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Studies on the early dedection of RSV and Adenovirus

using virus culture test

Hae-Hong Jung

Department of Environmental Microbiology, Graduate school of

Industry, Pukyong National University

ABSTRACT

Respiratory syncytial virus (RSV) and Adenovirus have detected from
nasal pharyngeal aspirates by virus culture test at the laboratory of
medical institution. The dignosis of respiratorv RSV and adenovirus
infections are usually dependent on the results based upon the
conventional culture techniques. Ilowever, These techniques are required
for several days (up to 10 days) to identify the development of cytopathic
effect. In the present study, We have introduced and evaluated the
methods of a plate centrifugation step in virus culture test.

Forty seven RSV positive nasopharyngeal specimens and thirty two
Adenovirus positive nasopharyngeal specimens were tested by both
conventional culture and plate centrifugation techniques using a 24-well
plate with Hep-2 cells. The plate centrifugation in virus culture test was
also retrospectively performed for 6 Adenovirus positive and 50 adenovirus
negative samples. Rsults from both methods were analyzed by the

detection time, The first CPE time, and the number of stained cells at the



third day.

Out of the 47 RSV positive samples, Thirty-five (74.46%) samples were
detected at the earlier time by plate centrifugation methods than these of
conventional culture techniques. Ten (21.27%) samples were detected at
the same day. Two (4.25%) samples were detected earlier by
conventional culture techniques. Out of 32 Adenovirus positive samples,
Twenty-seven (84.37%) were detected at the earlier time by plate
centrifugation methods than those of conventional culture techniques. Four
(12.5%) samples were detected at the same day. One (3.12%) sample
was detected faster by conventional culture techniques. In general, the
detection time was faster by plate cenrifugation method compared to the

conventional culture test.
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Respiratory syncytial virus (RSV)®2} Adenovirus AololA 7] %o 7}
Ao TF7IA AEE Lo TR npolefro]m W Ho] o 3
Ao A= AWAY Fx JdrHl). 1 ¥IE T3 Fol sof HHIA F

29-47%7t wholel Al d-io]l Qlgol ¥E A JArH?2). Respiratory RSVE
e ARk @7l FARgE SAITE e AEA AR EEoA & ¥
ki dfA “Chimpazee Coryza agent”2} E3121cH(3). 19570 9 uHAl
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AUTEH FHl= AUE 3 52 Y2 oe Feolm AgelaE Ayl
envelopeo 4o Paramyxovirus®t FAFsHA|wE 2ol do] chHFigure 1).
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Figure 1. Structure of respiratory syncytial virus
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oh Ao AAbg AUl Anel ofs) w el < 2
A 20% oldloltt. gkzte] H]¢lZHnasopharynx)¥ 35 7] A3l Al X
F2Ash7] wiizel wilFe] = F2 ulde] AlFe) HAE volel s &
of 7bd F2 gdAelth wigAl o] wpely o A S A= Hep-2 Al
B R - e S ()

Adenovirus 19531 oj®lolo] QIFHSF o] Zdf wjdeA HF &
2] w Stk 196240l A A SrellA] 1280 9SS 42 ot
selstd ot Abgtell AlA = oA Els A skt & AVl FE A

ol frofu} ofdolo] FA Adstvlm ko] Fag 2l
Blol o} 2ol Abglshgl vheel] QlojM W= w4 TFV] A3 2-5%E

A7), 57 A 9ol FA A2 914 (gastrogenteritis), 29}

&, W, o2 o

)
OS(Conjuctivi‘[is), -8 Al 2+ A vt (epidemic keratoconjunctivitis), w433
Al ka9 (acute hemorrhagic cystitis), WA  ZF I (pertussis-like
syndrom), {F&(hepatitis) 22l ofdlx=o]= F o] & A
Adojtoh(®). EAGS A MAZHor dojup HPG bzl {8
Fog oA dojun FR7E 58Y HE 9]

At 4 A%

HAA Aol

i=}
S A F gla aelan AnHog pde TR
S zAe] #abslnh, S AR efobel H M uf g Al Ee o2 g 9l
o Hdle #@a oA #FRelME ol wAsa gl H Ao

60-80nme] & o] glom 20 A capsid®] HW &= 6702 WAl A A
¢! hexon capsomer7} #t2] a1 vk virion Syl F 25270 9
capsomer”’} &) gcH(Figure 2). 4k olFuvH e DNAE 717l Attt
AdAAL & Q] I FEYE, ti ¥ (feces), Sl(urine)oll A #ald 5

Qou AW A A48 AR D e4 de FFATA EAA 2
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Figure 2. Structure of Adenovirus
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Al 3 EHA o] & QA R Aol rH10).

vpol2f 2~ ik 1949130l Endersseol xolrpHlE Ao 7]E=  Polio
virus & A@AolA wjkdt Mzl ZAAA FAAZ Feo] a2 AlETE 5

o] 1952139 Dulbecco’t B FAM EE o] &3] fwkslt Z2kr =AY (plaque

assay)o] ©Ed RAAel Aggow synAh @A dAelA ol FofA)
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o] Fol4: AR el A uFol B u oby FaolAr A7HY
@ ARE 9@ ASHES BlFL UA RF o Aotk o wyIne)
Al A%HoR 271 AEE 4% PHES AFHoND gl

Adenovirus®] 7% shell vial culture® &3l conventional culture® X.th
7] AEY 7bed S deol Bl Aol dthb). ol diEgew HAE A
Pt A AoAM e H&3 A Feow A AHEH UAA g
conventional culture WH & o3t g7 ¥o]l FFolrt

B AT M= conventional culture® oA HAel HE W ik
Wo] W3tE Fo] conventional culture® 7te] ®aul A9S T3 VP E
o] A8AE dolun HAPEAA o] {FE&AHES HAPs Btk % Ax
of ¥Al#Ee 7}t A XS generation timed AaA71(16), ME F#
zte] &8s Fate] T2 F715 WA 20D, ME FEHE F7F A
= Aoeg dEA glon oA ofd dig HEe vde wHA UA &
CH1R). A oA o] Fojxja e B WyE Ao 4T F 3¢
ollo]l CPEZ7F Wetutd widMEE wojulA] [FAC] Eo7ba 234
tete 3Rl T2 [FAC Eohrh19). o714 4ol vow A%
° g CPEE ##ay 8¢ olulel CPE7F Yetu¥ [FAd E°]7tx2 CPE
7F vehubA] ekod 8 o IFAC Eo]ZFoh(Figure 3)(20, 21). A=l &
CPE7} YElyz] gddets 5 $420 AAd 4% 7 Hel IFAE &fof st
vl Alzke] e& A A e Aelth. & AdelA= vid CPEE @ #s)
i TFAS Addoy gy olmgl ntelels AAREAA ol & &3}
7l = v &3 e EAHe] Aol A dHHorE bttt et
A plate AEZM S 71E£ 9 conventional culture®oll %830 2 A] nfo]

s X7 Ao #8488 2AEATH
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Figure 3. Pattern of virus culture test



1. A9 A=

1-1. M ¥F(cell Line)

Cell line& ATCC AEZF2 oA Ago] o] Fojx7] 2704 el TU=
gtoldd Al Bl 10-1532 A Hep-2 cell (human epidermoid
carcinoma)S AFE3&Ech 25T flasket 24well plateol] ¥l & monolayer

b 2R 2R U9S u Ao AlgEg)

1-2. ¥l A](media)

Minimium essential media (MEM: Gibco)S 7] EwiA] 2 A}&331 pHA
A% 98] sodium bicarbonateE H7Iste] HAFFH ow, HTe oA
2yl 913 FAAZ Gibcorl?)  antibiotic-antimycotics M 7Fsl i on]
fliltering & €3l Pate] AL&3tAch Filterings @& o pHZE 02 4%
e zetetel pH 728 WA AAsto] filtering + #HF pH 7.47F 94
shodct. 718 wjA]e] fetal bovine serum (FBS)S& 10% #H71s A& A%
U 2l 2 AFEsE 2.7, FBS 2% & 7hsh wiAl= AlE U955 FA8H7] A

G W2 A gk



1-3. AA(sample)

RSV oz oln] A W AAZA 477019 Adenovirus UA 0.2 o)1

B W AA 32715 SRt o]E A3 AAE ol & o o AAE

2 -70CeA We 2o HAZA 2 FH AFHIA 1904 164

Aol AAelth ol5e 5E7] ulolels Agow oAHE Hael el
o

rk‘

-l

& ¢l ¥ (nasopharyngeal aspirate)2. 2 43 =% viral transport media®ll
Hol ®Wyk el

-m

'..
P

1-4. A9 (reagent)

(1) Phosphate buffered saline (pH 7.6): &2to]= A2 &

(2) Hanks’ balanced salt solution (HBSS): 7| 3]4 2} wf <
AL A H &

(3) Trypsin-EDTA: ¥2A X5 wo]d uf A&

(4) Mouse anti-respiratory syncytial virus monoclonal antibody
Dol =of] =gk A E 1A whgEhA]

(5) FITC-Conjugated anti-mouse IgG: @M ik3-5 Q)31 23 g4

2. 49 WY

o] RSVel Adenovirus® 7% A7H [FAS &3 94 ##E &
_]

ek Qg v A=A W) 2HE stao A¥stn Ad%E At



A RSV Adenovirus 44 A A9 conventional cultured S & wish
plate centrifugation¥¥ < S W] [FAE F3 HAE AIHS Lol Ut
RSV 2t Adenovirus 44 A A9 conventional culture
centrifugation¥ ¥ & AL weo] A dv|ZE & 53 CPE ¥
olr. ottt RSV Adenovirus ¥4 A Wi T HEF D9 [FAES

i
Az Ao el G AE FF dotr it

iAs
o
e
= o
o
=
&
=4
o

2-1. Cell line culture

ATCC MELHoZRE Hep-2 cell (human epidermoid carcinoma)£
wrel Adl siek B 15-20381F A MEE SFAEZE 24-well
plate2t 25T flaskell 36TCeolA CO, (5%)= w3t o fetal bovine
serum (FBS)E 10% #7Fe MEMS MEe A4 s« 2 A& shgloH,
A w2 = A E2A] pHE 742 4CWHAR Basty xR 790 WA
2 A RES Af&3ksinh AFE Aol 37T water bathE ©] &3 30% &
b dAAA ALgEd o Ad widAl flaskule el FEAAEZE woj 7]
8 pH7.4 phosphate buffered saline (PBS)Z A& % trypsin-EDTAS
2% b Ay slen] Ad wiY ohdd FBSE 2% H7Hd MEMujA =

Z e}~ 329 Plated] viAE wAs] F AS 39 ez wAsto 2 A A

O
Ol

2-2. AA By R HdA
RSVl Adenovirus 44 ZA 25 FdshA Ml en vz

A
AL 2] s HA 3| aseptic clean bencholA #9E dtFoey 1tF

7] dAytolyy EO gas WS A 7|45 AHE3FATE Viral transport
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media (VTM)® phosphate buffered saline (pH7.4)°ll bovine albumin$
HEFE F% 5%7F HA HA7bstar A A2 vancomycin, gentamycin,
fungizoned H7}sto] A Fetth o] conical HFEO| 2mlE 231 o 7]
HAQ v FFA NS 2-3ml B ol PHARE7EA] ERb, WE HAsed
v}, Vial transport media (VITM)el Wold W&sd HAE 37C water
bathol =] Hanks’ balanced salt solution (HBSS)E 3ml #H7}8}51 2 A
5 ASHA vortexZ 3 3 2000-3000xg 0.8 30% F<F 4CoA {
ARl E e & AFAg 300u Hsh shube] plate welldl #F gk o4
Al zzy g Al 2709 plated &Rk ZE plateo] 10708 wellg &4

stol ol 7lel BAE RFshch

2-3. whole s o

WAL HEAW 36T COp 5% WFrlel Hol wepsHon ¥E F
24A)7F A F wiAE 2% FBS MEM A2 wA A} 8% 24X 0%
109 Eet 9l @o173S o] &3] Hep-2 cellel CPE of %5 #aaigich

2-4. vl M E 9 Indirect immunofluorescence assay(IFA)

Day 1%¥ day 107hA o s well vlee] AL E scraperZ &
oo} E-tubed]l ol media &S @A cell washings 3+
dl E-tube® A% 3+ g A4S 47331 phosphate buffer solution
(pH7.6)% Y1 &% % oAl d4wd ot A s AAdG olelgh A
g 2zk@ whESEd A oA eh sheboke celldl  300ul PBS(pH7.6)& 2o
E33F th% 10 hole slideoll 30ul® 55 st zA HxAA

cF ok 1A)7F A 2ol AR F 100% acetoneo] 103 7+ At 1A
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2 7} Holeoll 30ul # #F3te] H& Aol ¥ar o] &2ho] =5 36TClA
A5% b R AIZATH o] W 4589 AIZbS A dhlen ®hg ARte]l ¥
Ud 2% FFFo Ald % FITC-conjugated anti-mouse IgGE 7}
Holeoll 30ul % #53to] 45% 2F &3 Aol Pl 36ToAA wEAI o

of EH AFe P45 sgom wg Aol B ezt a2

PBS(pH7.6)% ¥ Az F Jaro] PBS (pH7.6)E 500mlA % ol Jarol
Holol =2 Y stirerd ol &3 108 2 A1HE g tFoeg FHT

of 183 ©yol MHstn xkd HBFEE 308 7+ 8k th Axioskop? ¥ ¥ ¥
vl A& ALg3te] 400l A #o] o g dME AMEe FA FE¥F B
obslel A HEARREY UdFZ 71552 200800 & hole o] ¥

of AAE AL 5% AR o2 1 Fasinh

2-5. Plate Centrifugation

Conventional culture®®ol A AA HE wje} vietk Blo] slof Xol&
THed HE AL plateE 700xgol A 45%-7F 35CE AR At
1Ela 24A 3 Fol 2% FBS MEME w21 & wAls] 3 48A1F 5

700xgel A 4527 3BbTE A4 sksich

2-6 49 % 24

7+ 7k shte]l A A S conventional culturet &2 w3 plate?] 10wellell
3l

A% & 3li plate centrifugation’®& & plate®] 10wellel HE&
uf o] CPERFYE #3383 scrapingste] IFAS 56 XA AX {5785 &
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v. 2 3
1. A& Azt

1-1. RSV 44 AAle] A& Ao w2 HA +

RSV %A #A A9 conventional culture®™ ¥} plate centrifugation® ]2
g we HE: ALS dolra HF S 42 day 12 3] 10¢ 714

2t AR Pay FAY 5 dotetn, dA HA A v&(%)E

3%, 34 whej
AsE HAZE 117es 234%, 49 wel HE @ FAUE 18Me®
38.3%, 5Y vkl HE¥ FAHZF 5710.% 10.6%, 64 ol AEF AA7

27105 43%, 84 whel 2
A7F 121082 21%, 99 vl HEw ZA7 1722 21%, 109 vhe] A
¥ FAZE 27122 43%0°] At 50%0) gl 2-4Y Alele] HE H At
7Y wE HJAZE 2E%E d4e 49| ti(Table 1). Plate centrifugation
WS g wWdel = g el FEE AA 6V SR 12.8%, 29 v
of HAE® HAZE 972E 19.1%, 3¢ gtk AZE AA 14702
29.8%, 49 Wl FER FAZE 1071282 21.3%, 548 el A=¥ HA7}
5122 10.6%, 74 whell AZ % HAA7F 1702 2.1%, 85 el HZ4

pe}
=¥ AAl= fddlon 29 vhel HE¥ HAVE 27108
7

¥

rJ{N'

= A4S dden 50% o)4teo]l 1-3Y whel HEFol Aok aEa b
P WAz HE2% 44 day 3 o]dr}h Table 19 RSV #H& d 3 g
gostglon o FE SAR HWE OANE gz gA43 Axn
conventional culture® Bt} plate centrifugation®}¥ < A3 ;S uw) F7]

o &% ek Figure 4).
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Table 1. Comparison of detection times of RSV samples between

conventional culture and plate centrifugation methods.

Detection  No. of RSV detected sample (%)

times Conventional culture Plate centrifugation
Cday 1 ) 6012.8%)
day 2 2(4.3%) 9(19.1%)

day 3 11(23.4%) 14(29.8%)

day 4 18(38.3%) 10(21.3%)

day 5 5(10.6%) 5(10.6%)

day 6 4(8.5%)

day 7 2(4.3%) 1(2.1%)

day 8 1(2.1%)

day 9 1(2.1%)

day 10 2(4.3%)

No detection
‘Total 47(100%) 47(100%) ]
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Figure 4. Detection patterns of RSV positive samples
between conventional culture and plate centrifugation

methods.
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1-2. Adenovirus %4 ZAA] AF A7 W& AA &

yi

Adenovirus %4 72 A19] conventional culture®™ 3 plate centrifugation
M S S wjo] HE OAE dolRy HF g Y8 day 12 3}
!

09744 2 A 2% AAe £2 sehatn, A4 AAe) d@ ve

)

Al Fe AL 1-29 Tl A
g AAE den 3 el FEE AACE 73, 4Y vl AEE A AL
1671, 59 wholl AE 5 Ha7F 44, 62 ol HE A7 24, 7Y vkl
1E8 AAE 1A, 84 vt HEE AAF 1deR 9-10¢8 A FEd A
S = ek BAY 50%7F 3-49 Abelel AZFE A b @S HAV
A& ¥ 44 day 4 o)A HTable 2).

Plate centrifugationt® A= &% vho]l &% Ha7F 24, 29 vkl
AER A 94, 3Y vbell HEH AAVE 143, 49 vl A& G A7}

64, 64 ol HEE HAV 1702 3 o] HEEE ASTE AL

' SR

1 50% ojAto] 1-3¥ ule] ZHZEo] A} Plate centrifugation W & 9]

>
o,
[g)
=
@]
h
on
o
o
@]
=
<
(0%
=
[y
@]
joni
=B
(@}
-t
=
o
=
oy nlo

’

43e u ol AASo]l conventional culture® ol Hl& 27| AEES
oF F AR 7hA B HAVE 459 d9E Day 3 ot Table 2).

Adenovirus A& A7+ conventional culture® B.t} plate centrifugation®
HE AL u] HF Aol z7]o] o] FofHE el F At

(Figure 5).
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Table 2. Comparison of detection times of Adenovirus samples

between conventional culture and plate centrifugation

methods

- Detection No. of Adenovirus detected sample(%)
times Conventional culture Plate centrifugation
lday B - 2(6.3%)
2days 9(28.1%)
ddays 7(21.8%) 14(34.8%)
d4days 16(50.0%) 6(18.8%)
5days 4(12.5%)
bdays 2(6.3%) 1(3.1%)
7davs 1(3.1%)
Sdays 1(3.1%)
9days
10days

No detection

Total ~ 32(100%) ~ 32(100%)

20
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Figure 5. Detection patterns of Adenovirus positive samples
between conventional culture and plate centrifugation

methods.
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2. CPE &3 Azt

2-1. RSV 44 Al CPE 24 Aol w2 HA)|

RSV %44 HAAE HF3 vt MEE vid 4 dnjde=z ##st
o & CPEZ} #zs 45 dotste A4 Hz dAd HAFE do}
Wkl Conventional culture® el 4% 1-3¥97t# CPE7F #2s #HA=

glolom 4e wRY AAZ 57H0Z 10.6%, 52 vkl #RHE HA )
8710 & 17.0%, 69 whol]l #2g HA7F 87102 17.0%, 79 whel #3=
BAZE 63122 12.8%, 8¢ vl #EHE WAV 10122 21.3%, 99 ¥
of #waEE HAZE 5702 10.6%, 10¥ el #EE HAVF 3@z
6.4%, 10€o] Av=s #as= & HAZ 4322 8.5%UHTable
3).
Plate centrifugation®d ol A= 1-24 7% CPE7} #zd

ol 39 who} ¥l WA 7HOE 14.9%, 49 vho] #EE HAVE 11
A0 8 234%, 59 vhell e HA7E 127122 255%, 69 wholl ke
AAZY 97105 19.1%, 7¢ 7ol B2E HA7 4740 = 85%, 8Y wHa
Fabel AAE 17122 2.1%, 9¢ whel #EE HA 17002 2.1%0 %
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Table 3. Comparison of CPE detection times of RSV samples
between conventional culture and plate centrifugation

methods

CPE detection No. of CPE detected RSV positive sample(%)

times Conventional culture Plate centrifugation
day 2
day 3 7(14.9%)
day 4 5(10.6%) 11(23.4%)
day 5 3(17.0%) 12(25.5%)
day 6 8(17.0%) 919.1%)
day 7 6(12.8%) 4(8.5%)
day 8 10(21.3%) 1(2.1%)
day 9 5(10.6%) 1(2.1%)
dav 10 3(6.4%)
No detection 4(8.5%)
~ Total  47(100%)  47(100%)
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5 2obnan.

Adenovirus® conventional culture®el 4% 1-3¥7+# CPE7} ##d

AAE e 49 ol HEE FAE 1022 3.1%, 59 vl HE¥
AAZF 4002 12.5%, 694 el AF¥ AA7 6102 18.8%, 74 Rl
AZd AA7 10122 31.3%, 8¢ vl 4% dAZ 7oz 21.8%,

9 wholl AZFE AV 3o 94% o YElen 10do] AULEE
HAEA & AAZ 1702 3.1%°]tHTable 4).

Plate centrifugation@ ol A= 1-2¢ 712 CPE7F #a®  Hale 9
o] 39 vl AEY HAA 67402 18.8%, 4% whel A&E® AA7 10
Aow 32.3%, 59 ol A4&% A7 11 2= 34.3%, 6¢ v HE=

3
AA7F 402082 125%, 79 vhll A&Ex HA7 14058 312% 8 HA
%] o

=

Figure 7914 ®A %W conventional cultureolA Hr} plate

centrifugation$H S A3 g uf ©We Fo HAEo E7]d CPEE B
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Table 4. Comparison of CPE detection times of Adenovirus samples

between conventional culture and plate centrifugation

methods

CPE detection No. of 7§‘1’viiirv(_i‘e‘tvegted Adenovirus positive sample(%))

~ times Conventional culture
day 1
day 2
day 3
day 4 1(3.1%)
day 5 4(12.5%)
day 6 6(13.8%)
day 7 10(31.3%)
day 8 7(21.8%)
day 9 3(9.4%)
day 10
No detection 1(3.1%)
~ Total 32(100%)
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Figure 7. Detection patterns of CPE form Adenovirus positive
samples between conventional culture and plate

centrifugation methods.
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3-1. 3944 v MEoA RSV ZEH sample®] FFEN
gl Fd Ax 5

countingstil Fd3 HAE plate centrifugatiorl"omé‘% dL we A&
HEAAM IFAE T3 st w3k 23t Figure 8

UM A Ee] & counting 3F T}
Samplel ] 4% conventional  culture®qolA  15970e]i  plate
centrifugation® H oll A1 3= 287012t} Sample2®] -9 zHz} 11678} 15309]
9th. Sample3e] A$ zZHzrelA 9709l 134012tk Sample4e] A9 77t
2170 o] 32 520]c}h Samplebe] ¢ ZHzh 10700 L 31¢] 2tk Sample62]
A9 zhzh Q770e] 3 306012 ek. Sample79] 7% ZHzh 87)o| 3 2130 %l
Sample’2] A% zhzF 2470|321 1090 th. Sample9e] 7d-¢ 2+7F 36700} a1
1480191t Samplel0e 7% zFzb 2370o] 2 318°] At} Samplell2e] 74 %
2tz 7ol 280tk Samplel29] A% zhzh 7/Hola 6le] )
Samplel32e] A% zhzb 1370o)lar 2410|190t} Figure 9914 ¢k #o] plate
centrifugation™ & Al & u FA AMXEe = W2 AolE HIYT

(Table 5).
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Figure 8. Stained cells according to IFA in conventional culture method

(No. of Stained cells = 36)



Table 5. Stained cell count of RSV positive samples in both

methods

No. of stained cells at day 3

Sample
__ Conventional culture  Plate centrifugation

1 159 287
2 116 153
3 9 134
4 21 52

5 10 31

6 87 306
7 8 213
8 24 109
9 36 148
10 23 318
11 6 28
12 7 61

13 13 241
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Figure 9. Comparison number of stained cells of RSV positive

samples in both methods

31
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Bl AAI3E As AFA g 3 Al 4 Ax 5 TS
TE countingdtil FY3 HAES plate centrifugationHd S A& L
uf o] e HEAAM IFAS E3f dMste] #za 43} Figure 109} 2ol
) dAlgl A MEel F£Z  counting dUTh Samplel® 7

conventional culture®ell4l 157§9] 32 plate centrifugation® oA & 210]
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Tl Sample59] 9% conventional culture® oA 870l plate
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= el A MEe] £ B2 2olE B vHTable 6).

K



Figure 10. Stained cells according to IFA in plate centrifugation method

(No. of Stained cells = 148)
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Table 6. Stained cell numbers of Adenovirus positive samples in

both conventional culture and plate centrifugation methods

No.w(r)tjistiavineciih(;éll at day 3 7

Sa@ple 7 Conventional culture Plate centrifugation
1 15 21
2 8 26
3 4 16
4 14 /
5 8 18
6 11 13
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Figure 11. Comparison of stained cell numbers of Adenovirus

positive samples in both methods
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RSV A<l Halol A= conventional culture®elA #&F o Azt
B} plate centrifugationd oAl oL gl HER 497 BHHoRE
7446% S A Pon F oy BE FAI AZtel] HEE A7 10
AoR 2127%, conventional cultureellAl ¢3le] o wal A% &
AUY A= 200 425%E AA A HTable 7).

Adenovirus %491 Z Aol A= conventional culturef oAl HE o
A)ZF Bt} plate centrifugation®Hol A tiL wa] &% o

R137%2 AAgom F oy 5% 2A3 A7 gFE 4

L4

o

o]
©
125%, conventional cultureBolAl 23ld] of we| #& & + AAd

S 1R 312%E A sttH(Table 7).
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Fo P
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