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Analysis of codon usage bias in the chloroplast
genome of alfalfa ( Medicago sativa)
YU Feng ", HAN Ming

( School of Life Sciences, Guizhou Normal University, Guiyang 550025, China )

Abstract; To character the codon usage patterns of chloroplast genome in alfalfa, forty-nine coding DNA sequences were
analyzed using CodonW, CUSP, CHIPS and SPSS softwares. The results were as follows: (1) The average GC content
at the 3rd codon position was 26.44% in the alfalfa chloroplast genome. The effective codon number (ENC) ranged from
40.6 to 51.41, indicating that codon bias was weak in the alfalfa chloroplast genome. (2) Thirty codons showed relative
synonymous codon usage (RSCU) value greater than 1, including 29 codons ending with A and U, which suggested that
the third codon position preferred A or U. (3) Neutrality analysis showed no significant correlation was observed between
GC3 and GC12, suggesting natural selection mainly contributed to the codon usage bias. ENC-plot analysis showed that
there were some genes with low ENC values lying below or near the expected curve, which indicated that mutation also
affected the formation of codon usage bias. In addition, 17 codons were identified as optimal codons in alfalfa. We
concluded that the codon usage bias of alfalfa is formed under effect of natural selection and mutational bias. This study
will lay a good foundation for development of chloroplast genetic engineering and molecular breeding of alfalfa.
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LALH TE (Medicago sativa) &=—Fh 245 G R}
i M TFHAAFE MG EARSERSM
MLOEACHEZ ETNEE (BE A E,
2011) , HARKGALE) 6t 545, = —Fh &2 %
T S B e B, 25N (2019) BF 98RBT, LA
SUHHEENMRRENEE, TUREEESN
A PR EEE PR JT L LR (4 S 3 Ak Bl
EHEREF LM &, SR E R R EWRH
RSN, AR FR DR AL A O i kR
MG, P AN I LA 3. [ T 3 T oK AT T ot
PRI (A5 58 16 1 7 7 T [ 1 o A T
ANV TN, SR, P REL o R o FH () g A, 5 R 4 R 4
[ AT A 2 A, ™ 2 S A R D R R
TR 2 IR E A R R (i A,
2020) . fESE0E Fh 7 I A fife DR 3 4 X R A0 Ak
FO, AL TR R R R A R R T 3RS T
Tt ELAT O ORI B 0 A5 R T A A )
B E 45,2010 538 =HESE,2015) , BT E4#
B A UAR AR e T St A, SRR
TREAHE, g A 3 R TR ) 2L A A0 YR 6L R AT DA
E G RN BRSNS (RE
HL,2004; A1 3EZE, 2015, Jin & Daniell, 2015)
I, A SR A L [ T AR 5 AU BT PR A
FAEIE DR B 2L 488 18 o kAT A MR e ),
BXTEROL TR R EA T EENE X,

FEM SRR FE P TR E Fpob 7 — A G 1Y 35
WL RAMNEIE R Y R IA . A IR R I AME R
Tk K F &z 2 W) R D F e G v R B TR
( Hershberg & Petrov, 2008; Plotkin & Kudla,
2011;Quax et al., 2015) , X Ha—Ff 4= A 1) 251
T e A R X A B 9, AR LR W 1 B A
W TR B VT AN Ik B 3R 3k A, T DU B4 4L
AR R A I S A 5L TR 4 b Sk 9, IRt
AR SOHG A3 AT SR A6 T - S A R D 2 ) T Al e
AR AR B 5 5 1 O P A 5 o TR 2%, O o L i
LB T, Ry SR AL & 15 2R R 3 R T A% 19 I 8
H AR A 18 1 Bl R B S

1 #HEF*
1.1 HEFEERAFTIHES

SEREIY S G B AE SR ARSI 41T 2F NCBI
957 ( GenBank % 5% 5 2y KU321683.1) (Tao et

al., 2017) , PNz it S 44 35 [ 4 v 2R 3045 75 454
(C - S P NIE SNl 7 S NI 1R R0 A T C e
T, B e R /NT 300 bp A FE R 4 65 51, H
POEPER IR B T ATG, & 1% 1 1 4 TAA
TAG . TGA )3 H 4w 15 )3 51 , e & — L3015 49 %%
FEA T I 22 8 o0 A (A B 55, 20155 X &%
4 2017) .

1.2 A%

1.2.1 #85F F LB AL F 12 B E o4 i CodonW
BT Y 49 2% % 51 B AE X [R] S RS - fif
H B (relative synonymous codon usage, RSCU) #47
T, Y RSCU EZ T 1, R %% 10 I
UF Pk RSCU MH R T 1, R iz B i+ iy it HI 3
HAth 5] S5 T8 , R Z IRSR (Sharp & Li, 1987)
1.2.2 P HEE S N T oA CE S 4
PERYSZA K F ] MEGA 6 #4235 48 i % 1
T3 MIE R GC &, GC1 GC2 F1 GC3 4l %
TN B AR AL GC
GC3s FoR R T4 =i/ GC i, GC12 N
FREE— NN RS T GC & R
P2 A M, DL GC3 SR AR AR L GC12 Sk Ak
PRiET

1.2.3 ENC-plot 22 B 547 & T it — 25 3 Hri Bk 2H
X 5B - i 41 ) 52 ), ENC-plot 22 &1 43 #1 LA
GC3s M AR A R F %4 (effective number of
codon, ENC) A PR IEA T2 il s B, 2K iy
ENC #5 i il 21158 22 X ENC = 2+GC3s+29/
[GC3s*+(1-GC3s)*] ( Wright, 1990)

1.2.4 #1843 45 (parity rule 2, PR2) 547 N T iF
T8 = A 5T C 5 G ZH 4L
i 25 2 A5 0 05 - A PR e AR s, e B 4 A4S
[Fi] S %8 R 1 2 A 1) S L T 114 45 2 A 1 58 — A7 119 Bl
SR AT E R 3 b, TR B A3/ (A3 +
T3) 1 G3/(G3+C3) J5, /il L A3/(A3+T3)
G3/( G3+C3) MY FIAE AR ARAE & F 1 P e
Fm A=T,[[#} G=C(Sueoka, 2001) ,

1.2.5 RREATF e #E AL ENC {H M i
PEARUERG E S LB S, 5%, ENC {H 17 HE
J¥ 5 SR, N ENC B 55 55 Fl e fIK A P B 4% 3% 10%
B FE B, 43 501 A g v AR i P B (IR ENC B X B 5
TPk BE ), I 20 93 B RSCU {8 #0155 A% P 1% Y
ARSCU ;i )5 , BEEUH JE ARSCU>0.08, H RSCU>1
1)1 SCH BB (BN R 45,2019)
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2.1 ZEWTFARSH

B LA TS 2RI R A 1Y 49 2 A P51
R — > B R T A7 6 32 41 B 43 T, 5 SR 3 I LR
¥ GC & 8K 37.20%,GC1 .GC2 .GC3 &t 5k
46.57% 38.59% 1 26.44% (% 1) . HILATLLE H
FHL T AR B R EL ALY GC o A IR 4T
Hrf GC1 & it fe s, 1M GC3 Ak,

AU O ) 2 5 DR 1Y) % R O
FEEE B b BUEE ECA 21 ~60, 24— 3
PRS- 1) b 4 FH B — A 85 5, U LA 200 B 1 4K
R 60 5 2 F > J PR L A 2 [R] SO R - v Y
—A A R S 8O 20, ST ABESR L
ENC 84 35 1E A w4558 55 1) [X 4345 HE ( Comeron &
Aguadé, 1988) , AHFFE4E R B, LA 16 4
RIERZH ENC BUE S BB 7E 40.6 DL L, R 5546
s AR I R B A I M A5 (R 1)

258 2 B AT 2503 ) - 50 P L O 1 0 B 445
7R :GCall f1 GC1,GC2,GC3 [ AH M #F LR T
e S AR, I L SR — {7 A 5 2 1l AN 25 A7 ik 3
2 I A O P TR B T AR B KO (E A AR
AN 2 R DG A R Ik Bl KT (3R
2) . RUIEAETE o R g i B I %5 05 128 — L
AN A B KR 2H RS AR AL, (H 55 50 = A5 i 2H ik
IFAAE 2 5 A AU B 405 GC3 1 AH G
IR F A 2 25 K, U IR A A = A A A S A
BN S8 A0 B A I g A 2 i L R 1) %8 0 T Al 2
M) i 2%

2.2 HELE S

PR E T A R & 1 TR, R L AT,
GC12 4345 T 0.321 8~0.532 4 Z[al,GC3 434 T
0.198 4~0.334 6 Z[1], JL-F- £ S K ) AL b s AR R
ETERT LR LBy & X M2 fii, GC12 Ml GC3
MIFAIE RECN 0.113 3, il 45 3 B & 19 A ¢
PEARGE 2 [ H 2R R R 0.181 2, KB GC12
FGC3 AYAHCPERSS , F— 2 U B 28 248 % 2% 1 1
Pl P T I 1% 5% Wi A 583, HC Al PR 3% ( e 4% ) AT RE T
BRSBTS M AR
2.3 ENC-plot % B 4> 7

hg T R 243 A B I 4 R 4 A e 1
S, ENC-plot 2 B LA 803 0 T 50 P A b,

x1 ZEEEHZEERERA
BHRFARMEN GCRE

GC contents of different positions on chloroplast

Table 1

genome codon of Medicago sativa

Py X
M GC % GC content (%)

Gene

ENC
GCall GC1 GC2 GC3 GC3s

clpP 38.95 55.61 34.18 27.04 22.00 50.13
psbB 42.76 55.21 45.97 27.11 23.10  45.28
petB 40.59 47.69 41.67 32.41 26.60  44.97
petD 39.54 51.55 37.89 29.19 26.10  46.57
rpoA 31.94 43.71 29.94 22.16 20.60 43.20
psll  42.45 52.52 53.96 20.86 18.70  45.49
pll4  35.23 47.15 38.21 20.33 19.20  45.65
pll6  43.38 51.47 50.74 27.94 23.00  42.27
ps3 34.26 44.65 34.88 23.26 21.20  45.63
pl2 42.15 51.45 47.46 27.54 25.70  51.24
yef2 35.42 40.67 32.14 33.46 31.10 51.41
ndhB  36.17 41.58 38.54 28.40 24.40 47.51
ps7 40.60 51.28 44.87 25.64 22.30  43.17
ps12 42.20 52.42 48.39 25.81 25.40  43.60
yefl 30.63 37.28 27.73 26.87 24.60  48.58
ndhH  36.55 51.02 35.28 23.35 17.80  47.73
ndhA  32.97 41.03 38.04 19.84 17.20  42.02
ndhl 33.54 42.59 35.19 22.84 19.50 43.93
ndhG  32.58 41.81 33.33 22.60 20.00 45.04
ndhE  33.99 42.16 33.33 26.47 22.70  50.30
cesA 31.79 33.95 35.19 26.23 21.20  48.05
ndh¥  30.87 36.11 34.63 21.88 18.30  43.61
psbA  41.62 50.00 42.94 31.92 27.50 41.48
matK  30.44 36.09 30.37 24.85 23.10 48.23
rbeL 42.51 57.35 43.70 26.47 23.50 44.92
atpB 42.23 57.43 41.75 27.49 25.60  46.99
atpE 38.65 48.55 37.68 29.71 26.50  50.67
ndhC  33.88 44.63 31.40 25.62 19.80  41.75
ndhK  36.99 42.54 42.11 26.32 23.70  51.36
ndh]  37.95 49.69 36.48 27.67 23.50 44.12
ps4 37.13 51.49 38.12 21.78 20.30  43.55
yef3 38.86 46.75 38.46 31.36 28.60  50.82
psaA  41.37 51.91 42.69 29.51 25.30  49.29
psaB 40.45 48.71 42.99 29.66 25.00 47.82
psl4 40.59 45.54 46.53 29.70 27.10 45.42
psbC  42.48 52.95 46.20 28.27 24.30 43.70
psbD  42.66 52.54 43.22 32.20 27.80 45.63
rpoB 37.85 49.58 37.82 26.14 23.90  47.77
poCl  36.28 48.48 37.59 22.79 20.20  45.86
poC2  34.26 43.11 35.45 24.22 22.20  46.50
ps2 36.99 43.88 42.19 24.89 21.00 45.67
atpl 35.35 46.77 35.08 24.19 21.80 43.65
atpF 36.10 45.08 33.16 30.05 28.70  51.15
atpA 39.33 54.79 39.73 23.48 22.00 44.61
accD 35.11 43.91 35.73 25.71 22.90 44.17
cemA  31.88 35.65 28.70 31.30 27.60  46.77
petA 38.21 52.34 36.14 26.17 24.80  49.07
ps18  30.93 33.33 36.04 23.42 21.30  40.60
ml20  34.27 35.92 37.32 29.58 26.50 49.86
P

37.20 46.57 38.59 26.44 23.37  46.26
Average

H: GC1,GC2,GC3 73 3l 37 B 75— o B — (i AR =
PLIREE GC &kt ; GC3s 3R ) SCRD 55 = (L GC &
GCall F/R T 5 GC F k.

Notes; GC1, GC2, GC3 mean GC contents of the first, second,
third position of codons, respectively; GC3s means GC content of
the third position of synonymous codons; GCall means total GC
content of the condons.
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Table 2 Correlation analysis of related parameters on

chloroplast genome of Medicago sativa

GC1 GC2 GC3 GCall ENC
GC2 0.599 sese 0.106 0.848 s -0.177
GC3 0.097 0.106 0.394 e 0.410 s
GCall  0.865 == 0.848 s 0.394 s 0.002
ENC  -0.550 -0.177 0.410 == 0.002

. w FORTE 0.01 P BEAL,

Note: ** means significant differences at the 0.01 level.
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A TARHER L (B 2) o S Tk — 20 et
Ze 5, M ENC,, 230K T ENC B BIE(E , #AR 4
23 ENC,,, = (ENC,, - ENC, )/ENC, 3K % i
ENC HfH, 7EULIERE For AT T S 50150 3L A 1)
ENC B8O A6 (3£ 3) . Sitas R £, Kk 250k
B ENC HAE AR £ -0.05~0.15 Z [a], %75 Bl
SR ENC S5HAZE ENC fEAH 2285/, B, 3 13 B
ZEAR N 2R K A - R 3 R 401 19 3 0 35 R 4 1
RSB ERIEPIA R A E N

%* 3 ENC ILERE D%
Table 3  Distribution of ENC ratio
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i Al i 11 o

Class bound Class middle Numb F

ass bounaary Value umber requency
-0.15~-0.05 -0.1 4 0.081 6
-0.05~0.05 0 29 0.591 8

0.05~0.15 0.1 15 0.306 1

0.15~0.25 0.2 1 0.020 4
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T.CHGZEMIXR(KE3), 4R Bx, K&
B MR AT T, RIS T4 =05 T
FE RS T A, G RS T C, W%
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AEE M R0 Al AR AR R 2 8 %28 A 30 M TAY RSCU KF 1, HAp LU A 25

SN, i ] BESZ BHAR P 2R, AN B 55 52 RMEF 5 R 96.67% , LA U 851 13 4,
2.5 X E X EBFERESH LA A S50 16 A, L5 AR 7 D 2 1 1 45

SAEEAE SRR BN A P A R TR ARXS [ O U A0 A BT,

R4 ZEHEEMFEERAFZEIEELR RSCU 547

Table 4 RSCU analysis of protein coding region in chloroplast genome of Medicago sativa

S EL G reyn g 55 FH s =
HKINAM Phe uuu 814 1.42 TRERR Thr ACU 421 1.70
uuc 330 0.58 ACC 164 0.66
2258 R Ser ucu 436 1.77 ACA 308 1.25
uce 217 0.88 ACG 96 0.39
UCA 287 1.17 REWERE Asn AAU 784 1.58
ucG 135 0.55 AAC 208 0.42
it B2 Tyr UAU 629 1.66 AR Lys AAA 876 1.59
UAC 128 0.34 AAG 229 0.41
% Trp UGG 346 1.00 225 R Ser AGU 325 1.32
LA Cys UGU 157 1.50 AGC 74 0.30
UGC 52 0.50 K &R Arg AGA 331 1.75
FEHAR Leu UUA 714 2.05 AGG 125 0.66
uuG 432 1.24 42 R Val GUU 413 1.51
Cuu 436 1.25 GUC 113 0.41
cuc 100 0.29 GUA 426 1.56
CUA 289 0.83 GUG 141 0.52
CUG 119 0.34 AR Ala GCU 517 1.88
I Z R Pro cCcu 341 1.68 GCC 147 0.54
cce 141 0.69 GCA 314 1.14
CCA 241 1.18 GCG 121 0.44
CCG 91 0.45 KA Asp GAU 699 1.61
ZHA TR His CAU 363 1.55 GAC 167 0.39
CAC 104 0.45 HHATMR Glu GAA 858 1.55
B AW Gln CAA 574 1.61 GAG 247 0.45
CAG 140 0.39 HE® Gly GGU 473 1.40
K& Arg CGU 271 1.44 GGC 119 0.35
CGC 81 0.43 GGA 559 1.66
CGA 254 1.35 GGG 196 0.58
CGG 71 0.38 H 2R Met AUG 432 1.00
SRR lle AUU 901 1.53 2 L% F TER UAA 30 1.84
AUC 297 0.51 UAG 8 0.49
AUA 565 0.96 UGA 11 0.67
2.6 ZIEEBFHHE PR A 109% Y AL I, F J 43 00 2t ol v A0 s 4 2

AR P& ARSCU Bt E b ®65 F., |k I35 3 B RSCU {H A= 41K P J%E B9 ARSCU (%
$ ENC (HE A7 HER , 9% )5 N ENC B 5% e Al B AR 1Y 5)., ZEREWFE ARSCU>0.08 1y —3:4 27 4
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IR (RS o= b)) BEEER S higE (UGU,UUA , CCU, CCA, CAA CGU,ACU, ACA |
FIREW TR 4 iy IR TS5 174> AAA AGA ,GUU, GUA ,GCU, GAU, GAA ,GGU i
Br ¥ A % 7 N R F, AW UAA) 183X 17 MRS o, 200 A 5 U 45
ETELEETSARERNANRMELE T 174 B, RS GCall M GC3 M@ AT &E—5,

RS EUEEHREERARMLED TSN

Table 5 Analysis of the optimal codons in chloroplast genome of Medicago sativa

[SE3%% 455 iEsSre g0 R R KR
LR High expression Low expression L High expression Low expression
2 2 3% i, gene ene 2k i pray il ene ene
Amino %?¥ 5 & ARSCU|  Amino %?% 8 & ARSCU
acid odon ¥ H ¥ H acid odon ¥H HH
Number RSCU Number RSCU Number SCU Number RSCU
FNEKR UUU 48 1.28 101 1.20 0.08 WEER  ACU= 17 1.45 41 1.31 0.14
Ph Th
¢ uuc 27 0.72 67 0.80 -0.08 ’ ACC 10 0.85 26 0.83 0.02
25  UCU=* 37 2.24 68 1.75 0.49 ACA * 17 1.45 42 1.34 0.11
St yec 11 0.67 35 0.90 -0.23 ACG 3 0.26 16 051 -0.25
UCA 19 1.15 54 1.39 -0.24 KABER: AAU 27 1.20 142 1.59  -0.39
As
ucG 9 0.55 21 0.54 0.01 st AAC* 18 0.80 37 0.41 0.39
fs4lik  UAU 30 1.43 99 1.66  -0.23 WER  AAA % 35 1.79 133 1.37 0.42
T uacs 2 0.57 20 0.34 0.23 s a4 0.21 61 0.63 -0.42
@5 R Trp UGG+ 26 2.00 40 1.90 0.10 | &% AGU 18 1.09 47 1.21 -0.12
" Se
BPER UGU = 4 2.00 21 1.35 0.65 o AGC* 5 0.30 8 0.21 0.09
Cys
¥ uee 0 0.00 10 0.65 -0.65 || Ki%®  AGA=* 16 2.56 54 2.30 0.26
. A
ZERR UUA* 40 2.00 83 1.68 0.32 & AGG 4 0.64 37 1.57  -0.93
Le
U yue 20 1.00 65 132 -0.32 | #i®m  Gcuux 30 1.82 44 1.64 0.18
Val
CUU 28 1.40 67 1.36 0.04 a GUC* 8 0.48 9 0.34 0.14
cuc 3 0.15 19 0.39 -0.24 GUA* 26 1.58 31 1.16 0.42
CUA* 26 1.30 41 0.83 0.47 GUG 2 0.12 23 0.86  -0.74
cuG 3 0.15 21 0.43  -0.28 || N&® GCU* 42 1.47 37 1.47 0.83
e Al
&R CCU= 24 2.04 43 1.61 0.43 a GCC 3 0.79 20 0.79 -0.63
D
Pro cce 6 0.51 21 0.79 -0.28 GCA 21 1.07 27 1.07 0.08
CCA* 13 1.11 25 0.93 0.18 GCG 7 0.67 17 0.67  -0.29
cce 4 0.34 18 0.67 -0.33 || R&XEM GAU= 23 1.77 120 1.66 0.11
A
R CAU 7 1.27 52 .51  -0.24 P GAC 3 0.23 25 0.34  -0.11
Hi Y,
8 CAC* 4 0.73 17 0.49 0.24 | BER GAA * 43 1.59 106 1.27 0.32
. 1
NEBENE CAA= 26 1.79 68 1.40 0.39 Clu GAG 11 0.41 61 0.73 -0.32
Gl "
" CAG 3 0.21 29 0.60 -0.39 H & % GGU % 40 1.90 34 0.96 0.94
HEM  CGU=* 18 1.85 26 1.11 0.74 Cly GGC 6 0.29 15 0.42 -0.13
Arg cGC 6 0.62 13 0.55 0.07 GGA 29 1.38 64 1.80  -0.42
CGA 13 1.33 41 1.74  -0.41 GGG 9 0.43 29 0.82  -0.39
CGG 2 0.21 14 0.60 -0.39 |[H#EmR AUG=* 28 0.97 50 0.81 0.16
Met
S EmR AUU 58 1.43 93 1.43 0.00 ||ZIL#IGTF UAA= 4 0.64 2 0.09 0.55
fle AUC 23 0.57 37 0.57 0.00 TER a1 0.16 1 0.04 0.12
AUA 30 1.03 74 1.19  -0.16 UGA 0 0.00 2 0.10 -0.10

T o« FRmREEHT,

Note: # means high expression codons.
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TR PEAL i R rh  Re g W Fh o T3S A B
R B AEAE IR I T — & B i 4F PR 10 %
il A 2 (22756 ,2011) o 25 A5 1 A4 ol
TP AZ B E R ZH K/ CpG 5 GC i i B
PRI B B PR B0 G 8| 6 PR 36 3R 7K F- tRNA
JE BT A A DL KR RS AR e A
PR 2 5% ) ( Hanson & Coller, 2018; Paul et al.,
2018)  Hirr, [ AR BERE AN 58 A8 J2 52 M 25 A5 i
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