S
EFx0E I 5 2L 4

: §517 % 5519 2002 482 A
Eco-Environmental . .
Knowledge Web Asian Journal of Ecotoxicology Vol. 17, No.1 Feb. 2022

DOI: 10.7524/AJE.1673-5897.20211001001
HIBARA, B, sKagcfs. D RESE DN 222 A SR AL 24 s MERL I 5 P B L 0], ZEASFE BSR4, 2022, 17(1): 1-17
Tian M M, Xia P, Zhang X W. Applications of functional genomics in uncovering the toxicity mechanisms of environmental chemicals [J]. Asian Journal

of Ecotoxicology, 2022, 17(1): 1-17 (in Chinese)

Mt ERAFZERENFmESENGTH RPN H

|, B kap'

1. AR ERFEAFREXELALRE, X KFEFFE K, 8L 210023
D IHBEAKFRPLFE L2 5RENGHARELEZRE, ™K 210023
I #5 B H#5 . 2021-10-01 FHBH2021-11-14

FE . DS TR EDLH R b S XU PEAS RO 3L, 248 1k 2 i AT 2 28007 138t 4% 520 B P AL 1l 2 1 JRRE v ) i
BRI TAG HTEE . (2500 8 BEIE R 4 2% =B AT b2 T B 75 5 () 1 24 305K R, S B 57 A6 Wy 2 3R 0 5 o S IR /A s
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Abstract; Understanding the biological mechanisms of toxic effects is essential for human health risk assessments
of environmental chemicals. Significant uncertainties in risk assessment were caused by the different susceptibility
of human individuals due to genetic variation. Knowledge of the molecular mechanisms underlying the genetic sus-
ceptibility to adverse effects of environmental chemicals could enhance the assessment of health risk. Conventional
toxicogenomics approaches, such as transcriptomics, have been proved to facilitate the discovery of potential toxi-
cological mechanisms of environmental chemicals by measuring the differentially expressed genes. However, these
approaches failed to identify the direct connections between expressions of genes/pathways and toxicological phe-

notypes. Functional genomics screens could identify the direct links between specific genes and adverse effects of
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environmental chemicals by systematic knockout or knockdown of genes or gene sets in a genome-scale. Therefore,

functional genomics screens can reveal the mechanisms of action of toxic chemicals and uncover key genes which

are involved in the variated susceptibility to chemicals exposure. This review presented the recent advances in func-

tional toxicogenomic of environmental chemicals, and the strength and limitations of some conventional functional

genomics, including yeast, chicken DT40 cells, haploid mammalian cells and RNA interference. Furthermore, this

review clarified the mechanisms and characteristics of CRISPR-Cas9 functional genomic screen of environmental

chemicals. Finally, it is prospected that the biological mechanisms underlying the genetic susceptibility to adverse

effects of environmental chemicals could be uncovered by combined using of CRISPR screen and molecular epide-

miology analysis.

Keywords: toxic chemicals; human cells; cellular toxicity; functional genomics; CRISPR-Cas9; toxicity mechanism
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IS PEA A 360t A2 75 G 2 2 i ™ J U
RAERMEIEHEY, LR b s R T
Bt 2 NI MRS , ) 4 it | ph 2 B AT R R
SEPT T RN EAR b 2 0 BE AL AR A 1R
A2 A RN A S B A S A SR A T X
X T4 S A I Ak A %) B DR TG AR 5 1 (no- ob-
served adverse effect level, NOAEL) /& E (P #f
PRIE PR ZH 2 212 W T IR A2 i ) BEPEAIL
HIBFFE A, AL S0 0 B B R A 2407 v, B an s 5
ZH 2 30 o X6 25 S 3 R 3 DR ) TR 5 R O B AR 2
B 43 B, AT AR AL b 2 5 0 A B B M AL IS
B A5 B R AR R T
ORI, RN R ELHE B X 2 7T B 51k 2= i A
TRV A BEPENL R DGR AR

FAR A S TR B Sy AL T A U
(A NS B RS DA 11 B LA A
A ) Bk 22 S A AE A5 ST 14 1k 2 i N SRR
KU PPAR A A A7 AE AN B BB 8 S5 iy
F AU B AT 17536, H AT DL B3 o
TRV e fh 2 i 2 B T BUW AT RN, A it F g
17 A T 10 5 etk 25 5 2 B ol GRS B S
B o3 TA TR s, i 4 3 PR A OCER S i 9
(genome-wide association studies, GWAS) 1 3 [X 4] -
8% 5 BK 43 M7 W 5% (gene-environment-wide associa-
tion studies, GEWAS)F& T B G 110 1T, SR biF 5%
FH G AE AR S 22 [ OCHR (1A 1), M LA A AH S /Y
S FHLHIE BT A A% G i R B I R 4 2
WA BEARAIL 5 35t 4% T SR DG 1Y) 43I oz A7 IS, .
T 4 A Y R AR T R 3 PR A 2 T LA P
A2 i AT T AAONE ) L4 DG IR, 2R T 48 7 5 Ak i
RGN L ORI I 4TI 0 [ B Bt 5 s A%

Sy AR 7T 5 B2 ThRERE Al 4
BN T AL R AL R B P, H
R, T R G AR AR ) R DR JE A A 2 L &2
AL S 11 50240 6 A ) (P 0 i JER B N 2 4 i, ()
SEPL T AR K B FE R R BRT 2  ax SE T RE A
P 227k A 2% A R0 A S R IR 8 A AR 26
TP 1 A2 2

AIESCLRIR T D REHE K 2~ ) S B R HL
JB 81T AR D RERE A 20 5705 VR B s R R BR A
H S TEIR T CRISPR-Cas9 Ty fig J A 41 27 11 J5 B 55
Rl ASHAE RG22 b S PEA LS A LA
A AR SO R A 8 1] CRISPR-Cas9 ) fig 55 (K 21
FHTRATIE T, TE AL S A E RN S
EPENLRIBT AT TR,

1 E% 83088 E E 4H = ( Conventional functional
genomics)
1.1 DREHE PR 2H 27 1 J5 35 5
11,1 DhReHE 4 2 ) i 2

DI RE S PR 20 2 3 3 AGr 0 A2 ot 7 R I ) R A8
T 1E 1 5 A My R A ORI R B A b A Y
FRANPE AT LU 20 L 1, AT DA AR 1 40 M 2
L, BN AL P BT R A, 3 A AT R
AR R AR e AR ) R s A
FEOCHR B A= 1273 6, 6 1717 AR BUAY A2 ot A 35 AL
IO Y DG HE L R A o3l B P, E R, DR SR R 4 A
(R 3260 T 8 28 AL G A I B A0 R % T 2 TR A4 )
PR AR R Sh P iy i i 5 AT e 25 T
el AR T BB AL i R, TP RE AL P 4H
SEPTAMAL A 3L g i R, 2 MR SR RNA T
PL(RNA interference, RNAi)* % J& £ 4/ ¥ i 1Y
CRISPR H AR

T R BE DR 4 2 1 i P AR S B TR B R, 7R 4
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Ji9 H Bk (knockout) 38 7 % (knockdown ) 4= & A 2H
BCE R E IR R A O B S B — > i v R B
R 5 PR A A RN G I Y
EATTRY B e ik 2 23 (50 4 A 6 1k 27 i G 35 200
TR Lo | 38 A A2 R R S A
FRLR) AL AT LK 3 6 SRR 22 A 1Y) 20 L7 28 1 R
PRI A A~ 4 FEL DY 189 A — A R 1 A5 2 0T 91 (bar-
code), A LA 48 ey 380 5 W0 P 1) 7 12, TR O 3 1 Y
2 i, e S I Y PR TR 5 PR R A
st AT RO, IR ) 35 PRI i 1 ke (181 2)1> 228
1.1.2 IREIEP A 7 i

TItie J PR 2H 7 A R i 32 A4

()P RE LR 21 27 A R R ELA SR AV 7
Ty PR 2H 23 s A I A 27 o 7 5 i ) 24 e B (G
LB R A AT LR 0 TE Ve, B R TR R
ST S) TR A8 A 1% 5 718 20 B, 348 17
TE 551 A A0 B A B 2 B O
FOHEDR ok UK PR 118 ) B a5 A 40 JH X6 A I 1) 1 2

[HEPSSIS

st A A AR A5 B ARl T bk, (AR
B -, SRR ) DI R A A ot 200 i B4
HANHIILE S R AN P, D RESE 42 T A
SEAEARERIEIN 51k 2 i 1A B R0 B 2 MR 2T
BRI, KR S T R LR > 2

Q) UIREHE P 2 2 ] DA AR AL st A5 A8 S5 1
TR, THREIEIN 4H 238 i 6 D g R AR, T HE LA
CRISPR-Cas9 3R 1 >4 Hif 32 9 19 & A d $E R
XFHEDR ) DNA JP 50 HEA7 gt (6 H = AR 2848 T
RN DhBEBRAS . BT RNA T HR BT HRE N
(TR, OB PR ) 3 T 1 10 o, 10 S 04 i Xt
Pl i B R 7 A R AR AL, AR A R0 B 3
AR S RS RS — g BE R ik, —
JESCI B PRI, X 2 FhRN AR PR BAE T
FREUIFEMAE L B2 R IRE R A btk i S 3N
PRI X P27 5 2% 52 0 SR & A AR R
Ut DIREIE P 2 27 n] DB A ELAT a5 A0 S A i 1k
iR ERLERIE
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Fig. 1 The associations between genetic variants and disease phenotypes were predicted by genome-wide association

studies (GWAS) and gene-environment-wide association studies (GEWAS) through correlation analysis
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Fig. 2 The mechanism of functional genomics screen
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(3) e P 4l 2= R AE T DL T4k 27 i ey 3
DR R R 3t 2K 200 A S 3 R sy 3 o I, AT A S
Pl 5 Z2 500 B B BT %) 2R ARG R 3 K T e
B B, SR AT LAJE R TR 2 Ak A i i AL 7
PH2ERFGE R
1.2 ULy DIfERE N e

T ) Dy i 5 DR 2 2 AR A 2 A A A R R PR 5 A
15 AT LGy - B MO A= 1 ) Dl ek R A 2 OR
FFEE FIEEHRE) XS B9 DT40 20 i 14 0 BE | A 4 i L
YA THE R RNA T4, X AL 5 B9 T RE
PRI 2240 25 F BT A5, 70X T 5 SR e A T AL A
A2t AN . 54 BE R Ak 2 B A I 4T3 AR B B
ZWNHME, HX WA DRI, &
SRR TR ZE] Pl 25 5 DU S g 15 SC a4 5
ALK B FE bR (R 1), L, R D pe st A
Y 2 T B — AT NS AR A AT DS 4 A
PRI KT 2 R A e S PR BRI R . i T R #T
WE T IR, 5 N YR 25 3R ik, A
W F LR HA YD Re R e T %

1.2.1  BERERYZIRESE A 2H 5

DABEREAE A W 80 i Dy ek R 4 2 0 ik,
) T IR A S pg B I, R DLt S
BEPEAR 2GR . BRI D BRI 2= 1 A= 1)
HAR A LUT O (1) T RE R — b UL A FA% B A
WaAE , Teie e B ARl WU A I R e —Fh &)
P8 GEFEARBOREAEY s (2) TERER R4
C 58 2T, LI ZS B 55 304 56 DR 40 1) 2 i R
BRESS(3) bk i SR AL e R b 5 HoAh o 45 B
AR TR B [ R M, 5 OGR4 O 1Y
— 2P I AR ELA B R R RIS X TR AL
vt ) 2 TPk 40 1 A e 17 1) 43 F BIL I S5 N2
0 0 Rt 127 A5 B AR R — B B

TESFATT M) o B 58 4 27 i 7% 8 19 55 R T RE 1) It
i TEREGE AR RR I R B A BT 2 — PP A AL ik, 1
SRR A S AR bR, B T 3 B L AR BNk |
R 28 A8 7 F1 3L T 5 A B 6% =X ) 1 (polymerase
chain reaction, PCR) [ 3 R & A 74P H AT E A 8
2SN IS0 T Ml P T B 2 728 Ak 40 L B M B T
5916 NFEF(EA 1159 M Fs FEEH M aliG 1 2y
BT, UL BR T 4 757 A HE 75 5 R ) R
FEAR AR 3k SEERE S AR RRIA) 5 A R S P AR 2
JEH, AT LA R A A e ) e F 52 . B, EA K
S Aol P T B 1) 5728 0 L P R A 7 P A i Y

PRI, =24 15t A% 25 M Ab 2 o R ) A Ak i 1R
AR e T 1P o A I Ll 3 1 R 5
PR B 2 A8 248 2 e o S b 2% gt ) I i ik PR 41 7 o
MIORETE T2 3 2L A 2 5 i A AL 2 38 1 8 Bl
DNA #5100 B BRI I FE 1 328 A A i, T 26 4=
Yyl BRI A LI LA AR W W R ik A F v L
BEPRST 8 T4 7[R U3 R A P b AR

AR RS () D e 2 IR 41 24 0 e 7E TR 3 A e Ak 2
it B LU ORAF 1 43 F- DL i) DU R 3 AR, 3
T B 5 AL Ao 4 L A P A 2 ot ) B PR T R AR SR
A SRR« (1) T B A2 — ol B 200 L A= 0, %o T 00 S 4
LT AR ELAE FH ) 20 LR, 0 e e Bk 1Y) D e
R4 24T R AE 5T 5 (2) P b i mT DA 2 A2 5 i 71 Ak
2Eim R EE B0 — SO TR B AR AR A TR A
JHURE R A2 it BRI R BE 5 (B) AR RS E DA 21 vh A7
R NI RIEIE R (H 25 B — A~ W B[R] ] B
KR Z2 A NI B 16 0, 3 45 43 BIL T Y S 4
KT IRME, PR, TR S5 N 25 5 /N
VIR Dy e 3k R 4 2E o 02 |
1.2.2 3% DT40 20 it i) D REHE A 4~

TEXS DT40 20 g v o] L3 2 8 ] %% 45 (targeted
integration)$¥% AR $ 0 25 &y b 5% B0 R R, R R i
AR A R R A RCERY ) BT, DT40
2 it 20 T st A EE AL 2 o B D RE R R 2 A 1Y
et DT40 A0 EA DLT R5 o5 HGE A N F
AR R A R I (1) DT40 4 7 2 A
AR S W, KM 5 4 MG R 1Y 70% , X R A
TEIB AL B PEAL 7 0 1Y 25 85 DI TR], K280 DT40 4
JfIAL T DNA & BB, X 40 M ) DNA B 7 5) il
A, (2) Ky DT40 4 il PS3 Kk A 2 g dik 2k
DT40 20 20 LG 2R 19 G1/S Azl k2 B AT s
), Rt 2 3 307E G IR A 158 218 2 1 DNA
07 23 it A5 20 L AG 2R W AR 2 3R 17T 52 i DNA &
Hil, DAL 2 ANERAESE DTA0 40X Ab 2% i i 38t 14 75
PR A A 2 A 40 i T R

HAT Y DT40 41l i o8 A8 bk E 200 2 2 28 5
DNA $ 58 5 AHOCI A W~y % . (1)DNA 2 il . 25
Witii16 = & W (translesion synthesis, TLS) . [f] & &
(homologous recombination, HR) . JuF}Je #% Il 1& & il
#(Fanconi anemia repair) , 3 [ Y5 K ¥ 7% 4% (non-ho-
mologous end joining) . # [A] ¢ Bk 1& & (interstrand
cross-link repair) /% H 2 89 U)1& & (nucleotide exci-
sion repair) F1 8 FL 55 V] & &2 (base excision repair);
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Q)ZM G . DNA #1458 7% 55 (DNA damage check-
point) B0 IAFH L 100 B DT40 i g 58 48 P s K
DL DNA $i 7318 52 38 B2, DT40 4 il 58 4% #k
H T DNA i 516 & 1 5L K D Re ik 2k, S 80 k&
S AL TR AL i 0 B MR T 20 DNA #i44,
PRI T A A, S BT, T R
HOHATC LR TR ZFH DT40 5848 4 il 8 i
vt b B AR 5Y . Ooka 45 )
FH DT40 4 s Ty R 3k PR 21 2% i ik & B, % T K11
(BaP)Fl N-3F fif & — H i (NDMA), 75 2248 H S9 1%
WS A RE R s G Bk . BB A R
) REV3™" DT40 41 %} BaP fil NDMA 4% H
1o PO BBURR M | L A BUAE W7 2448 2 B 1) RADS4 ™/
KU70™" DT40 ZH it % BaP 2 B0 H 4 v 0 S0
Ooka 4P (i F B 1) ) 8 35k PR 41 i 15 & 300085 464 45
&5 G Wil B AE = A S P s AL # ko +
ML P47 v B AR, B4, 38 i DT40 (%) i B8 &
P, 5 0546 52 4 R I B A DT40 40 i = 4
AR = U A 2 T R R E 248 5
i) DT40 2 Mo XF = 54 &4 A 7~ Py fi v Lo By A= Al
DT40 A BE 38 . Ji 54 d H DT40 i % & 3066 5L
BYIME &2 BB Pol™ Al 1 15 15 2 & A Bl B
REV3 ™" DT40 4 i %} tetra-BDEs #l1 OH-tetra-BDEs
AR L B A AU g P e I 20 it Ak 31 T A
FAE PolB™~ 1 REV3 ™ DT40 4 Jifd i fUsE: , 2 £
TREX K ¥ (PBDES) Fll 2 55 - 22 R B 75 it (OH-BDEs ) i
5 R E AL T T 2R AR BN .

DTA40 £ Jid (%) 2y HE 35 DR 41 0 1 19 ey B 1k 3 B
TE:(1) DT40 40 MKk V5 T3S ik e B 41, 5 A%
FETEDI AN 2257 A T AT MRl S 5 (2) DT40 4
%) 3y R 5 PR 20 2 i 1 AN R A i A BRI A /KK, H
ST DNA $ 47515 52 380 % 1) B PR AT 5
1.2.3 SR 2L 3 40 i 1) T e 32k PR 2 2

NG B A 200 i P T i i PR A 2 6 1 6 9%
J iz R RS e A S A DG I 3L R, A
J5 KBM7 4T I s A 9 B8 , 200 AR
AT B ARE EBE R  E P1-55 3 v B A0
A el A5 20 ML %) LA A B AT DR D 12
J& AN, v RS B9 KBM7 (HAP1)PY 2 BE A K 41
JfL, 8 S ARy A iR, X AR A KBM7 4
JfL 2R HE AT D) ek DR 41 2 i % 1l W] R, Birsoy
ST LR FH R P R R 1) B ML A TR TR T
R A — ARl T Ao 00 ) R0, 9 R0 A O R R A

MCT! i 4 5 0 2 2 IR IN R ) s, H
MCTI 1) mRNA 7K 7] DL FH ok 7000 98 4 e %o V8
PR T ) R | TR b 4 1 A s 1) v A 2
Fri&i#¥, Shen ZECYH| H KBM7 41 it i ¥y fig 5% H 4
YL T 5 R 31 TR i AL B R AR G R SE A
SEBT R FH SR AR A T B 3 PR 4 2R s s AL 1
PEALZE S o F AL B e . BT, AN 2RI AR
£ 60 114 1) R PR 4 2 i e A A L A0 BB T A A A
FA DV ARANMAE T o B P 2 0 ) g R TR 4 2
5T E 28 & 2% . Duncan 5™ ] F N2 B4 {4 41
JHLG 5% , 5 40 i 9 e RGN, 38 3 0 5 MHCT 1 48
i 2 T B R B Y 28 A A, R T 5 MHC — 28
PUR B CI LR . Lee 255V FI] %S SE R T4 4
FE e T KBM7 4ifiH 25 NF-«B 9 BE 0
LA & BT BB o TP

H Hi T LA AL AR /N B SRR I 1 4t i
REZY g e e s R N1 R i /S R S o A 1)
feJ1, AR JE AR O BRAS AR A Y 3 L 4 L 1)
A LA A AF 2 PR T A 2 6T 1 200 B %) 2 5
DA B A5 40 R 4 A i AR R AR AL T AT BV Elling
SEOVR FEE T T 03 T S AL R L R 58 AR
BUN T 50 RERRERMACH IR, tsh, N
B AR G T 40 i A ) 2 PR 4 2k o R
-3 FENEA [ B M SEBE Y DNA 45 B 18 &2 35 90 A
A FRPMAEE R SR DL ISR R T
/0N B AR IV Ji 440 R 114 ) R R 4 2 1) o A
R S7 47 T 78 22 b 40 A0 7 30k 22 b 2 5 A O
WP R, (/N BRI A X R R AR
BURE R, BERZ 7 k0 R B

fifi 1] KBM7 20 () D RE L R 4 2= B R )R
FEUME (1) 3 S 41 il AN 2 58 4 19 SRR 1A () (i T JE TR
PG SR T T I B AL S AR 19 O 1k 7= A B A
YA KR, oI e R AR H A Hit, 7%
0 ) LR BE R 7 ik, a0 RNA T4 F1
FEIR A T O FE DR i 4, o8 356 DR 21 R A 7 R 0 1 1) v B
1.2.4 ffif] RNA T4 (RNA interference, RNAi)[
TIfie 3k K 4 2

RNA T —T7E R 2 BAZ A Y LR S
AR, dE S —FhE R 20 bp 247 184
S M TP RNA 256 3F 1M 5 80T X #% %= P iy vl
FRN R e 3k e A0 A A Y R AR A Y siR-
NA 3 # siRNA H9 i {& (short-hairpin RNA, shR-
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NA)LLF2 34 RNA (double stranded RNA), 3k 111 il
Ry RIL, g7 XA 45 AR B IR/ S iy e e
R 2P R 5 3 1 2 e (18 2 AP 00 2 SR )™
RNAi T Z4%) 12 b T 2y e 25 R 24 2 i 1 )i 1Y) B
BRI T REIOUE . 380 3o 400 45 R TR A 3k ARG I 3R
R ARALE

RNAi At 0] LUR H Ty i 5 K 41 2 0
Lo e Oy AL HE IR G 0 IR 9 ™™, TR ik
JEFETE AN N e SIRNA B shRNA J, 52 9 5L
YK JE DR R, SR 5 HEA T Ak 2 T R i A
JH v 30 D s S A 1 O = ko 4 A
(14 2 A ARG, 40 A ) R PR G T DA A A 1, A
A DU SR E BRI DO . BES T 248 Fr
AN LEAS R AL b | AEAS ] A L B T 4 T
(R Ab2F i 2 8 R AR (R RGN, Fo0 358 A0 e 1% P AG:
TR AN 5] 4 . AT A8 D v PR 3 400 7 32 1)
i X B &bt 29O % 1Y 40 M A T 3R A i
O HAT, BN A RNA 48 50k %, 4
RNAi Consortium Lentiviral Library, A] P4 ] A 2
FERZH 17 200 SRR, H AR BRI & — Bobr 2
FE3, B2 12 F T RNAL Y ) i 2k K 4 0 28
A R ARG I I 0 SR PR i
W SR A R B AT v | A g 4 5 PR 2 K OF- R 3k 1ok
MIAIMLIE . TEIRBEAL 2 S R R T R SE IR Yy 2%
IR 2T A A T i R 3 BSR4 4
FELAE A 2 0 = B R AR AR A 38 T A BRSO
6 LA K e 8 T 0 5 %, AR IBOAS [l AR 4% 15 9 1 =F
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XAk R R UM AU Y R ] . RNAT D g S
D] 2 2 i 2 07 P 240 L 2R i et 5 R SR TR G HE Y
O A AN, B 2Bz N T Ak D A
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S d R L K Ay g i SO R DG AR 5
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IR, AR TR ) 246 TR 22 5 sk ) BV e A ) (ELAR
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2 CRISPR Ifjge £ F 6% ( CRISPR functional ge-
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2.1 CRISPR DyREHE [Fl 41 2% 1 B AR 1
2.1.1 CRISPR-Cas9 FE[H 4%+ R A28

CRISPR-Cas9 HA Ay 1545 it 20 i 248 A v ik A 7
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Lt , 3 RNA 5] 5 14 3 DA 4 5 16 R T LA A 566 [ 41
s A gk R P AR | S B R T At 2k s R AR Y
CRISPR-Cas9 J&—Fh &P Pl | s &0 HL AT S PR s iy
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SIASEIEN (] 3), TELe MR B 2 B AFAE A 15
BT iR 2 4 sgRNAs 5 Cas9 il g & 1] A %051
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AT X R AT IR 0 5] 7 51 sgRNA ) K FLEL
ARG, AT ST AE 4 3 R 2H K S b e 36 TR 3 fiE 1 R
787, 5 ShRNA JEAY A T 3 K A B A ], sgRNA
JERT Y Cas9 B B4, A H T 7 A D a2 22 1
0% . Sander A1 Joung”" iz FH H 5 FL B 4% 2L i
G A Y 720 2L 30 40 40 v 52 5% B 3K I
L DNA 119 Cas9 1 sgRNAs, 155 7 244K 0] T
NZEFN AN A 2Pl 2635 Cas9 Fll sgRNA, Hiff
8 N1 AT LIRS e 440 i A 5 2 R0 40 JiD R A S Y, AT
PERRIA— s AR H T 5 Cas9 5 sgRNA, 7EXW
WIRRG T, 1 AT RSN Cas9 IWIH: T, 4R
Je e ) BHPE v BEARPEA T4 14, B S5 21T sgRNA 1)
¥S N, Sabatini A1 Lander 9 &1 AT & T —Ff
MU SCIE 1230/ 73 151 4> sgRNA JFORL4H %,
LR 7 114 A ANZEFED AT 100 A~ FF 8 ) 6 il 5
RIS ffi PR 2K R 58, Cas9 Fll sgRNA 7E — 42
R S A0, X PP RS EH Zhang 1 A BATT
R AH FH— A B ) 1 055 B AR Cas9 |\ sgRNA
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Fig. 3 The mechanisms of non-homologous end joining (NHEJ) and homology directed repair (HDR)™>”
Note: DSB stands for double-strand DNA breaks; sgRNA stands for single guide RNA.
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Fig.4 The working mechanisms of the GeCKOV2 library
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Fig. 5 The workflow of CRISPR-Cas9 functional
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e, X EE SR 2 Bl 1E 1] % (positive screen) Al
S Ia] i 1% (negative screen)™

6)iE LRI , 901 sgRNA Fr 25 751, 44 4
HE R T Re s o 5 e AR R A B OCHK
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TR AL S BE DL ST . DA 7 AR B
4 BER A KT 1 53 -0 g A7 5L AT AR (R IR 5 A
i RN ) B G, SB[ D) e i SR R A
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ZMFFEIE 1 CRISPR Tfig 3R 4l i ik & 48 1T =5k
FIVEFEREENLE , JF L3RR T 5 =S4 BB W)
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0 3G T 40 i 2 S 131 3 P 5 A1) 2
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CHOP R 3+ 454 , Ml CHOP %3k, HTE K
A= PN BT I 8 Y 48 B b, 5 CHOP J3 3l 73 55
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BEPR 55 RS A 2 oA T AKONE 1 B DG RS 44
i PEARY CRISPR fifik v] LA B 5 A 3 40 M pE T~ G Bk
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AT REEAE . BHar, e EredE 3o g4n
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