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Abstract
To characterize fecal bacterial communities of wetland birds across habitats, we collected 61 fresh
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fecal samples from multiple wetland bird taxa in Sichuan Province, China, covering six habitat types
(corridor, riverbank, farmland, woodland, reedbed, and birdwatching hide). Total DNA was ex-
tracted, and the V3-V4 region of the 16S rRNA gene was amplified and sequenced using high-
throughput sequencing. Operational taxonomic units (0TUs) were clustered at 97% sequence sim-
ilarity, followed by taxonomic assignment and alpha-diversity analyses. At the phylum level, 17
phyla showed relative abundance >1%, with Proteobacteria (40.33%), Firmicutes (27.36%), and
Actinobacteria (20.24%) dominating the communities. At the genus level, 231 genera exceeded 1%
relative abundance, among which Lactobacillus (7.2%), Enterococcus (4.8%), and Lactococcus
(4.1%) were the most abundant. Alpha-diversity indices (ACE, Chao1, Shannon, and Simpson) did
not differ significantly among habitats (Kruskal-Wallis test, P > 0.05), suggesting no detectable hab-
itat-associated differences in overall fecal bacterial diversity in this dataset.
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1. 3]

SREFUAEMZ B RRER, SEMNEVRAERREZIER, S0 R X 5 2 B A 5
Wi, P48 2 2 S TR BT 40 B A0 85 ) AR S 0 R A A RE [ 1] B A 5 2R\ O RAR B 14 85 it ik
TR R AME E[2]-[5], BURTAEIY B S BV Rh i L5k, w57, B 2508 EE
[6][7], WALyl & e R T HE 1T B W), (2 R IR B B I AR AR (8], A ey & ] 4% S U3 23 A1 T8 JE
BWIREE[9], ALk S 5] R 7 JEé B BRAE AL SR A B[ 10]. I BN IXIOR 1) 5 38 B 25 7 A6 6 88 50 IR Ak
MNEHL B, Er] DB AE R 2 0

BT 16S rRNA PRI F S )32 B T I A= W0 0 22 0 0 i, E A% I8 B A B v v 0 b 2H A
WAFRHE AR A WAL RE,  LUBCH A RIRE A B ] 1) 22 3%, 12 3R FEAR R AL S FE M BEVE RRAE I OC G, i
MM SRS, BRMEN A EAER11], WA FRMHIX A L#(Grus monacha) ) 1718 7 1
AT 16S rRNA HImAE X V3-V4 041, RKIAEAS [F] B HURE MmN A 31 1 Sk 88 i 8 4 T A T 5 i R 2 8
PEAPE R 2 2 5, 3RO IAER IR 35 1T e A 400 i 38 v 2L i Y B L (R 3R [12] 5 ) o [ 7 i e X £ RS (Larus
ridibundus) FAFE Y BEVE RFE [ 7 B BUR E T Ft R W, JEBEE ] Firmicutes (86%), 28] Proteobac-
teria (10%), LALBREER ] Tenericutes (3%)A & ik 45 I =1[13]0 [FI, ATSIA DA A= Ba i oK
B FREMAE AR, W) R B 5 (Egretta garzetta) AN S0 R AN, THAE RS W AR L A9 78
(Paradoxornis webbianus) W ¥ A 2 IR B 26 KA 2 (Sclerotinia sclerotiorum mitovirus) FEJE I B
(Magnaporthe oryzae ourmia-like virus)55[14], LA FAIE T 5 S0 40 0 B E VR 2H AT 2 A [R) R B 1)
FEREF R WA ? ASCEE AN A A TS, B, B8, R/KIS. HEGAS L H S A SR Hh S 2
LR EAT 16S rRNA &7AEX V3-V4 il &5, o0 H IS0 B Vs 2 S B 2 6, R T
H5ABEKKR, NESZERIESE,

2. R EE
2.1. ¥FERESRE
FeEmm REB NI oM (NH) BBALZH) UL R ISS(QW). JIE(GY)SEH 6 FA R A (Z-7&E

][l
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JEES H-Tf S T-FHt, S-RAR. C-F 3B A W-BLE )3k 61 BOR(ERE S (R (5 B LI 1), BARTrik
N R S SSH S I B2 T AR RS SN BV UCR R, N — R TR R T, S T E 80 C B R IR VKA
RA7

2.2. DNA £

K FH FE 0 52 (R 20 $R UK A & (QIAGen), 5 LK 2H DNA ¥ )5, I 1%35 B i v wior: il 4l 2
H:[KZH DNA Jfi &, EHCAH IR ATl 7 .

X} 16S tRNA [) V3-V4 X3, & B A % JE 14 (barcode) (1) 45 57 51 ¥ (338F: 5'-ACTCCTACGG-
GAGGCAGCAG-3'l1 806R: 5'-“GGACTACHVGGGTWTCTAAT-3").

PCR f# [ TransGen AP221-02. TransStartFastpfu DNA Polymerase. PCR 1. ABI GeneAmp® 9700 7!,
B Rl —HFEA R PCR PR A I FH 2% 55 R Bl 8 e o yikoR U, J8 3 AxyPrepDNA % [ B (AX Y GEN
ARNVIRIEI PCR 724, Tris_ HCl BEMt, 2%I e bR kil . AMEAR 3 IREE . SIEHIKWIP
EELER, ¥ PCR YA QuantiFluor™-ST ¥ .75¢ € i R4t (Promega A ®)) kil e &, P4 a7 &
BOR, AR B BNR G

2.3. MiSeq SCEEA R FNI -

T Illumina MiSeq PE300 llJ7F- & I J& i@ =7 7041 . % MiSeq /743 B XS reads HfHE
(merge) il — 25751, [A] I X reads (1957 & Al merge FIRCR BEAT F 3% L 3%, R4 17 51 85 22 3 it 26 T 15 (barcode)
AP FHI X B AR EIE BT, FFRIERFFI 1. MiSeq SCEERI AN T i 136 5 ALV R 25
HIRA AP 58 R

IR S SH: (1) FUEBTY): S read A fUEVEMET Q20 HIMHZE, RAEshE 1
(T DK EE 50 bp)db AT shas#lbr, 4% D= HEIKT Q20 BT 3um ], REKEE > 50 bp HIH
reads; (2) JPHIHSE: HT X reads H %) H & [X (minimumoverlaplength = 10 bp) SCHLF 55425 (3) 45TC
Pl WO B X RO BE N 20%, HEBRFRFEILAECFFA: (4) FEAMER: MR ILEC barcode 741
(EEE) S GF ) (E R =2), W FIRHIEE AR EFEA, F—RIEFA )5 .

2.4. EF OTU K9

H:F Usearch (vsesion 7.1) [ 1518, Eex iz o] #H47 L0 R4, DAIRRITFEERE. 4l
PREELZRRTFIGE, LLOT%IBAE A BRE R ETUR 7 HI (A & 7 5)AT OTU 2K, RN LRikE
T, AR OTU RE 7. M5, Wiy ssS OTU R FHIHAT XS, FREMALIE > 97%
P, ZHE OTU %M. KM RDP classifier Ui 503255 97%AHUKF (1) OTU AR Fe 41 #4773
K.

2.5. Alpha M4

SN AE ST N B A P i B 4T Alpha 2R HT[16]. Alpha ZFEMERIE —ANMRRE AT EBAES R
SN ZFEE, B R SR R WA BRI 5] FE DA SN PR . FH Ace SRASTHEFZ 1 OTU 0 H 1I4R%L
[17], RASTHR S s FTE5CZ —, ACE #8300k, RUIBEMFEEEME; H Chaol i+
ALY E 18], Chaol {HE KR P S ELZ ; H] Shannon 25625 FEHEVE 14 & FE A 51 [19],
Shannon fEEUE M S, RUTEVAF 5 RIS B R H Simpson fli HMAEYI 2 FE R Bz —(20],
Simpson TREUEARA, ULIAREE 2 FEMER .
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3. &R
3.1. FHIX% OTUs BED T

XF 16S rRNA il &l 7 45 R KW, 61 MESEREAILRASHM R 546751 52.013 T35, MFHREXS 15.65
¢, i uEmtEsaE, ARG BIREXS 10.88 12; FEAFIARUTY] 4.3 Tisk, “FEIAH KL 418.14bp.

K FH RDP classifier DU i 5725 97%AH LK1 OTU AR F4UEAT 40 825007, FL3R19 401 OTU
BEoh 7842 A, AFRASE Z-3E 8 H- . T-HH. S-AAR. W-I 2. C-2 3 MK OTU 451k 3610.
5527. 1826, 3767, 1344, 3210, HHARAESILAR OTU £ H A 705, ANEASFRA R OTU #H 537
9400, 1627, 96. 496, 41. 458 (4 1).

s
(3767)

(1344)

Figure 1. Venn diagram of clustered 16S rRNA OTUs from fecal bacterial communities across different habitats
1. TEIEEZEEME 16S rRNA B2 OTUs FRE

3.2. BEEHST

3.2.1. EFIVIKEEHFEEGDH

TETTKF LB, SEET 1%04 1711, HAARJE R ](Proteobacteria) JEAE R | 1(Firmicutes) RS ZE B
I J(Actinobacteria) X = FE &, 705N 40.33%. 27.36%F1 20.24%, JtH & NH0O2 (NHC). NH11 (NTC).
NHI2 (NSL). NH23 (NZB). NH24 (NSL). NH36 (NSQ). NH45 (NCQ). GY10 (GHL). GY12 (GHH).
QW04 (QHH). QW06 (QHH). QW09 (QHQ). QW10 (QHQ). ZH02 (ZHB). ZH03 (ZZJ). ZH05 (ZTQ).
ZH10 (ZS B). ZHI2 (ZS B). ZH13 (ZSH). ZH15 (ZS B). ZHI16 (ZCL) (& =75 H 68.21%~99.58%), 4N
TR A8 2 B A A RS S 1 EE ARG . 2 Hy Cy S. Ty W Z AFAZESTH, SREENYANERE]
(Proteobacteria), 7715 44.25%. 42.27%- 41.58%. 37.04%701 42.83%, JEBER | J(Firmicutes)ii 74245 &
BREN 37.30% (8 2, K 3),
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Figure 2. Relative abundance of bacterial community composition across different hab-
itats at the phylum level
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Figure 3. Heatmap of fecal bacterial communities across different habitats at the
phylum level. Z = corridor, H = riverbank, S = woodland, T = farmland, W = bird-
watching hide, C = reedbed
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3.2.2. BTRKFEEEMSIH

TEJEKT b, R8T 1%04 231 &, HAPARRRIE Lactobacillus+ TH¥K W J& Enterococcus FIFLEK
)& Lactococcus FIit i LU, 4390100 7.2%. 4.8%F1 4.1%, JuHJZ QW06 (QHH i1 41 B /K i5).
QW09 (QHQ AV F# ). QW10 (QHQ NI # 2K). ZH12 (ZSB ML M AR S 2 (F &
57.3%~91.88%), 1 NH11 (NTC 4 FH i85 28)F1 NH36 (NSQ Fa il 4 AR #2 28) (1) 28 14T 1 J& Bacillus & &
KB T 88.7%H1 87.2%; NHI12 (NSL F il B MR 25) /) Escherichia-Shigella ¥ &IAF] T 96.98%; NHI15 (ZS
B EE B MRS Candidatus Arthromitus & 81R %] T 74.2%; QW04 (QHH & Jyin] 5241 /K %) (1 B FC 7
W@ Weissella & #8152 T 95.5%; ZH02 (ZHB FEALIT FH525) 1) Enterobacteriaceae unclassified 7 &k #
T 80%; ZHI16 (ZCL MEAL 25 N ) AT 1# 8 Arthrobacter & &K% 65.5%. JLAAES T, SEEE
1153 BN TIAF B & Arthrobacter (9.42%) FLEKH )& Lactococcus (16.18%)FLER I J& Lactobacillus (6.94%)+
FHIFE R Bacillus (12.80%) 5% K & Nocardioides (7.82%) R 5 H # J& Pseudomonas (7.43%) (4

4, H'5).
100% -
80% -
ar =
= 40% -
junny
—4<
20% -
O % T T T T
ey - A T{—P
AN A A= S 40 R RV 4l 1
®Lactobacilbis ¥ Lactococcus ® Enterococcus
EPseudomonas B Bacilbis B Pantoea
®Chloroplast norank " Enterobacteriaceae unclassified ™ Methylobacterium
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Figure 4. Relative abundance of bacterial community composition across different habitats at the genus level
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Figure 5. Heatmap of fecal bacterial communities across different habitats at the genus level. Z = corridor, H =
woodland, T = farmland, W = birdwatching hide, C = reedbed
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2 BEVE i B 1 A R (H) (0.24), AR 95 R (W) (0.03), Simpson £ REME S B WS R (W), B
KA R H). ERANFAEEEEREIZ AR AR M E55® > 0.05).

Table 1. Alpha-diversity indices of microbial communities across different habitats

F 1. NEERFHEIRE Alpha SRR

Alpha ZR{EIEH
aEe: 5
ACE Chaol Shannon Simpson
C 1139.07 1119.76 3.93 0.13
H 1222.25 1152.33 3.34 0.24
S 943.43 899.17 3.42 0.21
T 702.89 648.98 3.11 0.13
w 1256.60 1242.17 4.66 0.03
V4 1042.41 1002.62 4.08 0.10
Kruskal Wallis 5.89 5.10 3.44 3.73
P 0.32 0.40 0.63 0.59
FE: z= B, H= /R, S= pkih, T= Hi, W= WS, C= MEM.

4. itig

KT TAFE M S A ZAEEAR, EITKFLE, SE&T 1%MNELEEI]
(Proteobacteria). JEE£EH | ](Firmicutes) i 2k B4 | 1 (Actinobacteria), FL7E JCRITI(N). FEAL(Z) A S ok 1 4
Q). HI(G)EEWEE, 2 d 85%- 94%. 95%F1 90%. fEjE/K L, FLERE JE(Lactococcus) F
BRE J& (Enterococcus) MR IR Wi 6 J& (Weissella) & i m, HAAHEN(Q)IE 55%, | JLFIFI(N). FHAL(Z) LA K
TEH(G) DN 3.7%- 17.6%F1 12.3%.

MIANFEAESE AR SRISMERAEMERA R R AR, S8KT 1%04 17177, £
Kb, SERT 1%0F 231 J&. EARESFARE LY P, SEMAEYS 2 e AR
(Proteobacteria). JEEER [ ](Firmicutes)f M ZE 1 | ](Actinobacteria), 18 28 5B — 8, XE5H
fi O 5 RANE I OC T S AH AR WA it Fe 45 R — B[ 21]-[23]. ABEFLh ¥ B EE, /i, B, 19
25, LUK K RS A5 R K By, YK S 08 U R RE B (24 [25], 1A T T 1(Proteobacteria)
R R et A EEAEH[26]. Bk, mE &R K Sk N e B R AR RAE
H.

A RN FEAE(Z B Hi s, S, T HHL, WIS E. C 235 )R L TR 528 385
WAEMEEVRE ) Alpha Z A0 . 45 E7R, ACE. Chaol. Shannon X Simpson F8#UTE A 7] Az 35 8] 2 45 R
RBIEE K, SORTEARWT TR R E SEAE R AT, BN SR A Alpha 2 FEIE AL R0 AT e
WS, B AN R, “LREER” RHZMER T T, FEHAEYRA BRI E
ZE 5 SR M, 2H AR G OO B G TR A6 I D R, (AR R AR AR LS 22 S AT RE R I P> 0.05.
Hk, 1B ERRESEYM . Gk FE/ RS 5ITHER B W 0N 2 IK 3 i i A ) 22 e 1Y) T L
RIZ, Hgmd o B2 n] Rl AR BE 22 5. B ANEAEBE 1018 AR — 80 AR B30V 25 2 1 3 2508 TR
ko WAL, ABT S HIAIE . FE5/IN A S5 AR B R AR AE AR & OC FR (191 G i e A B A v 40 A TR SE i AR EICR:
FESA), AT “A=d” s AR Frphi )
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RAE W, ARSI R NBUEE S : W Shannon S itk 4= 8 AN 5 B = 1M
5E(W), &IKHIJyHIYT); Simpson SRR £ FEME R IV S R (W), BARKINIT R (H). WEZSHL
#l L&, WS RW) 2R EIEA TR 5 AKES T, BRREEH. DERIRINMAEN RER
VAR M, FH(T)REAR Z ALK AT RES RIS A 80— IR A1 (AR S SR G 1 T-30)
BTSN ()RR A e o IXLEHENIATS 75 45 & RS AR P AR B (R A M B R ER . TR S S AR A
KA. 7 2RI, Alpha 2 FEVESRERA B I AN BE ELHE S i 24 34 AR KRG B JR #5515 L o ZEARSRITE 7T
o, R OCRREE ], AR A SR AT I8, Rl SR qPCR. 5597 4 e Bl 7%k DR AL et —
DRAIE, KA B T ITA R & AR SR AL B i A A R TR A

E&WE

1) 5 i BB R I H (25ST0003; 24YYIC0018) 5 2) k2% 4 61 58 A Mk T H (S202310649080;
$202210649183; S202310649198; 202510649003); . 5 5246 =5 - 4 %£ 4:(203250087) -

SE
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Table S1. Information on bird fecal samples

=S BAEFHAER

g RRHR e ommme omi Rm g K e dEm

1 NH_01 NZQ WA A R Z-FEJi 105°50'34"  32°25'34" 480
2 NH 02  NHC = #k [E2p] H-Ji] 2 105°50'42"  32°25'31" 480
3 NH_03 NHJ +& & 3R] H-Jif 2 105°50'55"  32°25'25" 480
4 NH 04  NZB Bt Rz Fa ] Z-7E 105°50'59"  32°25'25" 480
5 NH 06  NzC [ S [ap0) Z-iE R 105°51'0" 32°25"23" 480
6 NH_07 NZB B E PNy FA ] Z-7E iR 105°51'3" 32°25"22" 480
7 NH 08  NZL Bt RE E2p0] Z-7E JiR 105°51'3" 32°2522" 480
8 NH_09 NTL HE 8 R T-H i 105°51'3" 32°2522" 480
9 NH 11 NTC Bt #28 F ] T-H i 105°51'6" 32°25'16" 480
10 NH_ 12 NSL b BAE S-H Ak 105°51'6" 32°25'16" 480
11  NH 13  NSB FiEAN ) s [2h0) - Ak 105°51'6"  32°25'16" 480
12 NH_14 NZJ Tt I R Z-7E iR 105°51'8" 32°25'13" 500
13 NH_ 15 NHB M P R H-Ji] 32 105°51'15"  32°25'10" 490
14 NH 17 NWQ AR I B OW-BIg R 105°51°16" 32°25°10" 480
15 NH.19 NWC HE i MW OW-BEE 105°51'16”  32°25'10" 490
16  NH 22 NSJ + I E2R] S-B#k 105°51'12"  32°25'11" 490
17 NH. 23 NZB Mt P [2p0] Z-7E iR 105°51'5" 32°2521" 480
18 NH 24  NSL et e A S-R#k 105°51'5" 32°25721" 480
19 NH_25  NHQ Eigiokedh RE FA ] H-if 105°51'5" 32°25721" 480
20 NH 28  NHQ A B 2] H-T] 105°51'5" 32257217 480
21 NH 30  NCQ s RE MW C-EEM 105°51'5" 32°25"21" 480
22 NH 31 NCJ k=R PNy B C-BEEEM 105750527 32°25727" 480
23 NH_32 NTB e R B T-H 105°50'52"  32°2527" 480
24  NH_33 NTB BEAE R R T-H 105°51'1" 32°25"21" 480
25 NH_36 NSQ +AaM R 3p0) S-F bk 105°51'1" 32°25"21" 480
26 NH_38 NSJ et W R S-F bk 105°51'1" 32°25721" 480
27 NH_39 NSQ +e& FS B S-F bk 105°51'1" 32°25721" 480
28  NH 41 NTB e P R T-FH 105°51'1" 32°25"21" 480
29  NH 42 NTQ THE I A ] T-H 105°51'1" 32°25"21" 480
30 NH_43 NSB e $2yail P 23] S-H Ak 105°51'1" 32°25721" 480
31 NH_44 NSQ + B (E3pT] S-B Ak 105°51'1" 32°25"21" 480
32 NH 45 NCQ +& R i C-FEEM 105°51'6" 32°25721" 480
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33 NH 46 NCJ + & M C-EEM 105°51'6" 32°25'14" 480
34 ZH 02 ZHB i Rk HE1L H-Ji] 5 105°52'57" 32°4'58" 550
35 ZH 03 Z7] Hh RE AL Z-7EJi 105°52'53" 32°4'59" 560
36 ZH 04 ZCJ ) RE At C-2EEMA 105°5253” 32°4'59" 560
37 ZH 05 ZTQ T e RE Ak T-HHh 55°2'51" 32°512" 560
38 ZH 08 7ZSQ H L, B A1k S-F Ak 55°2'51" 32°572" 560
39 ZH 09 ZCL HGAR e Wtk M 55°2'51" 32°572" 560
40 ZH 10 7S B AR ) R mH1L S-#Hk 105°52'46" 32°5'1" 550
41 ZH_12 ZSB KA R AL S-F#k 105°52'46" 32°5'4" 560
42 ZH 13 ZSH = Fe e i) RE A1k S-B Ak 105°52'46" 32°5'4" 560
43 ZH 14 ZSL & Ke e i) *E A1k S-F Ak 105°5246" 32°5'4" 560
44 ZH_15 ZS B R i) RS Ak S-F Ak 105°52'47" 32°5'4" 560
45 ZH 16 ZCL bl i = Rl *E AL C-%EN 105°52'47" 32°5'4" 560
46 QW 03  QHH HAE RE HH H- 5 103°51'45"  29°10'37" 370
47 QW 04 QHH HAE RE ity H-J 103°51'45"  29°10'37" 370
48  QW_05  QHH W e ey H-Ji[ £ 103°51'45"  29°10'37" 370
49  QW_06  QHH W e TR H-if j# 103°51'45"  29°10'37" 370
50 QW 08 QHY et o RES Lich) H-Ji] £ 103°51'46"  29°10'34" 370
51 QW 09  QHQ +& B Lisyy| H-yi 3 103°51'46”  29°10'34" 370
52 QW_10 QHQ +& B iy H-yi 3 103°51'46”  29°10'34" 370
53 QW_13  QHH R PSS BN HAE 103°51'46”  29°10'34" 370
54 GY 01 GZJ et e 7o Z-7E R 103°46'15"  29°27'58" 360
55 GY_06 GHL i S b H-J 103°46'15"  29°27'58" 360
56  GY 07  GHY et e e H-Ji] 32 103°46'22"  29°27'60" 350
57  GY_ 08  GHY et SES o H-Jif 2 103°46'22"  29°27'60" 350
58  GY 09 GHH i RE e H-Jif 103°46'22"  29°27'60" 350
59 GY 10 GHL Rt RES e H-i 3 103°46'22"  29°27'60" 350
60  GY_11 GHH HE e i H-Ji] j# 103°46'31"  29°27'43" 350
61 GY_ 12 GHH i KE Fr N ¢ B 103°46'30"  29°27'45" 350
H %Eﬁ%?ﬁ%ﬂﬁi%: 1-RAEHh, 2-4:8%, 3-53%: Q%K. C-AES. L3, B2, H-4R/K05. J-AHY4S.
Y-S .
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