3 %%, 1 DOH95-DC-1302

f’fﬁi}‘%%"‘i%‘:ﬁrf}%i‘gﬂ%i L7 _’&}i%ﬂ;}i,{niﬂ@;)‘gg,l.%

SRS SRR FEE RN N B N R Y A E
BA A S

FHAEA D
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HFLULLSE N L BATEA Z LA B LR > 2 3 RO E
— B BA M RodomiE - BT FEPOBFET R AN R EX AP
FHZ £ A AFFEFEN PR 42227 11 RE 25
< R EE ) A S A BlE R 561 & o 2 B iR B3R5 2 (microscopic
agglutination test; MAT ) /2 & Bl43 z5 02 e f 4kl - 2 5% &1 BFutl s 43

5 11.49% (64/557) » # @ r1 ¥ 3np K FHEFEF 0 L 2642%
(37/140) » B & 3 & 2% F 2.97% (8/269) « & {7 e i3] % A %] 5 Pomona
35.93% (23/64) » H = 4 Bataviae 25% (16/64) - 12 LipL32 3-v F iz 7 it
2 & f & w2 (enzyme linked immunosorbent assay; ELISA) 8
RIFEE A B R 15 5 32.7% (182/556) - K,f/ HE RS el
% o AKX B

=

F % 10.58%¢t - HAAZ B RIFEMEF YT B
¢O3Rg R A A Oty =BT Al o flaB A F1 2R B om B4R 12 DR
f& % L.interrogans Copenhageni M20 < g &5 5 4 s ipl = & > i % £ #%
xR L fF i 4% F s (reverse transcriptase polymerase chain reaction;
RT-PCR):& 7 # B » 415 1+ % 4% 32.23% (166/515) © @ Jis * # 7 4 % 3kl
Rd rF LR 149 B A B AC o B 5 50.33% (75/149) -

FUBE R e k% NEH QAME S > BB HF L 28% (50/180) -



Abstract

The convenient transportation and tourism were increasing in modern years,
making the onset of emerging zoonosis were not narrow in local places or single
country. To develop an effective and suitable surveillance system for demand of
government was the primary objective in this study. To achieve this objective,
557 samples including small mammals and rodents were collected from Taiwan
in 2006.The crude seroprevalence of microscopic agglutination test was
11.49%(64/557), among them, the highest rate was existing in central Taiwan,
which was 26.42% (37/140). The lowest rate was observed in southern part of
Taiwan with 2.97% (8/269). The frequent serotypes of MAT were Pomona
35.93% (23/64) and Bataviae 25% (16/64). By applying of enzyme linked
Immunosorbent assay to determin the seroprevalence of anti-LipL32 samples.
We have obtained the crude sero-positive rate from 556 available samples with
32.7% sero-positive. Over 30% sero-positive rate was presented in cluster of
central, southern and eastern parts in Taiwan. 9 strains of leptospires were
isolated from small mammals in central Taiwan. The closest strains of these
isolations were L. interrogans Copenhageni M20 by genetic sequence
comparison of flaB gene. In discovering of Hantavirus genes fragment by
RT-PCR assay, positive rate was 32.23% in 515 samples. The antibodies
detections of Hantavirus were carry out by IFA with 75 positive in 149 samples,
which sero-positve rate was 50.33%. Q-fever detections were executed by

commercia kits, which sero-prevalence rate was 28%(50/180).
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g e BEI BB MM R A TG R RS T
r%‘ﬁiﬁﬁ/{r{‘fﬁl%ﬁ”’%}g ‘/f%l'i%d”lﬁ)%i R T T T
EFE A AATE L LFRB Lol B 320 - L s
i o MPFF A A QP 3 h LA ESR T LB 0 T
B- A2 PNFEP ek o FlA A S ARk MR LR B
P BHE RS Ll B BA B AL - FREL A SR g R

-

-n\q.

R A BT R 2R A R T R R TR B R
WP EREF > LR FIR L AL g B o AR RS

DRMATEAZ LA BEHF IS ER A (ERE) > I3 5

CER RN )

IR LS EY LT

F W opE B E L L omA 2 6 o3 4 (Lednicky, 2003) - 3R

o

i G 20 BAEAEE B o+ 0 2 R R B 4 ¥ (Lokugamage

[}

8
et al., 2004; Reynes et al., 2003; Essbauer et al., 2006) ° Kf, g0 omaE g

% 4 % 44 ¢} (rodent-borne) - H 4 F R LA PSR E g E



# 4 4 (arthopod-borne) » 42 % % #4(Rift Valley Fever) - 5142 A 5§ 5
R R G E IR R B R DS BT T RE G M
FEHFRS: % & g hopd > 2 £ enig i d Wop 3 fi 4 HPS
& ATE R :)}%i % #8 (Hart and Bennett, 1999; L ednicky, 2003; Reynes

et al., 2003; Wang et al., 2000; Mertz et al., 2006) - f 2L ~ B ~ 2 F
W~ o R E R F AY G 3R s 5] (Howard, 2005; Lednicky,

2003) < i s F PR ARFL LR RS > AR AL EALPH
EH o A AL R 2 FE G HLE - EEe B (Heymanet
al., 2002; Lokugamage et a., 2004) » & = o hfE R~ * (R,

2004) » FlPr B E LA pF R AN Ko S R E RO %

i

(Lokugamage et a., 2004; Wang et al., 2000) > 4= HFRS srd & 55 # 3 5
Murinae £ Arvicolinae = i 37 #* ; HPS B| = Sigmod ontinae I; £
(Heyman et a., 2002; Lednicky, 2003; Reynes et al., 2003; Wang et al.,
2000) - R AFED 75 R R F o fTH AL S B
¥ REFFLE A B4 (Srolaetal., 2004) 0 # i H = # R A
:fgs:% FAE g :fgs:% g 5d & foordg S+ (Hart and Bennett,
1999; Lednicky, 2003) = @ 4 #f 3 PR A 2 BT B F A
B 458 % 4 IR % (Hart and Bennett, 1999; i, 2004) » 3 & & 58 3

REgpe s > ¢ 454 ~ Fik ~ vk (Lednicky, 2003; Murphy, 1999)



“1A R R F e~ @ B 4 (Heyman et al., 2002; Howard, 2005;
Lednicky, 2003; Reynesetal., 2003) » % & ¥ 5 7% % HfJ 7| R p

~H %2 F £ (Howard, 2005; Lokugamage et al., 2004) - ¥ “} » 2 fg

=

B % 0 GLF B KB R R L T g
3 4e % #7683 (Heyman et al., 2002; Howard, 2005; Lokugamage
et d., 2004) -

13_* 18 :[,153«%- },i\: %L}igx i»

PSR E RS RN L b R AR R NG IERE S e g o Y el
(Heyman et a., 2002; Lokugamage et a., 2004) » i = % T T RS
e (F, 2004) » 4 HFRS el & 57 8 3> 5 Murinae ¥2 Arvicolinae =

I # . HPS B = Sigmodontinae iy #* (Heyman et al., 2002; Lednicky,
2003; Reynes et a., 2003; Wang et al., 2000) - & fF g 4%§d 75 g
> G AP CAEE RN RS AL EFA R L
(Sirolaetal., 2004) » & B+ € 7 P AR MK > ¥ EEFF T R
(Heyman et a., 2002) -

g 1 ;;;35; = 1]“—3-;‘\2,
T

1951 # ¥ W Aafr Mehl B 54 5 - a7 B R Flend & #o Sode eh

i Gl AU AgE B ag dte (Hantaanriver) s o 3|7 1978 & » 5142



AR R S AT RS AR R R T A G S
DR S o f U & LG Hantann oA e 2 kA R g B e

BT A kT & L4 (SinNombre s SN) b o s F g

e BEa & Lo i%ﬁ:}[;;i SfE 5 Hantavirus (Howard, 2005) 17 7+ 3=
T AFEREFHLELFAFEE BRGFL DL B2 245
£ 3 B (Howard, 2005) - 4% 78 5 & > 35 3 b 2 Wk RE
3F 5P & xEE X597 127 (Chinetad., 2000; Howard, 2005;
Reynesetal., 2003)- # R~ £+ &3 5% 3/ 10§ B 4% 2 5 &) (Howard,
2005; Lokugamage et al., 2004; Wang et al., 2000; %3 #+, 2004) » >+
B3HF E RS 208 s 2 (Lokugamageet al., 2004)- ¢ B (Wang
etal., 2000) 1 2000 & 12 |FA (FF4& A& % £ i2) 2 A FIF 1 B4 1738
R A2 RS R 3l AR Fahp A i85 HTN - SEO - o %
(Chinetal., 2000) I # & ¥ &agchd FED Adpd > BP 75 bR
W SEO 4 th ~ 2§ pARRBE A HTN - » & & 4 8 bH 7
FERERFDOREGDATFIESITAL (LM FA) nSEO &
PR e SEO sl FIELUR M T 2 %A 4pine P& (Lokugamage
etal., 2004) % 2004 & * ik v g Bk BRI ] AiE B op 4w Al R

SEQ > @ 5 b 4 47 fs Al s SEO - 2 W F 1990 & g 24 b



HPS» it s &- BATE B4 > £ 2 gm0 - & 2 T3 o iy

ﬁk%%ﬂﬁ%%@@#ﬁ&n%i%%ﬁﬁé%”

5

|~
(e
I
Pt
-\
Baalh
e
1

& % o > (Howard, 2005) -

49 5 3 e AR s 3N

AR AR FE TR A EBSERS L - AR T B
XA A Y BB ik A # 4 [Bahart et al., 2003] - # ¢ > & A g
kB I Bl % anz 8 R 1 & BY(Rattus norvegicus) ~ 2. & (Ratts rattus)
FE(Musmusculus) > #> B £niB L & - @ AR H & pih
F AR E M e G Al P e EEREKEFVEN P G AR
ictehaemorrhagie £ copenhageni » @ 7 & il 4] = ballum- 2 &R 5
ictehaemorrhagie ¥ ballum[Vanasco et al., 2003] - — A e
FBEF Y PR R N EGOEER S 0 (B e R AR E SR
oo B SARL AR p R TR RN E G o day s ilow 0 2o

FAF fop &k FFses & (Saravananetal., 2000) - k@ i 25 fE &

By 43 Map A1 MARAFAaZSBEgi o E
T TIMITEES ¥ SR 4 e iE[Vanasco et al., 2003] - £ & B e

B 75 p 10~48%z R % % [Vanasco et al., 2003; Pereira et al., 1988;

10



Taylor et al., 1991; Venkataraman et al., 1992] -

B & 1966 £ - Yeh fr Young & 5 #* % 1T 3R & » £ B e
¢ A3 javanica £ autumnalis & s ) hE R GER A 4 TR AR
4R ERE F et (Yeh & Young, 1966) - 1968 & » fifr im i

ERIMMERRRZE FERFHARRIRRRE O BER S

% bataviae & B i 3 (Bcfeie » 1968) - & » Fresh % 4 2 8 % o
BEREFAFREEN L BF A 586 $E R 481%EH S &
(Fresh et al., 1968) - ** 1970 # > Tsal % j&_5 & 7 445 _151 & % £

21 £3 & > %%} 185%:njrdlts 25 (Tsd etal., 1970) - 5% (2000)

HeE

BOAATEE ~ ¥~ o7 B FARBH . gk TEB - RIBE
27 BRESBSY R LN 366 &0 B FHE A EAGRE R
2 ;% (microscopic agglutination test) > & {749 =4 LR e M FfE 4 ¥ 2 &
Blolg k7 366 B Fiha? THIEFBHT 194B BB ESFS
53% (194/366)> 2 ¢ 2 SP BHEEIEF 77.3% (17/22)» H =x 5 &
5% 70.2% (40/57) ~ 7378 64.7% (44/68) ~ pri® % 54.9% (39/71) »
B sk 46.4% (13/28) 0 B 2 B 22483 20.4% (11/54) o v g B

RERMBES > Fadgede AR EABT T BET LR

11



(p<0.01) > ™ B &% & » ¥l b 1+ 5 H e &R (75%) &=t 5 e
B (545%) » & & (529%) » . & (51.4% )~ -] ¥ "f & (44.8%) - 1!
o3l A5 ooshermani & G AIBFMEF AR 0 5 372% 0 H =G
grippotyphosa 14.5% - 4% (2001) p 2000 & 7 j& F& 3 ~ 7% & B 3 -2
PiohE B2 3D SR HIIEM F > A7 LY BT javanica s i o
T o B 5 1.6% (2/126) ° (A= FE v >t javanica s o B2 e
1968 # Fresh % %f - 4 % «0IF BB (TR (AR B &0 BT 4 481%
(Freshetal., 1968) 4piT > e fge HM S FEF T 493005882 5 &
H(006) &4 > b HERBFEFFAE BB EF L
12.93% > & F3] 5 Pomona64.29%%. % > Shermani 12.5%=% 2. » B % 4~
BIlE P DAk R AiEE AR eREA RN AR X B
$e 2 LA R a e 2 7R AR LIREEF & T
i ér_v‘;gw v 3% (Thiermann, 1977) « 712 b ki FHER L &
T BT A AT Evg e TRoe
Q# R i»
AR - BEMAR A 2 LA Coxela burnetii #7314 -

ANWE LI IFHUEFIRPAAFOLLERE LR B AP

FERZAHERE L - XA A/ g FHBPMEP S 3 HAN 74 o
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PR LKA ERDBLR o TG FHAOEBTEIE S 0 A

MCEF F15 2 58 A Apad B e (Oretal, 2006) 0 # 5 % A

N
N

¥

¥ 32

o

g & g % ch3 Fl(Leung-Shea et al., 2006) - * #F R % i s
BT S GAEBERMESE ERTAFER FL R LBk R
e g 7 R 2 s s (Karakousis et al., 2006) & Mf 1t
2B EFS BE . g X P (Changetal, 2004) » & o % > 4
)@%@Q%@ﬁﬂ:}%&u}é P F LA E £ FE P E R b QF A 5 311935
ELRHEFHFIFARL PER PR Gt 2L R o 5B
RbleEF 2 3R B¢ A ERK S 200450 5 ¢ ¢ IRHERR % (Chang
et al., 2004) > & 7+ j\:}}%é BEI L o pl992#8% 3]2000& 7% » & .
By %R BBERAL RO BEFE 2N T LaEk 0 254 d
B3 Badriaffafe (Leeetal.,2004) o d *tQF o e St
Wi - BATEOGL G (HADARAS AR H AN EET

13



ok 2

B A R ARG
1 AE0 REHFRAFHR N A P ade < it p 2006 % 17
TA2PRAA SR AEE R S0 BT R S e s B
PR RZAERFES AR S HRELHD X%
MENHERLIEHFR

2. s 5 IFA #4g i ipl: @ * RDI (Research Diagnostics Inc) = # #74 &
i R BUAE 4 4 190G 2 IFA F ¥ £ %5 HTN~SEO~PUU %
= fA R 4 Vero E6 fmPz s chipu i B (Lokugamage et al., 2004) - i
¥ E%iﬁ%—f%‘fﬁ@ﬁ”ﬁ; (- mAR) e rdR P3P 0 230N 30
UL o 23237 34 faie® 1o} pF o 12 PBS L4l o 4o~ F 5 4
%z = =4kl (Lednicky, 2003) » »* 37 &4 1 ) pF o £ 12
PBS e il » IR {8 Mgk ¥ W R RS T BRE > F N mie IV
:é I kP2 5 B (Lokugamage et al., 2004) -

3. RT-PCR & & 2 H B4l #Pn B L5 BiLahkiupd A7 Y
A g ende 17 > R A 5 B 2w Rk (Heyman et al., 2002) - # 18 RNA

2. %P % Viogene 2> 7 RNA B2 £ 2 %0 > kpdk (v p g
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{7 o P~ 10mg 4k & > 4 ~ RX buffer 350uL » 12 20G -3¢ & {8
FRRE > B E I R o 4o r T2 2 WShuffer 32 & 8400 >
K,ért—i i 0 A=A r WE 22 WS buffer g i@ g Begc i o B (s
£ 2 Rnasefree 2. ddH,O % 2 RNA ° 4 712 5 B~#118 2. RNA & {7
RT-PCR - i¢ * @ 3K3h2 #H 415 4 o4 S P Y - Py 2w S
g el + (Reyneset d., 2003) > A2 # % 201 (Chin et al., 2000) &
204 bp (Heyman et a., 2002) -

4. 513 B 7| : (Nichol et ., 1993)

HTN-SEO

+2548 GATATGAATGATTG(T/C)TTTGT

-2859 CCATCAGGGTCT(T/C)TCCA

+2590 TGTATAATTGGGAC(T/A)GTATCTAA
-2751 GCCAAAGTTACATTT(T/C)TTCCT
PUU-PH

+2671 TTTAAGCAATGGTG(C/T)ACTAC(T/A)AC
-3108 CCATAACACAT(A/T)GCAGC

+2770 AGAAAGAAATGTGCATTTGC

-3012 CCTGAACCCCATGC(A/T/C)CCATC

PETES T

Lo it s R L Bt RS 0 1145 50 (Zoletil® 50) s s o i

PREFSFACSFERELR N FZEREARFAL 0 H I 4CkE 0 22
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ik 30-60 448 0 12 1,600x g 10 A48 kA B 0 £ 5 56C kg
30 A 4mzbpsit {5 0 B -20C k48 R Ts o

. FLR X @& * canicola~ shermani ~ bratislava ~ kennewicki ~
icterohaemorrhagiae ~ patoc ~ autumnalis ~ copenhageni ~ lyme ~ manilae ~
poi ~ javanica - tarassovi ~ australis ~ pomona -~ panama -~ bataviae ~ djasiman -
pyrogenes ¥ 19 B 73] » 2 CSY ~CCF & & ¢ 4 Btk (4o 1) -
L Ftk12 EMJH  (Ellinghausen -McCullough-Johnson-Harris) 3% & £ £
Enrichment 9:18 & -3+ 28 32 4§33 4 7 <> Fdc® 5 5 2x10°/mL -
w0 i (1,400X Q) e 10 A4 0 #-f AR B P FRH
u//f: o

. MAT Fefl o p): Fodl i p) thas * B B 32 % (microscopic
agglutination test; MAT) » * v x4kl 4 § 2 FEsd o 425 5 % e %
SOUB B LR B 2 B L AR R 2 1 15
a0 20 s F Al FHRR o B 3 Fk EMIH

( Ellinghausen- McCullough- Johnson- Harris) 3 % £ 22 Enrichment
9L E > 28 BAHEE T X FMEE Y 2x10°mML > Fi
T ARTTRE AT 4 p MR EIR % 0 P2 1,600 xg Mid G

10248 > By B2 AT - FRlL FH 2536 2225

16



R L BN BTCRAWY 300G R HATEMET 25
A Er e o BIEERE P FERRME G AZE S0%EMRE S
TR F S 50%R H 2 5 B KA FELH LBk
PHAR DR 0 25U 2322 PBSRE 2GS R

3012800 # 0 A w FE A r B R FR R T 20 Fuad 4
oo 2R B EE AR 0 4 B T E30 100 B T H RSB
. ELISA #=88 WR B4 % & & v iz bl e 2l (enzyme linked
immunosorbent assay; ELISA) & * *Y3fis 3B 4 (4 > 2004) -
12 0.1 M bicarbonate buffer ##f# LipL32 & ‘& 3-v L & 4c 3] 96 3*
MR (BB L 25ngwel)s BF 30 A4 x4 kEIER
FE_e ko X EFLREP /,i'ﬂ?*"wjf » & 34 4e ~ 100 pL = PBST » %
w3 F b4 B R4 200 B 2 0 FH AT PR
BB FHRAEAF AT EF 100 PL o ¥ A E BB LT A IR
FORRHEN DRI RS 37 BARHY B L)

FLRESBEHY FUEFE TR IR LICE - MIRRE RIS 4
~ 12 1:4000 #1847 2. p & his 3Lt (peroxidase labeled goat—anti—rat,
mouse 1gG) » % 34 100 YL o ** 3B T 5% 30 A 4d > L #FR Ak 3

Koo FRfgF 34 » ABTS ¢ & 100l > »t 3 B R 115 245 o £ 18
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#3t4exr 1 mM Sodium azide # i * Jiie 100 pL o 1 fEE B R
(ELISA reader) | 4 % (ODygs) °
5. MRl e ik Tk iEd R AR 4l e (2002)2 2 xR 6 44
REwiemphlsd 873 TRESME LR 0450 m Bk
(6> 5 05ml 2 EMJIH 32 % 5 ~ 7 ik 40 1%75 2 & F 8 4 4 Feh
EMH S LAt 44 29 5id e X A ¢HpHFA- 017 - &
BAEA MIBARAT28CPrRA FIRZ-Z7 AFAMLE -
6. 49:HiT AR A A L Res B A 2 Ftk 0 RBP4 DNA > #
oo X3tz flaB A TR 51 a8 i 3 g (Kawabata et al.,2001) @ & 4~
* ] % 793bp o #-A 1+ 12 Haelll ~ HindII % % *» 2] » 12 5] P #o
2 3% o P PEHM-FEEAAFIEA T NCBl AR ¥ 30F S 4p 110
i -
Q#3N i
L &t A3 AT cE s nE L35 &4 > 1 IDEXX #f
4 # ch CHEKIT-Q-fever enzyme immouno-assay (EIA) kit :& 7 19G #&

/?IJ o
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[ }%*E—’K‘ﬁi K iz

\4

1 #wHwE 4 ? ade T2 5T >kt 514 B > H ¥ "% 81
BiA > ?PIR5 101 B A 3B LML L 2600B L 63 BHA -
¢ 7 7 4 B(Rattusnorvigicus)227 & ~ & E(Suncus murinus)145 & ~ &
(Mus musculus)12 & ~ 5 7% & (Rattusrattus)74 & ~ % & (Bandicota indica)42
g -] F " &(Rattuslosea)8 & - * & (Musformosanus)2 & ~ = &% & (Mus
caroli)1 & ~ f] & (Niviventer coxingi)l & > #*%5 = & & &2 #F%| o
c i pEs RT-PCR#&R] : 2 W2 RifgRlG*dod - 0 REFFS
32.29%(166/514) > £ ¢ 11 ¢ 2y F 62.37%E B 0 H % L L IWH F 32.33%-
20k % 23.0% 0 B M ER 5 A0 F 14.8% - H P L fREr Y N F
2 Rt BAEE B T30 R (P<O.05)c AT ¢ 3R L IRE T 2 o) Al
FehboRHL T RFABIT REL FE o 3 FF AL F SO REPCRE
MRS FERE R LB S 2. P ERELEEEEGMES
TR F MR E(P<O0S) FIMRET L A o BE R REL RS - B
TEF R oo
CE R OREE AR RS AR 3T BL5 B ERIFR A Y o W4 B 140 B

FAEFRPI(XZ) BT 5 47.85%(78/163) - 1 Bl fEiE (T L > &
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& (Rattus norvigicus)f- % & (Bandicota indica) =% ¥ > £ & & (Suncus

murinus) =+ vt e B il 25 > 8 H 55 R DR e E
(P<0.05) e 113 Fe Aol 5 0 P M FH 2 L 30 Fengifli S 3 8 g
¥ % (P<0.05) -

CET R bt

1 Mg P ade REHEEF e O57 R > 2P 3% 85
BieA > P INS A0 BHA- > a RBLINE 5 260 B2 63 Bk~ o 4~
f8¢ 7 3 & B(Rattusnorvigicus)253 & ~ & B(Suncus murinus)164 % -
B (Mus musculus)13 & - 5 78 & (Rattusrattus)89 & - & & (Bandicota
indica)27 & -~ -] ¥ "% & (Rattuslosea)5 & -~ ? & (Musformosanus)l & -~

v &% & (Muscaroli)l & ~ ] & (Niviventer coxingi)l & » #3873 = & A &

2. ELISA yudti#e5%: © ELISA i2 (75 » £ %] 557 B (L z) 1B
15 5 32.7% (182/557) o ¥ 28 £ 27 L 28 i 2 PRS2 T

Rz %% o MAT £ ELISA 2. - R 5 ¢ R 4p B

\4

I A
(Kappa=0.4221) > * ELISA 2. M4 & 73 MAT 2. % % » &
;o ELISA 7 & :E & |2 5 d MAT 23 chls (e 88 o

3. MAT #udli o 5 &% Bim S Pl 5 5 11.49% (64/557) (£ 7 ) > ¥
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\4

R g 3k R A I FF 0,30 % (P<005) - + /52 P42

PREET 0 B REERE G AP B B 0 8 BT R GR
FEY A PR HAARJED R Al > m R HARY -
PRAL FAOA TR EA AT 0 F AL AR F S KA G
7 F oo F Al MAT b 258 S e 4 (% = )R]~ % 5 Pomona

35.93% (23/64) > H = = Bataviae 25% (16/64) ~ Poi 14%(9/64) > & 7+ ~

B %L Al e B TS SR ha 73] 5 Pomonas H = G
Bataviae -

A 4B ER A dr 0 P B F 143 BH AR A4 IIE A o £ A
B BRI bR Tioa 4P W 5 28p 5 105p 2 A & o
11 flaB & F1:& 7 4 )& L F) 74 R v g (Kawabata et al., 2001) » ¢t 4
®F BT F 3] & Linterrogans Copenhageni M20- A % -7 H &
MR (7 B B i B W EET -

M
1 R g et Nk RE 5T 18033»11,,)@ He mity 110

BiA > AME TOBHER A o ok 977 > BT 5 27.7% R EE B

\4

R¥ 5 &

FBATEI 3 INE B2 BT M FF 2 I E H(P<0.05) o AT B A

rAERERTFIFZ - o

i<
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i

EAFT Y ¢ aiikp] 515 B AP 5 166 & s 00iE y?;if%'ri’ £

,,h\«

Mk L 3220 0 5t 2006 & 73 ool S 24.69%(79/320) 48 vt (Tsa,
2006) &=t Fp 145 uk 5 H{ 4e > ¥ 2000 # &4 B e 743 A4p 21 (Chinet
al., 2000) - FIP £ F ek S e SEO s 4 k- i R ALRBLE S HTN -
VLA TR 47 A2 n SEO & ¢ B % e SEO SRR M o Bior B K T 7
AR, AT P FAEFATFIFEES TR %iﬁi—j’}ﬁi\g,, A F 2S5
FRUHEE S FREE ORI LATITRTHL - A LA FER S ik
WA tkp 7 163 B~ BB F 5 47.85% % »* RT-PCR #7)& {% 51 32.2%
BB > @ ¢ IR L 30 R B R F BTN o RBRES
4 2 RT-PCReNBE S AR o % H 480 52 6 0 6§ 24.1%5R8 1 14 5 s &
HEHOABABHFIZEABIN A KEEET L LEEpE 7 FEE 2

AL 26 R ERS LR MBS R R R R

:}?3:?; E X e F] AP EER o TP > BEV L B e :)F;gi e B

e
Qe
1

T BRFER R 2006 A A PE R G BB F 2L 5% B (T,
2006) » &R 7 acd W EREEFFO P ERNUELE -
YRR R B R EE R R A P AR IE S 5 11.49% (64/557) >

i Al %] MAT g B 4 5 & %) 5 Pomona 38.3% (23/60) » # =t = Bataviae
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i # 54 RT-PCRI$ 1.5

Risk | N . Odds
0,
Factor Variables  Positive Negative  Total  Prevalence RAtio 95% C.I
Area T 12 69 81 14.8% 1 NA
¢ 2 63 38 101 623% 953  (4.34,2131)
% 3 62 207 269 23.0% 172 (0.84,359)
21 29 34 63 46.0% 490 (209, 11.68)
. uncus
Species . 62 81 143 433% 1 NA
murinus
no?\i‘it;‘ifus 67 164 231 20.0% 053  (0.34,0.84)
?:::3;5 16 58 74 21.6% 036  (0.18,0.72)
mu'\é'ctslus 3 9 12 25% 044  (0.09,1.86)
B?Eg;ggta 15 27 42 35.7% 073  (0.33,1.56)
Tg;te‘f 2 3 5 40% 087  (0.1,6.67)
fom'\g‘;nus 2 3 33.3% 065  (0.02 9.48)
N::‘(’)')‘(’ﬁ:;er 0 1 1 0% 0 (0, 23.19)
Unidentified O 3 3 0% 0 (0, 3.04)
Total 166 348 514  32.2% NA NA
NA: Not Apply

*:P<0.05
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2. L RBOEBE R BFIFAB LS

Risk Variables Positive Negative Total  Prevalence Odqls 95% C.I
Factor Ratio
Area o 9 23 32 28.1% 1 NA
¢ 2 14 10 24 58.3% 358 (102, 12.91)
% 3" 43 46 89 54.6% 239 (0.92,6.31)
. 2% 12 6 18 66.6%  511*  (1.26,21.86)
Species r?‘umfs 7 22 29 24.1% 1 NA
Ratt
oTe 45 34 79 56.9%  4.16* (146, 12.22)
norvigicus
Rattus 1 21 32 34.3% 165  (0.47,5.86)
rattus
Mus 3 2 5 60% 471  (0.48,53.18)
musculus
Bandicot 5 16 68.75%  6.91* (149, 34.57)
aindica
Rattus 1 1 2 50% 314  (0,136.9)
losea
Total 78 85 163 47.85% NA NA
NA: Not Apply
*:p<0.05



Lm0 A% %2 876 ELISA LipL32 Fuk i 25
Risc Variables  Positive Negative Total Prevalence Odds 95%_C.|
Factor Ratio
Area L 9 76 85  10.5% 1 NA
o 2 51 89 140  364% 484 (213 11.33)
% 3" 100 168 268  37.3% 503 (231 11.26)
2% 22 41 63  349% 453 (178, 1L8)
Species M neus 3 154 157  1.9% 1 NA
murinus
Ratt
ome 140 119 259  54%  60.39* (18.0,243.3)
norvigicus
Rattus
14 61 75 186% 1178 (3.02,53.65)
rattus
Mus
2 10 12 166%  10.27¢ (1.05,90.54)
musculus
Bandicota 18 24 42 428%  385* (9.64,179.2)
indica
Rattus losea 4 1 5 80% 2053 (13.7,6939)
Mus 0 1 1 0% 0 (0,1274)
formosanus
Niviventer 1 0 1 100% uD uD
CcoxXingj
Mus caroli 0 1 1 0% 0 (0, 1274)
Unidentified 0 3 3 0% 0 (0, 198)
Total 182 374 556  3273%  NA NA

NA:Not Apply UD: Undefined

*:P<0.05
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T . WPl %8 EEA T 4R 8 MAT FUR8 15 12 5

Risk Factor ~ Variables  Positive Negative Tota Prevalence g:t?s 95%C.|
Area A 2R 10 75 85 11.7% 1 NA
¢ 3R 37 103 140 26.4% 2.69*  (1.20, 6.20)
e 8 261 269 2% 0.23*  (0.08, 0.66)
L3R 9 54 63 14.28% 1.25 (0.43,3.62)
: uncus
Species . 22 142 164 13.4% 1 NA
murinus
Ratttus 35 218 253 1383% 104  (0.56, 1.91)
norvigicus
Rattus rattus 2 87 89 2.25% 0.15*  (0.02, 0.68)
Mus musculus 1 12 13 7.69% 054  (0.02,4.35)
Bandicota 3 24 27  111% 081 (0.8, 3.16)
indica
Rattus |osea 1 4 5 20% 161 ubD
Mus 0 1 1 0% 0 (0,117.0)
formosanus
Mus caroli 0 1 1 0% 0 (0, 117.1)
Niviventer 0 1 1 0% 0 (0,117.0)
coxingi
Unidentified 0 3 3 0% 0 (0, 15.6)
Total 64 493 557 11.49%

NA:Not Apply UD: Undefined

*:P<0.05
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Area serogroup serovar Positive  Prevalence Beliad §
A 3% Audtralis  bratidava 2 2/85 (2.35%) 100
Australis  australis 1 1/85 (1.18%) 100
Javanica poi 1 1/85 (1.18%) 1600
Pomona  pomona 3 3/85(3.52%) 979.79
Bataviae  bataviae 2 2/85 (2.35%) 489.89
Autumnalis djasiman 1 1/85 (1.18%) 800
? §8  Bataviae bataviae 14 14/140 (10%) 841.77
Pomona  pomona 10 10/140 (7.1%) 1707
Javanica pOi 6 6/140 (4.2%) 212.1
Lyme lyme 1 1/140 (0.7%) 200
Tarassovi  tarassovi 1 1/140 (0.7%) 100
|cterohaem |cterohaem
0
orrhagiae  orrhagiae 1 /140 (0-7%) 100
=%  Canicola canicola 1 1/269 (0.37%) 400
Shermani  shermani 1 1/269 (0.37%) 400
Pomona  pomona 3 3/269 (1.11%) 264.57
Australis  australis 1 1/269 (0.37%) 100
Autumnalis djasiman 2 2/269 (0.74%) 583.1
L3%  Pomona  pomona 7 7/63(11.11%) 200
Javanica poi 2 2/63 (3.17%) 158.1
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B L AR 2 Y MAT FARE o 4

Serogroup  Serovar  Positive Prevalence peliad §
Pomona  pomona 23 23/60 (38.3%) 1189.44
Bataviae  bataviae 16 16/60 (26.7%) 888.81
Javanica poi 9 9/60 (15%) 565.68

Autumnalis djasiman 3 3/60 (5%) 663.32
Australis  bratislava 2 2/60 (3.3%) 100
Australis  australis 2 2/60 (3.3%) 158.13

Tarassovi  tarassovi 1 1/60 (1.66%) 100
Canicola  canicola 1 1/60 (1.66%0) 400

Shermani  shermani 1 1/60 (1.66%) 800

Lyme lyme 1 1/60 (1.66%) 200

Icterohaem |cterohaem

0
orrhagiae  orrhagiae 1/60 (1.66%) 100
Total 60 60/60 (100%)

Fo~ D QAL G F
: : . : Odds

Risk Factor Variables Positive Negative Total Seroprevalence RALio 95% C.I

Area 2 F8 37 73 110 33.63% 1 NA
EEL 13 57 70 1857%  0.45* (0.21, 0.98)
Total 50 130 180 27.7%
NA : Not apply

*:P<0.05
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iade vo3R ER E Totd

Suncus murinus 47 64 22 25 158

Rattus norvigicus 23 64 157 38 282
Mus musculus 7 5 12
Rattus rattus 12 8 o4 74
Bandicota indica 25 25
Rattus losea 5
Mus formosanus 1
Mus caroli 1 1
Niviventer coxingi 1 1
Unidentified 3 3

Total 85 143 270 64 562

39



	Izena
	Variables
	
	
	
	Species
	Unidentified




	Total
	
	NA: Not Apply


	Risk Factor
	Variables
	Area
	Species
	Total
	
	
	Prevalence



	Area


	Species
	3
	154
	157
	1.9%
	1
	NA
	140
	119
	259
	54%
	60.39*
	(18.0, 243.3)
	14
	61
	75
	18.6%
	11.78*
	(3.02, 53.65)
	2
	10
	12
	16.6%
	10.27*
	(1.05, 90.54)
	18
	24
	42
	42.8%
	38.5*
	(9.64, 179.2)
	4
	1
	5
	80%
	205.3*
	(13.7, 6939)
	0
	1
	1
	0%
	0
	(0, 1274)
	1
	0
	1
	100%
	UD
	UD
	0
	1
	1
	0%
	0
	(0, 1274)
	
	
	
	
	Unidentified





	0
	3
	3
	0%
	0
	(0, 198)
	*:P<0.05
	
	
	
	
	
	NA

	NA:Not Apply  UD: Undefined



	Area


	NA : Not apply
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Mus formosanus








