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Abstract
chloroplast genome. [ Method ] The codon usage bias indexes and base composition of 52 coding sequences ( CDS) were calculated and ana-
lyzed using the CUSP online program, Codon W 1.4.2, Microsoft Excel, and SPSS 24.0. [ Result] The results showed that synonymous co-

dons had a greater preference for using codons ending with A/T. The effective number of codon ( ENC) values of the 52 CDS and each bias in-

[ Objective ] To reveal the factors that affect the preference and usage patterns of synonymous codons in the Haymondia wallihii

dicator analysis indicated a weak codon preference. The correlation analysis showed that ENC was strongly correlated with GC5, but neither
were correlated with GC, and GC,. GCj could affect codon usage bias. ENC-plot, Neutrality plot, PR2-plot revealed that natural selection
might play an important role in the synonymous codon usage bias of the Haymondia wallihii chloroplast genome. After filtering, ten optimal co-
dons UUG, CUU, UCC, UCA, CCA, ACA, GCA, UAU, CAU and AGA were obtained. [ Conclusion]The results of this study can provide
a theoretical basis for the related research on codon optimization, genetic modification and phylogenetic evolution of the Haymondia wallihii
chloroplast genome.

Key words Haymondia wallihii; Codon preference ; Optimal codon;Natural selection

2844 ( chloroplast, Cp) j&2f H EVEAIIES , AEAE YOG A
Ve AR N IR R B LR e R E A A P E G
FE | LA DNA — 8 AU R AEAE T o At 4 -2
fRH K EETE 120~ 180 kb, EAT MR PUZMARZE# > | Hoh
R 22385 RN 38 B A9 A R 8, A8 7 5 RN 25 4 b e AR
SERT DRI, Cp JE PR ZH I 4 3% 563, NCBI $ds JE to i it
T RO BT SRR IE N A, X MR R EE AR LT
AT SR T (8,

T (condon ) 215 f#f RNA(mRNA) B Ry FEA(F B
N, 61 DTG 20 FR LR, b AR R &R,
TSR | R B STE TR . RN, e E RS
] X1 F- ( Synonymous condon ) AN — 5 LA AH 7] [ 4 %
B, 33 iR S 28 (8 AR s 1 Ath ] SRS T (A B
G5 FR R TR % S T R %5 (codon usage bias,
CUB)”™*, CUB " {ZA7AE TLEYIR b S e T TR 4 o
Ty e B S FU R RO ) SB AN SIENGAY b W C R ) e

ELWMB =dA#AFHAALTAA (2022Y814) ;= d 437y AA G
¥ (3 %) B4+ [ 2019FHO01 (-040) ],
fEERN 7 £1(1994—) %, TRABH LA, M+, KNFE B

RASTHRMEEBAR, « BAENH, 5K, 0F
B s AN THEEBHR,

KFEEE  2022-06-06

W, CUB 5IEH Rk K P Z MIAF LRI EE S o eah, %5 1
o AL RE 2 mRNA A9 & Al B AT T8 BRI
1R R HLA T Wi ek LR W2 TR o IR, X CUB 4347 ol
DUSE G 1 b ase (4 MU 5 BB S e BE A
SR 5 ( Haymondia wallihit) A8 FR“ S REAL” , S~ TRk it
JEAE W F} ( Papilionaceae ) 4% & J& ( Haymondia) K%' , 7F
TR EZSM TN NP ARl m M EE X s
AWNBYESE L0 GV PRI PR KRB R VT AFE M
o AURE AR, A R BE D, T OW B SR AL, 7 KR
A EA M H R SR A4 I B2 A B os & B, A0k
Hh ARG R KRG SRE TS ay ™ B
B A5 1 A BTG, 38 8 2 ik v 100 A6 1 S i
PP M WUER 2 B0 SR AN A K 2 v
TR R ) - A A DR 2 v e 0 R Pk R
>300 bp 1) 52 556 (A 9l 751, %k AT 886 00T, B4
SR e R (0 O 1 ) S i PR 3R, O e 28 o e
DU A 0057 56 B AR DG R WETE P s R B S (AR R DR 2 1
MRS
1 #R5FEZE
L1 RIARIEOIRER AR AR AT i 4ot AT 2019
E12 AR A = B A T K M B (0 25°53"73. 23" E,



50 4214 FEBE

IR Ry v SR IR TR A B T A R AR A S AT 103

100°25'48. 40'N) , 2 75 1 ) i FC AL P T Ml 245 64 ¢ DT HiL
S 14 BN R B S Ry SR TR B T R 28R B
(Haymndia wallichii) o FHIGH 7K R 48 51 (1) fdt 20 9% &5
AR A A AR R A B4 TP K T, 4R
R IR WY Tlumina No—vaSeq 6000 V-5l 77 ,
S o 2 R B AR AT A R B - g A 4 PR 2 )7 915 (NC-
BI Hfi % , & 55 NC052910. 1)

1.2 MHEREEFEAZBRFLFIMNIKE M NCBI EiE
PR B B SR RS R 2 2 1 S g 5 757 (CDS) &, SR
SR T 5 1 B s b BOHE TU A, B R AR RR DR R K
<300 bp MFEH o B HEFF A AR 52 4% CDS B4 i —
A fasta SO, TR L0304

1.3 ZWFERRFESHT KRN fasta SCIFE
CodonW1. 4. 2 B fFAb FE'™ , B HCHI AR #5 -2 VI PR 41 2
P S5 S 35 PR 91 A ARG ] S i~ {ufi 1 B2 (relative: synon-
ymous codon usage, RSCU) | i ith 22 3 & 1) %5 5 50 A 2L
T4 (effective number of codon, ENC) | i {2 15 1 FH
$512 (frequency of optical codons,Fop) % i 1& 1w 5 5% ( co-
don adaptation index, CAT) | % 5% 1 i 14 35 4% ( codon bias in-
dex,CBI) o #RJ5 H4 52 2% CDS ARIK R FL A 52 4~ fasta 5L
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2,11 AR [E) SCERS T HTRE o 2005 g A e PR 2
52 7% CDS J7 51 iy AR X [] SC%% it {6 F B2 ( relative synony-

mous codon usage, RSCU) Z5 3} R (£ 1) ,31 N is 1
(RSCU>1) 1L U Z5RAYA 16 41, LL A G5B HIA 14 45,04 G
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Table 1 RSCU analysis of each amino acid codon in the chloroplast

genome of Haymondia wallihii

ey RO wmr RO
acid Codon value acid Codon value
Phe uuu” 1.34 Thr ACU” 1.62
uuc 0.66 ACC 0.71
Ser ucu” 1.67 ACA™ 1.25
ucc 0.94 ACG 0.41
UCA™ 1.28 Asn AAU” 1.59
AGU” 1.32 AAC 0.41
AGC 0.28 Lys AAA” 1.49
UCG 0.52 AAG 0.51
Leu UUA™ 2.11 Val GUU”" 1.49
uuG* 1.14 GUC 0.47
cuu” 1.26 GUA™ 1.50
cucC 0.37 GUG 0.54
CUA 0.78 Ala GCU” 1.75
CUG 0.34 GCC 0.62
Pro CCu” 1.53 GCA”™ 1.18
ccc 0.87 GCG 0.45
CCA™ 1.15 Asp GAU™ 1. 60
CCG 0.45 GAC 0.40
UAU" 1.65 Glu GAA™ 1.51
Tyr UAC 0.35 GAG 0.49
Cys uGu* 1.48 Gly GGU™ 1.28
uGC 0.52 GGC 0.45
Arg CGU~ 1.40 GGA ™ 1.59
CGC 0.38 GGG 0.69
CGA™ 1.31 His CAU™ 1.59
AGA”™ 1.89 CAC 0.41
AGG 0.52 CAA™ 1.51
CGG 0.50 Gln CAG 0.49
Ile AUU" 1.43 TER UAA™ 1.59
AUC 0.57 UAG 0.71
AUA™ 1.01 UGA 0.71

s % RSCUS 1 B i+
Note: #* indicates codons usage with high frequency and the value of

RSCU>1

2.1.2 FEPH BT oI Al A S i Pk, R 4 Codo-
nW1. 4.2 Fl CUSP SrMrfF & 454014 52 4% CDS JP31 (% 2) 45
RN ,52 4 CDS 3R A GC & (GC,, ) A 38. 10% ({5
[l R 29. 27% ~46. 56% ) , 55 1 11 (GC, ) Hy 46. 89% (3ti [l Ky
31.99% ~59.31%) 55 2 i (GC, ) A 39. 48% (5 [FH 27. 62% ~
54.68%) , 55 3 i (GC,) K 27. 87% 5 [l ( Ky 21. 15% ~
36.88%) ., GC, 5 GC,, #Hift,GC, 1 GC, 5 GC,, MZEH K,
TN GC,>GC,>GC,  HE— 1 ISR 5 S AR 3 [ 4 2%
Wi A/U 25 R 1,
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Table 2 Condon base composition and bias-related indicators

B GC /% GG, /% GCy /% 6Cy /% ENC CAT CBI Fop
accD 32.99 36. 89 35. 66 26.43 43. 96 0. 181 -0.212 0. 320
atpA 39. 96 56. 69 39. 57 23.62 44. 76 0.210 -0. 028 0. 398
atpB 42. 08 55.71 41. 28 29. 26 47. 41 0. 186 -0. 049 0. 381
atpkl 38.97 50. 00 38.24 28. 68 45. 83 0.179 -0. 032 0. 389
atpF 36. 22 45. 41 34. 05 29. 19 40. 36 0. 127 -0.193 0. 300
atpl 37. 10 49. 19 36. 69 25. 40 46. 20 0. 164 -0.082 0. 345
ccsA 31. 88 31.99 38. 51 25. 16 46. 57 0. 145 -0. 185 0. 303
clpP 41. 83 59. 31 35.29 30. 88 58. 63 0. 194 -0.032 0. 387
matK 30. 47 38. 40 29. 63 23.39 46. 47 0. 162 -0. 176 0. 310
ndhA 34. 16 42. 31 39. 01 21. 15 43, 83 0. 120 -0. 151 0. 298
ndhB 37. 51 42,27 39. 53 30. 72 46. 71 0. 163 -0. 104 0. 344
ndhC 37.19 47.93 34.71 28.93 47.73 0. 188 -0. 142 0. 306
ndhD 35. 40 39.92 37.52 28. 74 46. 89 0. 130 -0. 152 0. 305
ndhE 31.05 39.22 30. 39 23.53 43.74 0. 166 -0. 160 0. 309
ndhlF 31.76 34. 86 36. 47 23.96 44, 22 0. 129 -0.210 0. 283
ndhG 33.52 43. 82 34. 83 21.91 44, 52 0. 136 -0. 197 0. 269
ndhH 38. 66 50. 51 36.29 29.91 49. 35 0. 141 -0. 120 0. 332
ndhl 33.70 40. 56 36. 11 24. 44 46. 29 0.192 -0. 127 0. 349
ndhJ 38. 16 47. 17 37.11 30. 19 49. 55 0. 151 -0. 155 0. 322
ndhK 37.42 42. 15 42. 15 27.97 50. 44 0. 170 -0. 150 0. 332
petA 39.15 53. 89 35.51 28. 04 49. 94 0. 169 -0. 128 0. 328
petB 40. 12 48. 61 41.20 30. 56 44. 98 0. 208 -0. 064 0. 360
petD 37.55 50. 00 37.35 25. 30 40. 52 0. 155 -0. 124 0. 304
psaA 42. 61 52. 06 43. 14 32.62 51.22 0. 190 -0. 115 0. 348
psaB 41.22 48. 30 42. 86 32.52 50. 03 0.177 -0. 122 0. 346
psbA 41.24 48. 59 43. 50 31. 64 42. 05 0. 294 0. 175 0. 520
psbB 44. 07 53.63 46. 56 32.02 48. 11 0. 185 -0. 046 0. 389
psbC 44, 84 53. 60 46. 19 34.75 47.43 0.175 -0. 045 0. 381
psbD 42. 94 51. 41 43. 50 33.90 45. 06 0.242 0. 047 0. 444
rbelL 43. 31 57.38 43. 04 29.52 48.97 0. 267 0. 053 0. 456
rpl14 39. 30 56.91 37. 40 23.58 48. 52 0. 166 -0.013 0. 390
pl16 45. 99 54. 74 53.28 29. 93 38. 66 0. 142 -0.035 0. 397
pl2 44, 16 51. 82 50. 00 30. 66 52.70 0. 166 -0. 090 0. 362
pl20 36. 72 38.98 43.22 27.97 45. 57 0.110 -0. 189 0. 301
pl22 34. 10 40. 46 40. 46 21. 37 45. 98 0. 157 -0.033 0. 395
rpoA 35.32 44. 64 34. 52 26.79 50. 72 0. 156 -0. 135 0. 333
rpoB 38. 60 50. 23 37.98 27. 60 48. 69 0. 152 -0.132 0. 336
rpoC1 39. 24 49. 64 38.03 30. 04 50. 68 0. 150 -0. 133 0. 330
rpoC2 36. 19 44, 38 36. 62 27. 56 48.97 0. 144 -0. 170 0.314
rpsll 46. 56 56. 83 54. 68 25. 18 49. 78 0. 151 -0. 070 0. 368
rps12 41. 67 51. 61 46. 77 26. 61 42.97 0. 142 -0.082 0. 352
rpsl4 40. 92 47.52 44. 55 30. 69 49, 88 0.132 -0. 083 0. 354
rps18 35. 62 38.24 42. 16 26. 47 44. 17 0. 114 -0.203 0. 283
ps2 37. 69 41.77 40. 93 30. 38 50. 56 0. 181 -0. 120 0. 348
ps3 34. 09 47.03 33.33 21.92 45. 07 0. 158 -0. 147 0. 340
rps4 37.13 48. 02 37.62 25. 74 49, 27 0. 149 -0. 056 0. 365
ps7 40. 60 52. 56 45. 51 23.72 48. 31 0. 183 -0.079 0. 373
ps8 34. 84 42. 11 38.35 24. 06 49. 63 0. 126 -0. 052 0. 378
¥efl 29.27 35.29 27.62 24. 90 47. 35 0. 166 -0. 153 0. 341
yef2 37. 18 40. 72 33.94 36. 88 52.95 0. 159 -0. 144 0. 336
yef3 39. 57 47. 37 39. 18 32. 16 59. 33 0. 158 -0.179 0. 335
yef4 39.10 45. 41 41.08 30. 81 50.51 0. 156 -0.103 0. 345
SE-3A Mean 38.10 46. 89 39.48 27.87 47. 54 0. 166 -0. 104 0. 349
FE YRS 1.2.3 6L 0 1-GC, G0, 0, My AL T80 ENCS B AR CAL 3 - PR O L8504 L1
RS

Note:GC,,GC,,GC; and GC,, indicate the first, second, third positions and total GC content; Number of effective condond; ENC ; Codon adaptation index:
CAI;Codon bias index:CBI; Optimal codon usage frequency : FOP

52 4% CDS #YJ CAI( codon adaptation index ) >4 0. 166 ( 71 [l -0.212~0. 175) , FOP ( frequency of optical codons) >4 0. 349
%70. 110~0. 294) , CBI ( codon bias index) J5—0. 104(#i % (SEFH 0. 269 ~ 0. 520) , ENC 3 47. 54 ( 15 Fil 9 38. 66 ~
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ENC {5 %% {02 % GC & & B A XA s (3% 3),
GC,, 5 GC, \GC, Fl GC; & BEAYAHICMLI I I 2 EAHH K
F-(P<0.01) 56C, 5 GC, FEEAYMISCHE IR B W F K- (P<
0.01);GC, 5 GC, I GC, i MAA M 2 W F /K- (P<
0.05) ;ENC 5 GC, \GC, SRR A 3 (P>0.05),
H5 GC, 5 BERIAISCIER .25 (P<0.01) , BilI%E 3 7 GC 5
R IR A — R PR AR
£3 FEESHHMBEXMEST

Table 3 Correlation analysis of relative indexes of gene

s GC, GC, GG, GCy
Index

GC, 0.473**

GGy 0.296" 0.316"

GC 0.845** 0.805** 0.595"*

ENC 0.201 -0.024 0.378** 0.214

e+ FORTE 0. 05 K- CRUN) 1 G # # FIRTE 0. 01 ZKTF-(3L
(DNRTE TP
Note: # . Significant correlation at the 0. 05 level (both side) ; * . Sig-
nificant correlation at the 0. 01 level (both side)
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Fig.1 PR2-plot analysis of the Haymondia wallihii genome
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2 FOREMEEERAHRELE
Fig.2 Neutrality plot analysis of the chloroplast genome of Pu-

erariawallichii
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B3 FEREMREEEE ENC-plot 5347
Fig.3 [ENC-plot analysis of the chloroplast genome of Puerari-
awallichii

%4 ENC LLESRES
Table 4 Distribution of ENC frequency ratio

o AP b s
Class boundary .Class Frequency Frequency
midvalue number

=0. 150~ -0. 050 -0.1 2 0.038
-0.050~0. 050 0 25 0. 481
0.050~0. 150 0.1 20 0.385
0. 150~0. 250 0.2 4 0.077
0.250~0. 350 0.3 1 0.019
41T Total — 52 1

2.3 BRAEBFHE %W ENC HfEmH S R
(yef3 clpP \yef2 apl2 1pod) T ENC {ELIRARAY 5 A3 (rpll6
aptF \petD | psbA \1ps12) 334 Ay vy IRk X ik 41, 57 e {1
FORFEHE (£ 5) TS5 ARSCU, RSCU>1 i 4 i
T, ARSCU=0. 08 {18 TRy i L U 7 7, e %
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Table 5 Optimal codon analysis in the chloroplast genome of Haymondia wallihii
RSCU RSCU
ZIEMR T mEEN RERHEN p\pecy || AR WIT  EREE RFREN ARSCU
Amino acid Codon Highly expressed Lowly expressed Amino acid Codon  Highly expressed Lowly expressed
genes genes genes genes
Phe uuu 1.04 1.00 0.04 Ala GCU 1.52 2.11 -0.59
uuc 0.96 1.00 -0.04 GCC 0.73 0.63 0.10
Leu UUA 1.32 2.37 -1.05 GCA™ 1.26 0.84 0.42
uuG* 1.37 1.25 0.12 GCG 0.49 0.42 0.07
cuu” 1.49 1.19 0.30 Tyr UAU" 1.54 1.38 0.16
cuc 0.48 0.26 0.22 UAC 0.46 0.62 -0.16
CUA 0.81 0.92 -0.11 His CAU™ 1.50 1.41 0.09
CUG 0.53 0 0.53 CAC 0.50 0.59 -0.09
lle AUU 1.31 1.58 -0.27 Gln CAA 1.30 1.45 -0.15
AUC 0.71 0.59 0.12 CAG 0.70 0.55 0.15
AUA 0.99 0.83 0.16 Asn AAU 1.50 1.45 0.05
Val GUU 1.41 1.41 0 AAC 0.50 0.55 -0.05
GUC 0.59 0.29 0.30 Lys AAA 1.26 1.62 -0.36
GUA 1.44 1.88 -0.44 AAG 0.74 0.38 0.36
GUG 0.56 0.41 0.15 Asp GAU 1.65 1.73 -0.08
Ser ucu 1.51 2.31 -0.80 GAC 0.35 0.27 0.08
ucc™ 1.13 0.92 0.21 Glu GAA 1.32 1.48 -0.16
UCA™ 1.26 0.58 0.68 GAG 0.68 0.52 0.16
ucG 0.64 0.12 0.52 Cys uGU 1.35 1.75 -0.40
AGU 1.19 1.73 -0.54 UGC 0.65 0.25 0.40
AGC 0.26 0.35 -0.09 Arg CGU 0.90 2.29 -1.39
Pro CCU 1.50 1.49 0.01 CGC 0.38 0.35 0.03
CcC 0.76 1.18 -0.42 CGA 1.22 1.24 -0.02
CCA™ 1.29 1.02 0.27 CGG 0. 68 0.18 0.50
CCG 0.45 0.31 0.14 AGA™ 2.04 1.59 0.45
Thr ACU 1.38 1.75 -0.37 AGG 0.79 0.35 0.44
ACC 0.77 1.02 -0.25 Gly GGU 1.06 1.54 -0.48
ACA™ 1.21 1.02 0.19 GGC 0.59 0.58 0.01
ACG 0. 64 0.22 0.42

U Fon T T
Note: * indicated the optimal codons

3 itie
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2 S b P R R ZEL T A s T L A SR [ S A7
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T X AR A g 2 -l PSR AT, e 3 DR A g B A 2
FIRRE R Mk, xR L PR2 23 & P P4 ]
ENC—pltot S5 52 M 2005/ 58 25 A5 D def- 1k 4 DR B 004 7 1 40
3L IPID £ S d i o L
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