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Abstract

Methane emissions from enteric fermentation in the ruminant digestive system generated by methanogenic archaea are a sig-
nificant contributor to anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, methane produced as an end-product of enteric 
fermentation is an energy loss from digested feed. To control the methane emissions from ruminants, extensive research in 
the last decades has been focused on developing viable enteric methane mitigation practices, particularly, using methanogen-
specific inhibitors. We report here the utilization of two known inhibitors of methanogenic archaea, neomycin and chloro-
form, together with a recently identified inhibitor, echinomycin, to produce resistant mutants of Methanococcus maripaludis S2 
and S0001. Whole-genome sequencing at high coverage (> 100-fold) was performed subsequently to investigate the potential 
targets of these inhibitors at the genomic level. Upon analysis of the whole-genome sequencing data, we identified mutations 
in a number of genetic loci pointing to potential mechanisms of inhibitor action and their underlying mechanisms of resistance.

INTRODUCTION
Methane is a potent global greenhouse gas with a global-
warming potential 28-fold higher than CO2 and whose 
concentration in the atmosphere has increased from less than 
0.6 to 1.8 ppm during the last century [1, 2]. Enteric fermenta-
tion of feed by ruminants (cattle, sheep, goats) constitutes one 
of the main anthropogenic sources of atmospheric methane 
[3]. Ruminants emit about 100 million tons of methane per 
year, approximately 20 % of global methane emissions [4]. In 
the intestine of domestic ruminants, methane is produced by 
methanogenic archaea mainly using CO2 and H2, which then 
escapes into the atmosphere by eructation and breathing of 
the animals [1]. Moreover, the formation of methane reduces 
the feed efficacy of livestock, resulting in a loss of up to 12 % 
of the gross energy ingested by the animal [5]. Over the last 
decades, a number of potential enteric methane mitigation 
practices have been extensively studied [6–10], such as alter-
native forages [11], animal breeding [12], plant secondary 
products [13], control of protozoal populations [9, 14], 

vaccines [15] and alternative electron acceptors to divert H2 
from methanogenesis and chemical inhibitors [6, 7, 16].

The use of chemical inhibitors is recognized as one of the most 
promising mitigation strategies for achieving large reductions 
in methane emissions [7]. Rumen methanogens are archaea 
and targeting their unique enzymes should lower the poten-
tial for off-target effects on the fibre-degrading bacteria, 
fungi and protozoa consortium or the ruminant host. The 
utilization of methanogen inhibitors as mitigation agents, 
particularly chemical compounds with inhibitory effects 
on methanogenic archaea, such as bromochloromethane, 
2-bromoethane sulfonate, chloroform and cyclodextrin, 
have been extensively studied in various ruminant species 
recently [3, 17–20]. Other compounds known to inhibit the 
growth of methanogens are anthraquinones and various plant 
secondary compounds, such as garlic essential oils and allicin 
[7, 21, 22]. One major obstacle in the development of metha-
nogen inhibitors for use in ruminants is that their effect can 
reduce overtime, sometimes completely [20] within a few days 
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(e.g. with 2-bromoethane sulfonate;18). In a few cases, long-
term in vivo experiments with inhibitors have reported up 
to 55–60 % inhibition [3, 17]. A recently described inhibitor 
in commercial development, 3-nitrooxypropanol, which 
targets the methane-producing enzyme methyl-coenzyme 
M reductase, is showing promise and inhibited the growth 
of methanogenic archaea without negatively affecting other 
non-methanogenic bacteria or the livestock [1, 23]. Despite 
the advances made to date, it remains unclear whether contin-
uous use of inhibitors could slowly lead to resistance devel-
oping in the methanogens over time reducing the commercial 
utility of the inhibitors. Unfortunately, at present relatively 
little is known about how methanogens develop resistance to 
inhibitors at the genome level, which could limit our ability to 
develop inhibitors recalcitrant to resistance formation that will 
be required for mitigating greenhouse gas emissions over the 
coming decades. Due to the low cost of carbon, even relatively 
small reductions in effectiveness (two–threefold) resulting 
from small and unexpected changes in the genome could lead 
to setbacks in the use of an inhibitor on farms. In addition, 
the targets of some compounds remain unknown or uncon-
firmed and the specific molecular mechanisms that lead to 
resistance in methanogens to a particular compound remain 
unclear. In one recent report highlighting the unexpected 
nature of mutations that can arise due to the use of inhibitors, 
the antibiotic nourseothricin, which acts by causing transla-
tional miscoding of mRNA, was used to examine resistant 
mutants in four methanogen species and the mutant strains 
genome sequenced [24]. Four SNP mutations were found 
in resistant strains of Methanobrevibacter smithii, three of 
them in hypothetical proteins and one in a potassium trans-
porter. In another study investigating cadmium resistance in 
Methanosarcina acetivorans, no genetic changes were found, 
suggesting that metabolic changes as sufficient to explain the 
observed resistance [25]. Despite the promising outlook for 
the use of inhibitors in controlling methane emissions, the 
effects of these compounds on animal health, food safety and 
environmental impact remain a significant concern.

Echinomycin, found in streptomycetes, is a cyclic octadep-
sipeptide antibiotic with two quinoxaline rings that bisin-
tercalate into DNA [26]. Echinomycin is composed of 
two depsipeptides containing d-serine, l-N-methylvaline, 
l-N-methylcysteine and l-alanine with a quinoxaline base 
attached to d-serine [27]. The two peptide strands are joined 
by a thioacetal bridge and two ester linkages between d-serine 
and l-N-methylvaline [27]. Echinomycin has been shown to 
have activity against vancomycin-resistant enterococci [28], 
hypoxia-inducible factor-1 suppression [29], HIV-1 Tat trans-
activation inhibition [30], antithrombotic activity [31], and 
against methicillin-resistant Staphylococus aureus [32]. This 
antibiotic was recently identified as a growth inhibitor of M. 
maripaludis S2 in the low 2 µm concentration range [33].

Chloroform is a well-known potent inhibitor of methanogens 
[34]. The methane production in rumen fluid was inhibited 
50 % within 79 min after the addition of 7.8 µm chloroform 
[34]. In addition, chloroform reduces rumen methane produc-
tion to the same extent as bromochloromethane, however, 

with little or no negative influence on rumen fermentation 
in dairy cows and in vitro [20, 35]. Due to these advantages, 
chloroform together with other halogenated compounds, such 
as bromoethanesulfonate, have been used as experimental 
models in ruminant research in the last decades [10, 20, 35]. 
Chloroform has been proposed to interfere with the transfer 
of the methyl group from methyl-tetrahydroxymethanopterin 
(methyl-H4MPT) to coenzyme M (CoM), at the cobamide-
dependent methyl-H4MPT:HS-CoM methyltransferase (Mtr) 
step of the methanogenesis pathway [36, 37]. However, the 
specific mechanism is not known yet.

Neomycin is an aminoglycoside antibiotic that inhibits both 
the growth of M. maripaludis in vivo and protein synthesis 
in vitro [38, 39]. The minimal inhibitory concentration of 
neomycin to M. maripaludis was previously determined to be 
1.1 mm [39, 40]. Moreover, neomycin has already been utilized 
as a selectable marker in the development of genetic systems 
in M. maripaludis [40]. To deliver neomycin resistance in M. 
maripaludis, the aminoglycoside phosphotransferase genes 
APH3’I and APH3’II were cloned under the control of the 
M. voltae methyl reductase promoter and transformed into 
M. maripaludis [40].

In this report, we sought to investigate the underlying 
mechanisms of resistance to the methanogen inhibitors 
neomycin, chloroform and echinomycin in the genetically 
tractable model methanogen Methanococcus maripaludis. 
Methanococcus maripaludis is an excellent model organism 
to study methanogen metabolism and physiology due to its 
rapid and reliable growth, availability of a complete genome 
sequence and a set of well-developed genetic manipulation 
strategies [41, 42]. Spontaneous resistant mutants of echino-
mycin, chloroform or neomycin were produced from M. 
maripaludis wild-type strain S2 or a closely related variant 
S0001. These mutant strains, together with their parental 
strains, were subjected to whole-genome sequencing using 
Illumina sequencing. Overall, these mutational events may 
provide key insights into the resistant mechanisms of the 
tested methanogen inhibitors on the genome-wide scale.

METHODS
Strains, media and growth conditions
Two Methanococcus maripaludis parental strains, the wild-
type S2 and S0001, were used in this study. M. maripaludis 
S0001 is a mutant derived from wild-type strain S2 by the 
deletion of the gene encoding hypoxanthine phospho-
ribosyltransferase (MMP0145) and the addition of the gene 
encoding the rep gene from the Methanococcus shuttle vector 
pURB500 [43]. It is frequently used in a marker-less mutation 
system and as a host for shuttle vectors of M. maripaludis 
[43, 44]. Cultures were grown in McFAA medium (a formate 
minimal medium supplemented with 10 mm sodium acetate 
and 1 mm alanine) reduced with 3 mm dithiothreitol as indi-
cated [45]. The 5 ml cultures were grown in 28 ml aluminium 
seal tubes pressurized to 103 kPa with N2/CO2 (4 : 1, v/v). 
The agar medium was prepared in 70 ml serum bottles and 
10 ml of McFAA with 1 % (w/v) agar [45]. Serum bottles were 
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pressurized to 103 kPa with N2/CO2 (4 : 1, v/v). Before inocula-
tion, 3 mm sodium sulfide was added as the sulphur source. 
Echinomycin (> 98 % purity, CAS #: 512-64-1), chloroform 
(> 99 % purity) and neomycin (> 99 % purity) were purchased 
from Sigma-Aldrich (USA).

Isolation of M. maripaludis echinomycin-resistant 
mutants from strains S2 and S0001
Echinomycin-resistant mutants were generated in strains S2 
and S0001 using a serial culture method. These two strains 
were named as S2-A and S0001-A, respectively in this study 
(Fig. 1). For these experiments, an inoculum of 1.5×105 cells 
of strain S2 was challenged with 0.1, 0.2, 0.5, 1, 2 and 5 µm 
of echinomycin in McFAA medium. Three replicate cultures 
were used for each concentration. To obtain individual 

echinomycin-resistant mutants, three different inoculum 
sizes of wild-type M. maripaludis S2 (1.5×105, 1.5×106 and 
1.5×107 cells) were plated onto defined agar medium with 
three concentrations of echinomycin (0.5, 1 and 2 µm) for 
nine conditions in total. Isolated colonies were only observed 
on agar plates with 0.5 µm echinomycin at a frequency of 
about one in 105. To screen isolated resistant mutants, 20 
colonies were picked from these agar cultures and inoculated 
into McFAA medium containing 1 µm echinomycin. Among 
these 20-independent resistant mutant lines, six lines were 
chosen for next-step experiments. These six parallel mutant 
lines were then propagated in 5 ml McFAA medium with 
1.0 µm echinomycin. Cultures were transferred every 24 h by 
inoculating ~5 % (v/v) of the culture to 5 ml fresh medium, 
four times in total. The absorbance of these six mutant lines 

Fig. 1. Strain tree describing the parental M. maripaludis wild-type strains and the corresponding derived resistant mutant strains used 
in this study. (a) M. maripaludis wild-type S2 strain A and its derived echinomycin-resistant mutants E25 and E26; M. maripaludis wild-
type S2 strain B and its derived neomycin resistant mutants Neo1, Neo2, Neo3 and Neo4, together with its derived chloroform resistant 
mutants Chl1, Chl2, Chl3 and Chl4; M. maripaludis wildtype S2 strain C is a sub-strain of wild-type S2 strain B. (b) M. maripaludis wild-type 
S0001 strain A and its derived echinomycin-resistant mutants Ech1, Ech2, Ech3 and Ech4; M. maripaludis wild-type S0001 strain B and 
C are subculture strains of wild-type S0001 strain A. Numbers under the wild-type strains represents the number of SNPs found in the 
parental strain when compared to the S2 reference genome. The first number under the resistant mutant strains is the number of SNPs 
found only in the mutant but not in its parental strain, while the second number is the total number of SNPs found in the mutant strain. 
S2 reference genome [21] was used for comparison for both results.
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during each transfer was recorded. Two lines, Ech 25 and Ech 
26, with the highest growth rate, were selected for whole-
genome sequencing. After the selection of resistance mutants 
was finished, six echinomycin-resistant mutants, including 
two S2-derived mutants and four S0001-derived mutants, 
were subjected to whole-genome sequencing using Illumina 
technology (Fig. 2).

In parallel, echinomycin-resistant mutants were isolated 
from strain S0001-A. M. maripaludis S0001 was retrieved 
in McFAA medium with 2 % (w/v) Casamino acids from a 
glycerol stock and saved as the parental strain for later rese-
quencing. Three parallel broth cultures, EchB, EchC, and 
EchD were inoculated with 106 cells from this seed culture and 
grown to early stationary phase. Cells, 106, from each lineage 
were inoculated into defined medium agar bottles with 0.5 µm 
echinomycin. Twelve colonies were picked from these agar 
bottles (four colonies from each lineage) and inoculated into 
McFAA medium containing 0.5 µm echinomycin for further 
characterization. These 12-parallel mutant lines were then 
subcultured in 5 ml McFAA medium with 0.5 µm echino-
mycin by inoculating 105 cells. The absorbance of these 12 
mutant lines during each transfer was recorded. Three mutant 
lines, Ech B1, Ech C4 and Ech D3 that had the highest growth 
rate, together with mutant Ech C2 that had the lowest growth 
rate, were selected for whole-genome sequencing.

Isolation of chloroform and neomycin resistance 
mutants
When isolating resistant mutants, an inoculum of 
1.5×105 cells of M. maripaludis S2 cells was challenged with 
5, 10 and 20 µm of chloroform, or 100, 169, 338, and 677 µm 
of neomycin in McFAA broth medium [46]. This parental 
strain was named as S2-B (Fig. 2). Replicate cultures were 
made for each line. Then, 10 % (v/v) of stationary phase 
cultures from McFAA broth medium with 10 µm chlo-
roform or 169 µm neomycin from the previous step were 
plated to McFAA agar medium in the presence of 10 um 
chloroform or 100 um neomycin, respectively. Replicates 

were made for each line. The following steps of propagating 
the resistant mutations were performed in the anaerobic 
chamber containing a gas mixture of 4 % H2, 5 % CO2 
and 91 % N2. Forty colonies of chloroform- or neomycin-
resistant mutants were picked and inoculated into individual 
wells of a 96-well microtitre plate. Each well contained 
320 µl McFAA broth medium with 10 µm of chloroform or 
100 µm of neomycin. Resistant cultures (15 in total) from 
each antibiotic were pooled together and further trans-
ferred three times in 28 ml aluminium seal tubes. Mutant 
cells were transferred every 24 h by inoculating ~10 % (v/v) 
of the culture into 5 ml McFAA broth medium with either 
chloroform or neomycin. Starting with 10 µm of chloroform 
or 100 µm of neomycin, the dosage was increased to 15 µm 
of chloroform or 150 µm of neomycin at the second transfer, 
and to 20 µm of chloroform or 200 µm of neomycin at the 
third transfer. Four chloroform-resistant mutants and four 
neomycin-resistant mutants from the last transfer were 
selected for whole-genome sequencing (Fig. 1).

Whole-genome sequencing of wild-type and 
resistant mutants
Genomic DNA from the resistant mutants and the corre-
sponding parental strains were isolated using Quick-DNA 
Fungal/Bacterial Miniprep Kit from Zymo Research (CAS 
No.: D6005) or Qiagen DNeasy Blood and Tissue Kit. For the 
six echinomycin-resistant mutants and their parental strains, 
1 µg of genomic DNA for each strain were sheared into 
350 bp fragments by the Covaris E220 Evolution instrument 
at the Georgia Genomics facility. The genomic DNA library 
for sequencing was then constructed using NEBNext Ultra 
DNA Library Prep Kit for Illumina (CAS No.: E7370). These 
eight genomic libraries were sequenced by Illumina NextSeq 
Paired-End sequencing with 25–30 Gb bases being read, oper-
ated by the Georgia Genomics facility. The four chloroform-
resistant mutants, four neomycin-resistant mutants and their 
parental strain S2 was sequenced using paired-end 250 bp 
reads on an Illumina MiSeq (Illumina, Hayward, CA).

Fig. 2. Partial genomic map of the region position 1 158 991 to 1 160 125 presenting variant SNPs of re-sequenced Methanococcus 
maripaludis wild-type strains S2-A, S2-B, S2-C, S0001-A and S0001-B mapped back to the S2 reference genome. Blue rectangles 
represent the positions 1 158 991 to 1 160 125 of M. maripaludis S2 genome [53]. Green bars stand for the genes in this region on M. 
maripaludis S2 genome. Orange bars represent variant SNPs of each strain, they were 13, 73, 31, 1, 1, 1 variant SNPs on MMP1176 from 
top to bottom, with 88.9−99.1 %, 81.8−99.8 %, 88.1−100 %, 14.7, 19.8, 10  % variant frequency, respectively; and 7, 12, 12, 2, 1,2 variant 
SNPs on MMP1177 from top to bottom, with 89.5−98.6 %, 99.1−99.8 %, 99.5−100 %, 14.70, 71.4–75.8 %, 19.8, 10, 72.3–74.8 % variant 
frequency, respectively.
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Bioinformatics analysis of genome sequences
Sequencing data were analysed using Geneious 10 software 
[46]. The pair-ended readings of each strain were first mapped 
back to the M. maripaludis S2 genome sequence [42]. To look 
for variant SNPs of each strain, the SNPs were called with the 
variant frequency of at least 0.1 and a 10−6 maximum variant 
P-value. By using the ‘Find Variant SNP’ function in Geneious 
10, the SNPs of each resistant mutant was subtracted from that 
of their corresponding parental strains, SNPs unique to each 
resistant mutant were then collected. To exclude those muta-
tions that existed before the antibiotic selection began and 
sequencing artefacts, these variant SNPs of resistant mutants 
were manually examined to remove any mutations that also 
existed in the parental strains. Variant polymorphisms present 
in echinomycin-, chloroform- or neomycin-resistant mutants 
were then identified. Gene synteny of some identified proteins 
was examined using SYNtax [47] and blast searches from 
NCBI database [48]. The total number of SNPs of the resistant 
mutants and the number of variant SNPs from their parental 
strains were summarized in Table S2. The NCBI accession 
numbers for the 20 genome sequences are SRX10350745–
SRX10350764 and have been assigned the overarching NCBI 
SRA database project code PRJNA714766.

RESULTS
Whole-genome sequencing of M. maripaludis 
echinomycin-resistant mutants
The MIC of echinomycin to M. maripaludis was first deter-
mined in broth culture and was found to be 1 µm. Growth was 
not observed in any of the tubes when the concentration of 
echinomycin was > 1.0 µm echinomycin. At concentrations < 
0.5 µm echinomycin, growth was observed in some but not all 
of the replicate tubes, which was taken as evidence for selec-
tion of spontaneous resistance mutants [49]. Isolated colonies 
were observed at a frequency of about one in 104. Because 
M. maripaludis is polypoid and contains 20–50 copies of the 
genome per cell [45], it was possible that resistance could have 

resulted from dominant mutations in a small fraction of the 
alleles. For that reason, all mutations that occurred in at least 
10 % of the sequencing reads were examined.

While numerous mutations were detected in echinomycin-
resistant mutants, only two loci contained shared mutations in 
S2-derived mutants (File S1, available in the online version of 
this article). These two loci were present in a 580 bp intergenic 
region between mmp0478 and mmp0479. These two genes 
encode proteins of unknown function. For the S0001-derived 
mutants, no mutations were identified that were shared by 
all four mutants (File S2). Ten mutations were shared in two 
or three of these S0001-derived mutants. However, none of 
these mutational events seemed to be functionally relevant to 
echinomycin resistance.

Whole-genome sequencing of M. maripaludis 
chloroform- and neomycin-resistant mutants
The MIC of chloroform and neomycin to M. maripaludis S2 
was first determined in broth culture and found to be 1 and 
68 µm, respectively. In tubes with the highest concentration of 
chloroform or neomycin, growth was not observed. Growth 
was observed in some of the tubes with the lower concen-
trations of chloroform or neomycin. In the chloroform-
resistant mutants, six shared mutations, with at least 86 % 
frequency, were identified (Table 1, File S3). They occurred 
in two intergenic regions of the M. maripaludis genome, 
in mmp_rs07920 (tRNA-IIe), and in three protein coding 
genes mmp007 (geranylgeranylglyceryl phosphate synthase), 
mmp1115 (transketolase) and mmp1689 (ComE). Interest-
ingly, these six mutations were also found in the neomycin-
resistant mutants (Tables 1 and 2, File S4). The mutations that 
occurred at the first five loci were identical in both two types 
of resistant mutants, suggesting that they were derived from 
the parental strain. However, in mmp1689 (encoding ComE), 
the mutations were different. First, a deletion of nucleotide T 
at position 1 630 332 was found in both chloroform-resistant 
mutants and neomycin-resistant mutants. Second, another 

Table 1. Variant SNPs found in three or four of the chloroform-resistant mutants

SNPs Encoded protein/tRNA Variant frequency Polymorphism type Amino acid 
change

Protein effect

Non-coding region at 
107 992*

 �  n/a 92.1 % to 100 % Transversion n/a n/a

Non-coding region at 
1 588 772*

 �  n/a 91.1 % to 100 % Transition n/a n/a

MMP_RS07920* tRNA-IIe 91.0 %t o 100 % Transition n/a n/a

MMP0007* Geranylgeranylglyceryl phosphate 
synthase

89.3 % to 99.9 % Transversion L → H Substitution

MMP1115 *† Transketolase 88.2 % to 99.8 % Transition L → P Substitution, frame shift

MMP1689* ComE 86.2 % to 100 % Deletion n/a Frame shift, substitution

n/a, not applicable.
*SNPs also found in neomycin-resistant mutants.
†SNPs shared by three out of four chloroform-resistant mutants. The rest of the SNPs were found in all four chloroform-resistant mutants.
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three mutational events, an insertion and two transversions, 
were found in the nearby positions in neomycin-resistant 
mutants only. In the neomycin-resistant mutants, a deletion 
in mmp0535 (hypothetical protein) and a transversion in 
mmp0707 (sodium: proton antiporter) were also found in all 
neomycin-resistant mutants (Table 2).

Mutations in re-sequenced M. maripaludis S2 and 
S0001 strains
Three M. maripaludis wild-type S2 strains and three S0001 
strains were re-sequenced in this experiment (Fig. 1). They 
were a M. maripaludis S2 strain that was the parental strain of 
neomycin- and chloroform-resistant mutants, S2-B; a subcul-
ture of this S2 parental strain, S2-C; another S2 strain that 
was the parental strain for generating echinomycin-resistant 
mutants, S2-A; a M. maripaludis S0001 strain that was the 
parental strain for generating echinomycin-resistant mutants, 
S0001-A; and two S0001 sub-cultures of this parental strain, 
S0001-B and S0001-C. To look for mutations that existed in 
all re-sequenced M. maripaludis wild-type strains, variant 
SNPs with at least 80% of frequency were collected and 
compared (Tables 3 and 4). Several mutations that existed in 
all three re-sequenced S2 genomes were identified, and they 
all occurred at a frequency of least 89 % (Table 3). Strikingly, 
a variety of mutational events, such as transitions, transver-
sions, insertions and substitutions, were found in mmp1176 
and mmp1177, with a frequency of 88.9 % to 100 % (Fig. 2). 
Similar but fewer mutations, with a frequency of 10% to 
75.8 %, were also mapped in these two genes in the three 
re-sequenced S0001 strains (Table 4). The emergence of these 
mutations in mmp1176 and mmp1177 may have reduced the 
activities of the encoded proteins. mmp1176 and mmp1177 
are overlapping genes that encode the N-terminal and 

C-terminal regions of a substrate-binding protein of an iron 
transport system, respectively. One tentative interpretation 
of this observation is that mutations in the laboratory strains 
of M. maripaludis may have accumulated following extended 
cultivation in medium where iron was readily available. The 
iron concentration for cultivating M. maripaludis in the labo-
ratory is usually around 25 µm [40], a concentration close to 
that of this organism’s original habitat in marine sediments 
[50, 51]. However, the real available iron for M. maripaludis in 
their native environment is unknown. In laboratory cultivated 
M. maripaludis, iron was constantly provided in medium. 
Therefore, it was possible that the accumulation of muta-
tions in iron-transport protein MMP1176 and MMP1177 
was driven by the selection towards less competition for iron 
than in the organism’s original habitat. Another two muta-
tions found in all re-sequenced S2 and S0001 strains were on 
mmp1477 and mmp1478. These two genes together encode a 
cobyrinic acid a,c-diamide synthase. The last mutation that 
has been found on both re-sequenced S2 and S0001 strains 
was an A nucleotide deletion on the position of 1 495 465 in an 
intergenic region. This region is between the gene annotated 
as encoding cytochrome c haem-binding site (mmp1537) and 
a gene of unknown function (mmp1536). As these mutations 
were identical in all S2 and S0001 strains, they were unlikely 
to be involved in the acquisition of resistance.

Other mutations found only in the re-sequenced S2 strains 
were the following: a nucleotide C to T transition on the 
position of 255 618 from mmp0253, encoding a hypothetical 
protein. This mutation altered the original amino acid glycine 
into glutamic acid. Two, a nucleotide changed from C to T on 
the position of 392 113 of mmp0394, encoding uroporphyrin-
ogen III synthase. This mutation changed an amino acid from 

Table 2. Variant SNPs found in at least three out of four neomycin-resistant mutants

SNPs Encoded protein/tRNA Variant frequency Polymorphism type Amino acid 
change

Protein effect

Non-coding region at 
107 992*

 �  n/a 100 % Transversion n/a n/a

Non-coding region at 
1 588 772*

 �  n/a 99.3 % to 100 % Transition n/a n/a

MMP_RS07920* tRNA-IIe 98.4 % to 100 % Transition n/a n/a

mmp0007* Geranylgeranylglyceryl 
phosphate synthase

99.6 % to 99.90 % Transversion L→H Substitution

mmp0535 Hypothetical protein 100 % Deletion n/a Frame shift

mmp070† Sodium:proton antiporter 11.6 % to 99.5 % Transversion
Transition

G → C,
A → V

Substitution

mmp1115* Transketolase 99.8 % to 99.90 % Transition L → P Substitution

mmp1689* ComE 11.4 % to 100 % Insertion, Transversion Deletion S → T Frame shift, 
substitution

n/a, not applicable.
*SNPs also found in chloroform-resistant mutants.
†SNPs shared by three out of four neomycin-resistant mutants. The remaining SNPs were found in all four neomycin-resistant mutants.
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aspartic acid to asparagine. Lastly, a nucleotide changed from 
A to G on the position of 1 428 254 from mmp1466, encoding 
a CBS domain-containing signal transduction protein. This 
mutation changed an amino acid from aspartic acid to a 
glycine. Because these three mutation events were not inde-
pendent among all re-sequenced S2 strains, possibly, they 
were structural variants without any functional disruptions.

In the re-sequenced M. maripaludis S0001, both mmp0145 
(hypoxanthine phosphoribosyltransferase) and mmp0680 
(uracil phosphoribosyltransferase) were deleted during the 
construction of this strain from strain S2, as confirmed in our 
re-sequencing data (Table 4). Other polymorphisms, all iden-
tical in these three S0001 strains, are summarized in Table 4.

DISCUSSION
We present here a genome-sequence-based analysis of M. 
maripaludis S2 strains resistant to three inhibitors, echino-
mycin, chloroform or neomycin, attempting to explore the 
resistance mechanisms on a genome-wide scale. Mutant 
strains resistant to echinomycin, chloroform or neomycin 
were first generated by serial transfers in the presence of 
sub-lethal levels of the inhibitors. Based on the subsequent 
whole-genome sequencing analysis, a number of SNPs were 
identified in all resistant mutants.

Echinomycin
In this study, only two unique, shared mutations were identi-
fied in S2-derived echinomycin-resistant mutants. These two 
mutations mapped to an intergenic region between the genes 

mmp0478 and mmp0479 (conserved hypothetical proteins 
with no annotated function) suggesting an effect on gene 
transcription. No shared mutations were found in the S0001-
derived resistant mutants. These observations suggested that 
resistance may have resulted from multiple mutational events. 
Alternatively, mutations may be dominant and never become 
abundant in the cells of these polyploid micro-organisms [52]. 
When producing the resistant mutants, the M. maripaludis S2 
or S0001 strains were challenged with 0.5 µm echinomycin, 
which is below the MIC of this compound (1 µm). Isolated 
S2-derived resistant mutants from this step were further 
transferred four times in the presence of 1 µm echinomycin. 
These four passages propagated up to ~17 generations. At 
the same time, S0001-derived resistant mutants were further 
transferred once in the presence of 0.5 µm echinomycin. 
That is, up to ~13 generations were propagated. Similarly, 
up to ~10 generations were propagated for chloroform or 
neomycin-resistant mutants. A former study of antibiotic-
resistant mechanisms with E. coli resistant mutants used up 
to 61 independent lines with up to ~336 generations of propa-
gation [53]. A total of 402 independent mutational events 
were detected in all E. coli resistant mutants [53]. Therefore, 
in future experiments of preparing resistant mutants to study 
the resistant mechanisms at the genomic level, refinements 
such as applying a higher dose of inhibitor and increasing the 
strength of propagating the mutation, should be considered.

Several resistance mechanisms in micro-organisms that 
produce echinomycin organisms (such as Streptomycetes) 
have been proposed including DNA repair, the utilisation 
of an ATP-dependent permease or the sequestration of the 

Table 3. Variant SNPs, with at least 80 % frequency, found in three re-sequenced M. maripaludis S2 strains

SNPs Encoded protein/tRNA Variant frequency Polymorphism type Amino acid change Protein change

Intergenic region at 
1 495 465*

n/a 99.4 % to 99.9 % Deletion n/a n/a

Intergenic region at 
454 886

n/a 98.1 % to 100 % Substitution n/a n/a

mmp0253 CoA-binding domain-
containing protein

99.8 % to 100 % Transition G→E Substitution

mmp0394 Uroporphyrinogen III synthase 98.7 % to 99.8 % Transition D → N Substitution

mmp1176* Iron transport system substrate-
binding protein, N-term half

88.9 % to 100 % Transition, transversion, 
insertion, substitution

N →D, G→ D,
E → Q

……*

Substitution, truncation,
frame shift

mmp1177* Iron transport system substrate-
binding protein, C-term half

89.5 % to 100 % Transition, transversion, 
insertion, substitution

E→N, L→S, F→T, 
……*

Substitution, truncation,
frame shift

mmp1466 CBS domain-containing signal 
transduction protein

99.4 % to 100 % Transition D→G Substitution

mmp1477 Cobyrinic acid a,c-diamide 
synthase

99.3 % to 100 % Deletion n/a Frame shift

mmp1478 Cobyrinic acid a,c-diamide 
synthase:cobyrinic acid a,c-

diamide synthase CbiA

99.3 % to 100 % Deletion n/a Frame shift

*Multiple mutations were identified, in total 86 variant SNPs were found in mmp1176, 19 variant SNPs were found in mmp1177.
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compound by binding to a cell protein [54]. It is unclear 
at present the function of the encoded proteins by genes 
mmp0478 and mmp0479 and how they are involved in aiding 
resistance to echinomycin. Further studies are required, which 
could use gene-knockout strains generated by transposon 
mutagenesis [55].

Neomycin and chloroform
Bacterial resistance to the aminoglycoside antibiotics, 
such as neomycin, is mostly associated with the expression 
of modifying enzymes which phosphorylate, adenylate 
or acetylate these compounds [56]. Three types of 
aminoglycoside-modifying enzymes were reported so far, 
they are O-phosphotransferase (APHs), O-adenyltranferases 
(ANTs) and N-acetyltransferases (AACs) [56]. However, none 
of these protein homologs exist in M. maripaludis. Other 
resistance mechanisms, such as diminished cell-membrane 
permeability, structural alteration in the ribosomal target of 
the antibiotic, or extrusion of the aminoglycosides from the 
cell by efflux pumps, have also been proposed [57]. In the 
methanogen Methanothermobacter thermautotrophicus strain 
ΔH, which is phylogenetically related to the dominant metha-
nogens in the rumen, resistance to neomcyin was indicated to 

be associated with mutation(s) in a crucial energy producing 
sodium translocating ATPase [58].

In our study, two shared mutations were identified only in 
neomycin-resistant mutants: [1] an unannotated protein 
(MMP0535); and [2], a sodium: proton antiporter (MMP0707), 
which is very interesting as this protein is critical for main-
taining pH homeostasis. It is interesting that a change was 
observed in the sodium: proton antiporter whose function 
presumably shares overlap with that of the sodium-dependent 
ATPase in M. thermautotrophicus [58]. Three mutations in the 
protein-coding regions were detected in both neomycin- and 
chloroform-resistant mutants. These included geranylgera-
nylglyceryl phosphate synthase (MMP0007), transketolase 
(MMP1115) and ComE (MMP1689). These enzymes play 
critical roles in membrane biosynthesis, carbohydrate metabo-
lism and cofactor biosynthesis. Changes in geranylgeranylg-
lyceryl phosphate synthase could potentially have either led 
to changes in membrane composition affecting transport of 
the inhibitor or improved growth characteristics of the cells. 
Nonetheless, confirmation that these proteins are associated 
with neomycin and or chloroform resistance in M. maripaludis 
requires further genetic and biochemical validation.

Table 4. Variant SNPs found at a high frequency in three re-sequenced M. maripaludis S0001 cultures*

SNPs Encoded Protein/tRNA Variant frequency Polymorphism type Amino acid 
change

Protein change

Intergenic region 
at 1 495 465

n/a 99.4 % to 100 % Deletion  �  n/a n/a

mmp0041 Transcription initiation factor IIB 97.2 % to 100 % Substitution  �  V → I Substitution

mmp0166 MATE family drug/sodium antiporter 98.3 % to 99.2 % Transversion  �  N → I Substitution

mmp0234 Hypothetical protein 99.2 % to 100 % Deletion  �  n/a Frame shift

mmp0697 leucyl-tRNA synthetase 97.7 % to 100 % Transition  �  I → V Substitution

mmp1013 Carbamoyl-phosphate synthase 98 % to 99 % Transversion  �  G → C Substitution

mmp1051 Stationary phase survival protein SurE 98.8% to 100% Deletion  �  N/A. Frame shift

mmp1169 SufBD protein 98.3% to 100% Insertion  �  n/a Frame shift

mmp1176* Iron transport system substrate-binding 
protein, N-term half

14.7% to 19.8% Transversion  �  L → R Substitution

mmp1177* Iron transport system substrate-binding 
protein, C-term half

14.7% to 75.8% Transversion  �  E → N Substitution

mmp1181 Iron transport system binding protein 83.9% to 87.2% Transition  �  D → G Substitution

mmp1305 Hypothetical protein 98.1% to 100% Transition  �  A →T Substitution

mmp1477 Cobyrinic acid a,c-diamide synthase 98.8% to 100% Deletion  �  n/a Frame shift

mmp1478 Cobyrinic acid a,c-diamide 
synthase:cobyrinic acid a,c-diamide 

synthase CbiA

98.8% to 100% Deletion  �  n/a Frame shift

mmp1593 Hypothetical protein 97.3% to 99.1% Transversion  �  G → V Substitution

mmp1624 Polyferredoxin 98.6 % to 99.3 % Insertion  �  n/a Frame shift

*All variant SNPs summarized here occurred at a frequency of at least 80 %, except in mmp1177 and mmp1176.
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In the study by Knight et al. [20], chloroform was examined 
as an experimental compound to examine the effects of an 
inhibitor in sheep over a 42 day dosing period. Initial reduc-
tions of approximately 90 % were obtained in the first week, 
but these reduced over time reduction at 42 days to 38 %. One 
would expect that long-term exposure to chloroform could 
lead to mutations in the MtrA encoding gene or other genes 
encoding other proteins that it interacts with in the MtrA-H 
complex [59, 60]. What this study suggests is that a significant 
level of resistance to an inhibitor can develop in unexpected 
ways and does not necessarily require specific mutations in 
the actual for target enzyme of the inhibitor.

By combining the generation of resistant mutants using 
serial transfer techniques with inhibitors under sub-lethal 
concentrations, together with the subsequent whole-genome 
sequencing analysis, this work has mapped a viable pipeline 
for exploring the targets of inhibitors and the underlying 
mechanisms of their resistance. The study identified a number 
of unexpected changes in genetic loci, highlighting that a 
significant level of resistance can arise through mutations that 
are not necessarily associated with the known target of an 
inhibitor. Although certain experimental details still require 
further refinements, such as increasing the propagation of 
the mutants (perhaps combined with higher concentrations 
of inhibitor), mutations that potentially associated with the 
inhibitor-resistant mechanisms were identified. This is a crit-
ical step to develop novel methanogen inhibitors, after a list 
of candidates has been collected from phenotypic screening 
techniques. Ultimately, the goal is to elucidate the underlying 
molecular mechanisms of resistance, which would be aided 
by the acquisition of the target enzyme structural information 
and any interactions with the inhibitors.

Funding information
The University of Georgia portion of work (W.B.W. and F.L.) was funded 
by the National Science Foundation (NSF): William B. Whitman, 
MCB-1632941. The New Zealand-based component of work (G.M.C., 
C.Y.C. and R.S.R.) was funded by the Global Research Alliance on Agri-
cultural Greenhouse Gases through the Ministry for Primary Industries 
and the New Zealand Government.

Acknowledgements
We thank Dr. Zack Lewis for his instructions on the Illumina genomic 
library preparation.

Author contributions
F.L., C.Y.C., W.B. W.G. M.C. and R.S.R., contributed conception and design 
of the study; F.L. and C.Y.C. performed the experiments; F.L. and W.B.W. 
performed the bioinformatics analysis. F.L. wrote the first draft of the 
manuscript; all authors contributed to manuscript revision, read and 
approved the submitted version.

Conflicts of interest
The authors declare that there are no conflicts of interest.

References
	1.	 Duin EC, Wagner T, Shima S, Prakash D, Cronin B, et al. Mode of 

action uncovered for the specific reduction of methane emissions 
from ruminants by the small molecule 3-nitrooxypropanol). P Natl 
Acad Sci USA 2016;113:E3185-E.

	2.	 Myhre G. Anthropogenic and natural radiative forcing. Stocker 
T (eds). In: Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis. 
Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth Assessment Report of 

the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Cambridge, UK: 
Cambridge Univ Press; 2013. pp. 659–740.

	3.	 Gerber PJ, Henderson B, Makkar HPS. Mitigation of greenhouse 
gas emissions in livestock production – A review of technical 
options for non-CO2 emissions. In: FAO Animal Production and 
Health Paper, Vol. NO.177. FAO, Roman, Italy, 2013

	4.	 Conrad R. The global methane cycle: recent advances in under-
standing the microbial processes involved. Environ Microbiol Rep 
2009;1:285–292. 

	5.	 Johnson KA, Johnson DE. Methane emissions from Cattle. J Anim 
Sci 1995;73:2483–2492. 

	6.	 Van Nevel CJ, Demeyer DI. Control of rumen methanogenesis. 
Environ Monit Assess 1996;42:73–97. 

	7.	 Henderson G, Cook GM, Ronimus RS. Enzyme- and gene-based 
approaches for developing methanogen-specific compounds to 
control ruminant methane emissions: A review. Anim Prod Sci 
2016.

	8.	 Hook SE, Wright ADG, McBride BW. Methanogens: Methane producers 
of the rumen and mitigation strategies. Archaea 2010;2010:945785. 

	9.	 Buddle BM, Denis M, Attwood GT, Altermann E, Janssen PH, et al. 
Strategies to reduce methane emissions from farmed ruminants 
grazing on pasture. Vet J 2011;188:11–17. 

	10.	 Leahy SC, Kelly WJ, Altermann E, Ronimus RS, Yeoman CJ, et al. 
The genome sequence of the rumen methanogen Methanobrevi-
bacter ruminantium reveals new possibilities for controlling rumi-
nant methane emissions. PloS one 2010;5:e8926. 

	11.	 Sun XZ, Henderson G, Cox F, Molano G, Harrison SJ, et al. Lambs 
fed fresh winter forage rape (Brassica napus L.) emit less methane 
than those fed perennial ryegrass (Lolium perenne L.), and possible 
mechanisms behind the difference. PloS one 2015;10.

	12.	 Eckard RJ, Grainger C, de Klein CAM. Options for the abatement 
of methane and nitrous oxide from ruminant production: A review. 
Livest Sci 2010;130:47–56. 

	13.	 Patra AK, Saxena J. A new perspective on the use of plant 
secondary metabolites to inhibit methanogenesis in the rumen. 
Phytochemistry 2010;71:1198–1222. 

	14.	 Hegarty RS. Reducing rumen methane emissions through elimina-
tion of rumen protozoa. Aust J Agr Res 1999;50:1321–1327.

	15.	 Wedlock DN, Pedersen G, Denis M, Dey D, Janssen PH, et al. Devel-
opment of a vaccine to mitigate greenhouse gas emissions in agri-
culture: Vaccination of sheep with methanogen fractions induces 
antibodies that block methane production in vitro. New Zeal Vet J 
2010;58:29–36.

	16.	 Chalupa W. Chemical control of rumen microbial metabolism. 
Ruckebusch Y and Thivend P (eds). In: Digestive Physiology and 
Metabolism in Ruminants: Proceedings of the 5th International 
Symposium on Ruminant Physiology, Held at Clermont – Ferrand, on 
3rd–7th September, 1979. Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands; 1980. 
pp. 325–347.

	17.	 Trei JE, Scott GC, Parish RC. Influence of Methane Inhibition on 
energetic efficiency of lambs. J Anim Sci 1972;34:510–517. 

	18.	 Immig I, Demeyer D, Fiedler D, Van Nevel C, Mbanzamihigo L. 
Attempts to induce reductive acetogenesis into a sheep rumen. 
Arch Tierernahr 1996;49:363–370. 

	19.	 Denman SE, Martinez Fernandez G, Shinkai T, Mitsumori M, 
McSweeney CS. Metagenomic analysis of the rumen microbial 
community following inhibition of methane formation by a halo-
genated methane analog. Front Microbiol 2015;6:1087. 

	20.	 Knight T, Ronimus RS, Dey D, Tootill C, Naylor G, et al. Chloroform 
decreases rumen methanogenesis and methanogen populations 
without altering rumen function in cattle. Animal Feed Science and 
Technology 2011;166–167:101–112. 

	21.	 Garcia-Lopez PM, Kung L, Odom JM. In vitro inhibition of micro-
bial methane production by 9,10-anthraquinone. J Anim Sci 
1996;74:2276–2284. 

	22.	 Soliva CR, Amelchanka SL, Duval SM, Kreuzer M. Ruminal methane 
inhibition potential of various pure compounds in comparison 



10

Long et al., Access Microbiology 2021;3:000244

with garlic oil as determined with a rumen simulation technique 
(Rusitec). Br J Nutr 2011;106:114–122. 

	23.	 Hristov AN, Oh J, Giallongo F, Frederick TW, Harper MT, et al. An 
inhibitor persistently decreased enteric methane emission from 
dairy cows with no negative effect on milk production (vol 112, pg 
10663, 2015). P Natl Acad Sci USA 2015;112:E5218-E.

	24.	 Farley KR, Metcalf WW. (2019) The streptothricin acetyltrans-
ferase (sat) gene as a positive selectable marker for methanogenic 
archaea. FEMS Microbiol Lett 2019;366:fnz216. 

	25.	 Jasso-Chávez R, Lira-Silva E, González-Sánchez K, Larios-Serrato V, 
Mendoza-Monzoy DL, et al. (2019) Marine Archaeon Methanosarcina 
acetivorans enhances polyphosphate metabolism under persistent 
cadmium stress. Front Microbiol 2019;10:2432. 

	26.	 Gilbert DE, Vandermarel GA, Vanboom JH, Feigon J. Unstable 
Hoogsteen base-pairs adjacent to Echinomycin binding-sites 
within a DNA duplex. P Natl Acad Sci USA 1989;86:3006–3010.

	27.	 Dell A, Williams DH, Morris HR, Smith GA, Feeney J, et al. Struc-
ture revision of the antibiotic echinomycin. J Am Chem Soc 
1975;97:2497–2502. 

	28.	 Kim JB, Lee GS, Kim YB, Kim SK, Kim YH. In vitro antibacterial activity 
of echinomycin and a novel analogue, YK2000, against vancomycin-
resistant enterococci. Int J Antimicrob Ag 2004;24:613–615.

	29.	 Kong DH, Park EJ, Stephen AG, Calvani M, Cardellina JH, et  al. 
Echinomycin, a small-molecule inhibitor of hypoxia-inducible 
factor-1 DNA-binding activity. Cancer Res 2005;65:9047–9055. 

	30.	 Jayasuriya H, Zink DL, Polishook JD, Bills GF, Dombrowski AW, et al. 
Identification of diverse microbial metabolites as potent inhibitors of 
HIV-1 tat transactivation. Chem Biodivers 2005;2:112–122. 

	31.	 Lee YK, Park JH, Moon HT, Lee DY, Yun JH, et al. The short-term 
effects on restenosis and thrombosis of echinomycin-eluting 
stents topcoated with a hydrophobic heparin-containing polymer. 
Biomaterials 2007;28:1523–1530.

	32.	 Park YS, Shin WS, Kim SK. In vitro and in vivo activities of echino-
mycin against clinical isolates of Staphylococcus aureus. J Antimi-
crob Chemoth 2008;61:163–168.

	33.	 Weimar MR, Cheung J, Dey D, McSweeney C, Morrison M, et  al. 
Development of multiwell-plate methods using pure cultures of 
methanogens to identify new inhibitors for suppressing ruminant 
methane emissions. Appl Environ Microb 2017;83:15. 

	34.	 Bauchop T. Inhibition of rumen methanogenesis by methane 
analogues. J Bacteriol 1967;94:171–177. 

	35.	 Martinez-Fernandez G, Denman SE, Yang C, Cheung J, Mitsumori M, 
et al. Methane inhibition alters the microbial community, hydrogen 
flow, and fermentation response in the rumen of cattle. Front 
Microbiol 2016;7:1122. 

	36.	 Gunsalus RP, Wolfe RS. ATP activation and properties of the methyl 
coenzyme M reductase system in Methanobacterium thermoauto-
trophicum. J Bacteriol 1978;135:851–857. 

	37.	 Graham DE, White RH. Elucidation of methanogenic coenzyme 
biosyntheses: from spectroscopy to genomics. Nat Prod Rep 
2002;19:133–147. 

	38.	 Pecher T, Böck A. In vivo susceptibility of halophilic and metha-
nogenic organisms to protein synthesis inhibitors. FEMS Microbiol 
Lett 1981;10:295–297. 

	39.	 Weisburg WG, Tanner RS. Aminoglycoside sensitivity of archae-
bacteria. FEMS Microbiol Lett 1982;14:307–310. 

	40.	 Argyle JL, Tumbula DL, Leigh JA. Neomycin resistance as a 
selectable marker in Methanococcus maripaludis. Appl Environ 
Microbiol 1996;62:4233–4237. 

	41.	 Whitman WB, Shieh J, Sohn S, Caras DS, Premachandran U. Isola-
tion and characterization of 22 Mesophilic Methanococci. System 
Appl Microbiol 1986;7:235–240. 

	42.	 Hendrickson EL, Kaul R, Zhou Y, Bovee D, Chapman P, et  al. 
Complete genome sequence of the genetically tractable hydrog-
enotrophic methanogen Methanococcus maripaludis. J Bacteriol 
2004;186:6956–6969. 

	43.	 Walters AD, Smith SE, Chong JPJ. Shuttle vector system for Metha-
nococcus maripaludis with improved transformation efficiency. 
Appl Environ Microbiol 2011;77:2549–2551. 

	44.	 Moore BC, Leigh JA. Markerless mutagenesis in Methano-
coccus maripaludis demonstrates roles for alanine dehydro-
genase, alanine racemase, and alanine permease. J Bacteriol 
2005;187:972–979. 

	45.	 Long F, Wang LL, Lupa B, Whitman BB. A flexible system for culti-
vation of Methanococcus and other formate-utilizing methanogens. 
Archaea 2017;7046026.

	46.	 Kearse M, Moir R, Wilson A, Stones-Havas S, Cheung M, et  al. 
Geneious Basic: an integrated and extendable desktop software 
platform for the organization and analysis of sequence data. Bioin-
formatics 2012;28:1647–1649. 

	47.	 Oberto J. SyntTax: a web server linking synteny to prokaryotic 
taxonomy. BMC Bioinform 2013;14. 

	48.	 Altschul SF, Madden TL, Schaffer AA, Zhang JH, Zhang Z, et  al. 
Gapped blast and PSI-BLAST: a new generation of protein data-
base search programs. Nucleic Acids Res 1997;25:3389–3402. 

	49.	 Long F. Aspects of sulfur metabolism of methane-producing 
archaeon Methanococcus maripaludis. The University of Georgia PhD 
Thesis 2017.

	50.	 Dale AW, Nickelsen L, Scholz F, Hensen C, Oschlies A, et  al. A 
revised global estimate of dissolved iron fluxes from marine sedi-
ments. Global Biogeochem Cycles 2015;29:691–707. 

	51.	 de Chanvalon AT, Metzger E, Mouret A, Knoery J, Geslin E, et al. 
Two dimensional mapping of iron release in marine sediments at 
submillimetre scale. Mar Chem 2017;191:34–49.

	52.	 Hildenbrand C, Stock T, Lange C, Rother M, Soppa J. Genome copy 
numbers and gene conversion in methanogenic archaea. J Bacte-
riol 2011;193:734–743. 

	53.	 Lazar V, Nagy I, Spohn R, Csorgo B, Gyorkei A, et al. Genome-
wide analysis captures the determinants of the antibi-
otic cross-resistance interaction network. Nat Commun 
2014;5:4352. 

	54.	 Zolova OE, Mady ASA, Garneau-Tsodikova S. Recent devel-
opments in bisintercalator natural products. Biopolymers 
2010;93:777–790. 

	55.	 Sarmiento F, Mrázek J. Whitman WB Genome-scale anal-
ysis of gene function in the hydrogenotrophic methanogenic 
archaeon Methanococcus maripaludis. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 
2013;110:4726–4731. 

	56.	 Wright GD. Aminoglycoside-modifying enzymes. Curr Opin Micro-
biol 1999;2:499–503. 

	57.	 Azucena E, Mobashery S. Aminoglycoside-modifying enzymes: 
mechanisms of catalytic processes and inhibition. Drug Resist 
Updat 2001;4:106–117. 

	58.	 Smigán P, Polák P, Majernik A. Greksák MIsolation and charac-
terization of a neomycin-resistant mutant of Methanobacterium 
thermoautotrophicum with a lesion in Na+-translocating ATPase 
(synthase). FEBS Lett 1997;420:93–96. 

	59.	 Wood JM, Kennedy FS, Wolfe RS. The reaction of multihalogenated 
hydrocarbons with free and bound reduced vitamin B 12. Biochem-
istry 1968;7:1707–1713. 

	60.	 Gottschalk G, Thauer RK. The N+-translocating methyltrans-
ferase complex from methanogenic archaea. Biochim Biophys Acta 
2001;5050:28–36.


	Using genome comparisons of wild-­type and resistant mutants of ﻿Methanococcus maripaludis﻿ to help understand mechanisms of resistance to methane inhibitors
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Strains, media and growth conditions
	Isolation of ﻿M. maripaludis﻿ echinomycin-resistant mutants from strains S2 and S0001
	Isolation of chloroform and neomycin resistance mutants
	Whole-genome sequencing of wild-type and resistant mutants
	Bioinformatics analysis of genome sequences

	Results
	Whole-genome sequencing of ﻿M. maripaludis﻿ echinomycin-resistant mutants
	Whole-genome sequencing of ﻿M. maripaludis﻿ chloroform- and neomycin-resistant mutants
	Mutations in re-sequenced ﻿M. maripaludis﻿ S2 and S0001 strains

	Discussion
	Echinomycin﻿﻿
	Neomycin and chloroform

	References


