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Abstract: [Objective] This paper investigates the codon usage patterns in chloroplast genomes of Camellia
oleifera and C. vietnamensis, analyzes and elucidates the underlying causes of codon usage bias, identifies
optimal codons in their chloroplast genomes, so as to provide theoretical foundations and data support for

genomic research and breeding of oil tea species. [Method] Screened CDS sequences (52 sequences each
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from C. oleifera and C. vietnamensis) were analyzed using Codon W 1.4.2, CUSP, MEGA, and other online
tools. Parameters including relative synonymous codon usage (RSCU), effective number of codons (ENC),
codon adaptation index (CAI), and GC content were calculated. Correlation analysis, neutrality plot analysis,
ENC-plot analysis, and PR2-plot bias analysis were performed. High-frequency and highly expressed
optimal codons were predicted based on RSCU and ARSCU values. [Result] (1) C. oleifera exhibited GC
content, ENC, and CAI values of 37.49%, 48.561, and 0.158, respectively, while C. vietnamensis showed
values of 37.50%, 48.529, and 0.160. Both species displayed uneven GC distribution across codon positions,
with GC; > GC, > GC;(C. oleifera: GC, = 45.81%, GC, = 38.00%, GC; = 28.64%; C. vietnamensis: GC, =
45.88%, GC, = 38.02%, GC; = 28.59%), indicating a preference for GC at the first codon position. (2) C.
oleifera and C. vietnamensis had 23 and 11 optimal codons, respectively, with 22 and 11 of these codons
ending in A/U, suggesting a strong preference for A/U at the third codon position.(3) ENC values for both
species ranged from 35.64 to 61.00, with minimal differences in mean values, reflecting similarities in codon
usage patterns. (4) Neutrality plot, ENC-plot, and PR2-plot analyses revealed that natural selection
predominantly influenced codon usage bias in chloroplast genomes of both species. [Conclusion] The
chloroplast genomes of C. oleifera and C. vietnamensis exhibit weak codon usage bias, primarily shaped by
natural selection. C. oleifera has 23 optimal codons, while C. vietnamensis has 11 optimal codons. These
findings provide critical theoretical and empirical insights for advancing oil tea genomic studies and
breeding programs.

Key words: Camellia meiocarpa; Camellia vietnamensis; chloroplast genome; codon preference; optimal
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Tab. 1 GC content, ENC value and CAI value in chloroplast genes of Camellia meiocarpa and C. vietnamensis

i Ay%  Ty%  Gy/%  Cy%  GC/%  GCy%  GCy/%  GCyl% ENC CAI
NIIZE Camellia meiocarpa 39.73 3696  27.85 2322 45.81 38.00 28.64 37.49 48561  0.158
MU S Camellia viemamensis ~ 39.82 3874 2628 2275 45.88 38.02 28.59 37.50 48529  0.160
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SXof /N SR 5% 5 7 i % T A R IR TR A S A
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FWH: N EEL T H GCy 5 GCy. GC, 23
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Tab.2 GC contents and ENC values of different gene codons of Camellia meiocarpa and C. vietnamensis
/NI EE Camellia meiocarpa R 2R C. vietnamensis

FE[H
GC\/% GCy/% GC4/% GCoy/% ENC GC,/% GC,/% GC4/% GC/% ENC
rps12 51.61 48.39 27.42 44.90 55.31 52.10 50.42 29.41 45.60 45.54
yefl 43.55 34.68 38.71 30.70 49.34 4538 33.61 38.66 30.60 49.16
rps7 50.00 45.16 20.16 40.40 45.81 51.26 45.38 20.17 41.70 53.41
ndhB 37.10 30.65 35.48 37.40 50.52 36.97 30.25 36.13 37.00 46.46
yef2 40.32 31.45 37.90 37.70 53.35 39.50 31.09 36.97 38.80 50.59
rpl2 45.97 42.74 30.65 45.00 57.04 38.98 43.22 2542 39.00 41.33
psbA 48.39 45.16 31.45 43.40 55.78 47.06 45.38 31.93 43.30 55.79
matK 44.35 22.58 22.58 32.80 47.10 44.54 22.69 23.53 32.80 46.71
atpA 58.06 37.10 20.97 41.40 51.02 57.98 36.13 21.85 41.60 60.37
atpF 45.16 36.29 37.90 38.00 43.37 44.54 35.29 38.66 39.90 48.78
atpl 48.39 37.90 27.42 38.70 56.35 47.90 38.66 28.57 38.70 56.35
rps2 41.13 45.97 27.42 39.70 55.68 41.18 47.06 26.05 39.70 55.68
rpoC2 50.00 34.68 32.26 38.70 56.29 50.42 33.61 31.09 38.80 56.17
rpoC1 48.39 38.71 25.00 38.80 50.15 48.74 37.82 26.05 38.80 50.15
rpoB 41.94 31.45 24.19 39.70 56.80 42.86 31.93 23.53 39.70 56.73
psbD 45.97 48.39 30.65 43.50 54.60 4538 48.74 31.09 43.50 54.60
psbC 57.26 43.55 35.48 44.90 53.61 57.98 42.86 36.97 43.70 43.75
rpsl4 43.93 49.07 29.63 42.00 50.66 43.56 47.52 31.68 42.00 50.66
psaB 56.45 45.16 28.23 42.20 48.20 57.14 45.38 26.89 42.20 48.14
psaAd 50.00 43.55 37.90 43.60 52.35 49.58 44.54 37.82 43.50 52.29
yef3 45.97 37.10 28.23 40.80 55.61 44.54 36.97 26.89 39.60 61.00
rps4 53.23 40.32 25.81 39.90 48.70 52.10 40.34 26.89 39.90 48.70
ndhJ 50.81 37.10 31.45 41.30 56.28 52.10 37.82 31.93 39.90 51.41
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Tab.2 (continued)

INRLMES Camellia meiocarpa

RV AS C. vietnamensis

£
GC/%  GCy%  GCy%  GCul% ENC GC/%  GCy%  GCy%  GCyuf% ENC
ndhK 4032 49.19 22.58 38.10 58.39 4034 49.58 21.01 36.90 4724
ndhC 4553 33.87 24.19 3630 46.95 47.06 33.61 2437 35.00 45.99
aipE 50.81 38.71 26.61 39.10 4778 51.26 36.13 26.89 41.70 55.91
aipB 62.10 41.94 29.03 42.00 44.86 62.18 4286 31.09 4330 56.14
rbel 54.84 4758 27.42 4420 48.16 54.62 4874 27.73 44.20 47.96
aceD 35.48 33.06 29.84 36.40 46.69 36.13 31.93 31.09 37.40 51.70
yefh 38.71 42.74 29.03 38.00 4679 38.66 4454 30.25 38.00 55.97
cemd 34.68 2339 37.10 33.50 5234 34.45 22.69 38.66 33.50 52.34
peid 52.42 4032 24.19 39.20 48.56 51.26 39.50 2521 39.20 4856
rps18 35.29 .14 26.47 35.00 35.64 35.29 43.69 26.47 35.00 35.64
rpl20 38.98 4322 25.42 39.00 4133 38.98 4322 25.42 39.00 4133
clpP 50.81 36.29 27.42 40.60 52.48 57.14 37.82 2521 41.80 54.64
psbB 50.81 4758 38.71 4420 47.41 51.26 4874 4034 44.00 47.14
peiB 4839 38.71 31.45 42.80 55.46 47.06 38.66 3025 41.60 60.80
petD 4839 4032 30.65 39.50 44.62 51.26 36.13 26.05 41.20 4437
rpod 4758 41.94 27.42 35.00 59.26 47.90 42.02 2521 34.90 58.49
rpsil 53.23 58.06 2097 45.60 50.97 52.10 50.42 29.41 45.60 4554
rps8 4274 4113 26.61 39.00 5431 4538 33.61 38.66 30.00 49.16
rpll4 56.10 36.59 26.02 4170 55.31 51.26 4538 20,17 41.70 53.41
pl16 52.42 53.23 20.16 4270 4420 36.97 3025 36.13 37.00 46.46
rps3 4677 29.03 25.81 35.00 4772 39.50 31.09 36.97 38.80 50.59
rpl22 4355 38.71 2258 36.70 57.04 52.10 57.98 20.17 45.60 50.97
ndhF 39.52 34.68 23.39 33.20 50.05 4034 4118 26.89 38.20 57.94
cesd 29.84 33.87 24.19 33.80 59.41 5630 37.82 26.05 4170 55.31
ndhE 39.22 33.01 24.51 33.30 50.31 52.94 52.94 1933 42.70 4420
ndhG 4113 33.06 25.00 33.80 61.00 4622 2773 26.05 34.60 44.18
ndhl 4274 39.52 29.84 37.40 55.31 4370 39.50 23.53 36.70 57.04
ndhA 4435 37.10 2177 34.00 4123 4034 34.45 22.69 31.70 41.66
ndhH 49.19 37.10 22,58 38.30 58.29 28.57 34.45 2437 33.80 59.38
HHE R B IR EL
1.0 1.0
GC, 0.39 0.65 0.8 0.61 0.8
0.6 0.6
GG, 0.69 0.4 ) 0.67 0.4
0.2 0.2
GC, 0 0
~02 ~0.2
GC, —04 04
0.6 0.6
ENC -0.8 -0.8
G, 6o, 6o ac, e 0 G, G 6o ao, ENc 0

a /NRINAS Camellia meiocarpa

*HRIRMEZE MR (P<0.0D), *RpmBFHRP <0.05).
1 B TAFME E GC L& ENC {H Bt 24t

Correlation analysis of GC proportion and ENC value at different positions of codons

Fig. 1

b #RFIMAT Camellia vietnamensis
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ENC-plot 7381 (B 3) 87 = /Iy 5 i 2% 1 g 3
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LAz HoAr A T A Ml 42~ 77, 3% B P P b 1) 2 1
T fe P 52 B ARG R R T s ma ok g
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W, N ZE A 14 AN, 24005 26.9%; 8 Th 5%

INRHZE TR AR EE ZEF RSCU 547

Tab.3 RSCU analysis of different gene codons of Camellia meiocarpa and C. vietnamensis

INRIMZE Camellia meiocarpa

R AS C. vietnamensis

AR

HHYT- #H RSCU YT #H RSCU

e Phe uuu 795 1.17 uuu 815 1.19
uuc 553 0.83 uuc 520 0.81

UUA 520 151 UUA 535 1.59

uuG 558 1.46 uuG 493 1.44

cuu 478 112 cuu 439 111

FEEM Len cuc 217 0.52 cuc 214 0.54
CUA 340 0.84 CUA 314 0.86

CUG 254 0.56 CUG 230 0.47

AUU 720 127 AUU 732 133

R Tl AUC 436 0.73 AUC 422 0.75
AUA 581 0.99 AUA 548 0.92

AR Met AUG 513 0.96 AUG 463 0.92
GUU 367 132 GUU 366 1.44

Guc 172 0.75 GuC 181 0.70

AR Val GUA 336 1.21 GUA 312 111
GUG 204 0.71 GUG 174 0.69

ucu 362 1.20 ucu 405 1.04

ucc 250 0.84 ucc 264 0.85

B Ser uca 405 1.65 UCA 422 1.49
ucG 184 0.87 ucG 200 0.81

ccu 230 1.06 ccu 248 1.16

cce 146 0.85 cce 126 0.65

RS Pro cCA 239 1.19 cCA 265 130
CCG 143 0.91 CCG 145 0.88

ACU 235 1.01 ACU 233 1.00

ACC 169 0.80 ACC 174 0.73

S The ACA 297 1.41 ACA 299 1.02
ACG 133 0.79 ACG 133 0.89
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Tab.3 (continued)
INBZE Camellia meiocarpa ERF S C. vietnamensis
BT #H RSCU EATRS HH RSCU
GCU 196 1.10 GCU 233 1.17
GCe 109 0.77 GCC 117 0.99
WA Ala
GCA 188 111 GCA 192 1.04
GCG 89 0.87 GCG 76 0.79
- UAU 595 128 UAU 622 132
J= ey T
ALy UAC 319 0.68 UAC 313 0.68
B UAA 403 1.18 UAA 407 1.06
2 1E % F TER
UAG 340 0.91 UAG 365 0.96
. CAU 288 1.26 CAU 315 118
2 =i e H'
HHCHIS CAC 154 0.66 CAC 161 0.66
" CAA 446 131 CAA 430 137
SR Gl
AR Gln CAG 249 0.69 CAG 215 0.63
B AAU 636 1.32 AAU 575 125
S A
“EBE Asn AAC 313 0.68 AAC 322 0.71
s AAA 831 1.25 AAA 824 136
=TS L
MR Lys AAG 459 0.75 AAG 437 0.64
i GAU 447 131 GAU 451 1.43
SR A
M Asp GAC 166 0.66 GAC 152 0.57
GAA 592 137 GAA 612 133
BEE Glu
GAG 280 0.63 GAG 277 0.67
. UGU 235 0.99 UGU 227 1.04
b Ik SR C
RRLYs UGC 232 0.86 UGC 235 0.84
2 1R F TER UGA 336 0.92 UGA 407 0.98
BRI Trp UGG 421 0.96 UGG 428 0.94
CGU 152 0.70 CGU 149 0.86
CGC 93 0.45 CGC 83 0.40
o = ;’-:A
FIRH Arg CGA 214 111 CGA 224 1.08
CGG 143 0.74 CGG 147 0.73
I AGU 205 0.85 AGU 227 1.01
W S
R Ser AGC 186 0.59 AGC 164 0.57
o AGA 383 1.79 AGA 406 1.69
s A
HER Arg AGG 263 1.81 AGG 251 134
GGU 237 0.90 GGU 249 0.88
GGC 164 0.54 GGC 161 0.56
% Gl
HEM Gly GGA 333 1.16 GGA 404 1.28
GGG 300 133 GGG 284 1.28

VE: IR R R B A A S T-(RSCU > 1)

A I8 AN, A 34.6%, X ENC K IUME  FlW T 3 B 52 [ SRR 52

5 ENC bR BONET, M/ RIMZR(73.1%) 1 2.4 PR2-plot H4f

A T 45 (65.4%) KB 43 F K] ENC K6 5 ENC #x PR2-plot 73 Hr &5 5 (B 4) B : /N B 5 ATl R
HEME 272 5 LUK, i — P R NIRRT RS TR O A A A, R
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Fig. 2 Codon neutrality mapping of chloroplast genes
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Fig. 3 ENC-plot analysis of chloroplast gene codons

&4 ENC LLERFES
Tab. 4 Frequency distribution of ENC ratios

INRIMES Camellia meiocarpa

HETM AR C. viethamensis

4 HrifE AL A% B HrepE HAL AR %
—0.15~—0.05 -0.1 2 3.8 —0.15 ~-0.05 -0.1 4 7.7
—0.05 ~0.05 0 14 26.9 —0.05 ~0.05 0 18 34.6
0.05~0.15 0.1 27 51.9 0.05~0.15 0.1 21 40.4
0.15~0.25 0.2 6 11.5 0.15~0.25 0.2 6 11.5
0.25~0.35 0.3 3 5.8 0.25~0.35 0.3 3 5.8
it 52 100 At 52 100

3 7 Bk i P i Rl (AL AT GO B s R 0 6y T R A
(T A C), KR P E RS 1565 3 ALB A 70 A A
5], HEM B AR AT BESZ A 1 /)N S % R0 e ik
A% P e A Dk R P 85 A5 P -1
25 BRMEBTLSM

TE /N B 2% Rk S A i R IE B A (e
accD- rpsT~ atpB. petD)F1 5 MK 3K 15 2 K (ndhG.

cesA rpoAs ndhK. ndhH), 1E#kFE 4% kS 5 AN
FikFE K (psbC. ndhA- rpl2. rpl20. rps18)F1 5 M
RIEFER (yef3s petB- atpA~ ndhH. rpoA) 5y AT 5y
AT, A g A Pk DR ISR R E (R 5D, B
RSCU > 1 HARSCU = 0.08 Ay 1 7 it e 18 %5 75
T, Hp /NSRRI BRE 2340 &I EE T, 755N
UUU. UUA. UUG. CUU. GUU. GUA. UCU. UCA.
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Tab. 5 Optimal codons analysis in chloroplast genome of Camellia meiocarpa and C. vietnamensis
/NI AE Camellia meiocarpa M AS C. vietnamensis
2R WT ERIL R RRILIEH EATES Bk A RR LI
: ARSCU : ARSCU
HH RSCU HH RSCU HH RSCU #HH RSCU
uuu” 46 1.32 75 1.18 0.14 uuu” 75 1.28 19 1.15 0.13
Phe
uucC 26 0.68 46 0.82 -0.14 uucC 40 1.04 20 1.22 -0.18
UUA™ 50 2.12 51 1.47 0.65 UUA 56 1.13 27 1.30 -0.18
UuG’ 40 1.43 40 1.21 0.22 uuG 35 0.78 25 0.83 —-0.05
cuu” 35 1.24 27 0.81 0.43 CUU 15 0.60 55 0.93 —-0.33
Leu cucC 11 0.32 25 0.68 -0.36 CcucC 15 1.20 34 1.13 0.07
CUA 22 0.60 33 1.02 -0.42 CUA 13 0.60 59 0.87 -0.27
CUG 10 0.29 25 0.80 -0.51 CUG 8 0.40 49 1.07 -0.67
AUU 60 1.46 72 1.63 -0.17 AUU" 14 1.20 31 0.98 0.22
Tle AUC 38 0.65 26 0.59 0.06 AUC 9 0.60 48 0.95 —-0.35
AUA" 46 0.89 37 0.78 0.10 AUA 3 1.00 28 1.00 0.00
Met AUG 45 1.00 45 1.00 0.00 AUG" 12 1.20 46 1.07 0.13
GuuU” 44 1.39 29 1.23 0.15 GUU” 50 0.86 13 0.64 0.22
GuUC 9 0.36 9 0.52 -0.16 GUC 19 0.79 35 0.78 0.01
Val N
a GUA 54 1.62 30 1.52 0.10 GUA 9 1.08 83 1.05 0.03
GUG 29 0.63 17 0.72 -0.10 GUG 42 1.05 13 1.03 0.02
ucu* 22 1.31 10 1.14 0.17 UCu 34 1.32 11 1.37 —-0.05
ucc™ 16 1.49 2 0.40 1.09 UucCcC 41 0.83 5 1.44 —0.61
S " .
e UCA 16 1.41 19 1.04 0.37 UCA 32 1.01 19 0.84 0.17
UCG 9 0.51 6 0.93 -0.43 UcG™ 34 1.12 6 0.66 0.46
CCU 23 091 6 1.24 -0.33 ccu” 16 0.91 5 0.80 0.11
cccC 15 0.92 13 1.25 -0.33 cec™ 5 2.00 23 1.01 0.99
P
© CCA 18 1.31 3 0.80 0.51 CCA 4 0.80 17 0.91 -0.11
CCG 16 0.86 8 0.86 0.01 CCG 6 0.68 8 1.12 —0.44
ACU™ 28 1.61 5 0.95 0.66 ACU’ 5 1.13 23 1.00 0.13
ACC 9 0.32 14 1.24 -0.92 ACC 8 1.07 14 1.13 —-0.06
Th
r ACA 36 1.87 8 0.96 0.91 ACA 3 0.80 13 1.05 -0.25
ACG 5 0.19 13 1.03 —0.84 ACG" 7 1.08 8 0.83 0.25
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Tab.5 (continued)

/N EE Camellia meiocarpa

R AT C. vietnamensis

HER  EET Ik LA KRB IR T RS ne- | RERIBHER
- - ARSCU - - ARSCU
#H RSCU #H RSCU #H RSCU #H RSCU
GCU™ 30 1.10 12 0.80 0.30 (elolop 22 1.13 5 0.80 0.33
GCC 18 0.94 18 1.30 -0.36 GCC 20 0.80 17 1.17 -0.37
Ala
GCA’ 29 1.23 16 1.02 0.22 GCA 18 1.03 31 1.02 0.01
GCG 15 0.73 6 1.12 -0.39 GCG 21 0.93 12 1.20 -0.27
UAU™ 33 1.73 48 1.33 0.40 UAU 25 0.68 15 1.09 -0.42
T .
yr UAC 7 0.27 51 1.12 -0.85 UAC 43 1.09 20 1.00 0.09
UAA® 15 1.44 61 1.29 0.14 UAA® 22 1.11 24 0.97 0.14
TER UAG 7 0.13 51 1.12 -0.99 UAG 26 0.92 15 1.04 -0.12
CAU™ 12 1.70 29 1.27 0.43 CAU" 36 1.13 80 0.87 0.27
His .
CAC 4 0.30 12 0.73 -0.43 CAC 14 1.25 19 0.69 0.55
CAA™ 33 1.59 47 1.27 0.32 CAA 9 0.90 31 0.91 -0.01
Gln CAG 14 0.41 29 0.73 -0.32 CAG 19 0.87 43 1.13 -0.27
AAU" 41 1.55 38 1.34 0.21 AAU" 15 1.20 62 1.03 0.17
A .
o AAC 17 0.45 18 0.66 -0.21 AAC 18 1.11 43 1.01 0.11
AAA™ 67 1.53 45 1.22 0.32 AAA 9 0.89 33 0.99 —0.11
Lys AAG 20 0.47 27 0.78 -0.32 AAG 1 0.60 35 0.98 -0.38
GAU” 32 1.80 14 1.40 0.40 GAU 21 0.77 17 1.11 -0.34
A .
P Gac 8 0.20 9 0.60 ~0.40 GAC 40 112 33 1.03 0.10
GAA® 51 1.44 27 1.16 0.28 GAA 28 0.98 45 1.03 -0.04
Glu GAG 16 0.56 25 0.84 -0.28 GAG 16 0.83 18 0.89 -0.06
UGU™ 8 1.22 6 0.69 0.53 uGu™ 30 1.66 6 0.67 0.99
Cys UGC 4 0.38 10 1.31 -0.93 UGC 59 1.19 12 1.22 -0.03
TER UGA™ 15 1.44 25 0.58 0.85 UGA 20 0.72 27 1.10 -0.37
Trp UGG 21 0.80 29 1.00 -0.20 UGG 11 0.53 7 0.65 -0.12
cGU™ 26 2.05 3 0.44 1.61 cGu™ 32 1.44 19 1.03 0.42
CGC 4 0.22 8 0.92 -0.70 CGC 3 0.43 28 1.53 -1.10
A "
& CGA 20 1.48 8 1.06 0.41 CGA 6 1.03 18 1.03 0.00
CGG 2 0.10 10 1.13 -1.03 CGG 19 1.11 8 1.04 0.07
AGU™ 15 0.98 8 0.52 0.46 AGU 7 0.80 30 0.94 -0.14
Ser AGC 6 0.30 9 0.74 ~0.43 AGC 16 1.24 1 1.17 0.08
AGA’ 27 1.74 10 1.53 0.21 AGA 4 0.87 11 0.91 -0.04
Arg AGG 7 0.42 8 0.92 ~0.50 AGG 3 021 22 0.99 -0.77
GGU™ 43 1.54 10 0.95 0.59 GGU 11 0.66 16 0.88 -0.23
GGC 5 0.21 7 0.46 -0.25 GGC” 29 0.87 18 0.73 0.14
Gly GGA 33 1.22 16 1.18 0.04 GGA 23 0.55 29 0.75 -0.20
GGG 28 1.03 3.8 1.41 -0.37 GGG 25 1.20 22 1.29 -0.09

TE: *%7R80.08 < ARSCU < 0.30, ¥*%750.30 < ARSCU < 0.50, ***%& /R ARSCU = 0.50, L& R BT T,

CCA. ACU. ACA. GCU. GCA. UAU. UAA. CAU,
CAA. AAU. AAA. GAU. GAA. CGA. AGA, LA
USZRKE 104, LASREKA 121, LLG4RE
A 14, L CEREMA 04 BEmAH 11 My
3 151+, 43 %8 UUU. AUU. GUU. UCA. CCU,

ACU, GCU. UAA. CAU. AAU. UGU, bl U & &1
HoON, LAZGERNA 24, LG . CEREMNE
0 Ao 7IN S 235 0 T Yol 5% 1% e 00 5 R 350 i 47 LA
AL U 25 R, X501 RSCU 43 Mt i 45 R (R 3)H
#ﬁo
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