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BURR A, A8 58 A TEIR f0 22 SR HT/IN S SR B2 AR 7 X
A7 7 2 R B R AN S R ] 7 AR E T A
AR XE LA B AT S OR R Ry T 4R e AR E K IR
f BT, TRE O B AR T B R A S R R R AT 4
AT S PRI IR £ i BT RS A RO it PR R
B, A 9R K R b SL R R e T R B A
il AR AN TR A b LR T 2 R g A
AR, EZEEFEAEY FALF E (Lactiplantibacillus
plantarum) . 7% B F BR T
tosaceus ) RN G (Weissella) WAL FLITH (Lac-
tobacillus alimentarius) . % FL ¥ W (Lactobacillus
brevis ) 553 FLIR T AE 2 B AR rh R 6% A1) F Ak
oG9, Sk 2R 1 5 AR U5 1 23 A, 7 A A HLIRR
M A A KUK o, PR A il B ST AR XL
DRI
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i B H . 2023-06-26

EE£WE . b AR ™ B AR R IR K 37 58 4
A B #5237 H (HBCT2024300207)

E—1EE. INEGE, D WA

BIEEE: D45 E-mail: fml311sun@163.com

HRT, xR b 2L IR T A AT AR TP e
TR 2L S0 A AR A g T TR R b LR B Y A
A REPERRGE D . V2T N R I TN Bk T
11 it O R LR B, 20 A HG A AR AR O 8
DIAR ) SR AT T o AR SR A Z2 Mt BELEE 8 B PR 4
LA I s A RIFLIR S, 4R 3 MO
FRAE 2 R B I BOIR AS FIA £ B 2 et
i 37 g A= LR TR Nk R 2R KRR ) A2 BR BT R
/N, RERA B 18 k4% 4 A= A, BAT — % 410 T A it
2518 1 B R

AW LA E S SR B R S X, i i
3 A 0 R 43 B 1R ) AR R VR 2 AR X
3 B T 8 0 LR TR AT A B A A ik o R P
SE W SE TR 9 7 R 0 T TR M i v S
T2 JO8 68 T % P 55 A T ARk ARV OB R 1 | TR PR K
PR SR T 24 P R BR M A 5 AR R TR
2545 F W44 Bt (principal component analysis,
PCA) 77k , i 6 th 5 G Ve R U0 5 1 Jh I 50 Ao 2k T
Pk, Ay 2 T ) ) 55 i 18 O 22 TR R e 0 B R R
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1 #MEFE
1.1 R 5iF

50 K TR £, R A TSI RE 5 M 2 i o
Fh, IR Y AL Gk BT 2R 4 CEMETR

MRS A%, 3508, AL b R R A
BELZA D 5 V58 R I 56, G o T SR AR A BB A BR A 5
RS R, 5 m R Tl i A Y 4
RAEWRAF A B TS A YRHEARA
H A0 P SE P AL DNA 42 B0 7] £, b s 1 1l g
I AR A BRA A 3 AR, BIOWEST A #]
1.2 EE5ME

SW—CJ-1FD # it TAE G, M e 82 4
ARA R T LDZX-50KBS 5 128 15 K # i, E it
B 22 B gl s ZWY -2102C 18 IR 55 F5 3% % 2%
VR IR A BT AR ) 35 A R 23 7] s Eppendorf AG
22331 Hamburg &0 AL, P2 AERL S | ; TC-96/
G/H (b)C R A B 5% 2L [ ¥ (polymerase chain re-
action, PCR) S P 344, Hu N A B A RA
Al ;UVT52N 540 =0] W et BTt il BHY
A F A BR 2> W ;ECLIPSE E100 )¢ BE B 1 2 1%
BE, e RS A BR AL,
1.3 Ak
1.3.1 FEATRALFE RS AR 3 IR R i IR B
B Fe Bttty o ful R R, o PR R BRI
W b B 47 R (0 RE S S (I8 R RE T S H -
HS, St FE S 4 G1-G8) ., FE i T-80 CAMF
it fr 4 0 .
1.3.2 il iy
1.3.2.1  ZH7A & DNA #2880 PCR #7314 ] E.
Z.N.A. ® soil DNA ] & (Omega Bio—tek,Nor-
cross,GA ,USA) MR fa A 5 vh 32 R 41 B DNA
fii @ H 51 % (338F.5 —ACTCCTACG-
GAGGGCAGCAG -3 F1  806R:5° -GGAC
TACHVGGGTWTCTAAT-3") #" #4407 16S rRNA
B V3-V4 X3k, 40 PCR J 1k & 4 35 5x
FastPfu Buffer 4 nl.,2.5 mmol/l. dNTPs 2 pL, 1E
M 519 (5 pmol/L) 0.8 wL, K& 181 5] 41 (5 pmol/L)
0.8 pL,FastPfu Polymerase 0.4 pwl.,BSA 0.2 pL,
Template DNA 10 ng, /i H ddH,0 #h 78 &K FH
% 20 pL, PCR ¥ 345 WF .95 CHIZZEME 3 min;

95 CAEPE 305,55 Ci k 305,72 CHEfH 45 s, 3t
27 MMEFR ;72 CIEAH 10 min, I 2%55 B5 B B 1
VKK PCR 4738 7=y, 938 7= Wik 2 B33 A=
W 2R AT B mIHEATIN T .
1.3.2.2  Mlumina MiSeq W /5 £ 4 70 B A 4f W
JFF AR MERR P EE PE 2x300 bp JE . % 5E %
J&, 7 lumina MiSeq *F- & L X% 41 5 5 51 28 170
J¥ o

PEWU 46y 51 AR S OC &l Flash (v.
1.2.11) 84X} pair—end XU ¥ 51 #F 47 9F 4 , 4l FH
Fastp (v.0.19.6) 84 X% J5i 4 ¢ 51 47 B 458 Jm 3R 15
PeAbI¥ 51, 8/ Uparse (v.7.0.1090 ) ¥ /43 T4 1k
JG B H AR 97 % AR EE (9 #E4T OTU 2T 25
Brix &4, (@ RDP Classifier(v.2.11) 8% {4 3 B¢
FE1, Hext SILVA (v.130) %0 % Fil UNITE (v.8.0)
BRI N A A HEAT Y A 2 B, Alpha 28R
i FiJ Mothur(v.1.30.2) 841 E45 .
1.3.3 bk B, dife Ead TR ERVEFREL 25 ¢
25 VA PSR R A0 RE i, FH I TR AR B AR K A
i T, W BB 305 A R B 3 I AR BE V45 200 WL TR AT
T & 0.75%W R A5 i MRS -4 L, 44 H6 B b i
i 3 47,37 CH 3% 48 h, iR lm , WA
& PR A 37 B T 1Y) A A R A T R 2R gtk
1.34 BEEEMRI L K WE Lk S 1 B 5 R
TIE | R 405 A4 OC S 7 A vl A7 28 B2 AR S5 X BE L
FLIR AT PR R 2R A7 0 20 2

it AL E I | A R R K
ARIR A B 7 2 AT I A

B R R 30 SR | A b S 50 R I e v Ak ik
55 ol FH 40 P A Ak 4 0 A R A T I
1.3.5 Wk EHNEE HRdy P8 Em 24
PREA R HE A MRS WA 85 5 B vh ot 30 77 240
FEPIZH DNA PR £ O 7] & 52 iU Pk DNA, R
FHAN @ 5 51 16S rDNA, 1EM 5[4 27F
5~AGAGTTTGATCCTGGCTCAG-3" , X Ia 5|4
1492R ;5" ~CTACGGCTACCTTGTTACGA-3", PCR
PIGIR R (50 pL) W45 519 27F 5 1492R 45
2 pL, A DNA 3 uL,2xTaq PCR Master Mix
25 uL, f 5 FHddH,0 #hFE % 50 pl, PCR I %
.95 CHAETE 5 min;95 CZZE 1 min, 60 °CiH k
1 min,72 CEZEH 2 min, 3£ 30 1EEF ;72 CLEAff
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10 min, FI 1935 B A 56 I L Uk K T PCR 97 3 7
Y1, PCR ¥ 14 ;= Wik & 1 ifg A2 TR A A7 BRA
RIUEATIN R, I 45 SR 22 NCBI ™ 3 Fb X 3R 45 14
PRIFIDRPE 2SS
1.3.6  FLFR A 1Y & FE 1 AE
1.3.6.1 J7RREA AP FALHE . e A A0 52 R
i, Bk KR, bRl faofl R R SR LA
JBE o KR A Liu SEUH) 75 0 5 2L 2 AT D AR 1 ™ i
ROFEEIE MK 30 g fABE 2.5 ¢ SALEN .2 ¢ Hi %
B 1 g AT 65 mL 2818 /KIR &, M4 pH {54
6.5, Hil Ut R RE IR B TR AR AR 1% (R R
SEL) W LR 2 A0 R TG SR AR 37 CHE IR
Iy WIAE 0,4,8,12,24,36,48 h W BUke, Il % pH
fH.
1.3.6.2 MifetE  MR4E Liv UK IE R 7k, IFFR
EE Y, A 1 mol/L MIFLERTE 15 MRS WA %
3 pH 2 % = 5,45,4,3.5,3,121 CK @ 15
min, $% 1% LG4 TR 6 A IS 09 B, 37 CHE 37
24 h J5 , WA R ODegon TH o

DA TR PR 2 B2 L ke A5 o DA AR 7 S [m) R 45 o Ay
ZHEN IR T SO R L,

FREE L (%) = (AJA,)x100

A O [R] R PR B B 3R R TR
OD o TH 340 1 TE K 15 73 B ODegonn 1
1.3.6.3 Miiht: M Lio SFUHRIE A9 kIR
YEMES, 435001 MRS WA R EE A 0% ,5%,
10%,15% ,20% NaCl, 121 ‘CK & 15 min, #% 1%
Fe 3 R G AL 5 I, 37 CHE 9% 24 h s, INE
T ODigoonn 18

DA TR R 2 B2 L ke A i DA AR 7 S ) R 45 o it
ZHES AL 1.3.6.2 T AT B R E L,
1.3.6.4 EILTRREGIEE AR 4 ) 8% G Jr
BIFMAEIE Y, 0 I HIVE S 1% 2R K2R 4
AR, MR 0.6 /L I H By 48 1) MRS W M4 8%
Ik i IR KT B 1% (B0 850) 1Y 376 A T8 L 70
SR ZE 4 B MRS WA TR 5 28 RIS 57
KRN IRLE 37 CCHEFF 4 d, B FR LB 0 N B, A8
Ry 5N R A
1.3.7  PRHFLER A ) £ 46 Mg
1.3.7.1 WfARERME AR S ORE B (0.1%,
0.2% ,0.3% ) ¥ R 5 i) MRS 1A 55 55 3 | % IR

TG RAER  F 1% 0 L A5 425 Rl i AL TR, 37 CHE 57
24 b, I 5E B OD oo TEL o

DA TR R 4% B b ok A et D AR 6 S [ PR 45 v Ay
ZRET)  F IR 1.3.6.2 AR A R R E L,
1.3.7.2 W2 (25 ORI H0 R O 2 R Y
RS T 25 8000, AR PE Parlindungan S8R 75 1k
7 DA AR X AN R 26 28 (4 T 25 0 R AR IB 0 K 0%
bS5 0 RV Y S0 U A B MRS Bl R 77 2 1 f 4t
A= Yy R) B A B IR B AR A 37 CHE AR 72
h, AR P P L AR X B AR I B A R 2 P AT A
S UpN
1.3.7.3 FmeikdE MR Topeu 5B J7 i
SERAR IR EHKTE, FEBSR, WG 24 h
J& ,FE 12 330 g 21 TN #5015 min, i F 1B R
ERGZ I (pH 7.2) YRR TIIE 2 WK K Ui T
G IR E, T ODgonn THZE 0.6~0.7(A,) . ¥
ImL “HRE 3mL #MEFRIRESG Y, EE
Y T A 5E 2 min, 8% 30 min, 225 /KA, I 7E 600
nm 205 OD A (4)).

MR 258 2 B K

Fm KM (H% )=(1-A /A 4)x100 (1)
1374 AREM 2% Xiong I k&
FLRR T AR 0 A SRR T, MRS, WG
24 h J5 ,7E 12330 g 55AF T B0 15 min, $F J00E
B THMIREEZ W (0.01 mol/L, pH 7.2) i
JE , P#1 3% ODiggoun TH 2 0.55~0.65(Ao) . TEE IR &
B, TE 24 h JF WA AR IT I & ODgn 1B (At
TG B EFA])

WA A R AR

HERAERE T (%)=(1-4/A,)x100 (2)
1.3.7.5 M S5 00 B AR Iy 30 e 2L
PRI DA AR T 00 0T i 0, R ARG Bl DA 4 0 7 28 Bk A

(ATCC25923) , KW+ i (ATCC25922) , B 15 ¢

VITICE (CMCC50115), B RE 28 0 4T & (CI-
CC21290) YE K 48 7= 14, W L 100 wL 458 71 B I i
(10°~10" CFU/mL ) 2 & F2 3 B8 V- A b U A, ik
EICHIEAC R (6 mm) ¥ 15 pL 3G Ak 5 09 FLIR
B S AE CHE A 4 CHE 20,37 CHi 9% 24
h i 0 2 A T R R 0N
1.3.8 Hudlaibr {30 EE 3k, KL AR
43t 8 4F Origin 2018 Excel 2019 5 SPSS 23 4b
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PR H One—way ANOVA K55 25 57 I 14 ¥4
E 8 FHXS 22 510 Bl R 30 47 35 5 B iE

2 HBRE5SMW
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21 BREREARESHEEST

o8 v 30 ) R AR A b DX A% G & TR TR
fORE S A T RIS AT T, R TSk
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B1 BRETERHEEXKTELNENEE

Fig.1 Relative abundance of bacteria community in Suanyu at genus levels

WE 1 s, L 1 10 48 K B 4 34
FE ., Hd  FLFF R 8 (Lactobacillus ) 2 TR fa B 5
oA — S JE A X T Bl 40.73% 5 B BK
W J& (Tetragenococcus ) 181 B [C # J& (Weissella)
I3 R o A AR B AR 34.27%
M 6.42% , %45 RS Lin FVWF5E A% 50 & iR o
PR B A — B, 1P 2R e R o2 5 8
T A ), LT TR @ X o — IR A B e TE AN IR &
B B PR T B FLIK T 8 BT [ o B v 2
NP B DL g R R FLIR B AE AN [R] M
DX 1) % 495 J e 1 A v 1) g AR AR s, W TR £ 1
Wk B B OCEEEH . I, 78k it 72
b, LR B E A R P T AT R AR i A K

M1 2 3 456 7 8910

2000 bp
1000 bp

750 bp
500 bp
250 bp
100 bp

LR oL R DA R R R AR
22 IBREMNSBMEE
N 16 AN TR FR oA A v 2 43 B B 8 11 24 Bk
A T P Y B FL R TR D VR, TRVR AR IR 3
BB CEEW L BE 2 O e s Rl e, R
[ G iy B RS RS . SR Aa 45 5 22 S0 FF sl K AT
ARERIR BEIR . 24 BREEIUIFLIR B34 22 IR0
PR o Ak S B P g P o A 7 BB
PR A B RS R AR A IR B M TR, AR AR DL S5 24
PR A G 7L B 1Y A B A fLARAE
P Y I 24 BRFLIR T4 £ 1T DNA $2HL
S PCR ¥4 ,PCR #3445 R an &l 2 o

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

o N N N W W W W W W W W W W N W A W W N W 1500 bp

B2 24#%E® PCR ¥ =4 B ikE
Fig.2 Electrophoresis of PCR—amplified products of 24 strains

Y1 24 HRFLERTA 16S DNA, FIH 1%35 I8
U5 I H Uk A AT K B, 24 BREETAE 1500 bp BT H

PR — W22 4 4B P A I )
SEAE NCBI 3 |5 B BT LT, L 45
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mk 1 pR,

W1 IR 24 BR B FPIL S 7 A B A,
Hrpuds 13 MOV ZUAEAT I, & S0 54.17%
1 ¥R 48 2 FLAT B (Lactobacillus futsaii) , /7 & 5L 1)
4.17% ;2 BR A EAE A ZLAF B (Companilactobacillus
Sutsaii), 7 BB 8.33% ;3 BRI AL Ak A FLAT B
o7 B
12.50% ;3 ¥k B W BR B (Enterococcus faecium) , /5
BB 12.50% ;1 #R 25 EK B (Enterococcus fae-
calis), 5 BELH 4.17% ;1 ¥R A BR 5 BB
(1 4.17% ., 1RGSR R Y FLRAT R AEAE 58 K
PR IR £ PP B — DR3P R . [R) L e I £ o] o 26
B, A P FLAR AT TR 7E £00 38 iR 1) % % 43 5 00 {0
2500 E1RE % [ 40 Shidal®rp s Bl 20 B %5 N
BRRR I Ah A SR ZLAT BRI S A A FLAT 1T o B4k
1 12.50% , R AR FE & A5 L3 TR i,
H A 12 1 7F Rt v () R T 5
2.3 FEEMEBMEESH
2301 PR R — R R R B R
P R e S B 1 B (L N o N 2 DI S i
P =R, FEAS pH AV RE T . EAh, e AR 3
TR TR A % TR B G S TR F I R e A e, AR T
i E R f0 XU | €835 1 T B, (] B PR B IS 19 pH
{EL VR 55 35 BE A 28010 1) AN T 18 ok 2 4 1 A K B
PRAUE R f & T B2 rp ) 2 4 3 40 B B 7 TR
R 3 PR,

B3R T HA B RE RN 6 thILm
TR, HE 24 PR LR TR 7 R R i U5 ) 15 2077 R
BI(E M £k ,6 bR FLER 3 ™ 1R 68 1 3300 T BT A B Ak
M= TR . 6 PRFLIR TR AL 46 4 MRAE W ZLAR AT I
(S5.S17 .S18 ,S21) |1 #f AR ¥ A ZLAT 1 (S20) Fl
1 BRBR B ER B (S3) . X 6 AR FLER B 7E AT 24 h Pk
PR L TE 8 h PR pH (ERE 2 4.5 LIF,S18 1 S20
TE 24 h PUKs pH (AR 2 3.9 LATF ;24 h 5 6 #R
™R R R W AR, K R T B SR Y pH (H
FEHITE 3.70~3.85 Z[A] , VT 2058 K 2 E At Y 3L
FEAT B0 A 0 5 10 7= R BB 1206 ik 8 50 TR 1A
TR LA AT B O 28, AR SRR AE LTI S20
FIH AL T 1 7 R g
232 MHERE R R BT AR A LR B i AN
o, ZEEREE pH EAW T [, & B2 R fa

(Companilactobacillus  alimentarius ) ,

F1 24 ¥HE R 16S rDNA FERE ML 345 R
Table 1 The results of 16S rDNA homology comparison

of 24 strains

H# A B P AR

. PR B RT B R MY
S1 N E ) OM073982.1 99
S2 iR AR CP040736.1 99
S3 N k) 0K037492.1 99
S4 A ILHATH MWI111121.1 99
S5 AL FLALAT B KP230423.1 99
S6 AL FLHAT 0M441987.1 99
S7 A SLALAT B MT378128.1 99
S8 A ILHAT MF405177.1 99
S9 A FLALAT B MN746321.1 99
S10 A ILHAT MT613640.1 99
S11 LRES AB481102.1 99
S12 HACAE £ SLATE ON115339.1 99
S13 HACAE A SLATH ON115358.1 99
S14 HACAE £ SLATE ON115335.1 99
S15 A FLALAT B CP055123.1 100
S16 R ST MH473441.1 99
S17 AL FLALAT B KP137381.1 99
S18 AL ILHATH MT613628.1 100
S19 EWmRE FJ804073.1 99
520 (R W) CP064860.1 99
S21 AL SLALAT B KR816164.1 99
S22 AL ILHAT CP055123.1 99
S23 V8RS OM570327.1 99
S24 A ILHATH CP052869.1 99

3.5

NP M
12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 48
R F715f )
Culture time/h

3 FERERITERE R

Fig.3 Acid production rate of lactic acid bacteria

1 1
0 4 8

pH {ELNE AT 4.6, IR 1 Jf 5 356 149 L o 1 1 L 7 R
U R TR R AE 7, 3K BE (o FEAE IRk e I B 5 b A 4
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RBERAPE . RN B2 PEZE R AR 4 FR

Bl 4 BT 24 Bk ZL R B A0 Bl 8% 3% 2k pH (E
1R R TRROG R BEE AT T B, o S1,S19
S23 i R RE ) fie 22 , Ho B B MRAE A [R] pH {15 % 2k
TR TR R B BE (R 0K s pH (Bl 5 B R LR
65.20%~86.92% ;pH {H N 4.5 I}, 15 #R B 19 % ¥
KT 50%, HA A 11 bR FLRFF# 1 bR AR
SEAEAEFUAT B 1 BRAR SEZLAT 18 1 MR R i BR B A
1 R BE 7 BR A pH (E 4 1,5 PR 8 A 2% 5 LTS
KT 10%, f04F 5 BRA Y 3L M AT i (S7.88.810,
S18.S22) ;pH fHAKT 4 B, FrA Btk & AL T
5%, VL ES5RRN TEAL pH (AR5 21 BREA R
A B hr w52 68 g, b DL BE S7.S8.S10,
S18 S22 (TR R A8 R e i o AT K 53 AL FE AT 5 v
8 Y7 H A S I IR e T AR LR AT TR, U
Ab, A BIFFEIA R ASAEAS [R) LR 01 P o 1) e it A2
Z A 22 5, RE ) TR 4 A [ B8 22 ] 1Y) 1% it 52
P22 A AR F R
233 MERYE ARG K BERR 53y i R R A AR
ERmR A, PRAE Sy % 1 R0 0 A 2 T AR R LA —
W ERRE 7. BRIR A 25 SR W] 5 TR

M5 AT LUE Y, BEE SR & N s hn i A
PR 1 OD oo TEL AN W7 R A, 24 26 57 3 43 %0 31 36
2095, it A TR AR 19 ODgoonn THIIR T 0.01 %45 5
BRI AT S5 SR A — B B 20 BRI A —
FETG (AR B LE>1%) o S350 B0R 5%~
10% , AL G0 R e BT h i R I & &, 43
[T £ 53 R 5%, 19 AR LR R AE R 4F i A K I
JCAETE 1.0 DL E BERR % BE LU >T0% 5 530 5T i 43 41
H 10%RF, B Ak S10.S11.816.S17.S18.,S21 S22
1 S24 ATH B M AR G S ) AR AR RE T, AR
Fe>5% ., Hh LR 25 T 0, Fh v B xh LR B 1 2E K
HAEBEELW, 76 mEh 5 T W04 K 32 28
ETAOELIN N
234 SSLRRWLREGTE T HAT S R R B TR
PER AR AE ] T B R R, i T 'Y
v A W 1) T P T A% G 1Y) TR i TR A
T2 FECEW e ) R PG 0 1 J0 2 5L R R
it 3% M 1) TR R AR A & T R B A AE A W B
oL R KRR A, Wk S3.85.56.510.S12 4
SR AR T FE M AN ] TR & e, B AR

.
.
s3 [ ) ODm)nnm
bl - ° @ o9
ss [ ) o 0.1 gl |
S6 [ )
. - 02 @ g
S8 03 @ 12
g s L .« 04 @ 13
E[]J’ < s10 . -
gsn ® e 05 @ 14
2% = si2 ® . e 06 @ 15
EﬁS:j : e 07 @ 16
" Esis ° ® 03 @ 165
U2 si6 o
s17 [ )
s18 o
S19
s20f @ o
s21 : ®
S22 o
S23 . .
2 @ [ ) ;
5.0 45 4.0 35 30
pH 18
pH value

4 24 tR3LER T HY T R AE

Fig4 Acid tolerance of 24 lactic acid bacteria

) .
S2 ) o OD 1
s3 [ . 0 el
54 [ J 01 Noll 12
S5 [ ] S 02 @ i3
:: o - 03 @ 14
S8 < c 04 @15

[ J
S9 ® e 05 @ 16
. S0 Y c 06 @ 17
o
sil °
=S * 07 @18

Jut

]I‘ g S12 . (4 e 08 . 1.9

= s13 o ™Y

2 S i ° x e @2

g s15 o @20

B E e H ‘

I sy °
s18 9
S19 [ ] Y
520 ()
s21 )
522 )
s23 o °
S24 o [)

0 5

10 15 20
Eh A

Salt mass fraction/%
B 5 24 HRILEEE AW A S
Fig.5 Salt tolerance of 24 lactic acid bacteria

Y81 Ay G JEE T 0 2 g B 2, T A Sy I R A
24 IFBEMEEMESHT
241 THARERYE Xt RHER AT 37 66 ) R e BE 3E AE
TR TR AR Y 2 DR 2R AR fi 3 P g IR R o 4 4K
295 0.39", #A48 g5 A= T AE AR N B3 25 A,
VU T 35 R IO LA — o T AR BB 0 . B AR 1 T
JRERPEZE RN 6 FiR .,

fiff 7% 24 BRFLER W REAE 0.1% ,0.2% ,0.3%
4 R R e B rh A= G, L 1% IR e AN DR 14
HAEKR W b5 MR Y LA AT
S5.89.S10.,S17.S18 il 1 #RIHE BRI S11 K H
R AT AR B8 . IRER BT 50N 0.1%0,6

BEBR K
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& : L P00 on Table 2 Antibiotic susceptibility of lactic acid bacteria
S3 . . 9 ® 11
sef : o e 2 B AT ZTHE O ORK #EF wWwx  af
ss 02 @13
:i . ; + 03 @ 14 é/f;]'a’:r‘ E]?H’\ g‘% g;“fr? 4‘% ;r? 4;1‘?
s . N B sl I S R R S R
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Isolation, Screening and Phenotypic Analysis of Lactic Acid Bacteria
from Traditional Fermented Suanyu
Sun Haixin', [Li Zhiyong?, Chen Zhihui®, Zhao Xinqgiang', Kang Chunyu', Sun Jilu"
(College of Food Science and Technology, Hebei Agricultural University, Baoding 071000, Hebei
2Office of the State Assets Committee, Hebei Normal University, Shijiazhuang 050024
*Department of Food Technology, Qujing Agricultural School of Yunnan, Qujing 655000, Yunnan)
Abstract In order to screen lactic acid bacteria with good fermentation and probiotic properties from traditionally fer-

mented Suanyu. The diversity of bacteria in Suanyu from 2 production areas was examined through high throughput se-

quencing technology. Lactic acid bacteria were screened by transparent circle method, and identified by physiological and

biochemical experiments and 16S rDNA sequence analysis. The fermentation properties

ance, salt tolerance, amino acid decarboxylase activities) and probiotic properties

(acid production rate, acid toler-

(bile salt tolerance, hydrophobicity,
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auto—aggregation, antibiotic sensitivity, antibacterial activity) of the obtained strains were systematically analyzed. Results
showed that Lactobacillus, Tetragenococcus and Weissella were the dominant bacteria in Suanyu, and three relative
abundances were 40.73%, 34.27% and 6.42%, respectively. 24 strains of lactic acid bacteria were screened, including
13 strains of Lactiplantibacillus plantarum, 1 strain of L. futsaii, 2 strains of Companilactobacillus futsaii, 3 strains of
Companilactobacillus alimentarius, 3 strains of Enterococcus faecium, 1 strain of Enterococcus faecalis and 1 strain of
Pediococcus pentosaceus. Among them, L. futsaii and C. futsaii were isolated from Suanyu for the first time. Significant
differences in phenotypic characteristics of 24 strains of lactic acid bacteria. Among them, L. plantarum S18, S21 and C.
Jutsaii S20 have good fermentation properties, and strains S18 and S21 also have good probiotic properties. Strains S18,
S20 and S21 have the potential to be used as starters of Suanyu.

Keywords Suanyu; lactic acid bacteria; isolation; identification; fermentation properties; probiotic properties



