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Abstract; The recent revision of the Fabaceae classification system merged the Mimosoideae into a broadly defined
Caesalpinioideae, but its reliability still requires independent validation across multiple genetic systems. To clarify the
chloroplast genome characteristics and phylogenetic position of Pterolobium punctatum, a representative species within
the Caesalpinioideae, the complete chloroplast genome of P. punctatum was assembled and annotated using Illumina
sequencing technology. This study analyzed codon usage bias and performed comparative genomics with 19 related
species. Furthermore, phylogenetic reconstruction and divergence time estimation were conducted by integrating genomic
data from representative species of Caesalpinioideae. The results were as follows: (1) The chloroplast genome of
P. punctatum was 159 063 bp in length, encoding 128 genes, and exhibited a typical circular quadripartite structure,
with significantly higher GC content in the inverted repeat (IR) regions (42.61%) than in the single-copy regions. (2)
Comparative genomic analysis revealed dynamic evolution at the IR/SC boundaries among P. punctatum and its close
relatives, and mono-nucleotide repeats dominated by A/T bases were the most frequent SSR type. (3) Analysis of codon
usage bias indicated that natural selection was the primary driving force, and we identified highly variable regions such
as yc¢fl as potential DNA barcodes. (4) Phylogenetic analysis strongly supported P. punctatum as a sister group to
Vachellia nilotica subsp. indica, providing critical chloroplast genomic validation for the new classification system of
Fabaceae; divergence time estimation suggested that the genus Pterolobium diverged during the Oligocene-Miocene
transition (approx. 24.09 million years ago). This study systematically elucidates the chloroplast genome characteristics
of P. punctatum and confirms its phylogenetic position, providing a significant scientific basis for understanding the
structural evolution of the chloroplast genome as well as for the conservation and utilization of Caesalpinioideae
resources.

Key words: Prerolobium punctatum, chloroplast genome, phylogeny, codon usage bias, sequence variation

LB} (Fabaceae ) 11 0§ T HE Y 5 = KA, 1Rl
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GURAL G 00 & 2 RO R ARG, A — A2l

WAESRG D SR EEA, AW AEST)
REFZ T, KWLk ES 2k Ral
Bhark 3 AR}, BPEEIE 48 2R} ( Papilionoideae ) |
& Z5 W B} ( Mimosoideae ) 1 = £ W #l
( Caesalpinioideae) ( Lin et al.,2014) , HH =52
SWEARHE R HE AR HE B 2229 4 600 FhFT 163 &,
Jr B = BE (B A5 2 4 1 R0 AR 2838 B 7 ( Doyle,
2016 ; Bruneau et al.,2024) . X1, BEH 77 T 25
DGR LG RIR R RIEZ B TR

] e 53 F &R 48 2 JE R, Manzanilla 1
Bruneau (2012) FETFAZIEN 5 FIAIRICH &G A
BEL, @SR TEG = 9
SRR b S — A i W3R 58 (Prerogyne) (U &
(Cassia) SR A IF 2 BE . WP IE R, & 2%
IR AR S R PR B T X — IR RN
R H A — AR R, S, URLRS K
H L 4E 4 ( Legume Phylogeny Working Group,
LPWG) T 2017 A IER I TR L, xR

HORTAE GO AR IE R R R & SR 2
e, oA R B — A4 57 B 25 7 43 32 ( mimosoid
clade) ( Azani et al.,2017) , 7EMLHHEZL T, & 2
FJ& ( Pterolobium ) $EIH AT~ X = LW ARHHY = 52K
¥ ( Caesalpinia group ) , B MM AF & 25 w8 = 52K
PP AR R R — . T — 2D
B &A1) 52 2% (1 TR J2 38 A OC 22 |, Zhao 55 (2021)
FI R RIS AZ B DRz S 2L 85 i 0 G R T T R 45
REHEE, LIRS R 4 AT A
RAEX—ZMER AT (HH TSN
SRS — A I FR B, 0 25 5 U e H
( Manzanilla & Bruneau,2012) , K itk 2= 82 258 N &
JRIAC R LRI AR, FE S TR & PP KT BKS 40
BRER b ANA TR 5 22 58 R 2 s 10 500 5 b

W2 R R 20 PR HC 235 4y D sy | A i AR v
ERE R RS TREFR MY R E R EE T
Az — TEMITEREHRELERRDRESE
HEZAEH (Moore et al. ;2010 ; Be87 5755 ,2020; Li X
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P et al.,2021), F¢HIELEGSRHEY T, i Sk 5
PRI 2H 2 B HE v 1) &8 A Bl 2, 00 56 O AR B A6 | Je
W] §4 (inverted repeat, IR) X ¥ 5K 55 i 45 UL K &
PRI 2R (A mpl22 infA ) X AL T OCHERY R &E
KEG T, A 5% 2 PR 4 7 P Ak i) 3 AR A
A (Zhang et al.,2026) , ITAFEK £ = 52 R
IR AL I H 2 e it — P fa s 1k
HEAE IR/SSC 141 5 B B A 0 B 25 J7 10 A7 1E Wk 35 22
S, B R HE AL Iy FR v R AR T A A i B TR A
A (Aecyo et al.,2021; Rather et al.,2025), #%
FERlE SRR T % 28, & 10 X FF, 0 A T 4Rk ek
o X, ZBTEIE A T B URE A8 SR R
T AN THAI RS EEE L2
] (4 5 B i PE2EHE (Hou et al.,1996) , SR M0, R
BB D 24T % Jm 1 R 21 2 vl i, 3
Je N S A O B8 T 0 2 PR, 4 B TR A AR
SR 29 T AT 2= S B 5T A 38 AL R Y
AN,

& IR ( Pterolobium punctatum ) 3% ;= F
ORI oM RN X, B AWAT A,
HAPR 1R SR A M AR 2 MG B AR R 2
HEM LTI (Ye et al.,2022) , AHIITELLEE
A SR e i O e S A AR B A 7 1 Tl
it ST G ) B AT LR R A A B T O
FRGERE 5, AR LAR [ R (1) 2 p% il nf
LR IE P 20 1 e 9 S5 M RRAIE B S I G R TE TR
NP AN AR S B AFTE ML S [m] 5 (2) i T -S4
BB, & RS 2 0y AP BRI &R
GRERR, 2B IFERH KRG (3) ik
o 722 S DX A S T ) ol M B VAR 4 TR IE
AR TESE SR by T B 2= SR 9 5 G AR B A
2R BT IR AR A R R A S S HE

1 AR

1.1 HEEEFRABNF  AEMNERF
AWFFELLE FERHT 6 it 7o S B A kL, HE)
FEAS R 22 9N 2238 Ko A2 W -5 ) 24 TR o e el il )
HERMEECP R ) #TIBRE S E, R
Magen Plant DNA $& a7 & 2 HUE DNA | JFFH
NanoDrop 2000 # il i 28 78 73 5 1% Bl
BEEE I f vk 4 I PE Al DNA el 52 sk, &
R/ DNA A i 296 B ou SR W BE 2 B A TR

8], 2T Tlumina NovaSeq 6000 - 5 #4701 1 3C
JFER BT 150 bp XK 3 U ¥ . F H GetOrganelle
v1.7.0 (Jin et al., 2020 ) FRAF X5 542 5 14 e Jo ik
P RCHIE T AT g A R DXL 2H Y DA Sk A e, O
Bandage v0.8.1( Wick et al.,2015) X 2 25 4= B ) 24
ARG HE AT AT AL ARG A o R LS5 M e e, ]
TR 1) GeSeq 7EZK T 5 (Tillich et al.,2017) i
11, 00T IR G YR S % B R A #17 T &
SRR A SR N A T AR R
56 B 1) IS (A B TR 2 T 9] 42 22 2 3 T R K A ) 4
A AE B F 0 GenBank %8 ¥ E (& F 5.
0P359054. 1 ), 3 HOB o
OrganellarGenomeDRAW vl1. 3. 1 ( Greiner et al.,
2019) £
1.2 ZERFRFES T

A PR - A 5 DR 28 vl 42 SRR A 2 1 5T
i ¥ 31 ( coding sequence, CDS ), fff i CodonW
v1.4.2 BRAF A AR X [R) 9 A - FH (relative
synonymous codon usage, RSCU) {8, il i 4%
P \ENC-plot Fl PR2-plot 537 , £ A PFA 28 48 & 77
55 8K 15 7E 90 38 % 05 O 4 P b 0y AR X BT R
(AEFLVE S5, 2025 58 H #5558 ,2025) . AR IEA %L
NG T4 ( effective number of codon, ENC) % 3
AT FHFHES . SR A CodonW HR 14 1 58 PR 2 (1)
RSCU i, Jf 115 ARSCU, ARSCU = RSCU jgpnem —
RSCU jpnem o FHK ENC 4 RSCU > 1 H ARSCU =
0.08 1Y %2 B 1 5 0 e e fe D035 0 1 (B B IR 5%
2021) .
1.3 Lk REFAF S

R JEIN M . % MISA v2.1 T.E ( Beier et
al.,2017) %5 5 FE D 4 1 137 58 42 )% 4] (simple
sequence repeat, SSR) , Z 1% & N H. ( mono-) ¥
HREL =10, —(di-) BHMRER =6, = (i) %
HIRHE I | U (tetra-) B 1 MR . 1L ( penta-) % H 1R |
7N (hexa-) % HRE G ¥ =5, FIH] REPuter £ 4k
T. H ( https://www. cebitec. uni-bielefeld. de/
bibiserv.cebitec.uni-bielefeld. de/reputer.html ) ( Kurtz
et al., 2001) KW K B =30 bp HJF 5 A B i =
90% (DU <3) MK H P8 (1E 1 Sl | Ja]
CHHEANER )

IR A5 4 H KA I L E 5. Fl
CPJSdraw perl £ ( Li et al.,2023) 4 8 jz i) # & X
R o a PE A A i A X (LSC-1Ra,
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IRa—SSC,SSC—IRb  IRb-1SC ) Y F& X 5 1E K #H 45
FEH FE M, R mVISTA “F &5 ( https://genome.
Ibl. gov/vista/mvista/instructions. shtml ) ( Frazer et
al.,2004) ¥ Shuffle—LAGAN 4> Jay [ % #8523
I Y L R 2R R B 275 X 20 W) il iy i S 44
FERH AT Z2 8 LR L XT, DLDFAil 56 R 41 1 4%
TRG5H A2 53

MR 2 REVE 43 B ;i i MAFFT v7 ( Katoh &
Standley, 2013 ) XJ £.45 & 5% JI 7E N (9 = 52 W2 A} 20
AWl ) I S A PR 2 9 R AT 22 07 51 LR, SR
FHME sh & O3k (W 0K B 600 bp, 25K 200 bp) i1
S A 18] B A% B R 22 FEVE (Pi) B, LUSEJE 28 57
DI
14 REXEWMES SR B #

W PR R R G R E AL E, AT ST I
T 89 NYIFN (85 D ELRM N K 4 MENANERE )
A RHE A& JE YA ) B e A R R .
ASFEH 2 RS2 I 62 A AT H o g S R A A ]
MAFFT v7( Katoh & Standley,2013) #47 £ ¥ 51 1L
XF o FRGERE A 53 ) B T R R ALK s 0 D
ST A DB v S I, B R BLAR 5 2 B 78 1Q-TREE 2
(Minh et al.,2020) #7152 %, il i ModelFinder #5 £t
TEE B A AT R B AL AL TVM+F+R3, I 1]
1 000U PR A 28 L APAN 19 5 SRR, DLt S 4
Wi/ AT 7€ MrBayes 3.2 ( Ronquist et al.,2012) H1 5¢
1, R GTR+G+1 5L RL 52 47 P 4540 37 1 B R Al
REEZRER P4, 35 10 000 000 1%, 751 00018 R
1R, S50 S36R 1 22 <0.01 DLBIAIR S, MR ifE
o3 A ] RO JF B UE S5 2R, RTS8 A TimeTree %
P& % ( http;//www. timetree. org ) ( Kumar et al.,
2017) FRHL T 2 AR, W 54 G R Bl 3
BRI o3 T B A HE R G2 R B EE , FHAL 5b
TR AL Y AR (A T AF T, million years
ago, MYA) VERISL S B AESE

2 HEREHAH

2.1 ZERMFEERANLEN ST

AWM RAT T 2 P 58 B (4 IR AR - S A
FERAFH(E 1), HAaK R 159 063 bp, I
B DU AR S5, A 1 A KB DL X (large
single copy, LSC, 88 636 bp) .1 4~/ ¥ Il [X
(small single copy,SSC, 18 221 bp) LA S 1 X 52 1]

#4 X (IRa/IRb, 4% 26 103 bp) ., ik B3| 128
AR (A& IR XIWELZEN,F£ 1), Hh
83 MR SRS FLH (37 Mikiz RNA SEH A8 A%
BEIR RNA L, ARE RIAHCE N f K2 (A
1173 4N) , HoAh 358 R 28 5 e b (35 4 ) L #E
H IR HIAHSCHE R ) iz RNA J PR 4l e e
(337 4>) , 1M RNA R4 il 7. 5 R R 25 a e IR
(44, HEHEK GC T HN 36.17%, Hh
IR X GC & &8 (42.61%) . #F & T LsC X
(33.61% ) Fi1 SSC [X.(30.14%) .,
22 HEGERAMILREENTR

BT 20 > SR R - S R L R 1Y) P A
Sy M2 B, I PR A RN HEB I = B sr (JE 2)
B IR/SC I AIAEE—E 2 57 (K 3) . 25
FlR) IR XK ERa RE 7 26 018 bp % 26 755 bp Z[H],
BB B AR 4 & W EN B W M ( Vachellia nilotica
subsp. indica) W) IR X &4 B &P 5Kk KBk 39 437
bp (P +30), 7E LSC/IRb (JLB) i1 54k,
Bk BT 3741 4 A XK ED BE S Fh A1, HoAx 19 A8 R
rps19 FEPR 4 5 8 i B9 1) LSC X ZE i 170 ~ 186
bp. IRb/SSC(JSB) i1 553 A B8R, 2 5 il S Bl hi Ay
S RERPE RN R I, et FEDH, LA b iz ik
I FEAE B h 975k . SR, 76 SSC/IRa (JSA) i1
Ak BRBTRLA 4 G 3 B EE S A Ah A W) b 4 A
FE yof | SER I 5236 48 DUl A< i B, HL 349 55 b i S ik
A IRa X, 7& IRa/LSC (JLA) 1 AHAb , 22 52 0 |tk Bl
J& (BATHLAR 4 G oW B EE I A A& K ( Erythrophleum
Sordii) i) TRa XN IAR DL rps19 BEIA

X P AN 43 A itE — D4R R T R A Y i
feshs, PR E 5 (SSR) i s T B &
YrApla) 22 55,20 SR SSR £iiE S 40~ 118 4>,
Horp BV BF R AR S5, BT R7 A7 4 A XK ER B I Fh fi
Z(E 4. A), FERR L AT IR E R 54X E
SHU AL (97.13%) , Hop A/T R & & si ik T
99.26% 1) 5 b (&l 4:.B) , ™ i T ISR R 3 K 4 5
KO AT b1k 5 A% IR | — A% 17 R S U A% 1 IR
FAEFTE IR (&< 3%) . IAh, KEE T
G (LG I 3C AE ] R ) E AN ) [ AR AL
HEHE S RAT R E R, 7EFAE 20 NEER 4
A I F) 932 MK EKE T, Ml CHEKE (445
W) HIEm R (378 ¥K) S P Fl e = 2 iy 28 80 (&
4:C), HHKEZE DT 30 bp £ 39 bp X[H] (4
BE65.62%) (K 4.D)
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0 etk KW AL 3 1 Protein
I A NI A ) Proten
Il #4ERNA Transfer RNAs
I B2 {KRNA Ribosomal RNAs

W cipP, matk

I S35 Other genes

[ MU it 444 b i8:HE Hypothetical chloroplast reading frames

mK-UUU-
matk

159 063 bp s

B 1 ZERERAHEEEEHAERL

Fig. 1

23 B FRITFES T RIEEE NS

Xof 2 B P A 5 DR 2 P 2 1 R g S S T Y
ST R TR B RS T I e E 32 MR AF
PEESF (RSCU > 1) 1,4 29 1~(90.6% ) Lk A 5§
U L 4s R, B s B A/U fwtd (1 S) . 7
ENC-plot 434+, RZ L H 1Y ENC i 5316 78 35
55 2, H 28080 TR T (E 6.
A) X R, BREEAE R 140, B SR B A4S HoA
HRWAEREN, PHELEST(E 6. B) 4515
N, 5B T BTk AL R 38, 13% (At F
0.381 3) , 1 AR BEFE M TTRHiL 5] 61.87% , KW

Chloroplast genome map of Pterolobium punctatum

I SR e 458 2 9 1 O 2 O e %) B 0K B
31 PR2-plot 4T HEDE 73X — 1%, A3 1 G3 7E 1Y
GBR A o A A AN 5 (18 6. C) , R B 5 =
PimgAE b A/T 5 G/C I ISR A AR i 5 25 5%

BN A G BT 2R B, 2 PR - A L TR
2H AR T RS X ARl 61 AR U RS,
o E RS (RSCU > 1) 4k 26 A4, HHA =1
T EE 34 LR IEERS (A) BURMERE (U) 452, R W A/U
Bl S X S A B A 2R A R IR S
T (ARSCU = 0.08) 4t 24 4>, @i = FH AL
ORISR A E T UGU . GAA 1 UUU % 17 4
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Table 1  Gene annotation in the chloroplast genome of Pterolobium punctatum
eyl LN Ay .
Category Gene group H Gene
HAE1EH BRG] psaA, psaB, psaC, psal, psa]

Photosynthesis

EE A

Self-replication

FAlFER
Other genes

RANTfiE

Unknown function

Photosystem 1

BRI
Photosystem 11

NADH fii & i
NADH dehydrogenase

A b/ 2 A1
Cytochrome b/f complex

ATP {3 il
ATP synthase

AL AN

Rubisco large subunit

RHE R K L2

Proteins of large ribosomal subunit

RHE RN L2

Proteins of small ribosomal subunit

RNA K& i I
Subunits of RNA polymerase

i HE A RNA
Ribosomal RNAs
%12 RNA
Transfer RNAs

J A

Maturase

HH

Protease

R A

Envelope membrane protein
SRR A PR AL
Acetyl-CoA carboxylase

o RUZ0 M 2 3 5

c-type cytochrome synthesis

TBUAE - 0 ) 1 AE

psbA, psbB, psbC, psbD, psbE, psbF, psbH, psbl, psb], psbK, psbL, psbM,
psbN, psbT, psbZ

ndhA * , ndhB * (2), ndhC, ndhD, ndhE, ndhF, ndhG, ndhH, ndhl,
ndhJ, ndhK

petA, petB # | petD * | petG, petl, petN

atpA, atpB, atpE | atpF * | atpH, aipl

rbeL

pll4, mpll6 * | pl2 * (2), pl20, mpl23(2), mpl32, mpl33, pl36

rpsll, rps12 %% (2), mpsl4, rpslS, rpsl6 =, mps18, rps19, rps2, ms3, rps4,
mps7(2) , rps8

rpoA, rpoB, rpoCl * | rpoC2

rrm16(2), m23(2), rm4.5(2), rm5(2)

trnA-UGC * (2), trnC-GCA, trnD-GUC, trnE-UUC, trnF-GAA, trnG-GCC, trnG-
UCC * , trnH-GUG, trnl-CAU(2) , trnl-GAU * (2) , trnK-UUU * , trnl-CAA(2) ,
trnl-UAA * | trnl-UAG, trnM-CAU, traN-GUU(2) , irnP-UGG, irnQ-UUG, trnR-
ACG(2), trnR-UCU, trnS-GCU, trnS-GGA, trnS-UGA, trnT-GGU, trnT-UGU,
trnV-GAC(2) , trnV-UAC * , imW-CCA, trnY-GUA, irnfM-CAU

matK

clpP %

cemA

accD

cesA

yofl, yef2(2) , yof3 #% , ycft

Hypothetical chloroplast reading frames

T = RN VDA TR s R EH 2 DN E TR (2) FRIZENEA 2 M I 0,

Note: #* indicates the gene containing one intron; #** indicates the gene containing two introns; (2) indicates that the gene is present in

two copies.

RILES T (£2) .
2.4 BEBEZHEES

S Ui 3 TR AE 1) ) ol 2 5 o T AR AL, X 20 =
SRR SRR EE R PR AT TR IR 2 R
(Pi) WS 1 or b, S5 28 (18 7) WoR, 51 22
S A0 AN [R] DX g 73 A AN 2, B DL (LSC Al
SSC) Y AZH MR ZHE P SRR T S i E A X (Ra Al

Rb) ., HH, yefl Fl rnS-GCU-trnG-UCC %5 X 3
P 0 90 AR S TR R S 2 4y F AR I T R
A 32 DX 35, JFE b S 5 CRATY R i — 2D TR IE
2.5 RELZBERMES SR EKE

AR5 3 T I S A 35 R 21 508 , R T A K AL
SRVE (ML) 1 DL 357 4 W7 32 ( BI) X &L BHAE 9 i 47
TRBERE W AW T 2R S S FEE R
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oo 2
EIRW Pterolobium puncmtum o DML at,
F V5 Senna alexandrina [ H
WKW Senna reticulata L:v__L
BYEUN] Senna alata [T WY
BT HAF 2 A XK E W Vackellia nilotica subsp. indica | H

.....

Balsamocarpon brevifolium e T N UM T
¥ A Erythrophleum fordii [TTRm W A T 7
BPGERRA Haematoxylum brasiletto [{7V ! I [ T

$I9A Libidibia coriaria
ELP§SiA Paubrasilia echinata
WAL Libidibia ferrea )
S5 Guilandina bonduc .'_:‘_E_r

Erythrostemon calycinus B T

e
Coulteria mollis f: TH ___L_Ll:_lJL___—_ | il

Cenostigma pyramidale [0
Cenostigma microphyllum [T J_ T
¥4 Caesalpinia pulcherrima y T
‘Arquita mimosifolia i
AEWHEA Erythrophleum africanum [T
LI Mezoneuron cucullatum [TV

AemEK [ BT fERNA
UTR CNS mRNA

qx > sk W OSMRT

Contig Gene  Exon

B2 ZRARHESZYMITFEERALRST

Fig. 2 Comparative analysis of the chloroplast genomes of Prerolobium punctatum and its related species

[ £ 3 W B} ( Cercidoideae )., H &= W Fl
( Detarioideae) |z 3% V. B} ( Caesalpinioideae ) | ik 1
o W B} ( Dialioideae ) #1 Wt JE £ W Fh
( Papilionoideae) ] FICRIEDI AP (8 K1 9) , 2 Fl
ST ARG W R G BRI T EL
JF R SR AL S AR R AL SRR IX 5 A
WA R R M, 45 R o, AR %O P R
JE 5 BT REAYT 45 5 Uk B BE SV AT ) A 0 Y B AR
337 (Bootstrap=100% ) , ¥ /8 T & H A L 1Y
GHIRIESC R 5 [FIRT, 25 520 B LA 32 22 43 57 45 5]
B EARAT , R SR ( Gleditsia ) YR B 8 345 R
WL 5r 32 (BS=98%) , i th B I ( Senna) A1 i B 1
( Cassia fistula ) T[R4 Y 100% 323094332

FET TimeTree 40 42 14 7 1) 43 A Bsf ] 44 (1]
10) B, SR E R IR T 0 3R = (2
96.3 MYA) ( Harris & Davies, 2016; Pouget et al.,
2016) . FEARLAY A0 [ A7 7E 22 55 - BB AL T
B ( Papilionoideae ) [ 7 fLH [B1 £ 56.0 MYA ; 2

SZWP AL ( Caesalpinioideae ) 7E U 57 21 (25 53.9
MYA) % 4 %3 & ( Nieto-Blazquez et al., 2017,
Ramirez-Barahona et al., 2020; Meireles et al.,
2020) , IAh, % %J]Eﬂ*( Cercidoideae ) ﬂ:‘l]JEf_L]Eﬂ*
( Detarioideae ) f 43 AL IS [A] 43511 £ 41 34.0 MY A ( #7
#rit) (Lavin et al., 2005; Zhao et al., 2021)
19.0 MYA (37 i B 3) (Zhao et al., 2021;
Zhang et al., 2022) ., FRHHE 52 )& ( Dialium ) 09 53
kA FE 2 17.8 MYA ( Sirkinen et al., 2012;
Souza-Neto et al., 2016; Zhao et al., 2021) , AHf
FUH K \\EQEE’J%FE%HJE ( Pterolobium ) , Fe 53 fL B [1]
274 24.1 MYA (Nieto - Blazquez et al., 2017;Li
et al.,2019;Zhao et al.,2021 ;Zhang et al., 2022) ,
A T — T e 3 B

3 W54 #h
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I AcGT | AcTAGT AATT/AATT
A % Type [ Tero- W W0 [0 Mono- B He Type | G ATiAT AAAT/ATTT
. WAt Wl accr [0 AarATT
A Prerolobium punctatum %l Prerolobium punctatum 31
Gt Senna alexandrina F{5M Senna alexandrina G
Rk geB Senna reticulata [k YLBR Senna reticulata 5
SIEPH Senna alata WY Senna alata i
W RLE 4 A AKE BETEAR Vachellianilotica subsp. indica W A ET LR Vachellianilorica subsp. indica i
Balsamocarpon brevifolium Balsamocarpon brevifolium 2
1§ Erythrophleum fordii ¥ Erythrophleum fordii
BRVGERA Haematoxylum brasiletto B ERA Haematoxylum brasiletto
)95k Libidibia coriaria 9357k Libidibia coriaria
B HA Pabrasilia echinata EF A Paubrasilia echinata 2
EFEREA Libidibia ferrea EF§EAA Libidibia ferrea 2
JEnt#I Guilandina bonduc &) Guilandina bonduc
Enythrostemon calycinus Erythrostemon calycinus
Coulteriamollis Coulteriamollis 31
Cenostigma pyramidale Cenostigma pyramidale
Cenostigma microphyllum Cenostigma microphyllum
& R Caesalpinia pulcherima ¥4 R Caesalpinia pulcherrima 1
Arquitamimosifolia Arquita mimosifolia 3
LW A Erythrophleum africanum PG A Erythrophleum afvicanum 31
LI & Mezoneuron cucullatum .1 & Mezoneuron cucullatum 2
U a0 20 300 40 0 B 700 0 50 A0 o, 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110
C %% Type e W+ Br Bc D K Length [130~390 40~49 [50~59 [ 60~69 [170~79  80~89 111 =90
¥ 18| Prerolobium punctatum ¥J% ) Prerolobium punctatum
F {5 Senna alexandrina Fi5n Senna alexandrina
kgL Senna reticulata Bk ELH Senna reticulata
WP Senna alata WYL Senna alata
B HEAf & A KEN BEEFR Vachellianilotica subsp. indica W40 AKENRER Vachellianilotica subsp. indica
Balsamocapon brevifolium Balsamocapon brevifolium
F&A Erythrophleum fordii & A Erythrophleum fordii
B ERA Haematoxylum brasiletto BBk Haematoxylum brasiletto
S Libidibia coriaria FJ%K Libidibia coriaria
EH A Paubrasilia echinata EF A Paubrasilia echinata
EFEK Libidibia ferrea EFEESEA Libidibia ferrea
J& -3 Guilandina bonduc J&nt-ii) Guilandina bonduc
Erythrostemon calycinus Erythrostemon calycinus
Coulteriamollis Coulteriamollis
Cenostigma pyramidale Cenostigma pyramidale
Cenostigma microphyllum Cenostigma microphyllum
& R Caesalpinia pulcherrima H4: R Caesalpinia pulcherrima
Arquita mimosifolia Arquita mimosifolia
AEMARA Erythrophleum africanum A& A Erythrophleum africanum
LI & Mezoneuron cucullatum 1L Mezoneuron cucullatum
0 s 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 0 s 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

4 ESRISN.KBESKESH
Fig. 4 Repeat sequence analysis: types and length distribution
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22 125757 TER | UAA1.88 UGA 0.65 UAG0.47  0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00
PN B Ala| GCU 1.87 GCA 1.10 GCC0.59 GCG 0.44 0.00 0.00
P& ER Cys UGU 1.46 UGC0.54  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
KA W Asp GAU 1.64 GAC 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
A4 Glu GAA1.50 GAGO0.50  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
FNEBE Phe UUU 1.35 UUC 0.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
H 4Bk Gly GGA1.58 GGU1.38 GGG O0.65 GGCO0.39  0.00 0.00
2H %% His CAU 1.56 CAC 0.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SrEEBE lle | AUU1.52 AUA 0.93 AUC 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00
Wi5HR Lys AAA 155 AAG0.45  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
%R Leu| UUA1.91 UUG 1.27 CUU1.27 CUA0.83 CUGO0.37 CUCD0.35
BT8R Met AUG 1.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
KAWL Asn| AAU 1.57 AAC0.43  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Jifi%\B& Pro| cCU1.61 CCA1.19 CCCO0.73 CCG0.47  0.00 0.00
A& B Gln | CAA 1.55 CAG 0.45  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
K42 Arg AGA1.81 CGU1.36 CGA1.35 AGGO0.67 CGG0.42 CGC 0.40
2258 Ser | UCU 1.74 UCA1.24 AGU1.23 UCCO0.93 UCGO0.53 AGC 0.33
78 BR Thr | ACU1.60 ACA 1.28 ACCO0.76 ACGO0.37  0.00 0.00
MR Val | GUA 159 GUU1.43 GUGO0.53 GUCO0.45  0.00 0.00
M5 TP ucG 1.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
FEEMR Tyr | UAU1.61 UACO0.39  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5 HEMNHSEEREBMENENZELFEHE(RSCU)

Fig. 5 Relative synonymous codon usage (RSCU) in the chloroplast genome of Pterolobium punctatum
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Fig. 6 Analysis of factors influencing codon usage bias in the chloroplast genome

FB, RMILOK, = 52t AR, Je R = 922K

HEBEFEMNERRATEESY 5 R80T
SRR oE . ARG R KR, & TR 2 I &
JE SRR R A 0 SRR AR T A
PR BT 1A 22 35 DX A8 A0F 9% 8 5 — 20 (Azani et al.,
2017; Zhao et al., 2021) . Hrp, 3 & ) 5 Bl 710
S AWK BE A B O GH BR BE iX 5 Manzanilla F1
Bruneau (2012) 3T matK 55 P 3L R B BEa o 5%
SR B, AW I B R S8 B G b R
RGN = SR — A I R BE, & 25 5 AR ik
Hp | A% T Kazempour Osaloo 5% (2005) , {3 %

T FAEAS Z SRR B VAN X 2R R B
SEAL ASBIFFE A FH B PR 2H B8 B TIE T %R Y oG B
TR, WS T R E SRR R R
HEBR T 2% 52 ali AN 58 42 1 2R 0 e 6 X — S B AL T
AT REGE A THE, W E R R R T TAEH
(legume phylogeny working group, LPWG) £ Hi (1 5
SrIE R G Tk A G (A PR 20 B kT S E
S3 AN TG 5 0 7 2 1 R e A I8 Tt —
HOBTHE AL W] (29 24.1 MYA) | X — 455 R 1% )8
H Al 5 5 19 1k £1 12 3% Pterolobium punctatopsis
(16.5~15.2 MYA) (Jia et al.,2017) £ =P
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Table 2 Analysis of optimal codons in the chloroplast genome of Pterolobium punctatum

fik ENC 21 # ENC 41
P, . Low-ENC group High-ENC group
Numfer RSCU Numfer RSCU

AR Ala GCA 21 1.584 9 25 0.943 4 0.641 5
GCC 6 0.452 8 22 0.830 2 -0.377 4
GCG 3 0.226 4 12 0.452 8 -0.226 4
GCU 23 1.735 8 47 1.773 6 -0.037 8
PR Cys UGC 1 0.250 0 13 0.590 9 -0.340 9
UGU = 7 1.750 0 31 1.409 1 0.340 9
KEHIR Asp GAC 6 0.666 7 33 0.407 4 0.259 3
GAU 12 1.333 3 129 1.592 6 -0.259 3
B4R Glu GAA = 32 1.641 0 107 1.2159 0.425 1
GAG 7 0.359 0 69 0.784 1 -0.425 1
KNEAM Phe uuc 14 0.528 3 85 0.960 5 -0.432 2
UUU * 39 1.471 7 92 1.039 5 0.4322
H4m Gly GGA 23 1.373 1 67 1.685 5 -0.312 4
GGC 7 0.417 9 17 0.427 7 -0.009 8
GGG 11 0.656 7 34 0.855 3 -0.198 6
GGU = 26 1.5522 41 1.031 4 0.520 8
HETR His CAC 2 0.166 7 18 0.455 7 -0.289 0
CAU * 22 1.833 3 61 1.544 3 0.289 0
FSEEIR Nle AUA 44 1.269 2 81 0.975 9 0.293 3
AUC 16 0.461 5 58 0.698 8 -0.237 3
AUU 44 1.269 2 110 1.3253 -0.056 1
WARTR Lys AAA * 40 1.666 7 123 1.308 5 0.358 2
AAG 8 0.333 3 65 0.691 5 -0.358 2
SRR Leu CUA 9 0.568 4 48 0.917 2 -0.348 8
cuc 0 0 31 0.592 4 -0.592 4
CcuG 0 0 27 0.5159 -0.5159
CUU = 27 1.705 3 74 1.414 0 0.291 3
UUA = 49 3.094 7 59 1.127 4 1.967 3
uuG 10 0.631 6 75 1.433 1 -0.8015

H i &R Met AUG 24 1.000 0 62 1.000 0 0
RAWENE Asn AAC 10 0.500 0 43 0.457 4 0.042 6
AAU 30 1.500 0 145 1.542 6 -0.042 6
Jifi % B2 Pro CCA * 12 1.333 3 35 1.120 0 0.213 3
cce 8 0.888 9 22 0.704 0 0.184 9
CCG 4 0.444 4 24 0.768 0 -0.323 6
ccu 12 1.333 3 44 1.408 0 -0.074 7

AR B Gln CAA = 18 1.565 2 82 1.401 7 0.163 5
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sk 2
ik ENC 44 5 ENC 44
FULT ST Low-ENC group High-ENC group
Amino acid Codon - it ‘ ARSCU
Number RSCU Number RSCU

CAG 5 0.434 8 35 0.598 3 -0.163 5
KA Arg AGA = 25 2.2727 67 1.942 0 0.330 7
AGG 5 0.454 5 32 0.927 5 -0.473 0
CGA = 19 1.727 3 50 1.449 3 0.278 0
CGC 3 0.272 7 13 0.376 8 -0.104 1
CGG 3 0.272 7 20 0.579 7 -0.307 0
CGU 11 1.000 0 25 0.724 6 0.275 4
2L R Ser AGC 5 0.379 7 14 0.281 9 0.097 8
AGU 14 1.063 3 51 1.026 8 0.036 5
UCA = 22 1.670 9 63 1.268 5 0.402 4
uce 7 0.5316 57 1.147 7 -0.616 1
uceG 11 0.835 4 32 0.644 3 0.191 1
ucu 20 1.519 0 81 1.630 9 -0.111 9
IR Thr ACA 17 1.283 0 49 1.420 3 -0.137 3
ACC 12 0.905 7 27 0.782 6 0.123 1
ACG 3 0.226 4 18 0.521 7 -0.295 3
ACU = 21 1.584 9 44 1.275 4 0.309 5
AR Val GUA = 21 1.500 0 39 1.300 0 0.200 0
Guc 9 0.642 9 17 0.566 7 0.076 2
GUG 5 0.357 1 26 0.866 7 -0.509 6
GUU = 21 1.500 0 38 1.266 7 0.233 3

AR Trp UGG 23 1.000 0 54 1.000 0 0
B R Tyr UAC 4 0.266 7 22 0.382 6 -0.1159
UAU = 26 1.733 3 93 1.617 4 0.1159

IE: = FRRWE (K ENC 41 RSCU > | H ARSCU=0.08 P-4 F M 5 R e L 2505 77

Note: * indicates candidate optimal codons satisfying both RSCU > 1 in the low Enc group and ARSCU=0.08.

AR A 32 5, BV b 19 382 4% 3 A b 9K 5 T HOE
BRI 58 42 B M A A7 A AR AR SR
ITEAFAE 1) Fe /N BT AR I R B e 42 B
W e SRS, 2o i 2B T R e 1B
AFHIE 8] Iy A 50 A 580 0 B2 5 18] 5 42 Rty
SAEY s A Zachos 55 (2008) By S fit &
AR R T A R AR A D TR R 1 T
BHREIZE . 5 Egan A1 Crandall (2008) 7E#hH 5
% ( Psoraleeae ) BB 5 H & IR M5 A8 AL 3K sl ) 43
B SRS ARL, A I ST I | A i Bl S A B i T
FALTTBESK ) T 2= S22 HE N TR AR A SR Y PR 4R
SEo3Ak e 2 07 R e T8 Ak H e R B S AR 2 A A
BT BREE 1 Wy R s Ak i B s AR

AL, &R B R R TR 0 (29 96.3
MYA) , 438 H Y28 -l it i A i 3] 4 Bk A A
AR A A 0 e S o] R AR E T SR 4
(Lavin et al.,2005; Zhao et al.,2021), EZETF}
()53 AR 22 8 v Tt T — G T e 3 1, o
LW R (2 56.0 MYA) Al = A2 53.9 MYA)
(195345 T — 4 9 A R =R S ) AR AR A
W &, WS A AR W AT Re AR F 1 R S B MR
(A o [ A0S AR ) /Y T Al (3R T R 4 ok,
2019) , UEAh, MR (2 34.0 MYA) FIH T 3E
BH(2919.0 MYA) 1 534k 53 391l %k 1 47 0 T B3 i 5
rhORT T A IS B, Rl T R X A AR A U
B A FFEEIR N ( Zachos et al.,2008)
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AWFFEAE 22 SR L B 2 25 /9 TIR/SC 34
SRS JC AR AR 4 & WCED BE LAY IR X4 5K
BN, HIR XK RS 2 39 437 bp, ¥ LSC X
B rpl23 FEH 5 rps19 FER A Hp ZMR 55
P - 5 (A 5 PR 20 v 41 T8 1) 295 4 728 S A I i
(Jansen et al.,2007 ; Magee et al.,2010) , il 4, 45
JE AL RN 8 3P B 52 ( Lupinus luteus) W 2 A= %) 36 kb
{8 ( Martin et al.,2014) , A} & 25 %550 3 Inga
leiocalycina ™1 IR X [i] SSC X [ I fifl ( Wang et al. ,
2017) PRI T SRR SEHE i S {4 B DX 20 45 4
P72 S AH B B HL I oK 6 AR TR] 3 2 BF 5 36 1)
RERZHEE TP IR XK EH TR SF (Yan
et al.,2025a,b) , (HIH B 5K s e 46 C 9k e 2
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Fig. 8 Phylogenetic tree of Fabaceae constructed based on maximum likelihood
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Fig. 9 Phylogenetic tree of Legumi constructed based on Bayesian inference

9 1 F R 2 2544 ) B ZE AL ( Dugas et al., 2015)
IR X847 5k AI BE Bl 722 AH G ik PR 1Y 45 D %ﬁ(éﬁ'ﬁ%
85,2022 B HGE JE PR3 3K Ko B 85 8 07 1) 5 el AT
ek — LKk

A A A7 [ Y5 E ZH BN A 2 TR i 8 S i
HLHI ( Cai et al.,2008; Schwarz et al.,2015), Cai
5 (2008) BF T 45 i, SRR W) [ A0 = it
( Trifolium subterraneum ) ] %& R 2H & & 0 #UE &2
FPa, H ik 4 47 5 o ki B OC IR . AR SY
R, BTRLAA 42 5 W B BE S A [R] FE A7 A 5 T )
WG M IR 79k n] B 2 R I A
SRR E A 5] %, BLAh, £ IRb/SSC (JSB) i1
Ak 22 5 5 BT R 4 A R R I yof1 HE

S TR 1) 050 2 3K A R RL A 2 R A AE — o 7R
JE R T 2 AR e AL AR i [ R B
WHEG KRR, N AR — PR T
“HEE NIRRT R G LB IS
33 FEWFEARFSERFES FIRE

5 L~ (8 ] i 2 AV 0 Pt A 2 1 g B R TR
AL R O R IR 2 R AR | AR BEBE S P
AR A AL [F] 5200 ( Dong et al.,2021) , ASHF5E4E
N, HARE R FAR R AR R R T RS 5 & 5 il - 4
AL PR 9% % ol 1 s 2 B O B, 3X 4518 5 4% TR 5%
(2025) X} K & ( Glycine max) . J1 5. ( Canavalia
gladiata ) S S RHEY) , DL R INREF S (2025) X
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Fig. 10 Phylogenetic time tree of Fabaceae based on the TimeTree database
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