30

* 758 - ] e £

F

|23 2023 4 7 A48 22 %45 7 Chin ] Infect Control Vol 22 No 7 Jul 2023

[

DOI:10. 12138/j. issn. 1671—9638. 20234057
~ —A
-

tEREXEER 2018—2022 FMEHEHBHHKEN T HAH
i 25 1%

]{%ﬁ};@,’%‘ g%,%ﬁ&?i’]‘ %%,%3 131%
Rl 58 2 DX BB F il rho o R R 3 Bl L BT 201800)

[ ZE]1 BB 7 LT XORE EE B 20 58 b 4 2 €0 4 3R B (SAD B35 YLtR 00 BT 24 M 4R 15 28 B8 18 ik vh
fir$ P 4L G bR 4 % €02 0 BR T (MRS AD K 15 00 S i 25 M . 3% REKIE B SR BE AR AR I 20 85 %552 SALR A
TR 7 R 3o 43 B 1Y) SA HEAT 15 Bl sy T BT B 245 W Tiid 25 PR A 5 G 0 BR Bk mmec A BEIR . BER 936 1) B BE A B bR
AL 60 I ARAS K SAL K Z N 6. 41% ,SA H MRSA B9 H R 25, 00% . L4 TEAE Wi 3P i (ICU) (IR0 Py
B SA B 451K 7. 35%.5. 947 . MRSA [k tH 23855 314 3.5100.,0. 6400, 5 5t 85 v BUAR 48 8% SA AL 1
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MRSA {78 2 5 #E il G SA T 254 T 5 .

[x & W] SweHARRe: mPAERSRaMAERE; B, 58, M

[mES%S] RI181.3'2 R378.1°1

Distribution and antimicrobial resistance of Staphylococcus aureus from

the environment of a hospital in Jiading District, Shanghai, 2018 —2022

CHEN Pei-chao» HUANG Qiang , MAO Yu-hua , SUN Pan, PENG Qian (Microbiological La-
boratory, Shanghai Jiading District Center for Disease Control and Prevention, Shanghai

201800, China)

[Abstract] Objective To investigate the contamination status and antimicrobial resistance of Staphylococcus au-
reus (SA) in the environment of a hospital in Jiading District, Shanghai, and explore the detection and antimicrobial
resistance characteristics of methicillin-resistant SA (MRSA) in environmental strains. Methods SA strains from
environmental specimens from this hospital were isolated and identified, and subjected to antimicrobial resistance
test against 15 common antimicrobial agents using the broth dilution method. The presence of the mecA gene in SA
strains were detected. Results Among 936 hospital environmental specimens, 60 specimens were positive for SA,
with an isolation rate of 6. 41%. Among SA strains, the isolation rate of MRSA was 25. 00%. The isolation rates
of SA from the intensive care unit (ICU) and the respiratory department were 7. 35% and 5. 94%, respectively,
while the isolation rates of MRSA were 3.51% and 0. 64% , respectively. The isolation rate of SA from hospital
computer mice and keyboards was the highest (17. 14%), followed by hospital gowns, pillowcases, and bedside
cupboards (all 16.67%). The highest isolation rates of MRSA in environmental specimens were found on soap (di-

shes) and hand sanitizer bottles, with rates of 7. 69% and 6.25% , respectively. SA strains from hospital environ-
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mental specimens were all sensitive to 7 antimicrobial agents, including daptomycin, linezolid, furantoin, rifampi-

cin, compound sulfamethoxazole, teicoplanin, and vancomycin. The antimicrobial resistance rates of MRSA to the

other 8 antimicrobial agents were all higher than those of methicillin-sensitive SA (MSSA). Conclusion

The pro-

portion of MRSA within SA in the general ICU environment is higher than that in the respiratory department of this

hospital. The specimens with high MRSA isolation rate and high SA isolation rate in the environmental specimens

are inconsistent, and the antimicrobial resistance rate of MRSA is higher than that of MSSA. It is necessary to

enhance the disinfection and control of SA and MRSA in the hospital, especially in the ICU, to avoid the increased

antimicrobial resistance in SA.

[Key words] Staphylococcus aureus; methicillin-resistant Sta phylococcus aureus; hospital; environment; antimi-

crobial resistance

4 T 0 7 24 BR B (Staphylococcus aureus , SA)
25| R e iR g 1) S IR R 2 — BE AT SR Q) 1
S WS DR FR G A Jr AR A I P L T g | T
RVCMAE HEEERE O N IRER B 1 98 55 4 B 1
Y. B I IR bR 25 W0 Tz A L SA it 2y
R R AT I Z I 25 M M. H 1961 4R
B B {91 T PR 4R G AR 48 €6 A 45 K T (methicil-
lin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus, MRSA) L3,
MRSA 7E 57 & b 1Y B2 B € 3 3 77 78 . SA o MRSA
2T B R 10 J E Be f is 81, 20 BN BE Bl 46 %5
SEARIRHLIX A 59. 1065 £ [ i 1975 4F 19 2. 406 b
FEZE 2007 4 53. 8% 52021 4F [ 30. 0%, A4
b X ATk 51,4 %%, MRSA YL R Al Z BT
29 BE B 0 g I A T B RO = Rk g
PRz —1" . MRSA 75 B Be FR I i it 2 115 A
RE 7 c i, o o 3 ok 3 ik A2 49 o L 2 3 i % e
R WA SA A BE B i g 1 BUR

AWESE B AL T R ERBE IS SA K& MRSA #y
S3 AR 2451 AR S BEBE SA R Bl 45 AR L BRI
BES7 LAY SAL 4RI MRSA ¥5 42 1 I Bz J2 e 1y X
B o A B g PR 05 B ORI 4R 2%

1 #BRERE

1 EARKRR  BR 2020 4E55 —FR A 2022 45
SRREAN, 2018 4E 1 2022 4F 12 A B AN ZEEE M
B BE I W N R R 25 A EAE I By (ICUD 2% R 42
52 Y REE AR AR, 936y PR BE bR AL Ik 4y B9 % E ) SA

60 k.
1.2 ZF&
12,1 HERAXHET & AT EE S A

AR A BRER KR AW, AE A BE ) T R AR IR R R
FETE LA 100 em?, R T/ T 100 em® A9 2R IREL,
L FIRA 10 mL SRR P34 .

1.2.2 SAWMAHEMEE WERHEBZEMZE 10 mL
R0k SCOLP i B 75 55,36 CHEFE 48 h, J5 4k

FhF Baird-Parker Y4z ,36 C 1535 48 h, PREUA] £¢ FH %
AT A A A o B 2 (0 B 2 2 IR A 5 B
P L5 B Lol it i P 35 0 Oy SAL i SA ATCC
25923 1y JBT 458 P AR ) A N Jy 9 RN 8 SR B A T B

1.2.3 MRSA #y 5 & (i H] Bilg 2 ILAE Y BHEBE
A BR S F] ) MRSA A% FR A IR & (91 PCR 29
Kl SA mecA FEH . mec A & [H FH % A & A MR-
SA mecA PR FHPE Ry HY 48 76 bR B0URK 4x 18 €5, ) 4 BR
W (methicillin-sensitive Staphylococcus aureus ,
MSSA) ,

12,4 HEERE SRR R R R 0 E f/ s
PR B (MIC) . AWFFEILIE 15 FhHTE 259 « Sk
AT MR ER AT ER AER KRER. A
E20E R 8 P Y NV R PR IR NI N -
FIHE - 52 T Ttk e R o B 2 R DU A R R
A MRS 3L Im R 52 5 = bR fE 4L Pr £ (CLSD
2020 JRUAR o ) BUR (S) LR A (D F 25 (RO S5 5L,
ATCC 25923 R i mtk . XF 3 Jai Dl LHiR 259
[R5 it 25 8 X o £ H it 25 (multi-drug resistance,
MDR)""

1.3 itk R SPSS 19, 0 4 % % w7
IR BT it ik R R K g . P<<0. 05 25 5
BG5S

2.1 RRAFMHERARE T SAEHEIL 2018—
2022 4 936 iy B Be B Bidn A 2k 60 Gt SAL K
A 6,41 %0, Hor, 2021 4R H R B (10, 10%0) L
1, FAE]LEH MU ZRE 408 £ PR B AR A A Y
SA 44 B KRN 9.40% 55—, = ZFJF 468
Bebn AR KL SA 16 B, Kt Rk 3. 420, B & L
BESALEITFE L =13.962,P<0.05), &~
[FAEAR PR8E h SA Kt R I, Z R LR IT ¥ B X
(y* =6.812,P=0.146)
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A [l ARy PR BE BRI SA Ko i 1§ 0

rent years

Isolation of SA from hospital environment in diffe-

2.2 %4 1CU R A SA L 254 ICU

(7. 35%) FINEG RE(5. 94 V) FRBEFR A SA # HR [
B 2RI X7 =0.690,P=0.406), ZiH

F FiA SA fmE HFRERHEOD ICU MRSA i 13 (3. 51 %) # TIFI A RL0. 64%0)
b WRCWECCD s B B BN ERALIPEENGE = 10.900,P=0.00D), FiEHE
2018 208 12 5.77  5.77 0 3.85  13.46 SA H MRSA By ks H 24 25, 00% , B} 25 Ja] SA
2019 208 12 5.77 0 7.69 1.92  13.46 MRSA *ﬁtﬂ%ttﬁ,iﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁ)‘((f =10. 346,
2020 156 9 5.77 9.62 1.92 5.77 P=0. U()l)»ﬂ% 2, W**ﬁ\fﬂﬁ@@ﬁﬁ:%ﬁ%ggp
2021 208 21 10.10  1.92 26.92  7.69 3.85 Ko i SA BRECAS ) &5 5F 485 SA BRI 10, 00% 4 R
2022 156 6 3.85 1.92 / 5.77 3.85 FIAR A [ SA tf MRSA ¥ % & A4 7. Jop 10
& 936 60 6. 41 2.40 11.06  4.23 8. 08 KERARFER K MRSA,3 KA p iy SA K

T/ R B R MRSA, Il 3 3.

F2 L4 1CU MIAFR ARSI AR A K IR SA £ i A5 1l
Table 2 Isolation of SA from environmental specimens of general ICU and respiratory department
B A - — SA 1 MRSA
73 KR 73 O RO

#:4 ICU 313 23 7.35 11 3.51 47.83

I 1 piy 623 37 5.94 4 0. 64 10. 81

s 936 60 6. 41 15 1.60 25.00

R 3 AFHREIRAKIE SA K A5 5L
Table 3 Isolation of SA from different environmental specimen sources
BAKE AR > MRSA S T
BB SARRHR(G)  SA M%) BEC MRSA B3R (%) e 6

Rk A 36 6 16. 67 10. 00 2 5.56 33.33
o % U 35 6 17.14 10. 00 1 2.86 16. 67
L 3k 1 4% 36 6 16. 67 10. 00 1 2.78 16. 67
TAEMR/ TAEAR 36 5 13. 89 8.33 0 0 0
L INES 72 5 6.94 8.33 1 1.39 20. 00
I 5 IR 18 3 16. 67 5. 00 1 5.56 33.33
A I AL 36 3 8.33 5. 00 2 5.56 66. 67
A 36 3 8.33 5. 00 0 0 0
RS () 68 3 4.41 5.00 2 2.94 66. 67
Kk 31 3 9. 68 5. 00 0 0 0
Wi IX 3 T 41 2 4,88 3.33 0 0 0
i G=9) 13 2 15.38 3.33 1 7.69 50. 00
B A 18 2 1. 11 3.33 0 0 0
T4 F 19 2 10.53 3.33 0 0 0
BT QH#E) R 32 2 6.25 3.33 2 6.25 100
BEEDAE 22 2 9.09 3.33 0 0 0
9oi 3 e 36 1 2,78 1.67 1 2.78 100
H i AL 14 1 7.14 1.67 0 0 0
I A 2 14 1 7. 14 1.67 0 0 0
KA B T 4 4 18 1 5.56 1.67 1 5.56 100
S HL W A 32 1 3.13 1.67 0 0 0
S 663 60 9.05 100 15 2.26 25. 00

TE RA Y SA B HABARA G AR S
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2.3 %4 ICU fer B R AL SA #9 @t 25 0L PR}
FINEEARA Y SA X IR FCEE R A R | K g %
FEI I R N1y S A 22 A N 5
Tl bt T 245 49 24 0% X A 8 Rt 25 W) A A )

PR AT 25, M 25 R0 21,67 % ~90.00% . BT
A E  MRSA X Higy 7 Fhbo i 25 9y nd i 25 R 3 & F
MSSA ., 2 34 G155 L (¥ P<<0.05), WL 4,

R 4 MRSA MSSA X} 7 25 9 1 it 25 15
Table 4 Antimicrobial resistance of MRSA and MSSA

MRSA MSSA
L) e P
RKR) TR SR M ZER%) R (€7 ) S(HR) 2R

HEE 15 0 0 100 39 0 6 86. 67 2.222 0.14
H 1 TG A 15 0 0 100 1 0 44 2.22 55. 000 <0.05
SIPE T 15 0 0 100 0 0 45 0 60. 000 <0. 05
RAER 11 0 4 73.33 5 1 39 11. 11 22,273 <0.05
T &R 0 0 15 0 0 0 45 0 /
BERLT 0 0 15 0 0 0 45 0 / /
| Zs g iz 0 0 15 0 0 0 45 0 / /
JY 3 2 13 0 2 86. 67 10 1 34 22,22 19. 765 <0.05
R 14 0 1 93.33 8 0 37 17.78 27.656 <0.05
KIEEER 0 0 15 0 0 0 45 0 / /
bR 2 13 0 2 86. 67 1 0 44 2.22 44. 854 <0.05
LEERD R 12 0 3 80. 00 1 0 44 2.22 40. 098 <0.05
kIR 22 [ 0 0 15 0 0 0 45 0 / /
Fil 45 S 0 0 15 0 0 0 45 0 / /
52 J Tk i R T e 0 0 15 0 0 0 45 0 / /

/R T .

3 Wit

2 L =GR BT R AR A L SA 53 B R AE A
22 BB HE S — o R I B AR AT T SRR L 1Y A i
PR ARG R R AR S A R TR 0 B e 2R
B SA K H Fe 22 BB RS ILIR KT AR SA K
R R 18, 75 % 14 1% f 0. 49% , b A Ja] X
BEBE 3R i SA K 3y 2. 44 % ~ 29, 41 %l
FHHZ T S ASBESE H 20182022 4F 58 2 X B = =
Be A BE SA Kt # (6. 4100 b F K. Z s B
ANTR) B BE SR BT R SA K R 22 AR, B Al ik
26.92%(14/52) s 55 — U ZR IR rp SA (AL H %
Q. 40O ETH—~ =FFG. 2%, Z5H5% 1%
B X (P<<0.05), WFoE-" kB SA &Y nl GEAF1E
FAT PR B MRSA (G R 55 8 R
WA — A M. Bt nss Bs Be 26 5% 2 mi
SA W WE I 5 05T, & BUAS R 22 B (8] SA K 5 25 57

PR A B TR AR IR SA A 3 M SA
1 = 58 20 458 N 1 125 4 DRI

SA Hil A 7E T EREH S T, AR B
N HEBE BE ICU FREE M IR R 1 SA K th 235 3. 97 %0,
NP N B AR s F2 L R B ICU 353l 45 X SA £
R 13.5% 13, 4%, 2R ERITHFE 5
FHERE ICU SA K H R 16.78% . ARWF5¢H . 48
A ICU SEWE M BT AR A SA K 2 (7. 35%0) 5 0F %
R, 94%0) HL i, 22 5 TG4 L (P = 0. 406) ,
PRI, S ) 2 o B 455 b SA #3825 A K. A )
PE e ICU 385 Fh MRSA 46 2 [ BE A7 R 3R 2%
S BARO LI ICU BB MRSA K RN
34.7 % 5 By A1 ST R BT H B OR BE B ICU 3R BE %
i MRSA SRR H R R 17, 58% s R WF5E P . 284
ICU M85 br 4 MRSA Kt # 3. 510, 4 FHAK
Ko WA AT L £ TICU WP N B BR BT R
i MRSA B# H 24351k 3.51%.0. 64% . 25 3K
GoitaE SL(P =0.001) , 1M H AR} 2= 37 5% % i MR-
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SA R IR A 25 5 A Fe Ja 2L o

MRSA 7E SA Wiy 5 o] e e SA Tif 25 i) ™ 5
T B B 0of 5 Bt KB 3 1 08 AE RV, o B X I R A AR R
MRSA 7E SA 1 (5 EE 8RR I8 20 1 BF 55 R, P
Wi AL ICU 4351 H 44. 4% .52, 9% , 1iij J5 7 3¢ 250>
RILLICUJE ICU 43512 40, 6%.33.3% ., AW
R 54 ICURF IR 4 B ER 855 MRSA 7E SA
Ay 47.83% .10, 81% . H kW, JC i & Ik
IRFFA IR bR AL, ICU o MRSA 7E SA iy
P TIF A A, ICU g SA w B H A B & 1Y
fif 25 . ICU & 2L EIE L, 246 000 #
VE RS , e JART ) ik P e 25 4 4 4 K
Y MRSA K528, iz 1ICU SEE £ L 5 il
MRSA Y & X . ik, bohnsg ICU Fag f SA
J MRSA 131 75 B W, B AR SR 85 b SA 9 ££ 16
2R, DT R A AR 3 T AR e SA 1 UK

IBERRAS T SA IR O 6. 4100 21 254%
AR SALIX 21 FEIbRAS SA BRI R 9.05% ., BB
55 N G2 fk 1) BUPT R 2 SA K Hh e d i (1714 00)
LU R fk 1) 99 5 IR A Sk 0 AR Sk A (21
16.67%) o FUbR B 2 B 4 N D 432 fih 28 Oy A0 25 1Y
Yoty e B R LR R R e BN T . R
HIREE R SA K H SR Y 38 R SR W B 4 ik
e B VIR s BRI 0 5 AR A DR BN 1) 37 3 O
FEMILUC 080 45 SA %t . MRSA &k i 321
bty SA ks B AN, I8 R G T GF
O MRSA Kt 285 85 . 438 7. 6996.6. 2570,
FER R Sk M K 5 IR AR BL L ¥ 5. 56%, B
B CED PR T G B8 AR F FHIE T ] i 25 4% . il
W TAE (A E1 2 MRSA K 2 5 &
it < W] MRSA A 35 ACPLRE 1 . AR B3 B TR B3 1Y
ANTF P 2 T SA R MRSA K HE 58 1 A A (7]
U, B e T AR U H W s T B 0L DL R
A 11 3% St 15 0 1 o A R ) A R % T T B SR . LA
WD BE BTN SA AL 4%

B I R B T 25 0 Tz L SA X E
U 2590 7= A T AS [ R BE ) T 24 0 O H 2 3 2
it 25PE. MRSA & HA B-WEEIEE M SA, BEE
Tiif 52 75 85 2% A K 2 B0k 0 7 220 [i) sk o FY 4 7 A
Tiif 52 o % A 245 0t LA AS [ R B it 25 0. BN
P Joie A B0 26 25 8 00 1 P BE ¥ K B — T R A
# [ (penicillin-binding proteins, PBPs) , M [fij BH 5
290 e B 8% JOK - R 6T 0 T ML R SR A L AR N T LA
MRSA HA B mec A JEF W 4 15— FhRR 5k 19 5 75 &2

%54 3 1 (penicillin-binding protein 2a, PBP2a),
PBP2a 5 @3-k K ik RILM 456 T8, B- I ik
Jie A e AR 28 T 3k M VR O 4 B L IR G . MIRSA fig 4k
S A b 4 L RE 9 B, DT AR AT X BP9 ok i s 4 2R
I 25 PEDY . mec A AL T A 45 BR B Y 0 Ik
mec 3£ H & 64 (SCCmec) |, SA BE M 4 FL 3k 15
SCCmec, i SCCmec £ SA [a) 5% 1] 53 MRSA [
Tz AR

AHEIE K B MRSA X Sk #6078 T, 28 e 7 bk L 75
BEF P BN I S BT AR R 24 2R 30 10096
MM R AHER KRER LERD R UARER
FA 8w T 25 1 i 25 2 34 > 7000 s MSSA X | ik
25T 25 B F MRSA, XA B E R KREZE.
PUIR 3 = 2K 25 9 19 Tt 25 2 3 << 25%0. MRSA,
MSSA X % Z i 2525 5 . 43 5124 1002 .86. 67 %,
WA 25 R LA 2R AT 22 8 L (= 2. 222, P
<0.136), SA KK BN K FCE E L H L3k ik
W 22 R\ AR ST L e R e B S R T
A 2 0 B k. BEAEBFSEY R MRSA X Y
WE AFER AR R R KEE W25 R4 5
h29.58% ~63. 6% .52. 82% ~83.3%.25. 9% ~
63.6%.19.72% ~27. 3% . A Hf 5% 5 B ¥ 85 b
MRSA %X £6 254 1 i 245 5 34 i T B4, w] L
Z R B MRSA [ Tif 25 3 4 0K i = . 75 0 5k XF
MRSA £ B 1T 25 563 — 5 Tk . B4R SA
J MRSA X Bk 40 A 2 80U B BE & % 25 25 9 i
FHSE I, © 2 B o & R P A ST 25 1 SAYY
ARFFTEAR K I SA KT FI A - i 245, (H A X & A
Xof I A8 ST 5 245 1) B R A AR TR I B R A o
T3 B R R4 ST S5 i A H BT 25 mR i 2 S AR Y
2449 1 fe T L 3R G DS A B FE 25 S B0 25 1 B A
EFt. BEBEN T SR ALXT SA R E MRSA Tif 25 %
49 0 20 285 W B B SR s TR A3 A s e B 24
AL R T R B I B EE I 35 2 YT o AR s PR
FAZ5%) . LA il SA TEBE P 1A% 5 S 25PE i35

AHIEGE R 43 2 BE RN Bk O L S [ 2= i B A R
SA K A AE (L RLAAS B I 5 W] B s T IR B AR AR
AR F 0 B ZE 4 ICU WA REE L k4w ik
P BE SR R SA W43 A . AT T B B SR B
SA Iy 434 FI 25 1 o I B2 58 % R B SA i ik
N 388 5 A< 52 W0 A A S AR, DA R A
2 Bb 2 I 5% 45 SR O 0 4 10, AT A Rk dE S I
Bt SA (171 7 5 BhIR TIE.
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