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Abstract : Intestine microbiome are considered as symbionts of animal bodies and play an important role in nutrient
metabolism and immune regulation. Pomacea maculata is an invasive species that has caused serious damage to aquatic
crop production and ecosystem functioning. In this study, high-throughput sequencing was used to analyze the intestinal
microbial diversity ,community structure and function of 11 female and male P. maculata. At the phylum level , Proteobac-
teria (43.52% ) and Tenericutes( 13.82% ) were the dominant bacteria in the intestinal content microbiome of P. maculata.
At the genus level ,the dominant bacteria were Aeromonas( 15.66% ) and Mycoplasma(7.26% ). No significant difference
in intestinal microbial diversity and microbial community structure was found between male and female group(P>0.05).
Some beneficial bacteria and potential pathogenic bacteria were found in the intestinal content microbiome of
P. maculata. PICRUSt analysis was used to predict the intestinal microbiome functions of P. maculata,and 24 metabolic
functions were predicted. The amino acid transport and metabolism, general function prediction only, transcription, cell
wall/membrane/envelope biogenesis,energy production and conversion accounted for a large proportion.
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A28 (Pomacea ) 3 J& T 18 & 44 ( Gastropoda ) Fr 1 /& H ( Caeogastropoda ) FIZEE} ( Ampullariidae ) ,
ST T R G YN S 3 ] s 3l ) R AR K AR A A R 1 22 i 3k 7K 7 B2 oy FOUL B K 6 B2 2 %
BABRZELRETMERT 10 ZHEFEN . NG I ( Pomacea canaliculata ) FNBHE 25 AR 7512 ( P. maculata)
JEAR A R R L AR AR SR G A R L B AR A R R R e, LA A I T S S i R
X PREEIE I RE 158 , AT L%, OF B S ASHIIR 25 A A s 6] VB, B AS MR A A XK AR AR TS
AT BT IR L AN, BE AR AR R AR A Y B, T B KRS S S R B AR A T EY, 4
ARl A= 73 LB R GRS 7 MR A3 A AE AT O AR b X 7E SR IE B g |k ) R I A &
NI W 5% B 3 R B 24 A R A o0 A ) e e I DG U] T S R A A

Wi AR B b SE FIE T BRI R R, — T E £ A B A KA RO
e g T TR P A A R A 5 53— T T TR R A A = A B RIRE G35 3% 0 o T A W S T 4% o AR
F A PR G 3 s T AR A B R B R R R R G MAGEZ IR A, B
A A ST 5 3 A 3 R R 52 M 0 DR 3R L. P R4 R 5K 4 ( Bombyxe mord ) J i iU W M AL I 2
bR Z R I R R, Ma %51 & BRI K 668 33034 €01 ( Periophthalmus magnuspinnatus ) [ 18 13 A4 40 22 #E 1
82 v T A

DU B BE S A W 85 37 7 AR T 16S rRNA 38 D] A 28 P A 58 B8 fie Hi 9k 52 R ( DGGE) ALK
Ui BRI 1 BE AT AR (T-RFLP ) 45 il i b A5 i oo B R ENAED F F DGGE 2 RBIF5E/INE 1R
FFUR A0 i TE A R ARV, 25 R SR W], ME i/ NVE AR IR T I N A R AL SOE W 2 R, L 22 Rl
TR RS AR GE B A 0 S 5 RN 53 B D7 v, 5 T v 30 i D 7 A AR X M 8 Tl 2 W R AT I 9 B TR L= R
o T S MR R S B RS RS R B R T RE M T R © 2 M
BRI i s

R/ IV i 7 R T P P B 9 L S B — 2 (A 1100 (R i A 7 MR P T B 1) R 9 A G
B2 . ARG HE T i I P B AR BB SR IR R 9 A P B SR TR LG AT AR AT, R A —
SEAT 55 P TS TE B I LA LS ARG A TE AR P, JF T PICRUSE 23 B %) H: g 18 TR 2 RE A7 TN
2P BE AR AR T AR W) B D RE A Bl T A S T 0 %) £ BT TR SR i MR B )
FRAE.

1 AR5k

1.1 SEIe#F#Y

HF AL B S AR A7 IR T 2017 4F 8 J 2R A 5 PR 22 B AP REUK R M 1. B BUAT 33 mm~39 mm A2 45  BE
SRR 11 H AR 6 H MEPEAMA 5 KL FHJCTE A B K PR BE AR R IR 5T L2, H 75%
OB AR A SRR A SR T A TS 5, 76 JC PR AE A5 10 R ffn] , 00 25 il 38 ( Coiled gut) 5457 1 i i
AP TC R AT R ™ -80 °CRBARIELVKAS T ARAF. B 504 A7 SRR/ IS A A7 IBE A2 T A A B, 25
Ty KRR FH R AR 1) T A5 4 A5 R A T IR A8 4 o T R T2 0 % FH T A IR 5 AR AN hy BRE A
FFIZ.
1.2 DNA #iiR ¥ &R ilF

KH E.ZN.A.® soil il GBS R AR 1E NS S DNA. i 1138 FH5 14 338F (5'-ACTCCTACGG-
GAGGCAGCAG-3") ,806R ( 5'-GGACTACHVGGGTWTCTAAT-3") " 4 168 rRNA F£[K V3 -4 X' F|H
Nlumina Miseq PE300 -5 #5417 BE S48 A I E U9 16S tRNA Sl 0y, 07 i b SE 75 AR W e 25 R4
A BRI SE L.
1.3 #HESH

JE U B 2 43 53 Fastp 200 (RRAS 0.19.6) A1 FLASH #4 (BUAS 1.2.11) #E47 Bids Mt (1]
USEARCH ( JRAS 7.0) ¥4 751 R 25 M4 73 25 59T ( Operational taxonomic unit, OTU) , P B K 97%. R
iR 1 S N SR R AR A T~ Ab 2. ARYE OTU BB fH H] Mothur R4F (WA 1.30.1) 4
WARETLHIZE. I SILVA () SSU rRNA %04 5 (AR 132) HeXd 81 3 0E 4740 F i3 B¢, #1 ] RDP ( Ribosomal
Database Project) (RRAS 2.11) B A0 F M 791 I 04770210
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7E OTU 7KFH T Mothur £ (BUA 1.30.1) BEAT o ZHEMESIHT, Hot Chao 4541 Ace $8%01 Shannon
FEEGH A, Simpson F8EGE/IN, LIRS A B E & . 3T 5 B AE T JB KT Rl AT
Mo BT, B2 T Bray-Curtis 55 58005 V8 IR /K P B AR X 32 B HiF 35 110 11 J 22 il B 7 P e £ A
UniFrac 82 FHIAY UniFrac 10 2B S REA AT L. @ i 3R B 248 ] E 53081 ( Nonmetric multidimen-
sional scaling, NMDS) #E47 ] #AL Fe 3k | I1-45 G AU 70 T ( Analysis of similarities, Anosim ) 2 FI| Wy #ff | i 55t
SRR 1B RS R BATAE 22 5. R Wilcoxon Bk AR ( Wilcoxon rank-sum test) FuAE 43 BT P
S HEVERE AR A IR Alpha 22 FE V45 BORTTRUIN 2 RE R /NG 22 57 35 M, P<0.05 R 22 5 B 2. FIH]
PICRUSt( ( Phylogenetic Investigation of Communities by Reconstruction of Unobserved States) ) % {4 F& F
EggNOG %4 % (hitp : // eggnog.embl. de/ ) T BE 5 45 75 02 7 2 Wy sh TS

2 gkt

21 MFERE

L1 ARSI T 2ead w0 A 08 0, 3K A5 424 259 A 507 8. A4 R854 3 319 4~ OTU, Hirp
WEREPIZH AT OTU N4CH 2480, (7 M BE 2 AR A7 R AL OTU 205 19 89.11% , o MM B o5 4 77 B8R L OTU %k
1) 82.23%  METEALREA ) OTU £ H 2 303 /4>, HEMEALFREAT 1Y OTU 20 H Hy 536 A~ A ke OTU (78 55
RAE 98.6% LA b, T B AR YR S0 0 3 B0 90 e A 1T L 4 1 g 132 45 REAS TP 2 B B 4 A B R . 1L AR S AR
2t T2 (E 1) RBARYM AT DACEAEA th B S A 24 A% .
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Fig. 1 The rarefaction curves of each sample of Pomacea maculata

22 Mo SHEEMEEEHSN

R B 55 A AR Chao 5% ACE $580F1 Shannon 3 5034 K T M B o5 48 A 02 ) I ELMEIE 5 5 08 5
B Simpson 50/ INTFHEPEBE 25 A0 77 05, 2 HH 14 B o504 7 WA A A8 B ) AR P R T I (ELJ T 3 AN A7
R EMZR(P>0.05) (£ 1).
F1 REESEGEREREE SRS

Table 1 Diversity indices of the Pomacea maculata gut bacterial community

Ace T8 Chao F5%k Shannon F8%% Simpson a5
W 1994.80+344.00 1987.30+361.11 4.57£0.75 0.06+0.04
g 1870.60+560.30 1856.80+547.72 4.38+1.17 0.08+0.07
P e 0.93 0.78 0.65 0.65

TE Bl DL CRIE AR IERR) FITE IR, P>0.05 FR 0B F V25,

HRYE DRSS AL, 11 AN b 2 A YRR I v o Jas & 77 U125 ok 38 N 171.92 AN44 255 4 H 449 1 FE,
902 ™ J@. BT 17K b B B A 45 A 43 B 45 2R s 5 AR 5 IR 00 i 18 TR R R A AR O AR IR TR T
( Proteobacteria) #XBEE [ ] ( Tenericutes ) FEBERE ] ( Firmicutes) , AHXFFT & FL 151435 A 43.52% . 13.82% Fll
13.13%. W Ab, B 4 77 08 38 1 RE b 32 8 R T 1% B9 A SUFF T 1] ( Bacteroidetes, 7.19%) | W 41 4 ]
( Cyanobacteria, 5.97%) . #2 ¥ [# '] ( Fusobacteria, 5.69% ) . £k %5 & "] ( Chloroflexi, 2. 07%) . il & &[]
( Actinobacteria,1.95%) .FRFT 1 '] ( Acidobacteria, 1.85% ) JEf A [T ( Verrucomicrobia, 1.30% ) \ V%5 B | ]
( Planctomycetes, 1.05%) (& 2).
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Fig.2 Relative abundance of gut microbiome taxa on phylum category in Pomacea maculata ( mean relative abundance>1%)
br. it o, FERT 0.5% ML AOWBEA 33 MR (R 2). XWEEEESMAEZILET]
( Proteobacteria) N, A — 28 4> 45 75 % BE & |1 ( Tenericutes ) . J& B2 5 ] ( Firmicutes ) . 4 T B [
( Bacteroidetes) ., # 4l # ] ( Cyanobacteria) A2 FT 1 | ] ( Fusobacteria ) .
F2 HEMNEEXT 0.5%(FIENFEZEG) EEFZRLER

Table 2 The core bacterial genera shared by all samples with relative abundance above 0.5%( sequence percentage of total sequence amount)

Phylum Family Genus Pmf-mean Pmf-sd Pmm-mean Pmm-sd
Proteobacteria Aeromonadaceae Aeromonas 18.16 10.00 13.58 13.08
Tenericutes Mycoplasmataceae Mycoplasma 3.66 7.46 10.25 9.67
Tenericutes Mycoplasmataceae norank 2.76 2.90 9.72 12.58
Fusobacteria Fusobacteriaceae Cetobacterium 8.00 8.44 3.77 4.48
Proteobacteria Azospirillaceae norank 1.69 1.30 6.28 11.90
Bacteroidetes Microscillaceae norank 4.50 2.58 1.86 1.65
Firmicutes Clostridiaceae Clostridium_sensu_stricto_1 3.85 1.05 2.18 1.22
Firmicutes Peptostreptococcaceae unclassified 3.60 4.77 0.96 0.44
Firmicutes Streptococcaceae Lactococcus 3.22 3.76 1.31 1.29
Cyanobacteria norank norank 2.16 1.03 1.83 1.38
Bacteroidetes Microscillaceae OLBI12 1.68 1.00 0.71 0.97
Firmicutes Clostridiaceae_1 Clostridium_sensu_stricto_19 0.86 1.58 1.49 2.72
Proteobacteria Acetobacteraceae Roseomonas 0.71 0.34 1.12 0.77
Proteobacteria unclassified unclassified 0.80 0.65 0.88 1.17
Proteobacteria Bdellovibrionaceae Bdellovibrio 1.07 0.65 0.50 0.57
Proteobacteria Beijerinckiaceae Methylocystis 0.20 0.10 1.33 1.55
Proteobacteria Steroidobacteraceae norank 0.40 0.32 0.95 0.86
Proteobacteria norank norank 0.53 0.48 0.82 1.02
Acidobacteria norank norank 0.55 0.41 0.73 0.95
Proteobacteria Rhodocyclaceae Uliginosibacterium 0.36 0.21 0.91 1.17
Firmicutes Bacillaceae Bacillus 0.91 1.52 0.35 0.39
Proteobacteria Rhodocyclaceae unclassified 0.47 0.30 0.73 0.72
Proteobacteria Rhodocyclaceae Denitratisoma 0.30 0.16 0.90 0.91
Cyanobacteria Phormidiaceae unclassified 0.63 0.36 0.50 0.46
Gemmatimonadetes | Gemmatimonadaceae norank 0.22 0.13 0.73 1.20
Planctomycetes norank norank 0.68 0.32 0.23 0.19
Acidobacteria norank norank 0.35 0.20 0.56 0.64
Proteobacteria Burkholderiaceae norank 0.22 0.12 0.64 0.74
Cyanobacteria Microcystaceae Microcystis_PCC-7914 0.21 0.08 0.64 1.08
Proteobacteria Chromobacteriaceae Crenobacter 0.30 0.23 0.54 0.71
Cyanobacteria Nodosilineaceae Nodosilinea_ PCC-7104 0.21 0.13 0.60 1.14
Firmicutes Peptostreptococcaceae Romboutsia 0.25 0.33 0.50 0.56
Cyanobacteria Nostocales_Incertae_Sedis Microseira_Carmichael-Alabama 0.52 0.50 0.06 0.05

TE : Pmf 1 P 5351 A MR B 4 75 R R TR R A AR R



R R 24 (A 2RBE# IR 5545 B 1 (2022 4F)

AWFE AN LI T I8 B AR 75 R i T8 TR v o AT sy LU A1, 7 At R A2 28 T B P L 2 A
. FELRWE I (Arion ater) 8 W RS E 1] 5 LY 88.15% , = Ji€ 4 1l B8 ( Planorbella trivolvis ) " =F & 15
54.88% ,7E B3 NEZ(Radix auricularia) FEJE IR 33.63% , TEIRIKIE ( Potamopyrgus antipodarum ) IR 7K Jii 4 12
( Biomphalaria pfeifferi) WA HERE 2270 /NE AR AFURNAE Hh 40 B8 RS S 2F FUFF B8 ( Bacillus subtilis) 3%l
PRI A — P R T M (2T A 2 e T A P RE A T b DL =2 — 0 AT A R BE A 1T 2k T A
PP SRR R O A5 PR AT A BRI L AR | LIS BB A5 AR A8 MR T AR SR 4. BSR4
TR TR TR 2 340 TR AE BRI | FEBE s AR A7 5 1 PN 25 mh ks 000 28 4 B 1D A, e D A A 7K A AR
SRR ABE SR AR I, 7EE 8 N IR P A R i A A Y R IR F R
HORUE . AE A K A= A=Wyt (6 ( Hypophthalmichihys molitrix ) F3E P EAE ( Dorosoma cepedianum) il B
TRt R BT B e A R AN TR T T AN B, AL S5 R e i e e DA o

TEJE K- SRR (Aeromonas ) 7R KR 77 W20 T8 T RF rh = B iy, LA E M XE A5 4R 77 8 s 1
AP BT s 5350 18.16% A 13.58 % ; H Uk O SCIAA & (Mycoplasma ) , 15 M HHEBE 1 AR 75 1R M 18 o 2
Prh ol i 3.66% A1 10.25% ; 54T I ( Cetobacterium ) 1EME HESE SR A7 B2 18 i 2 ) vh 30 o 7.80% A
3.77% (K 3).
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Aeromonas : S LT B ; Mycoplasma : 32 J5 A J& ; Mycoplasmataceae : 3 J5U/K R ; Cetobacterium ; #5 AT & J& ; Azospirillaceae ; Microscillaceae ;
Clostridium_sensu_stricto_1 ; Lactococcus : FLER I ; Peptostreptococcaceae s 1 L 6EBR Hi Bl ; Chloroplast ; Tyzzerella__3 ; Clostridium_sensu_sticto_19;
OLB12; Caulobacteraceae : /T B F} ; Roseomonas B LI 1 I
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Fig. 3 Top fifteen genus-level relative abundance of intestinal microbiota in Pomacea maculata
S MR (Aeromonas) A LT AR WL T | 1X A 58 5 BESUA 77 18 5 2K R Z ROk A A 1 &
Mg IR OC . AR P 2 A RN ICA T 3h ) 1 B B SRR (Rt 2 8O At sh A A 2SR YL i
AN, FEL A0 ) ( Haliotis diversicolor ) F1— Fi TR 1 W7 2 ( Rubyspira osteovora ) 7 8 W #F H 2 JR 4K J& 41
( Mycoplasma ) WA PEFTE 400 HE 0 3 F 41 0 P B8 B T ah i AL Bk 2 B IR 9. SR 8 4i i
( Mycoplasma ) HJ&—Fh & YRR R, 0T UYL AR 12 s Pnfh , IR 5] &5k | ik S 7r B0W i 1Y
RT3 A B R IR0 A BRI 75 25— 2D Y BIFIE. 5 TR ( Cetobacterium ) L J2 B i A 77 WR
I AR R 2 —. 5 R BMN 5 FR K 62500 i N B W) 53 B 15 57 Y Cetobacterium somerae 1%
PR = 4 R B12 ZEFRRE T T BT R B AT RN D RET S . AR A A5 I 3 P R B T PR
— 68 —
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J& ( Bdellovibrio ) (FEXT=F-BEA 0.76% ) , 3R T AT LUAG 8 A T Sl (4 P 80 Rl 158 sl 400 i 22 1], ]2 i A 400 o e
AR IA R FE A AR TR P AR R A K SR R AR B2 . A R, i
S PR Xt 470 288 18 T D S AR A P, o0 P 7K O ) S8 A, T SR oy i v
2.3 MESHEMHAEFEREREARESEST

FETARINAL Unikrac B 25 AR B 1 22 2 RUBE 3477 FURE I AR DL A 30 53 B 22 WD, EPE 5 P B0 A5 A
BRI B VR 2 22 AN B35 (R=-0.0187,P>0.05) (&1 4A) . HETANAL UniFrac B85 AE B i 2 4 R
I3 AT RRE Vs AFRL A 56 43 BT A, SR FX — 25 SR (R =10.0053, P>0.05) (51 4B).
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Fig.4 NMDS analysis of gut bacterial community based on OTU level
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Fig. 5 Heatmap analysis of intestinal flora
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2.4 IThEET

HMHEAEEARRY 16S rRNA Bdi 1T PICRUSE 2047 , PN BE A5 A% A7 R 3 B DI RE (1 6) . 7ERTA O AE
A SEFNAT 24 FhACH DR, b ZUE IR 04 3 Fi A (9.17%) BT i e Bl e e, U2 e 2 g T
(9%) f555e5(7.89% ) AMIEE/ [ (7.68% ) | RERE ™ H: ML (7.62%) 5% 5% (6.92% ) il A MBEE
(6.73% ) FoHLEGTHeiz A (6.72%) oKL S Wz A (6.68% ) WML IR KA (5.99%) |
BRI AR T 15 (4.67% ) iz G QS (4.49% ) IR s fa ARG (3.83% ) 4%, il
Wilcoxon FEAGIRATRRIAABIE Pl HERE SR AFIR 0 IE W A DI RE2E A B35 (P>0.05).

B HE B BN
B2 HEE TR e

W C: ek AR

B6 B B D = aimmh, Sess, femss

E: ZUtiisim Ay
F: Rk

B7 — W G: BoKLA DBkt
o N e

" ﬂ‘ﬁ)ﬁéﬁﬁ*ﬂﬁiﬁi \

B O R
WL 26 ZgmBeE

B3 HEE E B

O: BAVREIBM, BITEE, 4 THHA
B4 W P CHLE TSR
. - . W Q: BRI R E AL BRI

W R: SRR

~l W =i

. A EER . SRS
WV L

B o B W W SR AN
. Y. A%4hEf

oo [ | - 4
il N
1 1

0 0.1 O‘.2 03 04 0‘.5 06 07 08 09 1.0
AR
B1,B2,B6,B7,B10 {CRMEMEBE L A7 IRFE A B3, B4, B8, BY, B11, B12 {URMEMERE S AR AR IR FE A
Bl 6 BELTEFIEER IR
Fig. 6 Functional prediction of intestine microbiome of Pomacea maculata
PICRUSt 7347 U (41 QI D RE b 8 R 1) d i A QOB | RE B 7™ A A 45 L R B Kk A5 W0 3 i A4 B
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