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[Abstract] Objective To analyze the resistance characteristics, main epidemic clones and biofilm formation ability
of carbapenem-resistant Acinetobacter baumannii (CRAB) in a hospital, and provide reference for better prevention
and control of CRAB infection. Methods 32 non-repetitive CRAB strains were collected from the hospital. antimi-
crobial susceptibility was detected by automatic microbiological analysis system, biofilm formation ability was detec-
ted by crystal violet staining, polymorphism of CRAB clones was analyzed by pulsed-field gel electrophoresis (PF-
GE). Results Resistance rate of 32 CRAB strains to tetracycline was the lowest (68. 6 %) and to other antimicrobial
agents were all™>78%. PFGE homology results showed that 32 CRAB strains could be divided into 9 different clone
types (type A-I), each clone type consisted of 1 —9 strains, the main prevalent clones were type A (n=9) and type
E (n=7). Of 32 CRAB strains, 14 (43.8%) had biofilm formation ability and were weakly positive; there was no
significant difference in biofilm formation ability among different clones (y* = 6. 636, P=0.659). With the enhance-

ment in biofilm formation ability, antimicrobial resistance rate increased in varying degree, but only gentamicin re-
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sistance rate between biofilm formation strains and biofilm non-formation strains was significantly different(x2 =

4,879, P<C0.05). Conclusion There are different clonal transmission of CRAB in this hospital, mainly type A and E,

enhancement in biofilm formation ability can increase the drug resistance of strains.
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Table 1 Basic characteristics of 32 patients with CRAB infection
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Figure 1 PFGE cluster analysis on 32 CRAB strains
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Table 2 Distribution of biofilm formation ability of different

CRAB clones

2.5 AMBHmAL S Eat oM 32 tk CRAB
Xf 13 Tl 2 Wy 45 B AT v W T 2 2R, HG rp i 24 SR AR AR
B DUFREK (68, 6%0) . X ZAi % £ LD K .kl

S B e i IR T 0 B Sk H 0 T g T 25 10056
s 5 CRAB X PR E R (BK R & 5 Jr i e B ik | 3k
A 0 3 LR A /& B 70 SR T B IR L P AR L R PG AR/
b ! 3 SERLAERR H T 25 5 43 51 78. 120,81, 3% .84, 4%,
¢ 3 ! 84. 4% .87.5%.93.8% .93. 8% . b # 1L W) BT 1 Ak
D ! ! o3 R, 5 24 5 K AT S [ R 3 T L 9 4 I L
R * : IRRERT R WEL R HAGRIT B =
F ! ! 4.879,P<<0.05), WL 3,
G 2 0
H 0 1
1 0 1
it 18 14
F 3 32tk CRAB AW JMLRE 1 5 1 24 M 43 A
Table 3 Analysis on biofilm formation ability and drug resistance of 32 CRAB strains
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