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 What are the differences in soll
microbial and fungal communities
between US and non-US based

| * 16s rRNA primers (ligated with lllumina
cultivars?

adapters) for the V3-V4 region were used
to amplify ~500-600 bp from each sample.

 What are the functional consequences
of differences in microbial and fungal

species diversity in growth rates? * Libraries were uniquely barcoded using

llumina Nextera® XT indices, cleaned,
nooled, and analyzed on an Agilent
Tapestation®.

* How do differences in microbial species
diversity correlate with soll nitrogen,
phosphorous, and moisture levels?

 Libraries were sequenced on an lllumina N
NextSeq 2000™(150bp, paired-end) at “q
Zymo Research Corp., and data analyzed ////
using the DADAZ2 (Callahan et al., 2016) +
QIIME pipelines (Caporaso et al., 2010)

 How can we utilize Next Generation
Sequencing, and metagenomics to
address these questions?
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SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT BACTERIAL
TAXA AMONGST CONTROL, US-BASED,
AND NON-US-BASED CULTIVARS OF
HOPS, REPRESENTED AS A CLADOGRAM
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FUNGAL (LEFT) AND BACTERIAL (RIGHT) DIVERSITY IN ALL SOIL CORES. OP = OLD PLOT, NP = NEW PLOT, BOTH AT HOPPORTUNITY FARM, JULIAN, CA. CSUSM = SOIL CORES FROM THE COMMON GARDEN EXPERIMENT AT CSU SAN MARCOS GREENHOUSE.
NOTE THE SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER FUNGAL AND BACTERIAL DIVERSITY AT HOPPORTUNITY FARM, COMPARED TO CSUSM, WHICH ALSO SHOWED PRESENCE OF MORE UNCLASSIFIED (SHOWN IN RED).
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