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Analysis of codon usage bias in the chloroplast genome of

alfalfa (Medicago sativa)
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(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 software. The
results showed that the average GC content at the 3rd codon position was 26.87% in the alfalfa
chloroplast genome. The effective codon number (ENC) ranged from 40.6 to 51.41 indicates that
codon bias was weak in the alfalfa chloroplast genome. Thirty codons showed relative
synonymous codon usage (RSCU) value greater than 1, including 29 AT ending codons, which
suggested that the third codon position preferred A or U. Neutrality analysis showed no significant
correlation was observed between GCsand GCj,, suggesting natural selection mainly contributed
to the codon usage bias. However, ENC-plot analysis showed that there are some genes with low
ENC values lying below or near the expected curve. It indicated that mutation also affected the
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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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HAETE (Medicago sativa) 2 —MEZEATEME, BT HAEFEOME, EARE
BEENA, 0 NEZE” MRS OF)MINE, 2011, HARR i 54,
JE— P S RE M R AR TEALER I, DRETEE RN RMAZRIN B &, LS
BEMAE. B, WL ENUERR R )] (BRI, 2019). IRk, FEERE B S0LT
R, WHLRBCEL T R B H a0, B IRE I 5 S R AR S, T E
A2 LA R 3R B T3 75 K 10 75 3E O SR o A el 75 558 7 4 1 18] P e T AR AS B 4
SR, AR I A o P )95 o 2 R0 % B 4 o) S I A A, T B I 4 S BRI sl A 5 %,
FIAEREETE R E GO, 20200, L5800 Fh 7 1278 AR Hi S Xk B it
T, T 2 PR TR B AR R () N A B R4S 1 R & BT B A B s 75 SO0 Rt 5T A
MR eAE %, 20105 FE—=HEZE, 2015). HTEIEEHE AU EEY), BEYERE 4,
SRR TAEAH L, rha iR R TR EA AN L R AT DL mUBE G BRI 2
RBAEEAR S (FEEEE, 2004; JH3E4E, 2015; Jin & Daniell, 2015). [Ktt, Fi -4kt
D TR ST  Priy Pk ) S5 58 R 30 S48 5 7 Honf HoadE AT e s R e R, 0 & 4L
MV AT RS R B B T4 B R X

TEMSRARIE DR TREF Flrh, A — A SCBERPA T SR L R 3R IE . Tt 7R B AN
FE R R AR K12 52 20 P 65l 2 M 1 82 (Hershberg & Petrov, 2008; Plotkin & Kudla,
2011; Quax et al., 2015)« % —Ff A= WA 1y 85 5~ e 1k A I ASE QAT B 9, AR 1% 2R
) e LB S T 5L T AR R DR SR AR A, T LIGES 20 A6 /M) Ik [R 7 - S A i DR 2H A ) Rk
IVER o BRI, AR SR SR A0 8 7 I R I TR 41 8500 T Ml 4 1 AR AIE B L 25 R - 1 1T 52
W R R, LRI T, R T8 AR AR I R AR (T F A H B IR i 104 2 R 24
E JE it o

1 MRS T

1.1 M-GRAZE R 4 P 5 3RS

SERE R E TE 4R A L R4 R8T NCBI 5% (GenBank &35 A4 KU321683.1)

(Tao et al., 2017), MixM-ZRARILHRIA P HL3R1G 75 Sk gm it B o R R P 51 . O 1 S ni

A BT 35 w1, 15 2 B/ 300 bp &R 4wt e 41, HUKIEPEIIGZ RS TN ATG,
ZOEHEI T8 TAA. TAG. TGA HIZERgmtg e, e —3L315 49 57 51T )5 S i
SFT (B EESE, 2015, XIELE, 2017).
1.2 53 Hr ik
1.2.1 AR ) SCEE R FA F E o0 Ar

{5 1 CodonW FR A4 Xt e Hh 1 49 2% 77 F1 R AR XS [R) S5 g+~ H FE Crelative synonymous
codon usage, RSCU) #477H5. 2 RSCU(EZET 1, FmixZ 716 H L imif ;. RSCU 1H
KT 1, Rz T WA F A L AR R 3RS 15, RZ IR (Sharp & Li, 1987).
1.2.2 L E B

N1 T KBRS T U M s R 2%, R MEGAG B A4 MR it 251 3 AN B
GC & &, GCiv GCy Ml GCy /KA N —. 5B =A% 11 GC & . GCays RN
7] SCEERG T 55 = A1) GC & &, GCpp MR EE — A7 A1 EE A %S 11 GC & &P IMH.
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1.2.3 ENC-plot 22K /347

T B35 0 MRS 2H it 2R 1l 4 P R 520 , ENC-plot £ 143 4T LA GCas A AL FR
B T4 (effective number of codon, ENC) AZAABFRIFEAT 2 HI S K. &) ENC
R 28 57 2 9 ENC = 2+GCag+29/ [ GCas2+(1—GCas)?] (Wright, 1990).
1.2.4 T B RLF Cparity rule 2, PR2) 24

N TIPS P8 =M A5 T8 C 5 G 2 8] 4L R i 25 2% 75 ok 35 R 1 (i e 7 A
SO, 0T BAT 4 AN A SCE RS TSR IR S R R I %5 B 6 1 28 = A BB A AT A E B AT o 1
HARANEE A(As+Ts) F Go/(Gs+Ca)Ja, 73 LA Asl(Ast+Ts) Hl Ga/(Ga+Ca)EHAAA bR AR AL
FRrEE, P Ed0FER A=T, [ G=C (Sueoka, 2001).
1.2.5 HALES T E

AL LA ENC B R IF PERRHE R & e 2565 7o B2, % ENC EHHTHET , $AJ5 M ENC
B 3¢ AN B (IR B AR 53 109 KR 1AL, 23 g e s A m M 22 (G ENC AEDGT B 5 i 12 2 D
4 S RSCU H A1 & K JE A RSCU. #Jr, EHEUFHiEA RSCU > 0.08, H RSCU>1
FIERS T8 SNBSS 7 (EMSRSE, 2019).

2 R 50

2.1 BWEFHBS T

FEETEE 15 M 2R AR L R R 1 49 2% g7 HIAE N — AN BRI AT IR A B o AT, 45 SRR
BIHFY) GC & &N 36.55%, GCiv GCp GCs &4 lN 45.66%- 37.13%7F1 26.87%. H
AT LA 300 T AN A A B B R GC i AR AN, Hp GCy S &, 1M
GCs & & ik,

A RCE RS T RO B I A A R K B A R A R, Bhe BB G 21~60. 45—
AL A A — AR T, A SRS AN 605 dE—ANIE R R Al R E] X
ER TR A, WAL FHCN 20, %11 AW LA ENC {858 35 1F A m it is 55 1)
X A5t (Comeron & Aguadé 1988). A4 R EI/R, KILE AR K4 ENC BUAE
JLHIHFTE 40.6 LLE, DRAERAE B T8 H SRR 5L R 35 A Tl 1k il e 55 (38 1)

1 B HE T SR IE R AL AR B GC & &

Table 1 GC contents of different positions on chloroplast genome codon of Medicago sativa

A GC & GC content (%) ENC
Gene GC,y GC, GC, GC; GCasg

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
rpsll 42.45 52.52 53.96 20.86 18.70 45.49
rpll4 35.23 47.15 38.21 20.33 19.20 45.65
rpl16 43.38 51.47 50.74 27.94 23.00 42.27
rps3 34.26 44.65 34.88 23.26 21.20 45.63
rpl2 42.15 51.45 47.46 27.54 25.70 51.24
ycf2 35.42 40.67 32.14 33.46 31.10 5141
ndhB 36.17 41.58 38.54 28.40 24.40 47.51

rps7 40.60 51.28 44.87 25.64 22.30 43.17




rpsi2 42.20 52.42 48.39 25.81 25.40 43.60

ycfl 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
CCsA 31.79 33.95 35.19 26.23 21.20 48.05
ndhF 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
rbcL 4251 57.35 43.70 26.47 23.50 44.92
atpB 42.23 57.43 41.75 27.49 25.60 46.99
atpke 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
ndhJ 37.95 49.69 36.48 27.67 23.50 4412
rps4 37.13 51.49 38.12 21.78 20.30 43.55
ycf3 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
rpsi4 40.59 45.54 46.53 29.70 27.10 45.42
pshC 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
rpoC1 36.28 48.48 37.59 22.79 20.20 45.86
rpoC2 34.26 43.11 35.45 24.22 22.20 46.50
rps2 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
rpsi8 30.93 33.33 36.04 23.42 21.30 40.60
rpl20 34.27 35.92 37.32 29.58 26.50 49.86
¥ E 37.20 46.57 38.59 26.44 23.37 46.26
Average

1 GCiv GCov GCy 73 RN RY T 55— S A =A0hfidk GC &8 GCas i Al SRS T~ 3 = Aok
GC & &; GCy ®m#HI T GC &,
Notes: GC;, GC,, GC; mean GC value of the first, second, third position of codons, respectively; GCss means GC
value of third position of synonymous codons; GC,, means GC value of each gene.
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P 5 58 = AR AR DM E I AR IR B R 7KT (R 2D RUPEALE 15 i S A g i Ik
DRI 5 b 58— M 3 A B R 2H e BARARL, (5 55 = A Wi A R AR AE 22 5 T RS 1
B GCs MAHIRMEIA B R /K, USR58 =7 b BB IR 2 Bt S 16 & i - S Ak
R TR FA) 2 0 A PR S 2
F 2 BACETE AR R AL AR S S B AR R A 7 p
Table 2 Correlation analysis of related parameters on chloroplast genome of Medicago sativa

GC, GC, GC, GCay ENC
GC, 0.599™ 0.106 0.848™ -0.177
GC, 0.097 0.106 0.394™ 0.410™
GCu 0.865™ 0.848™ 0.394™ 0.002
ENC -0.550 -0.177 0.410™ 0.002

VE: ** RoRTE 0.01 KF LEEMR.
Note: ** means significant differences at the 0.01 level.
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Fig. 1 Neutrality plot analysis of chloroplast genes of Medicago sativa

2.3 ENC-plot &4 7

N T 25 o R A RO B (2 PE R 520, ENC-plot 23 & U U3 5 T HU
MHR, GCas AMHALKER, TEALFTA R MR R, [FIIN T IARAERT 2. 25 R s KHR 7 FE
TEPRIE M2 o A s TARME RN R P (B 200 TP Rz, H45 ENCexp A3k
tH ENC FIEEIRME, FEHRAE A ENCraio=(ENCexpENCops)/ENCexp K5 Hi ENC Eifl. 7EUEIE
fit LT T 2 50 R R ENC A (3R 3). A& REH, KEZEMEERF T ENC
FCABL 40 A7 7E-0.05~0.15 2 i), %3G H Y sEbr ENC 5 H3 ENC EAM 28N, Kk, BiBRA
Xof B AE 1 i - S A DR 2L P 50 0 35 TR 85 0 1 B P PR T BB MRV SR
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Fig. 2 ENC-plot analysis of chloroplast genes of Medicago sativa
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Table 3 Distribution of ENC ratio

HIR A e HE A
Class boundary Class middle value Number Frequency
-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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Fig. 3 PR2-plot analysis of chloroplast genes of Medicago sativa
2.5 FEXF R SBT3 #
SAE T - A R A v 8 s R R (R AR [ S 1~ A FH B2 23 BT ke 4 s, 4551
AR 30 MEID T RSCU KT 1. HApPl U B A 45 BT (5 H6H 96.67%, DL U 4
BRI 134, LLASRIN 16 4>, USRI E 16 22 45 2 9 U A A BE S

T4 BRACHTE M SR R 2 b % B R 1Y) RSCU 73 #ir
Table 4 RSCU analysis of protein coding region in chloroplast genome of Medicago sativa

SR #hYT HH

Amino acid Codon Codon RSCU

KR Phe uuu 814 1.42

uuc 330 0.58

225 B2 Ser ucu 436 1.77

ucc 217 0.88

UCA 287 1.17

ucG 135 0.55

fit &R Tyr UAU 629 1.66

UAC 128 0.34

B Trp UGG 346 1.00

F R Cys UGU 157 1.50

uUGC 52 0.50

R Leu UUA 714 2.05

uuG 432 1.24

Cuu 436 1.25

cuc 100 0.29

CUA 289 0.83

CuUG 119 0.34

[ 28 Pro ccu 341 1.68

CccC 141 0.69
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AR Val

AR Ala

TR Met
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CCA
CCG
CAU
CAC
CAA
CAG
CGU
CGC
CGA
CGG
AUU
AUC
AUA
ACU
ACC
ACA
ACG

AAC

AGU
AGC
AGA
AGG
GUU
GuUC
GUA
GUG
GCU
GCC
GCA
GCG
GAU
GAC
GAA
GAG
GGU
GGC
GGA
GGG
AUG
UAA
UAG

241
91
363
104
574
140
271
81
254
71
901
297
565
421
164
308
96
784
208
876
229
325
74
331
125
413
113
426
141
517
147
314
121
699
167
858
247
473
119
559
196
432
30

1.18
0.45
1.55
0.45
1.61
0.39
1.44
0.43
1.35
0.38
1.53
0.51
0.96
1.70
0.66
1.25
0.39
1.58
0.42
1.59
0.41
1.32
0.30
1.75
0.66
151
0.41
1.56
0.52
1.88
0.54
1.14
0.44
161
0.39
1.55
0.45
1.40
0.35
1.66
0.58
1.00
1.84
0.49
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2.6 B BT K E

AICARIEA RSCU M 8 MM %S T 1%, ¥ ENCHFHATHIT, %A)5 M ENC fH& =
MEARKI PR &3 109% MK, 20 Al s e 2, FF 37055 RSCU B AT =K PR FE (1)
A RSCU (% 5), 5 R R BB FEA RSCU > 0.08 11— 3L 27 ANERIAE I F (R 5 b,
EENER 5 I ERRIA B RS T AR 4 TP IR B R T AR 45 A AT b, g AR e L
NEMER T BeAHE T R E TE SRR R A 1 e L %8S 17 4 (UGUL UUA. CCU,
CCA. CAA. CGU. ACU. ACA. AAA. AGA. GUU. GUA. GCU. GAU. GAA. GGU
ATUAA), 1EIX 17 MR, &L AU 458, hEHRE GCu M GCMm AL T

PR

5 BICHTE oA R A e B S 173 iy
Table 5 Putative optimal codons in chloroplast genome of Medicago sativa

IR h ren ik ] RRILHE A
Amino Acid ¥ High expressed genes Low expressed genes ARSCU
Codon %t H Number RSCU #tH Number RSCU
RINZEE Phe uuu 48 1.28 101 1.20 0.08
uuc 27 0.72 67 0.80 -0.08
L2551 Ser Ucu* 37 2.24 68 1.75 0.49
ucc 1 0.67 35 0.90 -0.23
UCA 19 1.15 54 1.39 -0.24
ucG 9 0.55 21 0.54 0.01
P 2R Tyr UAU 30 1.43 99 1.66 -0.23
UAC* 12 0.57 20 0.34 0.23
TR Trp UGG* 26 2 40 1.90 0.10
PR Cys  UGU* 4 2 21 1.35 0.65
UGC 0 0 10 0.65 -0.65
SR Leu UUA* 40 2 83 1.68 0.32
UuG 20 1 65 1.32 -0.32
Cuu 28 1.40 67 1.36 0.04
cuc 3 0.15 19 0.39 -0.24
CUA* 26 1.30 41 0.83 0.47
CUG 3 0.15 21 0.43 -0.28
&R Pro Cccu* 24 2.04 43 1.61 0.43
ccc 6 0.51 21 0.79 -0.28
CCA* 13 1.11 25 0.93 0.18
CCG 4 0.34 18 0.67 -0.33
HERR His CAU 7 1.27 52 151 -0.24
CAC* 4 0.73 17 0.49 0.24
BEBHL GIn CAA* 26 1.79 68 1.40 0.39
CAG 3 0.21 29 0.60 -0.39
K22 Arg CGU* 18 1.85 26 1.11 0.74
CGC 6 0.62 13 0.55 0.07

CGA 13 1.33 41 1.74 -0.41




CGG 2 0.21 14 0.60 -0.39

A5t lle AUU 58 1.43 93 1.43 0
AUC 23 0.57 37 0.57 0
AUA 30 1.03 74 1.19 -0.16
IR Thr ACU* 17 1.45 41 1.31 0.14
ACC 10 0.85 26 0.83 0.02
ACA* 17 1.45 42 1.34 0.11
ACG 3 0.26 16 0.51 -0.25
RABENZ Asn AAU 27 1.20 142 1.59 -0.39
AAC* 18 0.80 37 0.41 0.39
WL Lys AAA* 35 1.79 133 1.37 0.42
AAG 4 0.21 61 0.63 -0.42
225 1R Ser AGU 18 1.09 47 1.21 -0.12
AGC* 5 0.30 8 0.21 0.09
AR Arg AGA* 16 2.56 54 2.30 0.26
AGG 4 0.64 37 1.57 -0.93
BT Val GUU* 30 1.82 44 1.64 0.18
GUC* 8 0.48 9 0.34 0.14
GUA* 26 1.58 31 1.16 0.42
GUG 2 0.12 23 0.86 -0.74
HER Ala GCU* 42 1.47 37 1.47 0.83
GCC 3 0.79 20 0.79 -0.63
GCA 21 1.07 27 1.07 0.08
GCG 7 0.67 17 0.67 -0.29
KAGI Asp GAU* 23 1.77 120 1.66 0.11
GAC 3 0.23 25 0.34 -0.11
BZ Glu GAA* 43 1.59 106 1.27 0.32
GAG 1 0.41 61 0.73 -0.32
HHAE Gly GGU* 40 1.90 34 0.96 0.94
GGC 6 0.29 15 0.42 -0.13
GGA 29 1.38 64 1.80 -0.42
GGG 9 0.43 29 0.82 -0.39
HIER Met  AUG* 28 0.97 50 0.81 0.16
KRS T TER  UAA* 4 0.64 2 0.09 0.55
UAG* 1 0.16 1 0.04 0.12
UGA 0 0 2 0.10 -0.10

H: * R EmRBEL T
Note: * indicates high expression codons.

3 WiR SR
FERELERE T, ReE YRy TIER A B AR A IAEE, BB T — BB A Wi
PR RS 7 I (145, 2011) . BRSO AE i 4714 52 B L R 4K/« CpG &, GC

IIARIINLE . TR E ., RPN, FERFRIAKT. (RNA £, EAR R LU
SR AR S i 25 42 PRl 25520 (Hanson & Coller, 2018; Paul et al., 2018). H.rb H 4Rk



FEANTRAL 2 500 RS T R AW PE I PR AS 2R 31, 2 H AT 2 GIE AN R 2 (Sharp et al.,
2010; Raoetal., 2011; A7 cH05, 2018). HH T AY1 50 = Ao Bl T A 1 5 52 3 1)k 48 R AL
B A RIS, DR B B B SR A B A A R T 1 A P AR T A R
HEES N (FERESE, 2020). A TR IS0 E 15 A J DR 2H % 25 R 55 =67 2 L Bl
REEEARMT, 55FETE (Medicago truncatula) (B E#%5, 2015). BRE (Ziziphus jujuba
var. spinosa) (#HIEHIZE, 2019) A% (Phalaenopsis aphrodite subsp. formosana) (%=
55, 2010) SEAEA I SRARIE R H 5 = A0 30 A0 F Al R A AL, 2 W I SRAE ) I - Ak L R 20
A R A S A . X BRIRTRA T SRR I S A R DR ZH T R A A R A ) AT B
ua, HEN A B R R EARAE—E RS

A E 15 1) SRR SR DR 20 GG 2L R 11 ENC {E KT 40.6, Ui B TE 18 15 2R (R A AR5
S ERS TRIE . YR B R R EIEE AR A %651 GC, 5 GC3 HHK
AT, RIEADT A0 1 PT B 58 22 (1) 52 Rk R )52 1 ENC-plot 2 &4 #r 3R
AR 3 B PR B Al 11 T B B 2[RI 3R s PR2-plot 737 (1) &5 B it — 28 /R B 11
P i P AMY 52 B RAZ SRR 2 BE B s . DR, fER ML R b, RAEE RS T4k
Ak J5 DR 2 35 5~ PRI A FH i 2 B 22 (18] 52 2 306 438 (1) 52 M0, 1717 A9, i 18 43k IR 7 25 R~ (i A T ol
FIEER R, X510 AX &K (Agave hybrid) (£:NI%%, 2018). BT (Panicum miliaceum)
CUERSE, 2017) FIABAA @AY (FEAT=F5%, 20200 FmH-Sipd ik Di] 20 2Rt 14 52 i [ 25 9
B 285 SARACL, 2R 5 A 47 -k DR 2 5800 - O P R 3 % 6 1k 1) o (R EL AR () 52 L
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