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PR Jem B R R 5 PacC ALY
Yl B AR 5

B, eK3EL, TR, TEM, ik
(4 R K FABAH SR, HIKR 430070)

B E AT B RERRRAERXANFE (Penicillium italicum) pH 12 513 F&EF# KB -F PacC 43 fE4¢
M, T PacCHRRFAA#TAEMEEFREIBRISHN. EREN: PacCEAR LK 1921 bp, A 1 AAAA
F, HATQRYGAERKEN 6364, L3N HFTATHAGEHZT LM, BUMSITET, PacCh
5k FE (Penicillium digitatum) #= /=% # % (Penicillium chrysogenum) F% % 78, BRZEREMHT PacC &
BEAMFELAKRFRALLAL; BAAPHY OB RANAFELKRE PacChik, BBEHTAZEZEEZTA
(P<0.05) , MHAMHTEAZXERFLF (P<0.05) ; #REHYRZAREX, HEBUKFDIIHEERS
PacC &5 (P<0.05) ; AKKZEAE 5| #2355k ik pH 4L, B F RSk PacC 23 (P<0.05) , SKREEAETIRIEL
® pHBR, PacCkZ##H TR (P<0.05) « FHREZEREAY, TRASHMBREENEXANFTERXIFERA
pH T M&; #EAr44s pH ¥ & KA FEWEMRS, PacC EAZEMERERA R LB ABE, REEREY, F
¥ pH Fesx R4 ¥ AL # v & KA FF PacC 23K, ®hE KA HEGERME,
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Cloning and Expression Analysis of PacC from Penicillium italicum of
Citrus Fruits Postharvest Pathogen

FENG Yue, ZHANG Meihong, LI Xiaoying, LI Qianru, PENG Litao"

(College of Food Science and Technology, Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan 430070, China)

Abstract: In order to analyze the function of PacC, a pH-signaling transcription factor of Penicillium italicum, which was a
postharvest pathogen of citrus fruits. The gene had 1921 bp cDNA and an intron, which encoded 636 amino acids and
contains three typical zinc finger domains of transcription factors. Phylogenetic tree analysis showed that the PacC was
clustered with Penicillium digitatum and Penicillium chrysogenum. In vitro test, the PacC gene was stably expressed during
the growth of P.italicum. The pH of the medium affected the growth of P.italicum and the expression level of PacC, and the
expression level was significantly down-regulated under acidic conditions(P<0.05), but significantly up-regulated under
alkaline conditions(P<0.05). Carbon source conditions affected the expression of PacC. The expression of PacC was
significantly increased by glucose starvation and supplementation(P<0.05). The pH alkalization of the medium was caused
by low concentration sucrose, which significantly stimulated the expression of PacC(P<0.05), while the pH acidification of
the medium was caused by high concentration sucrose, which gradually decreased the expression of PacC(P<0.05). In vivo
test, the inoculation of different citrus varieties with P.italicum would lead to the decrease of citrus peel, and the initial pH

of inoculation had an important effect on the pathogenicity of P.italicum. The PacC gene was stably expressed throughout
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the infection process of P.italicum on citrus. These results indicated that both environmental pH and carbon source could

affect the expression of PacC and the pathogenicity of P.italicum.

Key words: citrus fruits; Penicillium italicum; PacC; pH-signaling transcription factor; bioinformatics analyses; virulence

FH B RS 25 (Penicillium italicum ) FIHEIRE 55
(Penicillium digitatum )5 | XY T 4850 3, 18 5 A
AR IS AR 90%!, ZE KA E IR IR,
B AR e A B8 ) &, KRR 85 1 2
T R e R A T B AT 3 A AR R S AR 19 10%~
30%° M, ALEAEA RIS T AN >R 5 A s 35 1Y)
TR, ARk, BEE AT IR AR 2510 H 2556
T, DA RSl 2 2425 5 380 I R e 244 il
E L TN b = i B oo S B2 SR 2 LY SN 1A SOl
T BT AR EEGR TR, IRARE
RANTE T 5 ARG AL SE AR S e (0] A B R X
TG T AR HAA R Y

WIS, FA5E pH £SsEnn B Y AE K R F AU
WITHRED b T 16 W AP & A4 i AR KA S, LR
T AE— 0 N FNEE B AR pH Z24b gL tet, B
AT O 22X 1) 88 i 5% (Aspergillus nidulans) . FE&SER
W ( Candida albicans) AR {2 £ ( Saccharomyces
cerevisiae) P [ pH M N HLHIZEAT T FE0-0F5, 1L
il 4~ PAL/RIM"?, PAL/RIM B8 H 6 1~
Pal 251 PalA . PalB. PalC. PalF. PalH. Pall J G
¥ 5B F PacC A MY, H B2 3% pH )5,
PAL/RIM i i (5 545 5, 0 B se st 15 PacC,
MIIXTERIE pH A H mi it 4,

PacC #%) 1z H 38 LEVF 22908 I o v e 25 1 [n] 8
WAVEH . 1EAZ L (Sclerotinia sclerotiorum) . <JH.
B (Colletotrichum gloeosporioides) FIFEARE 54111,
PacC 8P IIESEi R B A1 L BRI TR B i 25
9o 71 LA KA R AR G il TERE TR (Asper-
gillus ochraceus) ¥, PacC 59X HoAE K | 434 10F
TERFI & . 22TEAS 27 A58 ™, PacC AR
TEFESITR T W (Fusarium oxysporum)™S FIRLT
T (Fusarium graminearum )" 205 1 v 25 G114
WHER . R PacC A —152 42 IR X 24 SR 4 1l
AR LR AR IO 1 o 56T PacC £ RFIFH
I EARDIRER WA E . A4S sl R 5 5%
PacC F:H, MELT PacC FEFRDRAL FH | ] 25 i1
Fe[mlkh | i BR e 275 S S5 25 A T AnEoi i 2 v iy
ISR, IR T BRI R 0N I SIS pH Y

KA, MWL IR SRR 5 SR S
H AR R E 85 Bl

1 MR5REE

1.1 #MHR5EE

2R AT R (Penicillium italicum) FHEE P-5 M
FIAR At Adg R 5 53 15, Jemh R L LY (1 5 25905
SEAR, el — 2 S5 )5, PDA B3R B 47 ; PDA
PDB. LB #5580 SC80Es [ il s OB . 5207
MHAERET BT A T kL XA el R
AR AT 5 B MGRGR & oL G & L B
RNA filif2 5l & R TAHRRAE; 2Dt E &
PCR 57 & . DNA Marker. Ex Taq -G, T4 448
M =AY TRRECKE) A PR H]; HiScript® 11 Q RT
SuperMix for qPCR (+gDNA wiper ) 5% 551855 &

B SUUMERE A IR R A ]

qTOWER2.2 SEZH}E & PCRAX 5 [E HS 5= 43-#r
AL ES AR A BRI 75 Gel Doc XRAEEMARIL S H
{14k Bio-Rad 2\ w5 SHZ-82A A HIRIR A 4
IR AR 3 YXQ-LS-18SI FH 20 J1 28 75K
Hiay RSO AR
1.2 LWHE
1.2.1 PacC ZEHNwERE M GenBank 5351 F 2
Penicillium digitatum( GenBank % 3% 5 . XP0145
37353.1) . Penicillium chrysogenum( GenBank %% 5§
5 : NW003020078.1) . Aspergillus niger( GenBank
B 5 . AAA32690.1) Fll Penicillium decumbens
(GenBank #5%5: AGY46356.1) ) PacC [FlIEI T4,
Jf- 7 DNAMAN # 4 3E47 22 ¢ 91 LX), 3845 PacC
FER A | RURTAL K Hh ACBL CL D UER,
A BEZ (A S X I LA AR 45 S AT A5 B, A
Primer Preimer5 BS54, UL 1.

JHE B RNA il 32 3257 &5 32 B KR35 55 19
RNA, DIREL ) RNA AR ] HiScript® 1T Q RT
SuperMix for qPCR (+gDNA wiper) 2 % 578 2
¥ 3453 cDNA, #AEXZ IREGH G ud B 45, PGk
) cDNA A % #z , PacC-U-F/PacC-U-R. PacC-1-F/
PacC-1-R. PacC-2-F/PacC-2-R. PacC-D-F/PacC-D-

# 1 PCRYHATHGI#IFS

Table 1 Primer sequences used for PCR amplification

GIL/E2S Eit7se] ElE7E2 Elt7l27)

PacC-U-F TTCGGCTGGCTAAGCCAATG PacC-D-F CCTGGGTTGAGAAGGTCC
PacC-U-R AATACCGCTTTGCTAAGCCTGG PacC-D-R ATGGCGTATGTTTGGGTG
PacC-1-F CGGTCTTGGTCTTCTGGT Actin-F CATTGAGCACGGTGTTGTCA
PacC-1-R CGGCATAGGAGTTAGGGTC Actin-R CTGGGTCATCTTCTCACGGT
PacC-2-F CCTATCAATGGCATCAACG Q-PacC-F CGCAAAAGCACCAACAACCT
PacC-2-R GACGGACCTTCTCAACCC Q-PacC-R CTTCAAATCCTGGGGACGCT
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R(FE 1) N5[¥5%F AL B, C. D U4 H Bt#E4T PCR
P, B TR VKA . PCR P78 X AR R N .
Ex Taq 3R & lff 0.1 pL, 2.5 mmol/L dNTP Mixture
1.6 uL, 10xPCR Buffer 2 pL, 10 pmoL/L I R34
£ 1 pL, cDNA 1 pL, AEZEKENEARFIZE 10 pLo 2
REFRFE M PASPE 94 °C 5 min; 2544 94 °C 30 s, iB
K 56 °C 30 s, fEfH 72 °C 60 s/kb, 30 MIEFR; 45495 72 °C
10 min. K BRI PUAS i B Talifbnii, 1% 2
VA T AE AR R TIN50 & SR
A Seqman #EATHEHE, S BIREKFIE A PacC 3k
PR CH: R A o
1.2.2 PacC FEHAEME B 2500 X PacC KL
U A BE AT R 3 T IX sl R =X R 35 T 1 i
W C http://www.fruitfly.org/seq_tools/promoter.html;
http://bioinformatics.psb.ugent.be/webtools/plantcare/
html/) . FIFH MEGA7.0 #4347 PacC AN RS
PE AR #4338, I X HAH e g5 4 B E AT 0 Cheep://
www.ebi.ac.uk/interpro/) .
1.2.3  PacC 3EH M EEFRIRZIHT
1.2.3.1 BRI EIFIEFEERS R PacC FEEFER
ISP a1y vk, HUE PDA B3R5
R RFIT BT, Hil45 1x10° CFU/mL # 7P &
W, FFEAT TS 35 F54009 PDA 35355E I, T 26 °C 1%
FE, S BUESE 2. 4. 6.8, 10 f1 12 d OB 22, A
BFIF—80 °C 5.
1.2.3.2  FRESACFEXTZRFIF BEA K PacC FERIFE
ISR =% Yang U YT, BB, B
200 pL M FER I SJEA T 25 mL PDA 553:3EH,
R AR 225, FH 1 em BFTFLARFTHL
R, WG 20 mL AN[H pH 19 PDA E5 3Ly %
FEMLA, 5 d eI 38 SRR R BA% -
SIS s, I FBU T PDB 1i3E
He, F 26 C EIEFEARS 120 r/min 3537 2 d, 38
WEER 22 FREL 1.60 g B2 22, # = R IA pH A
PDB %3 3 4k 3% 24 h, Ll pH6 19 PDB 1535
P TR 224 E S X IR, ISR TR 22, IR B R /5 -80 °C R
fees o
1.2.3.3 HEIFEFYURAN RIS E AT T PacC HeH
FIRAUFEIR R 1.2.3.2 AT I IR I AR TR 24,
S JE AR Bk, B 8.00 g M BRI 22T 500 mL
HEIE R, N A 300 mL 50 mmol/L KCl ¥ #, 4 °C
YUk 24 h, WERTRZ IR E B 5-80 C i r#a . HL
YU 24 h AYBE 2233 38T 0k, B 1.00 g T pA 22
T 20 mL 10% (w/v) F 2 R HaEA 7 [BURR, IS8R &
LR HEER)E—80 °C RAEFH .
1.2.3.4  BOPH M R X 8RR AR Kad 2 P Y pH
M PacC FEHFIRMFZN FIR 1.2.3.2 AR
FFULLETR 22, BL 2.00 g MR IR 2%, 530l & T e Bk
5.15.25. 50, 100, 175 mmol/L HyEEFEHET, 4ksirr

PEIRYR GRS %, AFRR 24 h WU 333 [ W i b
pH. FHT RNA $EEUHET, MAER/SE—80 C & H.

LI KA E BN E AL (B-Actin) VE NS
FEA, KEMTEARIFSAF T PacC FERAERL 5K 1Y
FAXTFEIA T . SRS A B BRI 22, $RREUEL RNA, X
5% mimad qQRT-PCR Kl PacC W3k /KF. qRT-
PCR JZ W & & & : SYBR Green PCR Master Mix
5 puL, AIEFEAHY cDNA 1 uL, E TSI (B-Actin
51 #): Actin-F/R; PacC 51 %)J: Q-PacC-F/R, .3 1)
10 pmoL/L 1 pL, XEEAKANEAEFZE 10 pL, VR
JT M TAETE 95 °C 30 s; 28 95 °C 5 s, ZEfH 60 C
30 s, 40 MEHRWLEZOCF S . IS —IREE,
SR 2788 NS T AR S R ik i
1.2.4 FREE pH 52 KA 85 B0 711056 3R M2 gy
TR PacC MZ550Hr
1.2.4.1 BERFFESSAFEAAE SRR pH AU520H

RS T AEAR R EE 0.1% REIR NS W H i

2 min, ZEW/K PR 2 i, AR SR S +L
HVRE R 0.2 em 245 19FL. 32F8 10 ul 10° CFU/mL
T4, 26 °C HCE .. R 24 h = 3 A~ FFp
PSR S, JOR ] R BURE, JCE WS HLTES, 12000<g
B0 5 min, WHFIEW, TSR EZ Y pH.
1.2.4.2 ¥EE pH X2 RAIFESOR ST Bl
ANIF] pH I, SR )G HePP s 22 EANE] pH sl
F, BLA 1x10° CFU/mL A9 . 3% ik S BET
P I3 RN, LIIC R AR ARG IR, R %L, 1P 24 h &b
JI— YR Z RN B -
1.2.4.3 RYLIFEF PacC BIERFEST FRIET
BIAEE R, RS 7R 0.1% IRETRENTE R H 1=
U 2 min, I FHZEMEK vhvk . 7R SRS 17, TR BE
24 3 mm. BRI H B R 220 G 22 R 5015 L Ak,
IRIGTE T 26 °C T, 43571 5.8, 11, 14,17, 20d
W R IR HRLH. 2, I RNA, 5% 515 5] cDNA.
Ll cDNA itz FIFH B RKFNEHEE p-Actin Fl PacC
SIPiEAT 2 B PCR, A &R 26, HLiY 1
b T XFEEA (B-Actin 51%9): Actin-F/R; PacC 5|¥): Q-
PacC-F/R, VL3 1), PCR W ARJF N: 94 °C 5 min;
94 °C 308356 °C 30 s;72 °C 10 s; 72 °C 5 min, Xf A
[El4E 4 cDNA 433§ 3 p-Actin Fl PacC, PCR P 1
PEMIHE S RAL ZBER) 10 g/L BUISPHEE IS P EL vk,
JEE TR
1.3 IR

i Excel A4 78R AbFRFIWE ], T a3
A3 REEZ TR, Sy HTR A SPSS 23 F X8 %K
P A TR N 2y 2553007, /N i 25 25 80(LSD) vk
g2 5 M (P<0.05) 6
2 GREHH
2.1 PacC HEEWREREMEEFES T

FIFH G XF DL KA 5 5% cDNA AR,
PacC KMFFH 5508 A B, C. D IUA Bl A~
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W, F B2 A EE X, P8 a & Uk T IeE, B
H 15 B ENSOF seREM) T (B 1) E)r4s
JHEKAF Seqman #HATPHE, 193] PacC FEH 58731
T RIS I S B

M 1 M 2 M 3
bp b bp bp
2000
1000 1000
1000
700 700 700
400 400 400
200
200 200

El 1 BRHEE PacC FFHIRIY HE
Fig.1 Amplification of P. italicum PacC
E: 1,23, 40 0EARB . BRBE.CHE. DR
PCR 77¥J; M F78 Marker,

RERA T IE B v U 1Y PacC 3EH,
PacC FHEIH JF 51 Fl cDNA FF I 152HE (open reading
frame, ORF) [ F/INA 1921 bp, HZmh s 115144 ik
WK 636 A~ 4nl&l 2 BT, H PacC o747 3 A~
55T I Cys,His, FEEHE (1455, 75 87~305 ZJLik
Z A 145 & Il & ik (PPPPPPP) 19 IX 5, 2 4~
PacC LAY YPXL )%, 3 N EARSE Y X R, 7F
192~400 Z LR Z [A] A — > TFIA 5% 5 119 X
I, BT AZE A F R BT D, SRR 2R A T 1Y
0 L SRR N 1.

Cys,His, FEE 2 1 4514 35,
C,H, Zinc-finger TFITAR; 5¢ R 7 X4

0NN
...TI !

e PRAF Xk YPXLIEFF
(Proline rich) (Conserved region) (YPXL repeat)

El 2 PacC M L5 HH
Fig.2 Protein domain of PacC

ARYGIM P IRASH) PacC FHFFH, %P PacC I
W R BeR/NA 1201 bp, 2854 BDGP [MHETE
LFM PacC FERMAZ.L IR s, TN ZSE R sz a
B F Al GEAL T PacC F:H 1ifF 101~801 bp, Jf7EHE
P3P 5 n] BE 5 AT 3 4~ PacC 1Y) DNA 2551 45
5'-GCCARG-3', W] PacC 1EAIR A FE 1L B A%
FI B HIFRIBAIE WA FIERITE S o [RII, X3R5t
VAT T3P, RIMAEZFIE A U9 i, A7 AE
K% 0 3 F e TATA-box. H#58 T 0 CAAT-
box, M IMTHE SR FL R A% SRR (8] 3) o

¥ PacC FPHN AT ER A FUXS, XF USSR L, &
KHHF R PacC 51545 5 (Penicillium digitatum)
Fy=# 8 55 (Penicillium chrysogenum )] PacC [1[F]
PR, AU IR 3] 87.1% LA o SRIHAB4%E:
e RG], RIME KRN E R PacC SHIRETE
F- B BRSO RIT, 5 A COEERE . IRALR T

1 TTCOGCTERCTAAGOCAATGECCAGCCATGCTCCARGGAGTAACTGAATGCTTGGGCTAGGCCCTTGTGAAGACCTCGGGATGATGACAAGCTTAGTA

101 AGTAAATATTTATATATCACCTGGATAGGGGGGTTAGTTTGACATGTTCCGAGGTCAGACCGAAATGTTACAAATAGAATAGAATATATAATTAGACTTA

CAAT-box TATA-box

TATA-box -
20 l GCCCCTACATATGTAAAGTGACAGATAGAACATGTGTGGTTACATGTAAAAATATGTAAAAATATCTCCAGATCTCCCGCGGAATCCGAATCCGACTGAT

TATA-box
3 O 1 GCATGCCGGCCGTAACCAAGGGCACTAGGCAGCCGGATTAAATCAGAGGACTTGTCACACTCGGACAAAGT TTATACGAAAGGGATATGAATTTGGTCAT
TATA-box
40 1 ACCAAGACTCCAAGACTCCAAGACTTGAGTCTTGGTGCCCGGAGCGGGAATTATTGGCAAGAGGAATCACTTGGCIGCCAAGAAGCATTGCCCATGGGAT
5 O 1 GTTTCTTGGAAGGTTGGCTTGGCGAAACGAATACGCCACTCCTTGTCTCATTCTCAACTTCATTTACTTTCTTAATATTAGAACATTTGTGCCCGTAAGA
AAT-box
60 1 TGTAAGTTATCTGTTAATAATTTACCTTTTGAATTTACGGTGTGT TTGCACTAACCCGATTTAGGGTAAACGGAAGTACCTAGGTAAGAACCTAGGTACT
70 l TAAACCGCTTAGTCATACGATACATACAAGGTAGGTTACCAGT TACGTACGGAGTTATCT TCAGCCGTATATACAACCCCTAGAAATTACCTAGGTATAT
8 O 1 TCAAATACATGTACATAATTGTAAAAATTATAAAAATGATAGGAATTGTAAAAATTGGCCTCGTACCGTACTGTACCCTACTGTGCTACGTGTTAGCTGT

CAAT-box TATA-box

O()] GGANTGCTCCCACACAGCOCCTCGTTCCCCCOCTTCGGTCCACCAGT CAAAAGCCATGGCGCCAACGCCTCTTGGTACT TGGGGCCCGCACCGACTCTTG

1 00 1 GCCCGGTCTTGGTCTTCTGCTTTCTCTCCTTGTCCTTCYGCCAGGLT TAGCAAAGCGGTATTAATCTGGGCAAAGGC TCGGCTCCTTTTCCTCTTCTTGC

1 101 GGAGAAACCCCCCCATTTTCTCTCTCACTCTTCCCCCCCCTTTTTCCTTCTCGCCTACGT TGTATACTTATAGGCTGTTTCTTCTCTATAATTGTGTGAT

120] emerommemermroncrer MO DA e
B3 PacCHFLWEBF0HT
Fig.3 Bioinformatics analysis of PacC
T 2R RIRNECE M0 Ja B XAl RIZ 53 s AR ]
JeEs 2T KRR B AE 1 PiPacC [N DNA Z545 137 15,

P SEMIEEIR
2.2 PacC EEFRIEDH
221 AERKISFERP PacC IEHBYFRIE ST XHEE IR
AN ) B 1a] ) 7 KR B PacC ik Bt T 1T o0&
B, PacC FEZ R A F B AK T (2 F1 4 d) . #3
(6 F1 8 d). JFWI(10 FlI 12 d) FKikEARMLE 22 H.
AR 2K (1.0 247) o HEIAE 2 KR 5 8
KA R, PacC 4ERERE R AH BAE K rRs 09 pH,
PNIIE REv=wi e g R SR T e (SIS
222 ARFEEMF PacC &N BIFRIEST
2.2.2.1 BREEALFHENT PacC FERFSRAGREN  FERH 24
AR R, X IE 2 (pH6) B B UF B A2 340 v T Hidth
pH Z51F F AU BB B4R, HE308 A4 (pHS) X 72 KA1
TR 22 R I S T ES R A5 (pH4 ), RIS
pH Xt 2 KR B B 224 K AT 35 1 (P<0.05), B
PR RE W E RS EAE K (E 6A~F 6B,
P<0.05) . #—3XF24E pH JE$E R F PacC LR
FIRIAT T, K PacC LR TR BAEMRMESAF T
2 I (P<0.05), FEIESAF T BT HN(P<0.05),
R PacC W RIBAMKHF HBE pH, H PacC j&—A>
A ks S (E 6C) .
2.2.2.2 FHEFFIURFN BRI PacC FEHEFIAM 5NN
720, MG S% SRR T RERE I PacC £
iko Louw Z5POF5E & B i T s AN [R] i 2R 5 h
AR R SN S B AN A], Jp5 I R B AN R 9 SR 5242
YiHE YR pH A 255, IITTiE 53w/ N3
WEREL pH, X FEEUR K T PacC L. F2 K F)
TR P 22 A T A VAR B [T M B B, A28 0 (]
*hes il PacC FEFH M FRIAE B LI (P<0.05), HF
[B1%h 30 min B PacC FEH & EiEh 2.46, ik FIIE(H,
X B AR I (R 285 ) A 3 40k /N T 2315 S KR
BHE PacC MZEE 7).
2.2.2.3 AR EE BRI R A KRR B Y pH
J PacC FikMsem) i T BHERRIEXT PacC
LR FZN, DL OR SR i 322005 b 25,
3T IREREA B X B R B AR KA B T Y pH IR
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AANO06813.1 Penicillium echinulatum

100
71 —|: AALA47849.1 Aspergillus fumigatus

AAO048438.1 Penicillium expansum

67

AAV28549.1 Aspergillus giganteus
PMB69661.1 Beauveria bassiana

88
65 100

89

100

KAF4416711.1 Colletotrichum fructicola
TEA15557.1 Colletotrichum sidae
TDZ32094.1 Colletotrichum spinosum

4100‘: AAK35072.2 Trichophyton rubrum

sp|Q9C1A4.2 Trichophyton rubrum
AAC36492.1 Penicillium chrysogenum

1

AFS18474.1 Penicillium digitatum

100 CAAG67063.1 Aspergillus niger

80

e BAB20756.1 Aspergillus oryzae

= { ABK60115.1 Trichoderma harzianum
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Effect of different pH value on growth of P. italicum and expression of PacC gene
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