ERHREEEEBBFRFEST R
REC, HKAZ REWNE S WAL 2, M
(1. LR R2E, BReERE, B E 330045; 2 VLPEEMOLRIARE, B SRR TR
ARAFFLAH L 7 E 330032)

WE: o HrER (Cinnamomum camphora) 23 44 38 PR 2H 2505 7 ff i P AR K, 200 LA
F CodonW. EMBOSS. R ifi & SHAFFIFER, Xf 53 ZARM -3 AR 3 DR 2H 2505 74 AR =X
FAwIF BT T R G0 M. S5 RFTHT, Bk AR IE N 194G S5 S 14 (ENC)/E 36.82~59.30
Z (8], FREABD T (i TR 55 . A [R] OB 74 FH B (RSCU) 43t & I RSCU>1L #3545
T 324, HA2841MLLAL UgiE, RV 3 &M Fmir i A f U BE. HHsE
SHTRIL, GC3 5 GCpp MM MEA R, [FIAMIZRRI2 N 0.049, 15 B A (i 32 227
B H ARG SR FEA, 111 ENC-plot 73 At H RER 7 B PRIE AE - A R U7, [RIRE R W ke 43 2 R i)
IR PE R BN R . &E&IEE 9 ML (UUU. CUU. UCA. ACA. UAU. AAU.
GAU. UGA. GGA)# 4 5E Jytbiif it f4 Ik [ 2 1 S DL 2% S

R AR, ARSI, BT R

S Q943.2 SCERARIREG: A

DOI: 10.11931/guihaia.gxzw201805023

Codon Usage Bias Analysis of the Chloroplast Genome of
camphor tree

(Cinnamomum camphora)
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China)

Abstract: Synonymous codons are used with different frequencies among both species and genes
within the same genome. In order to analyze the codon usage patterns of the chloroplast genome
of camphora tree, 53 CDS(Coding DNA Sequences)were selected from the chloroplast genome of
camphora tree and analyzed the codon usage pattern and bias by CodonW, EMBOSS, R language
and other softwares. The results showed that the effective codon number (ENC) of the chloroplast
gene ranged from 36.82 to 59.30, indicating that bias of codons was weak. There were 32 codons
with relative codon usage greater than 1, of which 28 were rich in A and U, indicating that the 3rd
position of codon prefers A and U genetic bases. Neutral analysis found that the correlation
between GC3 and GC12 was not significant, and the slope of the regression curve was 0.049,
suggesting that codon bias was mainly affected by natural selection, while the ENC-plot analysis
found that most genes fell below and around the curve. It was shown that the mutation also
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affected the formation of codon bias. Eventually, 9 codons (UUU, CUU, UCA, ACA, UAU, AAU,
GAU, UGA, GGA) were identified as the optimal codons for the chloroplast genome of camphora
tree.

Key words Cinnamoum camphora, chloroplast genome, codon bias

S i A [F) 28 IR I AS [R5 65 1 B Ak R [F) SCES 1o FEAEM R, RSB RS 1 IR
AEFEALE, RSS2 5 6 o) s P — el LA AR S 350 1, I R AEPR B T H
P 477 (Codon usage bias, CUB)(Grantham et al, 1980; Mar 1 et al, 1989). % it Fi 1% = 1) 4>
TV R R T REREE . ERERE . AR RS, BEEERERR, H
eh A 5] A2 W) A R A A 7 A e R R AR R R AR e % R 1 7 AR 45 2R (Duret &
Mouchiroud, 1999; Gu et al, 2004; Mg & De Farias, 2006), | AN [FYF07E 2465118 H L
U, AT DA AR R IA I RCR AT HERF M (Gerrit & Diarmaid, 2016; Lee et al, 2009).

R R A A i AR G, FERE G SR AT A )& b B B 2R F (And
and Emes, 2000). fHAHHERAREERIA TR #8002, HAE D TIK-F E2AEERK D)
e A5 2I50E, PR 94 A W27 AU KA L34 s (Xu et al, 2011). M\ 1986 4 M %E(Nicotiana
tabacum)(Shinozaki et al, 1986) [ A1k (Ohyama et al, 1986)(Marchantia polymorpha) )i 4
RIERIH T IR ALK, HETE NCBI Wk 2 i 25 55 A 20 250 e b b O B 45 0L g I
(Arabidopsis thaliana)(Sato et al, 1999). /K% (Oryza sativa)(Hiratsuka et al, 1989). ¥ %f
(Fragaria x ananassa)(Cheng et al, 2017)#13%#(Forsythia suspensais)(Wang et al, 2017)%7E
W 112 800 i 4 7o 4 1 - SRR B R ZHAE 5

5 @A) At S 2 250~300 Fh, FKELIH 46 B, FESAGIEE T HE X KLY
AT T3ROS AR ot T R e 24 B BB 0RE, [RIN It 2 B A o S %0 55 F A
Fifto AEJyRE R P ARV, AR (Cinnamomum camphora)Edf . 25 &KL il
R ASTE WA ST — 1k, IREIF AR A . 2017 4, Chen 55 (Chen et al,
2017) X A I 2R AA S IR 3R AT 1 I 7 R0 23T » 485 SR S s AR AR I R 3 R 2H 4= K 152 570 bp,
FAFPAEPE DR~ DU IR AA 548, 7840 65 DX AN i X ARG I 21 3L 40 > 4544 F0 83 /i .
FPOVEE A HAET, TR S A8 65 7450 g 4 A BF R A8 R DL AR TE o AT 783 1 0f
AR RS P A 3 PRI 2H Hpr 53 AR R 10 85 A 1A FH ) i S PR BEAT 20 BT, FE 48 7= B VR 25 R 1 4712
R EERRNFE IS T RIEL T, B NEERHE Y SRS R 20 57 1O I 70 B 5E A«
1 MRS
1.1 FFHIRIEREL

£ NCBI ¥ % (https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/) H T s fz H AR BHE 4 o 44 3 K]
HIEE . 2R IE R 24 7 51 [1) Genbank & 3% 54 MF156716.1, JLy3RE 83 4% H i 4
WEER P il t FB AT PRI HIRFE AR 22, ERIRER PG, RA3RIT 53
Ui X K KT 300 bp HL.UL ATG i1+, TAA. TGA X TAG N2 1L %01 )3
AP 51 FH T Ja 8293 #7
1.2 HiE
1.2.1 TR ST

FI| /] CodonW1.4.2(http://sourceforge.net/projects/codonw) Fll Excel 2013 4t it %% 3L K] ) 2
i+ H LR £ (Codon number, CN). £ %% i4 ¥4 (Effective Number of codon,
ENC)(Novembre, 2002)F1 [F] S %1% -F 1 %4 43 FH £ (Relative Synonymous Condon Usage,
RSCU)(Sharp, Li, 1986). F] EMBOSS(http://imed.med.ucm.essEMBOSS/)H [ CUSP #2743 #r
TR I SR AR S R A - B R B GC R B B RS 128 1. 2. 347 GC & &, 43l H GCans


http://baike.baidu.com/view/703154.htm

GCi. GC, Il GC3 e GCas v A LB 155 3 AL GC & fo MM LAk [R] 21 v - J
R ZHO M O B B35 M R B & 2
1.2.2 PHLE ST

rhE 22 B R RAI0 S a2 49 B S AR St 2 o F i 7P R 20« £ Orrigin9.1
DA T RTPE AL GC B &I FIME GCrp AR, GCo MHALIR, 22l Bl B B 263U
HoHr. EHEMESHH, LEHRKEL 1K, GCu 5 GCslAlfM ek B, g1
MBI L AT 3 AL E ETE7E e, R BERL 1w M 1) 32 B e TR 3 AR AR s 24 Bl H S 3
IO, GCio5 GC3 ZIAIMHRMEAN R, VIR %S T 3 /ML E LB A,
R 1A B 22 M 52 BB
1.2.3 ENC-plot £ &/ #r

ENC-plot 2= &I FH T 73 i RASAE BT B AR . 2435PR ENC 51U ENC
(B2 SN, R RARKT B TR AF PERE AR, R 23BN RN 5 A i 4 P 1 3 2 [
o A, IETHRHE ENC AR = EHE W7 2585 7 f 4 P4 (R 5. 55 - ENC E FI3E 88 FBIFE 21~60,
BN s P d PSR . 24 ENC B4 20 AT 60 PIMRAEIN, s [F) U35 1 B 58 4 it
PEEGR A Il 1. F R 1E S Sl 4RO, B ALFR I GCas AT ENC, FHEAER 114
i ENC ERHERZ, th&m AT

ENC = 2+GCjys+29/(GC35°+(1-GCss))

1.2.4 PR2-plot 43#7

N T EERERD T 3 AL AT Al GC 2[R RAZA P, PR2 i 1443 HT (PR2-bias plot
analysis) ({6} 4 &0 1 gmi i) Z R M A 158 347 L AL T. CFl G iX 4 Bl i 4 Ak
TEBLHEAT 23 M7 (Sueoka, 1999), H LA Asl(As+Ts) | 4 HIMEAE AR, Gal/(Ga+Cs) | 4 HIMEAE R
MEARARREAT A B . o, “) 47 ORI FRER, 2NN ER, AR (CGA, CGT,
CGG, CGC), H4&mk, =& M(CTA, CTT, CTG, CTC), /&R, “£ %M (TCA, TCT,
TCG, TCC), HAMMAEIR. PR2-plot EH .0 N A=T, C=G, LLiZmKHMRER
INBR SR 1R BE AT 1)
1.25 BRFET 4T

o HIHATH I H 1Y) 53 25 HEERI ) ENC B /NI HEATHERY , P #5148 tH 1096 1) JE R 2 /%
TE =R A 25 B PR Aok o) B 25 05 7 (1) RSCU HAHTEAS 2] ARSCU, #EHL ARSCU > 0.08 1%
AR NEmRIEZ T BT RSCU KT 1 ISR %75 ARSCU > 0.08 &
FIKEMD TR S, NI E H %007 (575555, 2016; 2'Ut4E, 2015).
1.2.6 RGN IR ST

i} MAFFT 7.397(Katoh, Standley, 2013)(https://mafft.cbrc.jp/alignment/software/) ¥ 1 #f
55 H At \ PR RE ) ) i SR AR BE R 28 7 52 17 B L oA o SRR A S 2 1E b
F BioEdit F TAZIE ELxt4h B 5 5 N MEGAT7.0 w1 ] £ 45 454535 (Neighbor-Joining, NJ) 47t i/t
{6 . H Bootstrap method 147 H & kw46 1 000 (K15 H 45 5

2 BERE5 0

2.1 A AL R 4 RS TR TP T

FIF CodonW1.4.2 Sy #r A -S4 BE R 41 53 S SE R 3 AR (R 1). 453
Bor, “FHGC iy 39.1%, HrAii#h )y GC1(46.81%)>GCy(38.77%)>GC4(31.77%), *
BTEZ LT 3 ML E b GC IHAZ St /A, HE 3 M%7 Imi i A A Fl U Bk,
R -2 A R 2 ENC (R Y8 B 7E 36.82~59.3, HOKH#[4M7E 45 LA b, i AR i 434 22
DRI 2H 2 R L PR ACES

Kl 14550, RSCUE KT 1 &4 H N 344~ HA 2 347 EMBIE s U, A



G IECE 538 16, 13 F12, IX LT U FT A AR IS4 356 DK 20 25 891 0 4B 5k« 53
AR GC & & ENC AT CN [HIAH M B 45 /R (3 2), GCq 5 GCiv GC, A1 GC3 2
W FEM G, H GCiv GC, Ml GC3 MAHKRMEAKF AR E . ENC 5 GC3 X HR% N 0.27, £
B, IR 0 A 152 5 3 ATARIE R . CN 5 GCs. ENC R#E AR, &
B GC 12 R 11 s SV 52 J25 (R 2 14K 1) 52
2.2 PHZLESS T
2 E i 2o (B] 2), GCrp A GC3 M ATa IR B S H . GCo, TG FITE
0.3431~0.5458, GC; 1t 0.2244~0.5214. GCy, 5 GC4 IFHIK R%CH 0.143, [A1)H 5% 0.049,
ULEA P AH DG AN B35, #1256 3556 1. 2 Mtk iy T Refire — e 25, itk
AR -2 A DR R i 1 2 32 B e R IR B2 )
2.3 ENC-plot &
22:1fi] ENC-plot P&l 4 A% bl - 2 p J2 DR 20 S50 1 407 P A 75 4 9888 Bl e R A5 DR 32 il
M3 IS Y, KR HE VR AE IR 4 R J7, o ENC S2PrfE 5 ENC FUHE 2 7]
ZESFIR, U I AR IR T St e S [ 2 2 Rl i - 1 B 22 B2 e R PR 52
X 1R REERASERELFARAMER GC & &
Table 1 GC content of different position of each gene in the
chloroplast genome of C. camphora

A GC & & FE A GC &
G ENC s ENC
e Gc, GC, GC, GC, e  Gc,, GC, GC, GCs

e

rpsl2 4194 5161 4839 2581 4231 rpl20  40.11 39.83 51.69 2881 47.04
psbA 4228 49.72 4379 3333 4262 rpsl2 4146 4790 4874 27.73 4519
matK  36.18 43.88 3262 3204 5293 clpPp 4307 5891 37.62 32.67 5532
atpA 4239 56.30 4055 30.31 49.82 psbB 4486 5481 4597 3379 5293
atpF 39.28 5135 3514 3135 50.25 petB 4090 4954 4167 3148 4528
atpl 39.25 5000 3750 30.24 46.54 petD 40.08 5153 3926 2945 44.72
rps2  39.38 4135 4346 3333 5253 rpoA  36.67 46.47 3412 2941 4935
rooC2 3872 46.61 3831 3124 5118 rpsll 4453 5420 5496 2443 49.29
rooCl 39.67 51.02 39.04 2895 50.58 rps8  36.59 4211 4060 27.07 48.44
rpoB 4056 50.33 39.30 32.05 5143 rpll4 4038 55.28 36.59 29.27 4471

psbD  42.84 51.69 4350 33.33 4537 rpll6 4444 5111 5481 2741 36.98

psbhC 4480 5422 4599 3418 4731 rps3  37.25 50.23 3348 28.05 5347
rpsl4 4224 4356 4752 3564 37.89 rpl22 3812 4149 4255 30.32 50.08
psaB 4227 49.12 4272 3497 51.27 ycf2 3738 4127 3382 37.05 53.72
psaA 4363 5300 4354 3435 51.09 rps7  39.96 5321 4423 2244 4757

ycf3  39.05 4734 4024 2959 5444 ycf68 5043 4786 5128 5214 47.88
rps4  39.11 50.00 4059 26.73 51.35 yefl 3275 3831 3031 29.62 49.50
ndh) 4214 5157 3836 3648 541 ndhH 39.68 5203 3629 30.71 51.94
ndhK 38.81 4231 4371 3042 5081 ndhA 37.86 46.20 40.76 26.63 4548
ndhC 3829 4959 3471 30.58 47.37 ndhl 3573 39.78 3923 28.18 514
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atpE 4173 5037 40.74 34.07 50.24 ndhG 3729 46.89 3559 29.38 46.18
atpB  43.02 5691 4168 3046 48.63 ndhE 34.31 40.20 3529 2745 48.23
rbcL 4573 5861 4391 3466 51.37 ccsA  34.60 3470 40.06 29.02 50.14
accD 37.04 4127 3988 2996 47.01 ndhF 3481 3826 37.99 2819 47.90
ycfd  40.72 4378 4216 36.22 59.30 ycfl 3490 38.78 31.63 3429 53.62
petA 4112 5327 36.14 33.96 54.99 rps7  39.96 53.21 4423 2244 4757
rpsl8 34.64 3529 4314 2549 36.82 Total 40.62 49.04 4099 31.84 49.24

CET NS U ¢ s R 1 R——
AA Codon number AA Codon

num
pre  uvu e R Pro ccu Wh2 S

vue [ s ccc Moo b
Leu vwa G0 R cca Waz N
vwe S S ccg B 1z oss
cou B0 S Thr acu s S
cuoc M Poa acc W20 s
cua hor  s3 aca s R
cuc B iss Woas acc B 126 Woa

e avu RIS 0 A oo SR N
avc s s cce Moo hes
ava 050 cca B R

Met avc R ocg B s Poso

Val cuu & S Tyr vau [ s

cuc B isa Pos: vac M2 Boa
cua e P == vaa | 2 S
cuc M i1s7 s UAG 10 s
Ser ucu [Epe  NNSEN His cau Eo sw
vcc W76 G4 cac W 137 Mos
uca 523 Gln caa 0563 EeN
vcg W o17s .67 cac 206 WMos4
Arg cGu W9 NEE Asn AAU GG s
cgcc I 75 Wo3s aac W230 Mo
cGa WMoz NDEE Lys AAA RN e
cgG I 87 M o4 AAG  [2s0  MWo.s2
AGA W&o IEE  Asp AU G s
AGG M 160 IB.73 gac M 1ss MWo43
Ser Acu W22 S Glu GAA SO
acc B 85 WMo GAG o2 Wos3
Gly GGu a5,  EE Cys ucu [ 151 ESH
e M i1so Mos vgc I 62 MWosi

GGA [s48  Een TER uGAa | 18 G2

GGG 274 .75 Trp ucG [W&e7 1
I: Phe. WML Leu. &M Ile. RTEMR; Met. HZEMR; Val, HEMR; Ser. %
AMR; Arg. KA Gly. HZER; Pro. WHZIK; Thr. 75&AMK; Ala. WA Tyr. B
; His. HZME; Gln. H2MENZ; Asn. RABEKK; Lys. Mizlfg; Asp. RZZAMR ; Glu
YRR, Cys. BPEEER; Trp. &IK; TER RaA T HABATLIERF SRS, FHE.
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Note: Phe. Phenylalanine; Leu. Leucine; Ile. Isoleucine; Met. Methionine; Val.
Valine; Ser. Serine; Arg. Argnine; Gly. Glycine; Pro. Proline; Thr. Threonine; Ala.
Alanine; Tyr. Tyrosine; Hls. Hlstidine; Gln. Glutamine; Asn. Asparagine; Lys. Lysine;
Asp. Aspartic acid; Glu. Glutamic acid; Cys. Cysteine; Trp. Tryptophane; TER
indicates an amino acid with a blank or internal termination symbol. The same below.
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Fig.1 Relative synonymous codons usage analysis in the chloroplast of C.camphora
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Table 2 Correlation analysis of each parameters in the chloroplast genome of C.camphora

TiH Item Gean GC1 GC2 GC3 ENC CN
Geall 1.000
GC1 0.722** 1.000
GC2 0.662** 0.193 1.000
GC3 0.487** 0.058 0.020 1.000
ENC -0.066 0.074 -0.428** 0.274* 1.000
CN -0.207 -0.165 0.355 0.186 0.262* 1.000

TE: + RN IR ) B 2 K T (P<0.05), #+F s AH Ik 2% 2 27K 7 (P<0.01).
Note: = stands for significant correlation at the 0.05 level;
*+ stands for significant correlation at the 0.01 level.
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Fig.2 Neutrality plot analysis in the chloroplast of C.camphora
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Table 2 GC content of different position of genes in the chloroplast genome of C.camphora

R T ik FE High expressed gene kA A Low expressed gene

A RSCU
Amino acid Codon Number RSCU Number RSCU
Phe UUU * 28 1.08 16 0.84 0.24
uucC 24 0.92 22 1.16 -0.24
Leu UUA 19 1.34 19 1.84 -0.5
uuG 19 1.34 17 1.65 -0.31
CUU * 23 1.62 15 1.45 0.17
CUC * 6 0.42 0 0 0.42
CUA 9 0.64 10 0.97 -0.33
CUG stk 9 0.64 1 0.1 0.54
lle AUU 34 1.15 33 1.52 -0.37
AUC * 26 0.88 16 0.74 0.14
AUA * 29 0.98 16 0.74 0.24
Met AUG 26 1 22 1 0
Val GUU 28 1.53 18 1.53 0
GUC 6 0.33 6 0.51 -0.18
GUA 23 1.26 20 1.7 -0.44
GUG stk 16 0.88 3 0.26 0.62
Ser UCu 20 1.82 21 2 -0.18
ucc 10 0.91 12 1.14 -0.23
UCA % 11 1 7 0.67 0.33
UCG 5 0.45 5 0.48 -0.03
Pro CCU 17 1.15 18 1.67 -0.52
CCC * 21 142 13 121 0.21
CCA 16 1.08 11 1.02 0.06
CCG * 5 0.34 1 0.09 0.25
Thr ACU 11 1.16 19 1.65 -0.49
ACC 11 1.16 15 1.3 -0.14
ACA * 10 1.05 11 0.96 0.09
ACG 6 0.63 1 0.09 0.54
Ala GCU 27 1.66 32 221 -0.55
GCC 12 0.74 6 041 0.33
GCA 21 1.29 18 1.24 0.05
GCG * 5 0.31 2 0.14 0.17
Tyr UAU *x 45 1.76 17 1.42 0.34
UAC 6 0.24 7 0.58 -0.34
TER UAA 2 1.2 4 24 -1.2
UAG 1 0.6 0 0 0.6
His CAU 11 1.38 15 1.36 0.02

CAC 5 0.63 7 0.64 -0.01




GIn CAA 30 1.36 19

CAG 14 0.64 9

Asn AAU st 38 173 20
AAC 6 0.27 14

Lys AAA 25 1.28 29
AAG * 14 0.72 9

Asp GAU s 37 172 11
GAC 6 0.28 5

Glu GAA 54 15 28
GAG 18 05 7

Cys uGU 5 1 7
UGC s 5 1 1

TER UGA sk 2 12 1
Trp UGG 18 1 15
Arg CGU 14 1.25 22
CGC * 5 0.45 4

CGA 15 1.34 18

CGG 6 0.54 2

AGA 16 1.43 27

AGG 11 0.99 6

Ser AGU 14 1.27 13
AGC 6 0.55 5

Gly GGU 22 1.19 29
GGC 11 0.59 9

GGA * 30 1.62 23

GGG * 11 0.59 7

1.36
0.64
1.18
0.82
1.53
0.47
1.38
0.63
1.6
0.4
1.75
0.25
0.6

1.67
0.3
1.37
0.15
2.05
0.46
1.24
0.48
1.71
0.53
1.35
0.41

0
0.55
-0.55
-0.25
0.25
0.34
-0.35
-0.1

0.1
-0.75
0.75

0.6

-0.42
0.15
-0.03
0.39
-0.62
0.53
0.03
0.07
-0.52
0.06
0.27
0.18

e RIS .
Note: =represents the optimal codons.
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Fig.3 Analysis of ENC-plot in the chloroplast of C.camphora
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Fig.4 Analysis of PR2-plot in the chloroplast of C.camphora

¥ Picea asperata
W7 Ginkgo biloba
,00_[ U1/K#E Cinnamomum micranthum

% Cinnamomum camphora

100 —— 5t + M Endiandra discolor
-ERAKZ T Litsea glutinosa
100} | 4% Machilus yunnanensis
¥ EdM Machilus balansae
1Qo} i Phoebe zhennan

100

—~
O Oy

ﬁ%?&g Persea americana

| — | kYA .
0.05 L8 22 WA Cinnamomum verum

7: NCBI &35 : JEfARZET KU382356.1; JizKA& NC_035802.1; VH A KT348516.1;
520 KX437771.1; # == W NC_035236.1; H5EiHiM KT348517.1; Jfh 14 KX674308.1;
R INB67585.1; 42 NC_032367.1; #&M MF156716.1; fiifii NC_036143.1.

Note: 1D number in NCBI: Litsea glutinosa KU382356.1; Cinnamomum micranthum
NC_035802.1; Machilus yunnanensis KT348516.1; Persea americana KX437771.1;
Cinnamomum verum NC_035236.1; Machilus balansae KT348517.1; Endiandra discolor
KX674308.1; Ginkgo biloba JN867585.1; Picea asperata NC_032367.1; Cinnamomum camphora
MF156716.1; Phoebe zhennan NC_036143.1).
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Fig.5 Phylogenetic tree based on chloroplast genome sequence of Lauraceae
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2.4 PR2-plot 4#r

it PR2-plot 2 Bt — 5 2 ArARARs i3 (A 6 DR 40 230 1 f e 1k (R s (P 4) 9 AL TS
C 1 G VURMBRIE R AR, B A=T, C=G I}, D7l AR I 1 R 52 19 4% RN 58 A B i)
(Sueoka, 2001). AFFLARIN, 4 ANXILARFEEA S HARL, £ LA ERNMIRZ,
ULRATEZE 3 ABsdt i 301 BA tmli e, ELAIE A AR s T T, Bt C IfE
FAMRZR T Go DRI T HE V0 300 3 ARUARS T2 s 5t R 2 8 s~ i e 2 1%) 6 EE gl (R 3%
2.5 BRINEBLTHHE

X} 53 AMEEIE ) ENC A THET 5, MW & B 10060 JE R g s fIRRIAKE
R, SRIG TR FIE %85 110 RSCU (EATH N2 ) ARSCU 1H (% 2). HJafiE
T 26 NE AR SHAIE R S R IA L T 4 26 NEI TS 3 AARIE 47 4T,
Hohu gREmA 54, LLAGRMA 54, LLC. G4REMA N 6 ANF 10 4. 455 26
N EFRIRFEND TR 1) 32 ANE AT, EEINE ATy, &IEHE T 9 ANMER T
SRR ST, 4358 UUU. CUU. UCA. ACA. UAU. AAU. GAU. UGA.
GGA. Hrf, FrE#HLTHLLU LA 452,
2.6 RGN IR S 4T

EU AR R AL (R 20 5 51 ] LA 7 G R R 2 TR 1 R Geidt Aok &, [R) e Jee) B A A2 1 de
A (Kim et al., 2015). AR T RS CERERE ) BIEACAE R DG R, KRR 5 A\
T LA 42 (1) W A i[RI 2L B S (R A 2 R A, IR B T RE R A F = 42 R 2
(E 5). 4RGN, FRMEY) I SARIE R A MRy — e, SAMREEX . B 530
KA (PSR AR T BRI 2 S 00 Rl , HL A8 S 0 RAR SR A A0 il 071, DR A P BB 9 25 1T g
FLA L 2065 1 O A X R A R0 PR T v e UK AR I SR B3 PR 2 347 R M 22 TR () 6)
A1 ENC-plot Z:E(El 7)70 47, KL GC1, 5 GCs A4 R %1 0(4 0.053), [FIFEZE ENC-plot
ZxPE, KR FE DRV T BAEE M 2R N T, R 1S B 326 498 A s M T /K R I Ak Sk FR] 4 2% 1
TGP FER 2, X S i A g AL, REERL B E ) R B R
396 5% [R] 2% Xof PH St 356 PR 2 23 ) i - 1k PRI B2 T 2



3 WiR

[Fi) S R~ AN [R] 1 ) 0 ] — 25 DRI 2E P 1 AS [] 5 R TR0 46 FH 0 B AT — sE A 4 12 » s ik
) A R 3 B R LA 1 O B R R 14 AT A B 9 (Ghaemmaghami et al, 2003;
Goetz & Fuglsang, 2005; Ingvarsson, 2007). Zhou(Zhou et al, 2008b)Z5 [KIHF 78 & B, AEYH 4%
PRIERI T, A2 AL IS B m i A A B T AN 8 R I AR - 2 A S R 2
GC3 5 GCi. GCMHRAREZE, H GCMLEI N =F AL, KRR R, B
T2l A BT 458, X553 HE (Malus x domestica)(4:iEf£%:, 2014). KA
(Cunninghamia lanceolata)(#87H:%5%, 2016) 14 (Diospyros kaki)(fH 2 855E, 2017)%5FE YK 2%
B~ (i P PRI T 485 R — 3

WD TR L 1 T R R 2 2 R R 2, BR T s R B RS A E ARk (Rao et al,
2011)4b, BAk 4H 1% 22 7 (Romero et al, 2000) . & K| 4w AL 45 4 (Rao et al, 2011) . tRNA =% (Novoa
& Pouplana, 2012)%5 2 M A 2 Mo 52 M Hofldf 1% . b tRNA BRIE T Rem,  AHRZ D
Tl kG (Duret, 2002; Hershberg & Petrov, 2008). A 7t i X A4 i S R 24 =
MARNLE E SRR H S S A R R B AT L, &b s, ENC-plot 73 #fr
Al PR2-plot S5 73 AT )5 K I, e 5% 2 REMA AR - SR AR BE DR 20 25 A 1 B Ve ) R LR 3R, R
XoF B R 1 PR O 2 PR S A /N o 7 il iR (Gossypium  hirsutum)( i B FE 25, 2011) . JBE T
(Panicum miliaceum) (Xl &%, 2017). iy %% (Camellia oleifera)( M5 R %%, 2018) 544711
2R AR B R 20 B S i PR 2 dr ek, AR 3] 7 S A AL S5 R . 28T, EX LR I A4
B (Zhou et al, 2008) &k 44 Jk [ 2H 5 i1 i 1 OB FE b OB, RAR & FE MR R . H
WG] WAE )BT 11 52 25 B DR 2 L[R2, HL 520 AN [RAELAD) 6 00—~ (i 4 2 1) 32 2R 3t
ANF.

FE 58 ) 1E [F) 1B BN 5838 ) A E FH N AR 2T R B W S B0 1, AH AR 2k g A0
AR SIVE T S 20 1 50 H A X 8 /b (Hershberg & Petrov, 2008; RFE4E, 2015). AHTF 7T
W E IR R S R AR B T M A S G, LI Y O AN IS A4 ik R A b () B AL B S 1
HIXEAL T HLL A FI U Bl S RE, 245 R 5 R0 NAEBEREE 5 (W [E 5%, 2015). /KH#E(Zhou
et al, 2008a) %5 ) 1) I FEAHWI & o 7E RGBS P AP R I L g i R 5
R e ) F A RS SRR BB AR, AR e S € Ad R B B, X 5T AR ILE
FELEREL TR S S HARAR RHEDY) 7 B W PR R0 53 AH WD & (Hinsinger and Strijk, 2017) . A,
T8I 53 At R AR 5 T AR 1) B 65— O 2P 248 2 S 52 e B X 2 0], 156 I 5 4% 00 SRR (1))
b AT B H A BRAH ALK 35 A T I 1t o ASBIF TR 4 S5 2 i H R DR () Rk 4 3 Ho R,
AR RHE D 2 AR AL T 0 i A5 R T R G K B R it B 1 2%
#r{& (Moore et al, 2007; Ruhfel et al, 2014).
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