RatinSHR

Food Research And Development

YIR

20194F 8 H
5 40 5 16 14

165——

DOI:10.12161/j.issn.1005-6521.2019.16.029

H RIS FLA Al 2 AR VO

=, EEE, DEEL RIFR KIRE, B, BB
CLOBE SRR B B Bk R 22 B SRV IAL G0 A B i iF o BT, 9L FE0H 441053 ;2. Rt A 2Lk
IR e 1L Bk 445000)

W OB DBILABR AR, AR T A E B IR @ 5k (polymerase chain reaction—denaturing gradient gel electrophoresis,
PCR-DGGE)# R 5 Miseq i & M A3 RAALE 669 F BT B AR N2 1 % AR B BEA) A 45 48 2635 30 04 7 ik 2t 5L
BRRARATYIB LS 5T BRI T BILF 24 WA TN 1 (Proteobacteria, 80.45 %) , - LM AT 1 & R
AT By HH R BEAT A A e TR B Ao IR e m 1 A B m 1A % Fl Bt i it PCR-DGGE Ao 4635 7 X I 5L %
T T ARILBR A, H P 2 Ak B B BT (Pediococcus pentosaceus ), 1 #k 1 SLBE | 31 (Pediococcus acidilactici) ,4
A B IRTA (Enterococcus faecium), WM % f 5L P 845 F G AW TR, B &R MIKEA (Enterococcus
faecium) AW HFLERTA .

SSBIF 5L T BB R b vk Miseq g M 5 a1 S AN SLER A

Evaluation of Bacterial Diversity in Natural Fermented Sufu
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Abstract: The bacterial diversity of sufu in Enshi was analyzed and evaluated by polymerase chain reaction and
denaturing gradient gel electrophoresis (PCR-DGGE ) technologies and Miseq high throughput sequencing. The
results showed that Proteobacteria( 80.45 % ) was main microbial in sufu and the dominant bacteria generas were
Pseudomonas , Acinetobacter, Sphingobacterium, Buttiauxella and Herbaspirillum. Furthermore, by using of
PCR-DGGE and pure culture methods turned out that there were 7 strains of Lactic acid bacteria were isolated

from sufo and 2 strains were Pediococcus pentosaceus , one strain was Pediococcus acidilactici and 4 strains
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were Enterococcus faecium. It showed that an abundant microbial resource in sufu, and Enterococcus faecium

was the dominant lactic acid bacteria.

Key words: sufu;polymerase chain reaction—denaturing gradient gel electrophoresis (PCR-DGGE); Miseq

high throughput sequencing; bacterial diversity; lactic acid bacteria
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JEFL, AR ZIE L, & — M E AL SE I K ok
i, R R RO AR ) e AR I T
D5 AT JE LRI 43 S 20 v BB 7L o T B I 5L
KWLM AR KSR TEIRFL A SR R e ferb,
THRIVERREL AN TR R AR, B2 5 I RUE
YRR EF 6 20 AT I L AT IR KR . AR
PR EFUD I E IR AL AT T RIESE, P AR K
S AEPZE AR R B AL R B 1 BB IR B —
(0B R (Mucor flavus ) , [R) I W6 R 55 975 45 BH A SR8 &
TG FL b 73 B SR 5 (Mucor racemosus ) M G E
% (Mucor roxianus ) , & JF 45 57E 5 75 1 32 43 15 1
TEIAFTE (Lactobacillus plantarum ) FIRE/INET 5715 , 9%
MO T X E U D 2RI o

AP AR B LUK (polymerase chain reaction—de—
naturing gradient gel electrophoresis, PCR-DGGE) AR
Je— M R] LR A i A v 4l H Sast AL Z2 REPE AT
ST RER, ) I HAT 858 M ARG 25 2R AT
AR S Bl SO0 ™, i 4 2 39S 7 )
FIWA RS , lumina Miseq =38 0 57 2 A 0T L
O e PRI 21 J2 T X A ity v ) AR ) AR A T 4T
B H B AT PPN TRl el 1AL Se i A= W T B
FEI I AR AEB, |Z N TOTTE I e |
ST I B AS U855 T

A LSt X A AR R B IE Lo EFE X 4, A
il PCR-DGGE 454 NMlumina Miseq #2538 B H A K
G55 1T BOM I FL b A0 TR M R s 2 S 22 R
Frfgeb , [R) R AR GE e o 7 i o s 4 e I 5L
MFLIR T o A ASBIET BT R, PT AR R I F L Ak A
77 R OR LR TR B b AT A — A B B S Fr

1 #Rl5HE*
1.1 MRS
e AR S A E AN

SR IR e (i) LR (el 2
Jie VU TR (G Hrat ) DS T B (43 AT 4l ) Y SORCPN 475 e
Jie (bl ) 2 BT H kR (b al) (oA sl i
Fi i (A3 Hral) DU H 3L 2 — (40 al) L L BE (Al
UKEETR (S Hrat) B (o Fral) GEIR AR (43 P4t ) V&
AL (A HTal) MRS & Bk 953k« [ 254 Ak 2
A BR 2 7] 5 D5625-01 DNA $#EBUAF] & .DNA mark—
er PCR BTt & AUt RHEC R A R R A R
/N ] 52xPCR mix: pg 5L MEREAE R AT BRA A
rTaq .ANTP mix ,pMD18-T vector: K i% F A Y AR FH R
] IEm G149 338F (A 7 MZ AR FRZS barcodes )
FUB 1514 806R \PCR 5 |-G BOFIINT : I K —
AR R
1.2 5%

VeritiTM 96-well thermal cycler PCR 1% .NanoDrop
2000/2000¢ : Z& [E Thermo Fisher 22 &) ; DCodeTM System:
%[H Bio Red A ; DYY-12 HLIKAXL : L HIAR—ALES 5
Miseq PE300 =l 5 P 6 26 [ Hlumina 23 7
R920 MUK 55 %% : 52 [F DELL 24 ] ; CTISRE ¥4 25
OHL: HZ HITACHI 23 ] 5 Bio—5000 plus $1H#4% : -7
R A BRZA ] s Whitley DG250 JR& T ARG : 9
DWS ¥l .

1.3 Rk
13,1 Ffah 2 PR A PR RS A

K PR 6 7 VR AR B ZURE i rh i 22 S R A,
0.8 YT AEEE MC A T FRLRASHIN , Y0 52 45 i 2 S PR A
DNA ¥,

132 PCR-DGGE

W 2 B A1 DNA W R 48 R — B0 AR AR 40
A 16S TRNA V3 X3 EEH Bt PCR 97850 SR 25 pl
A Z 4T PCR 744 : 10xPCR Buffer (5 Mg>)2.5 pL,
dNTP 2 pL, L FHF51 4% 0.5 ul,1Taq 0.5 wL, AR
1 pl, KE#Baik# e = 25 pL. Ho LiFs19h
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ALL-GC-V3F (5’ -CGCCCGGGGCGLGCCCCGGGLG
GCCCGGGGGCACCGGGGGCCTACGGGAGGCAGCAG-
3’), Fi#E5I% R ALL-V3R (5’ -ATTACCGCGGCT-
GCTGG-3). P A7 :95 °C 4 min,95 °C 30 5,55 C
305,72 °C 30 5,30 MMEFR, 72 °C 10 min, §HELE R,
PCR #3471 FH 2 %ol By B W 6 1 FEL K ASHI .

KH 8 % RNIEIENE (PIISIERE = H SOB I
WEfe=38.93 : 1.07, Jistll). ZEPEJEEA 35 %~52 %
(100 %75 : FRE 42 ¢, 258 F W BEHE 40 mL) A&
WEHAT 3T o MEEERS B TN 60 °CHY 0.5 x TAE H
VK, TR LSRR 10 L, JEHUE 120 V, £
22 80 min J7 , MR 80 V, HF4E 13 ho HITKAS S 2R
SRR VA L 0, i TR (S0 FL K PR R A T B84
A VKEHA IV, BT 50 wL T8
FE K 4 CREE R . A GC Iemgly
(ALL-V3F #l ALL-V3R) # [nDi e Heift 17 PCR 974,
1R R K AAE R DGGE 973 . T 1577 & i ik
PCR 74, 31 5 8044 (PMD18-T) i 12 5 #: AL 3 %52 745
YA R T v RS R Ok Bk S A I o
BioEdit 2K R BR AT 515 7E NCBI Hk A [ Y P
X
1.3.4 FESAIE 16S rRNA PCR 474 & Miseq i i &
g

Z:7% TR REIL TR I 16S rRNA PCR
P14 S Miseq =l #5077 o SR A 20 pL #7755
PCR ZZ P 4 WL, dNTP mix 2 pL, Fi#5 14 338F(5° -
ACTCCTACGGGAGGCAGCA-3" )FI T ii#5 14 806R(5’
~GGACTACHVGGGTWTCTAAT-3" )4 0.8 wlL,1Taq i
0.4 L, it 10 ng, KEBAIKANIEZE 20 pL, P15
144 :95 CHAE 3 min, 95 CZE1E 305,55 “CiR 2k 30,
72 CHEAH 45 s, FLiE4T 30 AMEH, 72 CLEMH 10 min,
P HEEE AR 1.0 DB AL HL TR PCR 4736
W, B E AT R
1.3.5  JPHIPHE KT 46l

Z: JT PV RIBR PR S TR TR A G
¥ ¥ 51 \barcode 51 Fl5 |9 7 40 i) a1, B8 7
GIHEATHRHE . RIS ] PyNAST B0 BT 1) 750 %
3%, K UCLUST S5 AL BE >97 %7 51140 43 R —
N EAE FIC (operational taxonomic units, OTU ), AT i7E
A7)0 5 28 AR & 1400, % S L A E 20
PEIEATARAT
1.3.6 A PALBRE M B S5

JE LA it e LR TR P 20 B R RS LU R LR A 7
A FEFR BRI TR MRS AR (5 15%

CaCO;) I, BT 37 CIREAHEFR 48 h, Pkt BA A [A)RHIE
LB R PG A A Rk alifh . il BRI T
s YR o AL SRR SR A . S5 SCHik[ 18]
PEELAS TR DNA, If-Z BRK IDe i 05 i 38 O E
514 27F(5’~AGAGTTTGATCCTGGCTCAG-3" ) Fll
514 1495R (5 ~CTACGGCTACCTTGTTACGA-3")
BT PCR 4 HEFIIY o DU P48 R4 Te] 1.3.3,
1.4 Bkt

i3 Origin 8.5 #FXT DGGE 3 RFE 2577 ¥ 51
BEATGETE, (R BSTAE f 4) E ot 2 S A e g Bl ith 2k
(shannon diversity index curve) FVER . R4 &K BHH
BioEdit # {1 MEGA 5.0 KR 3L[RI2: il . f#i 1] Office
2016 2 SF-HIAHNT & >5 % @K SF-HEE . Venn [
FH 75 28 22 8] I BT Chttp : //bioinfogp.cnb.csic.es/tools/ven—
ny/index.html) #4725 . AR & #>1.5 % #%.0 OTU
& 1 Matlab 2010b 2341,

2 ZER5H
2.1 JEFLPANE DGGE B M43t

ARHIFGE 1 2 Ao FH 28 e A O M P ik AR K A
16S rRNA V3 XIS s ARG Tirse, aniEl 1 s .

FRO1 FRO2

g |

FRO1,FRO2: JEFLFE 2R 5 1~6: DGGE JIE I 454 4
1 /B3 4E PCR-DGGE Eif
Fig.1 PCR-DGGE analysis of bacteria in sufu

F P 1 AT R R A R 6 4 A i A [ i
5 1.2.4.5 16 & MARE S AL 4l ULBHOR TR
JE FURE i FR A — S A s AR, P 4 1 B
56 ELARAE T WA S v B0BH L A5 BT 6] Nz 1) 248 R A
JEFLT KRR EEVER . (HA— IR R AR
NI, 45 2 FIZ&HE 5 78 FROL has JE sy, 4501 6 1
FRO2 Wi m, RUEMEMI £ & EAEER.
A& 3 AUFAAE FRO2 FEah b, BB [R] I ZLAE A
B AR R, 255 2 1 TP 3 o
Mr S5 RA0E 1 FR.
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R 1 EI4AE DGGE L3t R
Table 1 Blast results of bacteria DGGE in sufu

RG> IR HARLE BT
1 Lactobacillus plantarum 100 MH544641.1
2 Lactobacillus plantarum 100 MHS544641.1
3 Halobacillus karajiensts 100 AJ486874.2
4 Acinetobacter oryzae 100 MHO071139.1
5 Pseudomonas fluorescens 99 1.5483372.1
6 Tetragenococcus halophilus 99 NR115655.1

HIZE 1 AR, 2% 2540 P 91 5 8080 7 b 168 rRNA
FeR B HAT B AR . b 284 1R 2 S5zl
FF#& (Lactobacillus plantarum ) , 5547 3 A WEER ZE AT TR
J& 4015 (Halobacillus karajiensis ) , 5545 4 AT # &
AN (A cinetobacter oryzae ), £ 5 MU CIR AN
(Pseudomonas fluorescens), %47 6 2 g £k PUIK 3R 14
(Tetragenococcus halophilus ). B A1, JBEZURE & FH i

YR 2R, T H SRR T IR E (Lacto-
bacillus ) W ¥ W) FLIT 1 (Lactobacillus plantarum) 7 1
PN o FRFEE2F ] PCR-DGGE HARN 4 FlOR[R] gk
JEEFL B A TR AR PR T T AIESE S5 R Kk R FLRR T
& IR E (Micrococcus luteus ) FIBR A FR # ( Ente—
rococcus Faecium ) TE45 )8 FURE S T Y7 AE , i — 2D &%
FLERFT B (Lactobacillus ) R LHANTE o BRI
FHFFE 168 rRINA JE X SC%8 9 7573 X 526 5 it itk A 7 4
5%, &5 Wk B Wg DO BX BR B (Tetragenococcus
halophilus VAN, IR A S A T (A cinetobacter
bayly)  WHAGIM BN FFAE TR b ERANEPHES T
JEFLH B A ELFTF I (Lactobacillus plantarum )l
T ZLFF R (Lactobacillus casei ) 55 FLRR B o X 5 k4%
W2

AT — 204 4 2 P 91 5 5 T vk e 97
TR T W IR, 452118 2 FR .

100) :
2
Lactobacillus plantarum JCM12533

16

99! Tetragenococcus halophilus JCM5888
13

99! Halobacillus karajiensis DSM14948
9914

99

| Acinetobacter oryzae BZ3(T )

90" Pseudomonas fluorescens NCTC10038

0.5

2 BIHHEEREREN

Fig.2 Phylogenetic tree of bacteria in sufu

HIP 2 AT, RGER BRI 2 K3, Horp s
W1 M2 5 Lactobacillus plantarum Boh—2, X6
5 Tetragenococcus halophilus % —25, %443 5
Halobacillus karajiensis ¥ N—33%, M&5H7 4 M5
REA A3 b H 25447 4 Bl Acinetobacter oryzae
BR—I, K S Pseudomonas fluorescens BHh—
Jeo MR, ANRUE FURE S A0 AL A 1 —
TE R ZESIE
22 FPHNFEEE R

i3 Miseq w8 H P07 R 3, P RE 2k A
78 412 S5 U EE 16S rRNA JF 41 o AR5 R I F 45
UCLUST 57543 3124 100 %1 97 %ol AR{LLEE BE1 55 57
R IFHESE OTU, # SEReE 100 %AHRLE E TP 51 X
Jri3% 33 254 2655, MR 97 %R HEST OTU &
SPIERHE] 2317 4> OTU, P35 FE A 1158 4> OTU
A I 5 36 219 257N, FRO2 A i B i

KA R F 5 B R B 4 2 sy, 3L Chao 1
F8ECH 611, Shannon 85K 5.64. #E—20- i b it
LN A AR B Ze N A it 7 A 1 Bl R H g
ST T S YR BT, AR IR 3 R

H P 3A AT, BEAE I Py d AN DB A S0, 254 i
KRB OTU (g BE = 3% , it & 3B 7T, 24751
k] 10 000 450, AL R ZHPEZ AL T
PRALRAS , i AT B A DU 7 7 9 B B i, A8 2
AF A A R B L, (HH AR R A,
A DL i rh e R 2 BRI A E R . B TAS B
FEHVERNE 7 A 1 e 91 O T LUK RE b 4 T B
AW ZREPER I TRl AT LA 2 J5 24 15 8
I3 K o
2.3 TR 432 7 LA ot Ao A T TR R R X
v

WAABITERIFFHISEE T 14 457,24 D, 53 4>
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Fig.3 Rarefaction curve and Shannon diversity index curve

H,84 B, 145 Mg, Hdh A 5.3 % ¥ I A RES E
FNJ@AKV o BHFFE R B FURE S PP AT 5 1> 1 %1
PET T HASIE AT (Proteobacteria) . L& 7] (Bac—
teroidetes ) AITEEERE ] (Firmicutes), H& 510
80.45 % .10.7 %H1 6.81 % [FIITE 2 DFES P JE T
EJE R 1T (Proteobacteria) 4 4t & AH XT 1% 5t 43l 4

FRO1

77.29 %F1 83.61 %, > J& THUFF 5 1] ( Bacteroidetes ) [
AN FIXT SN 17.19 %F1 4.22 %, 135 & T-REBE B ]
(Firmicutes ) I ZH B AH X V24 5 5 3.76 %F1 9.87 %.,
HC AT RN, TR TR B HE G T I E A 25 57
ARG — 25X RS AR B Y L T b, aniEl 4
FiR o

FRO2

4 BIHRBAERFHENSELRIN

Fig.4 Comparative analysis the dominant bacterial genera with average relative abundance in sufu

HT T 4 AT, JE SR b R 5 55 % 40
R LG LR AT R (Pseudomonas ) . AN B 15 &
(Acinetobacter) ¥ Z AT 1 J& (Sphingobacterium ) Al
I IR & 8 (Buttiauxella ) F1 55 W2 5 & (Herbaspirillum) s
HOP MR S0 33 % .10.56 % .8.82 %.6.57 %
H16.32 %, SR A IRAE 2 Mt o AT & 1
FETEAR R 22 57, Horh S AT 11 & ( Pseudomonas ) AR XT
TR 22.56 %1 43.46 %, [ ISR B AT R S
(Acinetobacter ) I HIXS 75 173 514 18.68 % Fl1 2.43 %,
B 2 B AT 1R & (Sphingobacterium ) AR X 55 8 43 1 4

16.77 %#11 0.88 % ,iX5 PCR-DGGE %4 F:AH—2, X1V
HRPHI AT 168 xDNA i 77 9 77 12 X0 B 7L 8 A= 0 %2
FEVEEA TS 0T AR AR IE T 1 (Proteobacteria) |
B BE 11 (Firmicutes ) JZ 5 1] (A ctinobacteria) F14Y
FFBAT 1(Bacteroidetes ) A J& FUFE it i U LS4 AT T, 3
— 53 BT K IR DI BR T & ( Tetragenococcus ) 3k HL i
W& (Halanaerobium ) .Rummeliibacillus J& FTFLER T H
J& (Lactobacillus ) A BT 1 J& (Acinetobacter ) Fl { H.
Jl & ( Pseudomonas ) Y54 JE ZLICRE & A DL 38 e | X
HAH B —E
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ARIGIE— ST T OTU 76 W FF il A B
B, i s fr

FRO1 FRO2

14444~ OTU \
(2183 Z&J751)  (f0 802 /751

5 EF OTU 7KK Venn
Fig.5 Venn diagram based on OTU level

HI 1 5 W, AE PN FLAE S R R B 1 IR OTU
BTN 1144 SF1 14324, 4351k OTU BB
43.8 %M1 54.9 %, JFHVEST A 2 183 J5H1 5 426 2%
[ A%.0 OTU 3545 34 4>, 5 OTU SE 1.3 %,
70 802 5574 o i —2 BT R IAT 9 A0 OTU AH
X EE>1.5 %, A5 0 E 6 s

H & 6 A %0,0TU874 F1 OTU1711 SR J& T e AT
# )& (Pseudomonas ) ,0TU1671 F1 OTU894 3 J& T A5
)& (Acinetobacter) ,0TUS77 K )@ TV B @ (Ser—
ratia) ,OTU1973 3§ J& T % % .} 18 J& (Brevundi-
monas ) ,0TU1907 3§ J& T 5 12 5 J& (Herbaspirillum ),
OTU635 SR J& T ZBAT W )E  (Sphingobacterium) , T

OTU 874
OTU 1711
OTU 1671
OTU 894
OTU 346
OTU 577
OTU 1973
OTU 1907

OTU 635
FRO1

5.0

} Pseudomonas 4.5

=f 140

}Acinetobacter ‘}\Q 35

EL_ 3.0

unidentifited THEH2.5
4o

Serrati =>4 2.0

15

Brevundimonas
.. 1 .O
Herbaspirillum 05

Sphingobacterium 0.0

FRO2

6 HEXMTEE>1S5 %I OTU A E

Fig.6 Heat map of the relative abundance more than 1.5 % of cores OTUs

OTU346 KX ELE B K, HEKEALE Enterobacteri—

aceae ., [ HIE 6 Al A& P, 0TU874 .0TU635 F1 O-
TU1671 7€ FRO1 & &8, FLAHXS & & 40 518
16.89 % .16.73 % Fl 11.32 %, [& i OTU874 1 O-
TU1907 7 FRO2 & & 85y, HAH X & 55 53 31

28.56 %1 11.85 %.,

24 JEFPILRE T B E SRR RGKE T
W AE G UE YRGS B4 A 16S DNA T 7

BT ZURE S P A FURR DA A T 0 B 5 4 LS e

SRR EN R G R B WINE 7 PR,

64r FRO1-2
_MEPediococcus pentosaceus DSM 20336T
FRO1-1

FRO1-4

59%Pediococcus acidilactici DSM 20284

[Entemcaccus faecium DSM 20477

0.01

FRO2-3
100
57§ FR02-2
s FRO1-3

87—FR0O1-5

B7 BIPIABRERZLEN
Fig.7 Phylogenetic tree of Lactobacillus in sufu

FPEL 7m0 £ B FLRE s S B 7 RRFLIRA
Horr 2 Bk Ak R BRE  (Pediococcus pentosaceus ), 1
RN FLIR B BR 1 (Pediococcus acidilactici) ,4 ¥k M B
BRI (Enterococcus faecium ). H I AL, B ZL A FLER

FIERA ZHEE,

3 g

A PCR-DGGE $ AR Fl Hllumina Miseq 55 —
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SE ik
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