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Figure S1. Ozone concentration in PBS buffer without E. coli as a function of time (pH 7.2, 

20 °C).



Table S1. Comparison of detection rate of injured E. coli K12 by different enumeration 

methods

Chlorine-injured Ozone-injured

Detection rate (%) Detection rate (%)Trial Injury 
(%) MF MTF EST TSM

Injury 
(%) MF MTF EST TSM

1 45.1 0 100 0 68.8 73.7 0 100 0 73.3
2 58.3 0 100 0 77.0 92.1 0 100 3 95.3
3 69.2 0 100 0 33.3 96.2 0 98.2 0.7 91.4
4 70 0 100 0 28.8 97.7 0 56.0 4.6 33.3
5 80 0 100 0 100 100 0 21.7 0 30.4
6 80 0 100 0 100 _ _ _ _ _
7 90.8 0 100 0 50.8 _ _ _ _ _
8 95.4 0 100 0 43.4 _ _ _ _ _



Table S2. Comparison of detection rates of injured E. coli HB101 by different enumeration 

methods

Chlorine-injured Ozone-injured 

Detection rate (%) Detection rate (%)Trial Injury 
(%) MF MTF EST TSM

Injury 
(%) MF MTF EST TSM

1 67.4 0 0 0 0 53.0 0 1.4 0 0
2 98.7 0 0 39.5 0 73.1 0 2.8 0 0
3 98.9 0 0 20 0 100 0 0 0 0
4 99.1 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0
5 100 0 0 0 0 100 0 8.7 25.7 0
6 100 0 0 15.5 0 100 0 0 5.8 0
7 100 0 0 45.4 0 100 0 0 2.9 0
8 100 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 2.1 0



Table S3. Comparison of detection rates of injured E. coli HB101 (pUC18) by different 

enumeration methods

Chlorine-injured Ozone-injured

Detection rate (%) Detection rate (%)Trial Injury 
(%) MF MTF EST TSM

Injury 
(%) MF MTF EST TSM

1 100 0 0 53.6 0 100 0 0 0 0
2 100 0 0 0 0 100 0 21.5 0 0
3 100 0 0 45.4 4.3 100 0 0 0 0
4 100 0 0 34.9 0 100 0 0 19.5 0
5 100 0 0 15 3.7 _ _ _ _ _
6 100 0 0 29.8 2.2 _ _ _ _ _
7 100 0 0 17.9 0 _ _ _ _ _
8 100 0 0 16.8 3.2 _ _ _ _ _


