 2013 4E, Jiang
24 UL B CRISPR-Cas9 % 45 43 5l 75 i 4% e Bk B A1
K FF B v SIS PR 2 £ 2 CRISPR- Cas F 1411 T4
FERA B — 1. W, Of 2 IRk
I A K5 CRISPR-Cas JH 1 &M 2 1l 1) L (R G B, 3R
3 AGE T IEA ARG ) 34 Fh AR Hh BT R ) R
I g, Hoh =2 RPHPEGH A 28 Ff, 2K
FAVELNTE 4 6 fho 7€ CRISPR KA J51Hi, 4 30 Fh4H
B PR T ACHRBEBR TR AURT Cas9, 4 Fh 4 b v 43
TR T B0 B U 22 TR YR I Cpfl, 1 A i b 52
TR EERE KIEH) CRISPR-Cas R4, 4 Fhdl#
18 B 19 /& A U5 1) CRISPR-Cas & 4. ££ fit & DNA
XTI, A 4. 4 F129 FhaH e 7351 K H ssDNA.
R 7Y dsDNA IS i 5 dsDNA T AR F2 &
SRR, Heh KA 12 52 DNA /] By iX = Ff
BRZ—

Z ALK A gmiHF A, W MAGE (multiplex aut-
omated genome engineering). TRMR (trackable multiplex
recombineering) Il Tn-seq (Transposon mutagenesis with
next-generation sequencing) f& PR IE XF K g A B 3
Rl 47 SR A8, 2 R O #IE 58w A 30 2 R T
w0102 BT G 7 vk M LI B 20 4 F) JEE R 2 101990,
i) CRISPR-Cas 2 4t iJ F] 14 i 7 BRI ) 2 2k [X] 23
R R . 2017 4F, HRFFEN RS 7T
CRISPR-Cas9 [ NH 21 B0 G, FIEA AT IB BR R
AR 55 L DRI 2 SR 7% CREATE ', 4/~ CREATE
A A A gRNA FIRVEE, I gRNA 5] 3
Cas9 {EBOGEAL s BT BEAT VIR, T RS B
) SR AR H) PAM AT D A i R A2 5 B e 41,
CREATE &l i id [R5 A B & PR AL, AEFE A
Y 5 NRA, CREATE FEAZ TR LUt T &
B B A SEAZ H IR 4% N SR BEAT PCR 18 Jf: mo b
Foki b, U EGEE KK DNA #if& ; CREATE
JFRLEE AL 2RI Cas9 J L Red RS KIAATE
K AT B 25 DR AN [R) 7 i 22 [R] Y B A s AR R AR,
IR G I AR BB TR AR B H bR R Y R AR

ITESE, NERZEHRT R BREA T, &5
I PP g L BIFE R 2 1, LS R B Rk R 1
ATk 3L R . CREATE o] 18 (% TAEH 1A
RRIEAS . & RS0 = SIS I B, DA
Y B 1 S 52 PR AT BT AR R PUIE SE R  E E A

CREATE %228, AR LA Z0d i 7 LA %
FHVE b BB R . A FE N 3RS 1 50 i R S PR
¥ 3 775 CRISPR-FRT, 1% 77 7% nl ik 4B gRNA [1)
P, I N BH Ik T R A T AT B 0 3R A g g U
BARME R« B —BEH R ERPUERER, JHE
RIBEE = PUIE L P 73 )77 FRT (flippase reco-
gnition target) J7 %1 [f] DNA & T/t & 2 K
FERA E e TR F 4L, Cas9 7E gRNA (1 5] 7
NUIEIPY B FRT J7 41 JE Bt DSBs, &% DSBs [ {i
AR PABURL TR B Fr BOE NS AR AR L
e, BEEGMRBR B A SN A F, RIE RS
FERIE B, DA, E I R R DU R AL R ik
H 1 e 2 B ok

6 ETCRISPR-CastiEFERREBERAEAEL

6.1 CRISPR-CasR#ERIAFH NHIEFE

i By CRISPR-Cas 2 48 75 41 1 7 &k 15 V)
hig, CIMEBEBEER BRI CRISPR-spCas9 R4 A
i, 4 L i Cas 2% 2 . CRISPR RNA
(crRNA) F1 Jz L /E | CRISPR RNA (trans-activating
crRNA, tracRNA) IX =N joff, [F Wik 75 25
51| Fh & 45 18] B AH 4B & 5 (proto-spacer adjacent motifs,
PAM $:7 ), T FEAME, > EIE RNA
FEN B FMKIEF, HIEAT Y E R I HT
N, WK crRNA Al tracrRNA fifi & —1> gRNAP,
P — AR E RS E 245 1. L,
CRISPR-Cas 7E 4 B H (1) B H 18 20 2 52 412 5 DSB
ISR o

PA I CRISPR R4 E o RIE W k4E « (1)
FUFRIRIR s (2) WELZ AR RIE s 3) BA B Yt fk.
BT R 220k /& CRISPR-Cas 22 4 N o #5556
B, EFE gRNA | CEP FIE AR JBAE — AN kL (18
FH ORI EE WL 2), 454 GoldenGate!””, Gibson
2f W7 s A R A AT IR R R . 7R
AR, RS E AL AT SEREE AR S ) B AME E
SRR TR B J5 AT REC MR R g . 1SRG AR
BRI AR A e, (AR 2 SR g AR, W]
A2 DR R IRV R FEBR 1) 1 22 67 S G B ) S 301

HH T R /N I PR 1), B 50k E A N B A
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73 CRISPR-CasZGEME TIHITE . LEREREBEN DL
[E:E7S CEP* BACHDR/  $EFR% KOZL f/ADNA  gwiEace REMY %0k
NHEJ/fii A KI* JER
EIE))
Actinoplanes sp. S. pyogenes Cas9 {5 ZHDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  80% b [115]
SE50/110
B. subtilis S. pyogenes Cas9 i EHDR 2 (FIR) KI NR-dsDNA 69%~100% 5 [116]
S. pyogenes Cas9 5 =HDR 2 ([Fr) KO NR-dsDNA 23%~100% 1%
S. pyogenes Cas9 ‘5 FFHDR 2 ([FI) KO NR-dsDNA 85% 5
B. subtilis S. pyogenes Cas9 5 FHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  33%~55% 5 [117]
B. subtilis S. pyogenes Cas9 fi EHDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  89%~97% 5 [118]
B. smithii S. pvogenes Cas9 fii ZHDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  1/10 5 [119]
B. licheniformis S. pyogenes Cas9 fii HDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  100% 5 [120]
nickase
S. pyogenes Cas9 T FHDR 2 (FEf) KO  R-dsDNA  12% =
nickase
S. pyogenes Cas9 fii ZHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  79% 5
nickase
S. pyogenes Cas9 T 2HDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  76.5% =
nickase
C. difficile S. pyogenes Cas9 5 FHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA 1/5 = [121]
C. difficile S. pyogenes Cas9 TG EHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  100% 5 [122]
S. pyogenes Cas9 5 F=HDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  80% =
C. acetobutylicum S. pyogenes Cas9 5 ZHDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  4/10 = [123]
S. pyogenes Cas9 5 FHDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  4/10 w5
C. saccharoperbut- S. pyogenes Cas9 TG EHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  75% 5 [122]
vilacetonicum
C. autoethanogenum  S. pyogenes Cas9 5 EHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  >50% e [124]
C. acetobutylicum S. pyogenes Cas9 15 EHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  6.7%~100% % [125]
nickase
C. beijerinckii S. pyogenes Cas9 T =HDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  18.8%~100% 15 [125]
nickase
C. beijerinckii S. pyogenes Cas9 i FHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  8/15 5 [126]
C. cellulovorans S. pyogenes Cas9 15 FFHDR 2 KO  R-dsDNA ND 5 [127]
C. pasteurianum S. pyogenes Cas9 T =HDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  100% “ [114]
native type I-B 5 ZHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  100% =
CRISPR/Cas
C. tyrobutyricum C. tyrobutyricum type 15 EHDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  100% 5 [128]
I-B CRISPR-Cas
C. tyrobutyricum type 15 -HDR 2 KO  R-dsDNA 6% e
I-B CRISPR-Cas
C. tyrobutyricum type 15 -HDR 2 KO  R-dsDNA  100% =
I-B CRISPR-Cas
C. glutamicum S. pyogenes Cas9 {5 ZHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  60% = [129]
S. pyogenes Cas9 {5 HDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  62.5% 5
C. glutamicum S. pyogenes Cas9 15 FHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  16.7%~100% % [130]
S. pyogenes Cas9 i EHDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  3/12~8/12 5
C. glutamicum S. pyogenes Cas9 RecT-/- 30 1 KO  ssDNA 11.1%~100% #& [131]
[F] Y5 40
C. glutamicum F novicida Cpfl 6 =HDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  ~15% & [107]
F. novicida Cpfl f5 EHDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  ~5% &
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L3 CEP* BE°HDR/  ¥EAR% KOS HUADNA st REME 2% 0
NHEJ/figi A KI* JB=
i)
C. glutamicum S. pyogenes Cas9 RecET-HDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  83.33% 3 [132]
S. pyogenes Cas9 RecET-HDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  69.23+3.85% #&
C. pekinense S. pyogenes Cas9 RecET-HDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  30.3% = [132]
S. pyogenes Cas9 RecET-HDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  30% &
L. casei S. pyogenes Cas9 i =HDR 1 KO. R-dsDNA  25%~62% = [133]
nickase KI
L. reuteri S. pyogenes Cas9 RecT-/r 510 1 KO  ssDNA 90%~100% [108]
[ Y 4
P. putida S. pyogenes Cas9 i EHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  38/76. 1/52 & [119]
P. putida S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KO NR-dsDNA 80%~100% & [134]
F. novicida Cpfl LRed-HDR 1 KO  NR-dsDNA 100% =
S. aureus S. epidermidis type s EHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  75%. 85%. & [135]
III-A CRISPR- 90%
Cas
S. aureus S. pyogenes Cas9 T =HDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  6/12. 8/12. & [136]
9/12
S. pyogenes Cas9 i FHDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  6/12 w5
S. lividans S. pyogenes Cas9 76 £HDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  70%~100% & [137]
S. viridochromogenes ~ S. pyogenes Cas9 T =HDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  100%. 67% 15 [137]
S. albus S. pyogenes Cas9 5 ZHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  100%. 67% 7% [137]
S. coelicolor S. pyogenes Cas9 15 EHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  60%~100% & [138]
S. pyogenes Cas9 75 FHDR 2 ([FFf) KO  R-dsDNA  54%. 45% #&
S. coelicolor S. pyogenes Cas9 T =HDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  94% o [139]
S. coelicolor A3 S. pyogenes Cas9 f5 EHDR 2 ([F#)) KO R-dsDNA  97%~100% &% [140]
S. pyogenes Cas9 A JENHE] 3 ([FI)) KO n 3%~54% & [140]
S. pyogenes Cas9 HEMUNHET: 4 (JF) KO o 69%~77% i [140]
S. coelicolor
LigD
S. albus S. pyogenes Cas9 15 ZHDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  100%. 79% 75 [141]
S. lividans S. pyogenes Cas9 75 FHDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  100% 5 [141]
S. roseosporus S. pyogenes Cas9 g EHDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  50% 5 [141]
S. viridochromogenes ~ S. pyogenes Cas9 {5 ZHDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  62% = [141]
R. cellulolyticum S. pyogenes Cas9 {5 HDR 1 KO  NR-dsDNA >95% 5 [142]
(C.cellulolyticum) nickase
S. pyogenes Cas9 i EHDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  100% 5
nickase
S. pneumoniae S. pyogenes Cas9 {5 HDR 1 KO  NR-dsDNA 75%~100% 7 [113]
S. pneumoniae S. pyogenes Cas9 5 FHDR 1 KO R-dsDNA ND 5 [143]
S. pyogenes Cas9 fd EHDR 2 KI R-dsDNA  ND &
S. thermophilus S. thermophilus Cas9 1 -EHDR 1 KO WBIISTeftE ND & [144]
S. elongatus S. pyogenes Cas9 fii HDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  100% 5 [145]
M. smegmatis F novicida Cpfl ARed-HDR 1 KO ssDNA 10%~90% S [146]
F. novicida Cpfl LRed-HDR 1 KI ssDNA 3%~29% =
T citrea S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  94%~100% & [147]
E. coli S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KI ssDNA 65% 3 [113]
E. coli S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  86% + 4% = [147]
S. pyogenes Cas9 A Red-HDR 2 KO  R-dsDNA  97%+4% 5
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[ERZS CEP* K (HDR/ #4530 KOB, fH{ADNA  Zwig sk RBER 2% 30k
NHEJ/fii A KI*  JER
EIE))
S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 3 KO R-dsDNA  47% + 8% &
S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  75%~92% =
S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 2 KI R-dsDNA  78% +£26% &
S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KI NR-dsDNA  6%~69% 5
E. coli S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KO NR-dsDNA  1%~47% & [148]
E. coli S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KO NR-dsDNA  90%~100% & [149]
S. pyogenes Cas9 MRed-HDR 1 KO  ssDNA 7%~95% =
S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KI NR-dsDNA  12%~100% &
E. coli S. pyogenes Cas9 75 FHDR 1 KO EIS o 17% + 1.6% & [150]
nickase BHIFA 1% +3.2%
XUERA
S. pyogenes Cas9 fii ZHDR 2 (A KO FIS;THf 3% 5
nickase i plivagesy
X%
E. coli S. pvogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KO NR-dsDNA 100% = [151]
S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KI ssDNA 48%~100% &
S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KO ssDNA 0.01%~100% /&
E. coli S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KO. NR-dsDNA ND & [152]
KI
E. coli S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  6.7%~100% & [153]
E. coli S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 1 KI NR-dsDNA  61%~92% & [154]
E. coli S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 2 KO R-dsDNA  100% & [155]
S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 3 KO R-dsDNA  88.3% 3
S. pyogenes Cas9 ARed-HDR 4 KO  R-dsDNA  40% 3
E. faecalis native CRISPR1- 5 EHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  21.8%~94.4% % [156]
cas9
B. licheniformis S. pyogenes Cas9 fi ZHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  79%~100% % [120]
nickase
S. pyogenes Cas9 T F2HDR 2 KO  R-dsDNA  11.60% =
nickase
S. pyogenes Cas9 fii ZHDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  76.50% =
nickase
S. elongatus PCC S. pyogenes Cas9 15 F=HDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  4/5 & [125]
7942
S. elongatus UTEX . pyogenes Cas9 T EHDR 1 KO  R-dsDNA  100% = [145]
2973
S. elongatus UTEX  F novicida Cpfl TG EHDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  2/10 5 [157]
2973 F novicida Cpfl T HDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  9/10 &
Synechocystis 6803 F novicida Cpfl s ZFHDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  7/8 = [157]
F. novicida Cpfl 75 EHDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  7/16 &
Anabaena 7120 F novicida Cpfl T EHDR 1 KI R-dsDNA  6/8 5 [157]
C. ljungdahlii S. pyogenes Cas9 g EHDR 1 KO R-dsDNA  50%~100% 15 [81]
C. glutamicum S. pyogenes Cas9 Tl o 45 1 — — 100% — [158]
S. pyogenes Cas9 Tl G 4 2 87.2%
S. pyogenes Cas9 Tl i 2 e 3 23.3%
E. coli S. pyogenes Cas9 2 2 1 — — 1/8~2/8 — [159]

(D10A H840A)
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L7 CEP* A (HDR/  $EAR%k  KOmL fLADNA ik REEM S50k
NHEJ/fif 3% KI* R

ELERY)
S. pyogenes Cas9 ek 3 o 2 2/8
(D10A H840A)
S. pyogenes Cas9 ik 3 2 3 5/8
(D10A H840A)

‘CEP, Cas#(M#&1; °"HDR, RFEHEAEE, NHEJ, VARG HERE; KO, #iFk; KI, #iA; R-dsDNA, &%
dsDNA; NR-dsDNA, JEEi|#dsDNA; A Red-HDR, A Red-/3f[EJ§E2H; RecET-HDR, RecET-4fihff)[FJEeE4H; ND,

ARIE

p

F’ e
pCRISP

(Insertion)

[ HAL

| HAR | (Deletion)

P} BF(promotor); TN 1L-F(terminator); CEPANCasi{i 2 [ (Cas effector protein); HA-LATHA-R 4} 1) Ny 72 [FIJFE (left

homology arm)F1 4 [F] i i (right homology arm).

E2 8B BT CRISPR-CasE [E w18 R G HY 5 ki A Bl

DNA KEH IR, UL 7K A B i N £ 47
ORI, Nz, R XUTRL R IR
Femg (B 3y BUTURLI 5 A — /MR R A8 T 2L S
PR, R gRNA ik & SO e e B & |
kL b, 4 gRNA R ETEIIRE G, @ AR
FELE ORI, T CRISPR ik — B £ B {E 4,
DAk SE Jm 6 R kg U B T RRERIA IR,
B AKs CEP £ [K 5k CEP £ [K 5 gRNA RIAHEE A
FAERAL 1P, KRR REMR R T R R G A
KN R B UKL ZR G P A T R, R R T
WL IEIAFEE M, RERIRANRLRIE AR, (H
TR, ZEELREILRE R, JUEHEAEM
MARHTK CEP 5i gRNA KIAHERE G 2.

e
-+
Replicon Marker

6.2 CEPEHMayM

% CRISPR-Cas R4 Z WL 5B, W
FN AR BL—Le CEP B A R FRAE, il ik sk Bk
Cas9 (spCas9) X HE Ll g HoA #1772, [H I,
N T 4 BT CEP 3 1 5 8505 21 8 B 5 1)
P, A B £53%E CEP #EAT 8 MENR. 72/ 2
(1338 FH JsoRr B |, CEP B Rk 1% F 1) spCas9
Gb, AR Z HAthik$E, £ 4 545 [ /E Addgene |
A SE AR SG CEP. MR T7 5 4 CEP S Bl
TERIEBAR LI pCEP, Kt BURL pCEP 5 %) 1 5t
K (U E LRI RN — 3 Bk, a5 xd
MR IR CEP HIBTRL ) TG E T, SR 50w
T HAL (colony-forming units, CFU) #E47 1145, 47

[ Replicon

p
(d ERNA I

Plasmid 2

P NJAE 8 F-(promotor); T NZ1EF(terminator); CEPANCas#i{)vi & H(Cas effector protein).
B3 A5+ E T CRISPR-CasE E| w48 7 48 00 BT HLIE F B
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R4 AddgenefREHICas N E R RIBERTIFR
CLkd CEP ES AT Addgene’5
1 NmCas9 N. meningitidis N4t 48646
2 St1Cas9 S. thermophilus CRISPR1 N2 A 48647
3 TdCas9 T denticola N 48648
4 St1Cas9 S. thermophilus Y L4 1 65769
5 SaCas9 S. aureus Wy FL Bl At 65770
6 NmCas9 N. meningitidis E SR 71474
7 CdCas9 C. diphtheriae AL B2 68314
8 SwCas9 S. wadsworthensis R LB 40 it 68315
9 LpCas9 L. pneumophila str. Paris e AL s Y4 i 68316
10 TdCas9 T. denticola Wi L S 4 68317
11 FaCas9 F alocis R LB 4 68318
12 SpsCas9 S. pseudintermedius Y L4 1 68319
13 LjCas9 L. johnsonii IR L 3h 2 i 68320
14 SpaCas9 S. pasteurianus Wit 7L B P 2t 68322
15 LfCas9 L. farciminis R LB 4 68323
16 MmCas9 M. mobile Wi FLAN 4 68324
17 BcCas9 B. coprophilus Wit L sl A 68325
18 FtCas9 F. taffensis Wit 7L B P 2t 68326
19 FcCas9 F columnare R LB 4 68327
20 SgCas9 S. globus str. Buddy Y LB 40 1 68328
21 Azo Azospirillum B510 Wity LB P At 68329
22 GdCas9 G. diazotrophicus Wity 7L B P 2t 68330
23 NcCas9 N. cinerea R LB 4 68331
24 RiCas9 R. intestinalis R LB 40 it 68332
25 PICas9 P lavamentivorans e AL s Y4 i 68333
26 NsCas9 N. salsuginis str DSM 16511 Wity 7L B P 2t 68334
27 MgCas9 M. gallisepticum str. F R LB 4 68335
28 ClCas9 C. lari CF89-12 WH 7L 24 68336
29 St3Cas9 S. thermophilus LMD-9 CRISPR 3 R RmIE i) 68337
30 CjCas9 C. jejuni Wity 7L B P 2t 68338
31 NmCas9 N. meningitidis R LB 4 68702
32 PmCas9 P. multocida Y LB 40 1 68703
33 FtCas9 F. tularensis subsp. novicida e AL s Y4 i 68705
34 SpCas9 1.1 S. pyogenes Wity 7L B P 2t 71814
35 SpCas9 (D10A) S. pyogenes Rt 73228
36 SpCas9 (D10A) S. pyogenes A4t i 42335
37 SpCas9 (H840A) S. pyogenes Nl LBl 2 51129
38 NmeCas9 (D16A) N. meningitidis et 71476
39 AsCpfl Acidaminococcus sp BV3L6 T LB 20 i 69982
40 LbCpfl L. bacterium ND2006 KIGHF B 79008
41 FnCpfl F. tularensis subsp. novicida U112 A4 90094
42 BpCpfl B. proteoclasticus I AL B4 i 69978
43 PeCpfl P. bacterium GW2011 GWA2 33 10 T AL B2 i 69979
44 PbCpfl P, bacterium GW2011 GWC2 44 17 Wi FLAN P4 69980
45 SsCpfl Smithella sp. SC KOD17 il LBl 2 69981
46 Lb2Cpfl L. bacterium MA2020 Wit 7L 5 0 24 69983
47 CMtCpfl C. Methanoplasma termitum W LB 20 i 69984
48 EeCpfl E. eligens Wi FLAN P4 69985
49 MbCpfl M. bovoculi 237 Wity LB P At 69986
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43
YT CEP KR T RA AL Addgene 5
50 LiCpfl L. inadai W L 3 0 240 69987
51 PcCpfl P, crevioricanis T LB 40 i 69989
52 PdCpfl P, disiens Wit LB 2 P 69990
53 PmCpfl P. macacae R LB 4 69991
54 TsCpfl Thiomicrospira sp. XS5 L4 92267
55 SaCpfl S. amnii W LB D2 92269
56 Pb2Cpfl P, bryantii B14 ity L sh P A e 92272
57 PgCpfl P. group bacterium AL B4 92273
58 MICpfl M. lacunata W L 3 0 240 92275
59 Mb2Cpfl M. bovoculi AAX08_00205 W LB D2 92292
60 Mb3Cpfl M. bovoculi AAX11_00205 Wity L 2 P 4t 92293
61 Lb4Cpfl L. bacterium MC2017 Wi LB 0 2 92294
62 Lb5Cpfl L. bacterium MA2020 W L B 0 240 92295
63 FbCpf1 F. branchiophilum FL-15 W LB D2 92296
64 CPbCpfl C. Peregrinibacteria bacterium il L2l 41 o 92298
65 CMaCpfl C. Methanomethylophilus alvus T LB 40 i 92299
66 BsCpfl Butyrivibrio sp. NC3005 I FLBh 4 e 92300
67 BfCpfl B. fibrisolvens W LB D2 92301
68 BoCpfl B. oral taxon 274 Wit LB 2 P 92302

%% CFU #124, WA N1Z CEP 7E1%18 £ H L&,
AR AT T EIA (Bl 4) » % pCEP 1) CFU 1K
TR TR (BB ), WA A% CEP £
ZiE R AR, TRz, kPR 4 b H A CEP
HATI .
6.3 gRNAS| S THICEPYIZ|$BAREEN

Nk — 0 U E O % SR I CEP 3R 1, AUiEAT
DL 18I, ¥ CEP 5 H X B[ gRNA [F] B i
TE—AN R BB BSAE AN R |, SR 5 7% A\ T
Fanfir, CEP {E gRNA 5] 5 N & 1) E|41 # 5 K
HIE R DSB, HH 745+ JC NHEJ 25 24,
IEHHTE Joixt DSB AT &, kM o7 (B 4).
[Rltk, At CFU KA W CEP & 75 HA U1,
47 CEP &0 gRNA J5 ) CFU 5% EAH Eb B 2 PRI,
MIIE B CEP &3 V1RSI, [ 2 WA D E g 1 o
HAE—EfEE b, CFU R, RIKESE bR
DI B A R, T4 1T S8 T 5 24 48 ik
(R

gRNA 4 5 7 Ak B dn i i oh 5 Bt & 06
A, Y)ENE T2 1 sgRNA 2> S 504 22 B A 10 4
PRLPE Ik (R 21 i R R TS ROk, B0 TR BE PR
EEXFIG IR, A 5T B CRISPR-Cas9 JF & 1 Fitill
sgRNA 7 K iz M B Hid PR B 3 14 (https://github.comy/

zhangchonglab/sgRNA-cleavage-activity-prediction)”' "',

6.4 ‘MENTCEPYIEIFAYIEE MR

T EAEUIEE MR CEP 44 4F iR
MR, 7 CEP fil gRNA J:fih F4k 4 & mH T2 8
itk DNA (Bl 4). #16 £ B A s 2R B 4 R
4, {F pCEP + gRNA f3Eal Stk DNA 5
b F 315 2 3 5 T pCEP + gRNA (15 4k - 3k 15
Koo (AT R R E 4B E RE /1859, (E CEP +
gRNA (130l b S I paE ok i 5 4k 7 3R 13 AR, B
W ARAS A8 52 T B TEIR S R A G B8 1D TR A

A B LR B AR B B [R)YR EE2H BE ) 55 1 i)
A, AE G PR e s . (1) IRl TR E A T
F4HE1& E 1) CEP : Cas9 nickase f& Cas9 F1— /M
i I &5 W) 3ol K3 5 SR AR I ZIR I, 5 Cas9 D) EITE
B DSB AL, DINTE 5 T2 S, X4tk %
J18UN, BE A R T B 5 [R5 E 2 AR TE
Fr. JTIE, BFFEN R4 B AERR P Cas9 nickase
R R R U () SIGE R T e s T
s B A 208 0 . R B IR A-Red EAH R R 5L
RecET %4t 51 N1 41 b LB i 5 40 2 1O,
TEIX P [R]85 25 40 3ol 5 v T IR B R R, AT
CRISPR R4 UE— M T H, EHERLET FWE
HAMAME, WA RA A EK. 3)
¥2 i NHEJ 2% 4, i i NHEJ %} DSB #1715 & -
% B U] 1) 55 R 4HL % 1 1) DSB a3 o A [7] Y5 A i
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CFU
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B A CEP S B A 3k 84k X BipCEP, 45 bipCEP- 5 X B8 i ki 5 N 15 E 1 1, HE3E CFUME A i CEPER ML (A o (Bl
HpCEP-1. pCEP-2FIpCEP-4%f 15 T TEME);  FR K gRNAFRL SN & ZpCEP IR B AR H, AR HE CFU{E J W 21 1 2 [ 28 72

DN FN (B3R FpCEP-2 & HgRNAFTRLRE T B 15 EHE K 4);  4kSE[5 A ThRERI CRISPR R Gt & N i ADNA.,
FEAG S 2 R DR g A0 H

HWHK. SHER, Ergaisng,

LA I B 5 K] 2

&4 33 ETFCRISPR-CashVAE EF A %wIE R FIB AR

B (NHE)) fl[E Y E 20 (HR) ki@ m it ir e &,
BT A% E Y15 5 DSB IR 4R 3R 1% IR 4Rk,
A b % NHE) B4 1, 5EE
NHEJ £ 4iAH LA, A% AE P (¥ NHET 2 45 58 i 5.
e WAL R4, EE T KN DNA g4 &G A
HEREREALR ", NHEJ R G016 Wi 2416 DNA &3 40
5 RABRFE B R AN, 5 CRISPR YJ B RS ML &
NHEJ ] AN 8T [7] Y5 25 2H S S B SR AR 32 IR 1) 231 o
H AT, NHEJ 2 446 Bh i) 35 8 g 8 © gl B2 21 % 75
TR AR B 1 1 32 v W77 (4 A8 B A 2 ok
1BHERFRAT S« A CRISPR-dCas9 1Y Cas9 ZIJJH i
FRGUKG M e o B R A S AT A b
DRI ZELAr B, 1) P T s S o7 S B 2880 T 11 A s e
0 i e IR A N IS A R B M, W] SR WU
Wr sk AT R N e . ORI 2 R BEAE M FL 30
AR EERE, KT B S A b SE Bl T X SR bR |
W%%%%WWM]%Tﬂ%%W%ME% e
Wi, BT Cas9 ZIJRES S5 DNA A BEEEH,
DNA 55 EEAE1E %M Cas9 %195 g 1) 810 7% 5 it 47 1 5k

2k 0

b I NBEERAR , S AE T i 350 MR M
BHESRE

R LA JT BT G 740 B P R S r stk T,
1L 55 B K 6 22 PRI IF 70 3 6 A R 40 1 77 A 1 D
AR E B ARG 1 R L s TR BRI E
5, JEEA—ERk . XA, e
WA IE B AR AR S TARMREE, A R ik
B (£ 1), REHEEENES T (R2). ETK
SRR R SN, F L R Aol
T3, nIENE L. 7R fE %ﬁw%a
RIF 2R /N JE DNA N2 510 2288, LL3R
%ﬂﬁoﬁT %%MEM,E¢%$CMWKQS
32 DR g 4 T HL g vl 4% R 4 P AR AT . R
BT oA BR, T GFP 254 i 3L e % 2 — it
PL#%H

CRISPR-Cas &4t L) vz N B FP i v, A
LR 3 MG T IR JLAE SR BT A W K £ CRISPR-
Cas 2 Guidk 47 5 K 9 B IO A 1T K358 43 4 |+

7
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