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3) B R EC, 322853 S R A0 22 i F R £ TR /K
fi# i (Ethyl carbamate hydrolase, ECH) . Mg 2 il
AR BC B W EE , B DR IR R A CO,
ME ., H 1976 4F Moreau 5" X M FLER FT 7
R TR A IR, N S5 1 DK i Y B 32
ity 2= VE BT 45 7 HEAT T — RYIBE5E . O S

Wi B 2022-07-23

E&WH: HREAKRFALES D H (32072185)

F—EE. WE, & Wtk

BIEMEE. #WiAE  E-mail: hzgwww@126.com
Kk E-mail: 18163080@qq.com

DOI: 10.16429/j.1009-7848.2023.07.042

ML WS (Providencia sp.) TR 1
PR PR R, 4 B oA L3R 0.2 U/mL B EC
BBRAN 25% ., JAHE S AEAR B 1 R ET DL TR B R
fift PR 2R EC 1 XL Ty BE R 14 R 16, b G 17 FH T 2T
B, R f# EC RCR A SRR AR . 25 LTk, Bl
H I 1) 46 K Z B EE T R R B w6 EC
WA, BB MIERE ISP
EC Rk R 24, Fhil EC M Zai k4 it Hfg
T REARIR R EC 198 6 25 2R 3 ™ i o
VE R EC ML HIMER . fOUW ECH, H A8 I 3k
4 EC 73 1l L BE RN CO,, BAT B R AT 0 FH A
fH. W ECH KRR EBEE ST EC, & LR ik
() — N R TE

PG 2 A 13 9% o e K IR 2 (2019 41
it 78 42 Uy R L PE AT H AR e
ZRIRI T EC & &8 W AR T 150 pg/L, SR 10, 5LAR 40
SEUORE G R I, E B P EC K2 100% , 5
Ui Y A A 0 o EC P34 & & 201.3 petke,
Uit g 7 AL B EC P28 5 195.03 petkg, #
P BRI 5T R I TR B Hh EC ¥R R e ik
544.74 pgkg, B T LR HLE A TR E AN
(R [RIE FOPERS B0l 50%vol L 1 A1
BT E R AE B R SRR Yokt 25 B EC
{14 il o PR PR, BB AT AZ I R R E O RE H LA
o BRI BOR LTI o b, K h 2 R
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P, L AN 450 1 pH (B 7E 3.0~3.8 Z [H]1S HE I )
pH {E 7E 3.5~4.6 Z [ 0 pH fH1E 3.5~3.8
Z [E™ ECH K pH i 52 7 il 4 J5t PR 7 & e £ o v
F I FH 25 52 B BRI, 7 5 R 6 Tt 52 v vk FE LT
1t s R P PR 45 1 EC R i o Bk R A R EC & i1y ¢
H,

AR S AT TR 58 T R D] S G G R
YE R e R U5, o EATES S T8 452 A
500 4FEZE A B DI A BAE AR TS B YR
Yy scAbast . R R AL Ge 8 T B 4R R
P, DL IR A B IR A TR AR T A2 R AR K
TR S R TP A RS R B R, A
rh 7 8 H B RE A A EC B T R R 2 R R 1 BR
e B i i 227 e

ARSOW BEE . R ARG B alifl, ST
16S rDNA 26S rDNA ) PCR ¥ #§ F1 Blastn 43
BT, Z 780 L 20 B, X BT 40 B85 AR 1) s 47 2
FE ., IEREERE RIS AY 1 AR AN TR A 1 RREERE N T
i R EC ATH I8, 00 45 5 6 I 1R | i s R
BECBER) EC BRI E BA EEE XL, JFh
ECH 1 i i FIl 4 it =2

1 MBERE

1.1 R 5K

L1 Rk BESEEE: , L AR A Tl A RA R
B SR RE DU 1] 2 F ) B S B (53%vol ), K
T

112 5 EEETER AR (=99%) 50 BhE
B (IS ), 2 AT O OR (B9,
At (B A BRA R AeE S ALah (5 Hr
ali) 1 245 5 AL S R () A R | T R
B CE GG TOKEARES TR A 5 B
MR S B IR AU (A b el ) e K Sk (3
), R KA M) 1 O e (s ), S
HLRK 2R (Oceanpak ) fb %223 7] ;LB A% . YPD
REE R MR T S AE M EAR (FB)A
B2 W B kY Tris EDTA SDS. & H i K,
RNase A V7 (10 mg/mL) Tris {01 F1 8} 1 | B R
B1TE v, AR T AR TR (i) I A PR
] ;2xTaq Master Mix(Dye Plus), Fd 5% if5 ME %8 A
YIRLB B0y 4 BR A F] ;DL 2000 DNA Marker, 52

A TR (RGE ) A RS 6 GoldView T 78 4% iR Ut
), R ERHE (A5 A R Al Genview [ 3¢
B JIg B GEN-VIEW SCIENTIFIC INC.;50xTAE
ZhW, ATAYTRE (B KROARAE,
Cleanert EC &3 H R £ M8 & F & AH 25 BOR: | Rt
T Agela BHEEABRA ],

113 HiFrdk EHEE R (¢/L):NaHPO,-12
H,0 6.0,KH,PO, 3.0,NH,Cl 1.0,NaCl 0.5,EC
5.0,pH 7.4,121 C’K 14 15 min,

fifi o K 3% £ (g/L) :Na,HPO, -12H,0 6.0,
KH,PO, 3.0,NH,Cl 1.0,NaCl 0.5,EC 10.0, Fijg
20.0,pH 7.4,121 CK B 15 min,

LB 15 3% 3 (¢/L) :NaCl 10.0, B H % 10.0,
BETER Y 5.0, BihE 20.0 (AR 32 9E) ,pH 7.0+
0.1,121 °CK i 15 min,

YPD Hi 374 (¢/L) : 25 F Bk 20.0, 7 %9 % 20.0,
WEREE B 10.0, BAR 20.0 (B A K 720 ) ,pH 6.5+
0.2,121 *CK % 15 min,

12 MUR5ESF

M TAER R KA, LR sl
A B A 5 I S R R R, L AR
PR B 62 A ok R R MRS A BRA A
B ELOAL DNA MBI e AL, PR R B
8 E]PCR Y, 56 EMA SR A w5 K HL kA, b 3
AN YR ARA A B RARIL, L)
DNR 7 A 5 [ AH A& B, b1 30 SOKS %6 A 25 A7 B
N FE] A E - BB (GC-MS) , ZHER R (h
) A RAH
1.3 REHZ*

1.3.1  PARRI

1.3.1.1 EERIFE L EC JyME— 55 iy 5 37 5
H H Tk 2 O S RUR (R AW ) | B R 10 A K R
B WO E AR IR s R IR . R KK E
T TG RS R S RS VR, W 300 L i 1 B8 T
HEWK T 10 mL & #5557 55,28 °C,200 1/min 3%
F5 2 B SR W 200 L 3EAPT 10 mL B
AR EE 5,

1.3.1.2 ik Wik EEERE, #1TA
i B, 43 S 200 L AN (6] 3 R B2 A0 9 0, Y9 20 0
0 e s IR A B, BT 28 CHE IR,
12 h W% 1 RFM E TR BRIE A, 38 R 7% AR
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T 300 A, BRECAS R S B T8 V% T LB ~F-Al
Rk o B alifh 3 48, B 2 RAF 4R B b v | Bl s Pk
LB P53 A0 F LB A, 200 1/min, 28 CH5 37
BN, WIRF 5 20% 0 Wik )G, A7
T-80C,%&H.
1.3.2 BRRRIEDIA BRI BRI R S DR 2 2 Uy v
225 SCHR[231 7T
133 mk%E
133.1 JEE¥EE Mk HEAa EC B
[ERARONE LY N NGNS 2 N U R I e 1 N )
TSI RERMG , BRRE T 40 1595
TN AT LS il S R A
1332 o FEW¥Y%E 4 16S 1DNA PCR
PR @ 58 27 F A0 1492 R, £ 268
rDNA PCR ¥ 34 % H 38 5149 D1/D25, PCR i
1 % (50 pL) :2xTaq Master Mix 25 pL, b=, Fiif
SIS 1 pL, AR (50 ng/pl)1 L, KE# K
22 wL, PCR [ B &A% 0 95 CHiAE M 3 min, 95 C
AR 155,55 CCiB 2k 155,72 CCHEH 1 min, 30 X
IR, B 72 CCHEMH S min,

4wl PCR 779y 3E 47 Bh B W58 Ji L Uk, 1
T H) 45 pl PCR P=EA T o D0 45 S R FH 2k
A Jry &R X 48 & T H (Basic local alignment
search tool, BLASTn)#E17 Eb X 4341, & F Eb X &%
ROWERGELEW, R MEGA 11.0 3 /FH
4Bl 7% (Neighbor—joining method) ,
1.3.4 S5 H R £ TG R fff TR AR AE 1T b iy iz
1.3.4.1 g EER -7 R B E /LR B2
TR AR AR 2B DR R 11 AR R L, TR R e
AR L AEYIE M, AT B R RPN R R
B DA R SR AR 7 S B 45 SRR 1Y) [ A S

Pk O TP K e 7 2 75 2 4 129 4l Ff 1R 7 42 ol
F 10 mL LB A% ,37 °C,200 r/min 15 3% & ODgyon
6} 0.6, JY1 425 F YPD MK K 35 5,30 C,
200 r/min £ 5% & ODgon, [HN 0.6, R 72 T
13 000 r/min 50> 8 min, 10 mL % B 7K T & B 1A 3T
VE [ E AR PR T TE S SCER[26] 7T
1.3.4.2  FI P 2 35 IR £ TR 1 A i e 0 26

B1.3.4.0 156 0 B E Ak EC FEfE A, BT 10
ml, (I FE S, 20 CREE SV 12 b, FF 5 B0
e b I RV W C 1 7 1 S %5 SCR[27 100 Tk
o o 1 £ 2 ) v 2 2 SCHR(28 109 7 v B A
J7¥5 225 SCHR[291/0 7 1% AH G A AR ], e R A
HP-INNOWAX @ i%H:, K& 30 m, W& 0.25
mm, R 0.25 pm,

2 ZHR55W
21 HEMNESENZLR

DA 09 A T A4 L 3 3 O 18 4% 3% o) B8
44 BRAHTA T 4 BREERE S SR AT Hr R 26725 (LB Bt
BEEL YPD 3l ) % Hik 17 4lifh, 28 3 WP p Xl £k
Je ARAS SR TR 5 o B0 0 DR 1 T B 1) B B A 1] L
1, HARP B IE LS AR W2 1,

A2 WS AT R0 (B 1) B 5, )5 T, 44
PRANTE A 20 MR 7L H 6,20 PR R E 6,4 fk
SO W ANE I 7E 3 E G R T I, 31 MRk
THT W, 4 A 2 TETREDRE |9 A 2 T 6 FLA TR0 3E
FENGICRITIH 15 BR AR 2,6 PR 2 80 451K
N3 HERRDS, K A2 hEEESE
LR, A0 C2.C22, H REEH , %A T
i, 4 MRBERERER TR A6, REDOLE, L%
I, M CYL.CY2 WKL 4 CR1F 12h R4
t,

L B AT, 44 BRAD B LR 21 BRIEAT
21 BRERTH 2 PRINEA , HLES I b 07 615 20 10 2y Bk
R, I TP A v O 6 15 B 0 2 0 AP I . 4 BRREREZ
2R T R R A B S DR T A O TR Y
B 2 40 D
22 HHMOTFFETE
221 BRI PCR ¥ G245 % 42
B 44 PRANEA (4 PREERESE AL, DLHON BN, 405
KHBIY 27F Fl1492R, BEEER 514 D1 A D2,
PCR =147 1935 BEWHE I FL UK 734, 25 3 an 14
2 JUiaN o ATOULER BT A A R B YKGE 7E 1500 bp A2
i, A BERE R UGE 76 500 bp 24 HEL T 1 43
W7 45 o PCR P21 220 5 5 3R A% TR AR L R A1 7 41
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B1 BB EEPHISBEREESFERAERENE(40x)

Fig.1 Colony morphology and microscopy of partial bacteria in vinegar brewing mass

and fermented grains of Baijiu (40x)
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Table 1 Morphological characteristics of bacteria in vinegar brewing mass and fermented grains of Baijiu

B5 Bk SRS RIS

1 Cl e e B, RELE, T RLE FAFK, EAR 2 AMNEE
2 C2 La & BARIK, R @t 4EH R % HIR,EANBE

3 C3 e e B, AELE, tRiL % AR, ENBE

4 Cc4 sLa e R\, E@mLE, A@A R SR HIK, 5 A3 NMAE

5 c5 REE AN, AmE, TR % AR, S A NG L

6 C6 REE AY, E@ELR, TR % HRIR, S HENFLE

7 c7 ke AW, AELE Hkia% $EATIR BB

8 c8 et B, AGLE, KBHR SR KK, S AENBLE

9 C9 EZEE AH,RE@RT EERLS HRIR, S HENFLE

10 C10 ke AW, A@LE, Hkia% Ak, RN B

11 C11 REE AW, RBLE, Tk Hk BB E

12 C12 sla e BW, A@bE, tkissk AR, ENBE

13 C13 xF e AW, R@LE, Hkia Ak, RN B

14 Cl14 Lae BE, k@mLE KEA R SR Hk BB E

15 C15 EZEE AH, AT EERLG HRIK, S HENFLE

16 cl6 A e AH, R@RE BERLL FEATIR B 2

17 C17 REE AW, RELE, TRk % IR, S AHENBE

18 C18 REFE AH, A@LE, TR % HIK, S HRNGE

19 C19 EREE AN, AELE,TkiL % RK, BARANBE

20 €20 LG e A, EA@LE, @A R SR K, S H 2B LAE
21 C21 hE e AN, Roak RKL% HIR, S H2ANANA AL
22 22 EREE A, A Emk RIKkD % BATK, EANB L

23 €23 LG e A, A@AE, @A R SR K, B H 2B LAE
24 C24 Lae BB, k@mbE, REA R SR AR, G HEAR2NEBE
25 C25 REE AW, RBLE, Tk % Hk, 5 AHENBE

26 C29 EZEHe AN, @AE REAR SR Rk, EA A

27 €30 ke AW, A@LE Hkiak Ak, RN B

28 C31 REFE AW, RBLE, TR Hk ,ENBE

29 J1 REE A, R@RE RIRAL % ATk, AN B

30 J2 A e AH, RERE EERLL FEATIR B2

31 13 e e A%, AEkE, D% %kF ATk, AN AR

32 J4 sla e HH, R@bE, % Er AR, AN B

33 J6 e A, kakE, K@ A R SR AR, A B

34 J12 ke AW, karE, A& R SR FAFIK, AN A

35 J13 La e HH, AmARCHK, HGEEF AT BN B

36 J14 e e B, A@mAE, DG EF FATIR, A H L

37 719 LG & AW, k@A D EAEH KK, S AENBE

38 21 L e A%, AELE, DG EF AR, 5 A 2ANBE

39 J22 e e B, AdmAE, DG EF AR A A

40 124 Lae B, k@, BERLE BAFK, B A 2ANELE

41 J25 SN & E R E & s BAKR, ML

42 126 e e A%, AELE RKRL% FAFIK, AN B

43 127 e AB, A@mAE B%ER IRAIK, BN B

44 129 Lae B, AmLR, % T FEATIR G2

45 CY1 e AW, REmAE D% F P, 5 hHFRE

46 CY2 ol A, RERE DG EF W, ABFRE

47 JY1 e e B, A@mAE, DG EF WEAG, 5 AhRFRE, DR
48 Y2 e e AW, kEEE, D% EF MR, 5 AR FRE, SR
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VT BB 3 B A S B 6 B

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

00RO e ) e e W e B W e W -

1000bp
750bp e
500bp
250bp W
100 bp -
M 19 20 21 22 23 24 25

26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35

. 4

20003 uu-.‘wuwﬂw.-uaiu.

28
39
1 (@

M 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 M 45 46 47 48
2000 bp
2000 bp .
W - o - - ) e -
1000bp = - 1000bp
750bp W 75?)(())11? v~
500bp P -
250 bp wopp O
100 bp 100 bp

(c)

(d)

14 :M:DL 2000 DNA Marker; 3Kl 1~25 4 C1~C25; 9kl 26~28 & C29~C31; ¥kt 29~32 Jy J1~J4; ¥k iti 33 Ky J6; ¥k il 34~36 4 J12~
J14 3k 37 9 J19; 9KGE 38 1 39 4351y J21 F1 J22; 3Kl 40~43 Sy J24~J27; vk il 44 4 J29; ¥k il 45 & CY1; 3K i 46 Jy CY2; ki

47 2 JY1;9kiE 48 Jy JY2,

B 2 PCR™=#BikE

Fig.2 Electrophoresis of PCR amplification result

2.2.2 PSRBT FIH BLAST 23 #r B bk
I 45 0,48 BRIV 8 T 14 S FhE 25
wnk 2 iR,

M A ER A 9 Bk (12K A S ) , 2 PR A
an PP EBCE R Z WA, SRR 18.75% ;
IRRFF B (Delfiia tsuruhatensis ) H 8 ¥ (7 BE & A
BT, 1 ROK FHIRE) |, o5 BB 16.67% ; BUR fR 5
& )& (Delftia sp.) A 7 bk (2K HEGE ) , & S8
14.58% ; ¥t & 12 27 f T 1 J& (Lysinibacillus sp.)
6 Bk (Fk AR , o B 12.50%, 9380 38 DA
T P 0 B 3 2 R 22 K 2R 25 J AT T (Paenibacillus
polymyxa) ,2 ¥k KAZ L £ (Rhodotorula daire-

nensis ) , 1 #& #L A= 8RR #8558 W (Delfiia lacustris) , 1
KRR 3K T (Enterococcus faecium) , 1 BRIIKAFSE
ZEHUFF R (Paenibacillus jamilae ) ; WIS FE 43 25 3]
2 BREZFAUAT I (Bacillus sp.) ,2 ¥k 25 Y 12 R 2F
B (Lysinibacillus fusiformis) ,2 Pk &, B 22 1%
+ (Candida ethanolica) ,2 ¥ M /K il 28 {0 FT
(Bacillus proteolyticus ) , 1 ¥&5/NZE A B (Bacil-
lus pumilus ), 1 H M B i 24 B8 2F 461 4T B4 (Lysini-
bacillus boronitolerans),1 ¥ Kl 12 28 2F #9 4T &
(Paenibacillus lautus) .

Liu SO\ Rl M A< 2F 46 #TF & (Bacillus par-
alicheniformis ) ' i & GE 9 7] 15 B i £C FIIR 2 1Y
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#2 4E 16S rDNA F35 B 26S IDNA S &ER
Table 2 Results of 165 rDNA sequence analysis for bacteria and 26S rDNA sequence analysis for yeasts

R SRR X4 AR [5) 7R P /%% HE %
C1 Enterococcus durans i A 2B 99 MF326299.1
Cc2 Paenibacillus polymyxa % H A 0AT R 99 NR_117733.2
C3 Enterococcus durans it A B 99 MT544963.1
C4 Enterococcus durans XM KA 99 MH111495.1
c5 Delftia tsuruhatensis AR R 99 MK336718.1
C6 Delftia sp. AR R 99 MK823454.1
Cc7 Delftia tsuruhatensis AR R 99 KF358269.1
C8 Enterococcus durans i A B 99 EU419601.1
C9 Delftia tsuruhatensis WA R 99 KF358252.1

C10 Delftia sp. WA R 99 MT101746.1

Cl1 Delftia tsuruhatensis BARABH R 99 KF358252.1

C12 Enterococcus faecium 8 E2 ] 99 KM495940.1

C13 Delfiia sp. BARABH R 99 JX997845.1

Cl4 Enterococcus durans Wt A BB A 99 MT544975.1

C15 Delfiia sp. BARAR R 99 KM349190.1

C16 Delftia sp. BARABE R 99 MG594845.1

C17 Delfiia tsuruhatensis BARABE A 99 KF358269.1

c18 Delfiia sp. R AR 99 MT912949.1

C19 Delftia lacustris MABRBHEA 99 MT266922.1

C20 Enterococcus durans i XM 2B 99 MT545044.1

C21 Paenibacillus jamilae Jn R AR RAATH 99 HQ844448.1

€22 Paenibacillus polymyxa LK FATA 99 HQ259963.1

C23 Enterococcus durans GV 7E: 8] 99 MT545044.1

C24 Enterococcus durans XM KA 99 KF768355.1

€25 Delftia tsuruhatensis AR R 99 KF358269.1

C29 Enterococcus durans it A A 99 MG551242.1

C30 Delftia tsuruhatensis T ] 99 MT374262.1

C31 Delftia sp. AR R 99 MT101746.1

CY1 Rhodotorula dairenensis K A= 4x B 99 KT876526.1

CY2 Rhodotorula dairenensis K A= 4 B 99 KX385849.1
I Lysinibacillus fusiformis Y5 TG R BR I FeAT 99 MTO065791.1
2 Lysinibacillus sp. RARF A E 99 KP992114.1
I3 Lysinibacillus sp. RARF A E 99 MT541001.1
J4 Lysinibacillus sp. K HF RAT 99 KF720924.1
Jo Lysinibacillus sp. HARF AT B 99 MT522614.1
J12 Lysinibacillus sp. RARF AT B 99 MTO033087.1
J13 Lysinibacillus sp. HRARF AT B 99 MN365107.1
J14 Delfiia tsuruhatensis BARABE A 99 KF358252.1
J19 Paenibacillus lautus JUPSE S Kl ] 99 LC588630.1
21 Bacillus proteolyticus EOKRMBF AR 99 OM062575.1
J22 Bacillus pumilus IR 99 MW474843.1
24 Bacillus proteolyticus G KBS IOAF A 99 OM062575.1
J25 Bacillus sp. FIATH 99 KU891833.1
J26 Bacillus sp. FIATH 99 MG388151.1
127 Lysinibacillusboronitolerans HEBR O FAAT A 99 MG892823.1
J29 Lysinibacillus fusiformis Y5 4 M RR B TOAT 99 MK474998.1

JY1 Candida ethanolica LB R LW 99 MW969731.1

JY2 Candida ethanolica LB R LR 99 MW969731.1
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UK 5 Cui S5V A 7 P A T aod A v 422 Bk
A TR ZF AT 1 (Lysinibacillus sphaericus ) ]
LUA SRR G 9 EC FIBR 38 4% 5 Jia 5552 A
IR 2F AT B (Lysinibacillus fusiformis ) H 4K 15 g
MR A EC 19258 H R £ g /K Mg il ELIZ X IR
K ICAE 1 ; Mohapatra 5553 WA ¥ 43 13 BR B (Micro-
coccus sp.) P ARG IEH TR £ R K Bl . A< ST
R B o TR 6 3 1 R PR 22 O BROERT R 2F S0 AT

37|

1
£
223
€29

B, 5 R B R
BN —2,
223 MR ORI RATRE IR SR B W
FJ M List of Prokaryotic Names with Standing
in Nomenclature ¥ 3 (https://Ipsn.dsmz.de/) ¥ %
TR o 240 T R TR R, 0 4 R T vk
fd A M 45 A Mega 11.0, 381 N-J k2 2 45
KEWEERUE 3 PR,

B R £ 16 R AR 7E i 7K

125
126

2
2cz:)_
%uﬁbljﬂ éf%fﬁlﬂﬁ Paenibacillus jamilae CECT 5266 AJ271157
A2 ZERIFF I Paenibacillus lautus NRRL NRS 666 D78473
o ggx%ﬁtg

Enterococcus durans NCFB 596 Y 18359

0.05

C7
Cl13
C25
100| C19
C30
ﬂﬁgﬁﬁﬁ Delftia tsuruhatensis T7 AB075017

B3 FEE.EEMAES S 16S IDNAFIIRELEH
Fig.3 Phylogenetic tree of bacteria from in vinegar brewing mass and fermented grains of Baijiu

based on 16S rDNA sequence

H & 3 af LA 22 025 )26 5 R/ EF A AT
W EU138517 R —32, F WX 3 BRI N 5/
R, 50 FAE RS R — 80, B A 1 2%
o J21.024 5 uEHEZF MOAT 1R AJ841873 TEIA— 73
LR A B I RO TR NS 2 R, T
J13 J29 5 & B2 25 /T 1031108 7E 7] — 43 37,
IE5 127 BSOS 3 25HF;C2.C21.C22 5
TR ZE MIAT I AJ271157 B oh— 32 JE NEE 4
R J19 HAEE 26 ZE /AT A D78473 JE UE 5 26
#;C3.C12.€20.C23.C29 51 A M BR B Y18359
Rh—3, B 6 2KHF;C7.C13.C19,C25.C30
SEURMRERE ABO75017 AR 7 258
23 SEFRZEMMBEKREABRNEZA
231 teiEMhZedl %M 1.3.4.2 95 GC-
MS FHIE S, TAE 10~1 000 we/L 45 e £ T
YEWE, LA EC A2 i 55 06 [ BN 0T o0k B A A
e 255 E 4 fs

Ry 2 BN i B IS VR W HERR B 2EAT 100 pg/
LA A m ik 58, &5 R W3 3, mRh
81.87% , T 70%~110% = ] , it BH K¢ 5 £ BTy 2%
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Table 3 Spiked recoveries of the pretreatment methods
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Fig.5 Removal effect of immobilized strains on EC
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Abstract Ethyl Carbamate (EC) is a genotoxic and highly carcinogenic metabolite produced during the fermentation and
storage of fermented foods and alcoholic beverages. Therefore, the control of EC content in fermented foods is an essen-
tial topic in the field of food safety research. In this study, strains degrading ethyl carbamate in vinegar brewing mass
and fermented grains of Baijiu were isolated using EC as the sole carbon source. Forty—eight ethyl carbamate degrading
strains were obtained, which were identified as 14 different genera, including Candidaethanolis, Rhodium magnolia,
Delfiia sp., Enterococcus durans, Bacillus sq. and Enterococcus faecium, etc. The isolated Lysinibacillus fusiformis and
Candida ethanolica were embedded and applied to remove EC from Chinese liquor after embedding and fixation. Striking-
ly, the concentration of EC in liquor decreased significantly. The results showed that the EC concentration in Chinese
liquor decreased from 230.37 wg/LL to 78.12 wg/L. (L. fusiformis) and 86.97 wg/L. (C. ethanolica) in both treatment groups
at 12 h, with EC degradation rates of 66.09% and 62.25%, respectively. The results of this study can provide a refer-
ence for the excavation of acid—tolerant, ethanol-tolerant, ethyl carbamate hydrolase producing strains.

Keywords ethyl carbamate; vinegar brewing mass; fermented grains; degradation strains; Chinese liquor



