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223K A M FF(RNA-seq) TR g & HEHE 7
2FFRCF & IR

ZhE' | A FE AR B W 8 INERT
(UL AR BE, AU 3100215 L PG A0V RERE, B S 330200)

HE F— RN PR LR 25 T4 R AT (FPRNA-seq), 4048 JU-F i & T 4552
AR FudE BT HIG) PR AR A, B T 58 SRR AR, RNA-seqik kAL B AF A 4 09 Frak,
R RAEAR B 2 K F 2842 809 4hpAF b, JEbsRiA | i34 T RNA-seqt) M5 R ok, QLisdhATifis
FFHEE, NA-F S A BI85, RNA-seqitdB 2t T SSRASNPE 4 F 47169 FF X 2
FEwA G, BT iX AR AN XA A AR 098 A, B S LA B A R T AR
KRR RSl AR bRl LRERE R

The Strategy of RN A-seq, Application and Development of Molecular
Marker Derived from RNA-seq

Li Xiaobai', Xiang Lin', Luo Jie', Hu Biaolin®, Tian Shengping', Xie Ming'*, Sun Chongbo'*
(‘Zhejiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Hangzhou 310021, China; “Jiangxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Nanchang 330200, China)

Abstract The next-generation sequencing (NGS) has been extensively applied in transcriptomics, called
RNA-seq, which characterizes transcriptional events occurring in a specific tissue and a given period. RNA-seq has the
advantages of high-throughput and low cost, and becomes the first choice for researchers to carry out biological researches.
It has been proven very useful in non-model species, which often lack the resources of sequenced genome. In this review,
we discussed about some strategies of RNA-seq, including genetic background consideration, platform selection for
sequencing and bioinformatics tools selection for reads assembly. RNA-seq data are also valuable resource for markers
development, including microsattelite (SSR), single nucleotide polymorphism (SNP) and so on. This kind of marker has a
high transferability between related species and is a powerful tool in comparative mapping.

Key words tanscriptome; next-generation sequencing (NGS); molecular marker; comparative mapping

1 3|5 B\, L B Ir(drabidopsis thaliana). K 5.(Glycine
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WA, KBEAT 7 & (massively parallel DNA
sequencing platform) A e ilHk, i 2: 7 ZFE T LA 5E
JSC B HE I AE JL R L 2 JL /N Nk RE 6% 58 i, o 75
T e 2 Lt ok 2 B A P JeiEAH B . K
FUBPAT I 7 2 H IR BRAIGaE — Pk 7 KBS 1)
)TN o R R AR S L S b, AR T
7B HHH e B T B 53 B TR R I R BA AT
J S50 SR ) Y 45 L S T AR KR

BRANA, AW PP AR e s AT RS
i, KA AR ()L AL i (microarrays) FIE K 6
15 & %) 43 M1 £ K(serial analysis of gene expression,
SAGE)Z &% i1 Tl iR E i L %, RNA-seq
HE4 AT B A5 71 AR A AAALE A S IS 21 AR g ZH 21 4
Jo 5 DR T AR S, R BB 1) A s AR T i ik
Tk, 240 AL IR ) £ & (single-nucleotide
polymorphisms, SNPs)!"*, 1% $ % BY $%(alternative
splicing)"F1 45 #4) " 4% 5% (structural variation)®. XJF
J7 55 BAT R AR A4, RNA-seq 5 ffi 2 2 14
Xk, HTAHET IR, &R T FMEGCIX R
b ATAFPHEANS 25 5, Pt LA s A A VE 2 JE R
KA AR T )z N RSO R EY)
RNA-seqik £ 5 & 2 RNA-seq B 28 bric T & LK)
N .

2 1EHIRNA-seqHIH R RAG
2.1 FFEEIRER AT

H AT, # 2 AR A\ I & T — AW
FoR, w4547 dw Bl 27 2 v 4 45400 4R
[luminaZy =] FIABIZ ) AH 4k 4 ) (¥ Solexa#1SOLid
WAL, o e 5 S AL 245400 7 R 4

(Fe1)o A5 PP B A I W 1A A Sifg e 6 % 5 (paired-
end sequencing) 5 1 H T~ A FLAE R 4H v (1) 45 44 A
Fto Solexa ] K ] & 77 ikl & SO, SCPEH v B
AR B B, I R T M APCRAK AT Y A A
JrB. Solexaill F A I 1 B 75 11 A7 i kB, X
I R A7 AR 1 A% IR b 1R 9 S b i 2k T B ¢ 1
B R AN 76 4 45 gt PR3 B I 45 -5 3 Jd(decay)
B0 F AH(dephasing) ¥ [ 8, {0 346 W [) 2% 49 i
. Solexalll 74 2 LbaS4I A 3 AL #. SOLID
I P A T IS AT 7 9% 1 ke PR SC PR HEA T M0 e, 3G
i KU RENS K B AU BRI MERAE S v BT
JEE T 48 AT A B R U80S G B AR (two-base
encoding) . RUHHHE G fidh 2 300 o PR AN B A 0] . — >
FENAT T MARALG )X — I FOUAE T EE, X
FERE—M AR T P IR, DALk 4 B A8 A
{HSOLIDEE A I A7 A2 7 J7 B EL T — 5 #8 Jd f)
Mo B AR VA RN P 2R e B T REAT 7 S
MRz, RSy~ 6, AN AN X 0 7 P A
RGP RAAETN . A4 G X W & ke 4]
paek VA1 B2 EL I = e R SR o E i = RS S
Solexa V- & & Sk—F& " PIAN AN F) 7 ) (11 P o
4541 5 DAL VF 2 AR Y I e s A
73 2] 7 AR G5 1 B PSS, i SR Solexaill] 75
e 51 i 1454, (BIL I 7 R 5 0 i K Fa54, e R
JE bR T WA, W T R AR g, i
BB AF Sk AR VF 2 AR B ) 1 e S LT 90 49 31
Tz N RO B 4G R Y X 1 2E
(Eschscholzia californica). W54 (Persea americana)f14)
FA T+ (Arabidopsis thaliana) W) AU R IR, 45451
Solexa Py I 45 S AEAT BEWS 73 BAR 4 K 1% 45

=1 ML EE Y LY

Table 1 The comparison among four sequencers'”

W
Sequencer 454 GS FLX HiSeq 2000 SOLiDv4 Sanger 3730x1
Sequencing mechanism  Pyrosequencing Sequencing by synthesis Ligation and two-base coding  Dideoxy chain termination
Read length 700 bp 50SE, 50PE, 101PE 50+35 bp or 50+50 bp 400~900 bp
Accuracy 99.9% 98%(100PE) 99.94% raw data 99.999%
Output data/run 0.7 Gb 600 Gb 120 Gb 1.9~84 Kb
Time/run 24 hours 3~10 days 7 days for SE; 14 days for PE 20 mins~3 hours
High quality, long read

Advantage Read length, fast High throughput Accuracy length

Error rate with
Disadvantage polybase more than 6, Short read assembly Short read assembly High cost, low throughput

high cost, low throughput
Cost/million bases $10 $0.07 $0.13 $2 400
De novo Yes Yes Yes
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SRUSL Sl £ B 1 SR 7y B, WiSangerill 7
B, BEfS T I i DK PHRE,

SR BB D AR X} e s 20 I e T 7 R 6
BUCRRE S, 5L, M rit Bl &, PR SRR
/INSZ DR B RN = B XU 5 i, BT LA P £ B ) el
e NI RN BT 26 5 BEX A S5 LA
SOE7/R IS Gib s T PN EZ IS o/ E B 3PS PSSR
FEBCRAG S s 4L KA BN TE 2 25 AL )
il BEZS % AR WA I e S R LR, RS
ANFRE S — PR AR LR, ARG, BHE
A6, TR S, SolexaAISOLID
A g H R AR R B B, DR Oh FEIU e il AR I i IS
454 e TR RN 5, 1 5e T 2 AR
T 10 ik DR 2B A5 JE B L s 2 ) A e AL B, 2R
BAAMKRAT R, R ok RVFRING DL T 454015 0 &
o AHX T2 A7 PR IK 52 56 % Solexath 7] 5 18, B
SR A1) LG, AR ] 3R O B8 I 1) T
N BN A 5 X I B R, T HLAH BV R 5 OK
AW AERE LT &, AE— @R A lb 1 P
B He e AHAFE R, S0 E T 7 P 3R
IEZE S, sk P E — e MER . B
Ay 2 S B DR ) A R R 1 S A I AR )
MEFE AR AL BRI 7 T, A, S5 45 AP AE
AR v AR B 22

U B 73 W 5 EEAE A M 58 B, A0 A A
B H G T B HLCPUR— 5 1 & 10 W A7 1E 4 IR
Eo 3 e A R Ay e 20 A SR S T
Linux FgAT [, XAt SR B AL N G A7 AH N R 58
TE ML, R, SR T A5 1) 525K
FECE YA B SRR A B WA ik
FE, IXFE AR S AR R 2 b 9 2> Ab 33 4 S AU (1) JBR
Wie HEAh, L R] 2% B LR 1 5 ok AL BENGS £ 45,
11 4 Galaxy(http://main.g2.bx.psu.edu/) fliPlant(http:/
www.iplantcollaborative.org/). Galaxy# fit — 4~ 5t
TH AU I P2 RESE, JLRES T AL FENGS P 41 1) K
T H, % tiBWA. Bowtie. TopHat#lCufflinks™!,
iPlant & — /M AL ) B AE B ) e Bk - 5, B
A R TR REAR W RE ), 384 % Rt 77 X
PRV AT FH 5 27 R 1A B
22 MEFPHEEERIESE

R D) AS 5 1R 5t A 15 S 0] B sl 21 DU e A AR K 1Y)
SO o T R R AU I B AR, T LR AEIX

IR AR ARG B B R R (1A S A 1
PRSI 5, S Ty 2 2 B AL, DAL A
BB —Leali G R, Bl T MUK R S . A%,
X ARRE R 5, G T A e A,
SETHEENSE . TSR T TR
JO e 2 )RR A A M, 3X B A% B 415 45 SNP IR 2 40 =
AT AR T8k, R4 AR A b2
[ T et AR A B A ol hn, R R AR I it
SRR, S A SR KRG R ORPTRL AR
SRR )T AN P BE R A A 4 o Xk (1) 2
PALRIPAT JE R ) IR R 45 e s A ) PRy R T
—SE (R RRARL T

A LRI IE K B I DAL IR 3 2 i DX 11) 2 2k
b X A R e R () U PR A DR B oA oK
W97 4 WA I mRNAI3'UTR, 76— S840 48 5 4k
2 B FTHEE PR 5 S5 v B0 T 22 e IR e s AP
FEIR, I N 1% 18 BTGP MRS ) b 2 18] 1) 55
GRR. MARGK AR, SR P R4
AL A DA SR e S DR, WAE I BrE e
2|22, LI AR AT P . 31X — S
T PR 91 2 [ AS [ (1) 75 22 A DG FE A B 5ok A
X L7 H (R e RO B, s B, SR
AN ER S5 HE, 9 W AE H W Y =% (Brassica napus)
FANAGAR N ZE (Triticum aestivum L)W, W57 35 N
Hh A Solexalts il 7 b B e A7 21 T A [F) e U 1) 1 S 4
(contigs) 130 fHE, IXAN VA T & W& 741
WA B M A A Y DA E DHE I S8, A ]
Z 2 [N [FE 751, B DSk $42 m R A FEME — 1 ik
T
2.3 FERARBHE

S A I PHEN G S 5T e B E . U
HIENGSIH A s AR AL S B NP K, 2
Jr Bk HAT AN [RIRE B R 2, XA 15 410 P 1)
PR A H L T, RS S SN, P
PR T oy W NGk 2 2 Pi . B2 R
T 2 H LA KRR A, DK PR R
T ME— IR, SO R B PR AN E SR
(contig)E— A~ (group), IXABEERAH 5 T — A Fk
SRR AR R BB L, XS v LUk
IR T PR B B R B e S A

LT AN (R, BIFSUE G H & A Rk Ak
FINGSHi#li. A1 — R T HEAM )R —BEH %
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(overlap layout consensus) )4k, T a1 A #E45411)
EEB K e a1, — R TR AR Pz 1
gsAssembler(454 Life Sciences)it A He - — Al H %
N Z WP, e aT LAAEAS [ 1) 55 467 55 DR 4
B e s AR, AR 2 A — 2 ml Bk i T 1k
P LB FR AL T Bl (isotigs) . Mirase: o) — ZK A,
HARIZATHE thgsAssemblers, {HXF I AA ARk
R IESTRe A1) B P RE P 2 AR AT 0, 2IEE
SRR A PHERAPY ., CAP3E IR AT, HAR
1 A 31O E 4 B I 25 08 31— 5 19 IR A, (H AE454
B Pt Bk LA 0™, 5y — 2RI T ARG
VR AT R A I A 4 B DR AH FF R TR I, e 4 R
de Bruijn# £ 4 4544 15 56 SR Fr B — AN
T (short words or k-mers)P, & B A &0 Ab BEA X
%M A B, WiSOAPdenovol”. Velvet®245, Y 4f,
Trinity s — 3% [ TACBERT v Be i 3, AEPF 2 dERE
A HEP (R Solexaitdls FREHL T BN I fE J1B%. AHLL
SOAPdenovo. VelvetfIMIRA, WF5¢# K INA 3K
T ESPHEMTGICLA — 3K i M4k [ CLC(CLCBio)
BATREATF B AP PR A R IR, WE DS
b g Ty B, 0 A H A [F] i k-mers i 52 45
HESTMIETYILLR T 2% E A4, UV RE8 S
T A R B R A S 0

KA R, MR R AV 2 B
SPHERE . X IR 0 RE A TS AT R AR AR S
D PR R A R R B PR B R ). ITRL, Lt
HSPHE A ] fig g A — BRI A R ), X
AN 32 BRI Ay il 2 5 1B T 6 XS P R B A ) . A
AN CAP3IX I BAT 5 I AN [R] R Y5t 11 i 23 4 A Ay 1t
A AR TR AR A I, AR KM W) (Peridium
aquilinum) 70 CERESE T X /P,

3 RiETH#HFREMS FFRC

B SR A B0 2 T R b (R AR PR Y8, X LI T
ol SR ZH ST R A AT R A 2 DRI AS B 16 22 e T A 57 1)
Frad, HFR AL P bR IC (genic-markers) . FR 4 1
T 1 22 A 1) D 3 DA R R 56 D VA I AN [R], R E0R] 73
H =25 o —J5 i genic-Indel Fligenic-SSR. X JShx
WEATER U B E 2 &N AR, 2 H At
FUMIN H 45 22 (10— 28, kil 757k £ 22 PCR, 454 15
i, &5, % 2 genic-SNPCHRIZ R 2 2 1) Fl
genic-RFLP. ‘EAIM 225 F 2 th T4 i i) 2

FEIE ), BRI AL IR 22 5, 5 Al e
—ANEHEZ MR ZE . e g 44
PR ) DD R AT 56 . 28 — 2K JE genic-AFLP. 1 i
FE22 AT 1 i DR B 52 2%, 48] Tt 471 4 o o 2
2Tt e A2 BRI N DI AR FIPCRAH 45 45 %
SR AR o

T s B bRl B 2 — B ARl R
RGN, A RS, 5 — FRER. WK
I —Agenickric 53— HARIEDL, I8 AL AR
Al RE SR AR I DRAR DG, 28 =, Tl PG
T SRA RSP PRI v, WO AT B (R Pk, ek
Z W)l closely related species). [F] 4% 11 3% 4 & 1% Al
EEAS A 7 T A7 AR s iR AN, S5 41, SNPZE
i B AW T VR 2R, R AENGSH RS — H R
BRI 0T, et 2 PR 2 B e s A N R A
HIEE g IX LESNPAY s AN KA — B Sfing . BFo# 1T
T 2B € ESNPHE AN 15 (bin) " REAT T,
XFEZ AT 2] T S, i BT 55 A 2 T L
T X 53 PIAN R D, sloke) gdtast A% 3%, H A1, 7EK
T Falirh AT 17X J7 e, K
FEZASTEMbRCT S, BT SRA R R, O
A PBIFFUE 55 APCR A LAl R 1 i 3 D] A S i 7
RN A7 2 S S VS 1S A WD B VI £ IR ¢ 108
37845 g ARG 1R X B I AR, DR R 3K S X Jak AR S A
XPFEEC, JIAh, RGBT TFB b, R R
T PSR TR T e e JI AR M P2 R EAT 40 . 38
A BN K] LIS I 1-2 bp R, 02 —Fh B
PRAR AN T H
3.1 ET3RERSSRISNPHRID

SSRANSNP I i I 1) 73 7 A ic, o2 F) 4 %
A T R 2 B bR ad . el A i T
Rri J7 5 A, — AW UE TR . LuroS5PAE
M5 (Citrus clementina)I¥) e s 41 v FF & A5 UE T
41/~ genic-SSRAR i, 1X £ 475 il K 2 >k 5 153 (1)
UTR D5k, E W] 1 A A P e 8] A AR 4 1 3 ]
PR, I H A X Sebrad B 50 1 M AE F0H 5% S ) Fh
M5 KK R ZengEPILE §7 2 =F 78 (Epimedium
sagittatum) ) 5 5 A H JF R T 32/ genic-SSRAR 1L,
I HAAFRICAE TR -2 J@ N I oAt At g Y, v
16 HAMR A2 5. KaurEPIEe T 403
(Pisum sativum L)FZx 5. (Vicia faba L.)2 0] [ %% 5%
A, 1EH96 bR ic i A LR IEAT R IR . AR AL
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Bi v P86 b LA B T, Hh59% I bRl &
T 28 AR T RIMRILA R T 1, 48% %
WT 2. Zhang®EB R H 20K 5% 41 (Sesamum
indicum L)FF R T 324 2 &1 ¥ genic-SSRAx ic, H
P14 DA RS B T 94 1A% &3l Wei &R H
ZRRIIAN [F) AL 2 B S A B IF R T 400 2 28 1
genic-SSR. Li%!"IEIL T M (Hevea brasiliensis)
(1) 2 S A% vh 3 B 1104 genic-SSRAR 1L, ‘B AT 1/E 134
BRI B ep B D 36 A8 B T 96.36%, 2 A TEIA
P 755.45%. LiangZ&Pf1Zhang%5 2 E F) H 1€ 4
(Arachis hypogaea L)1) 5% 55 A H 43 il B0AIEFN T e 3|
72514 genic-SSRAx it f160 £ 25 Pk ) genic-SSR
Fric. SakaguchiZ:CFIUeno B8 £ I8 (Callitris
columellaris)™ 53 3 J1- 5 T 521444 GEAE 1l Dy 47 14
IF 0 7R 2 35 PE i genic-SSR. Kaur%5:54, Dutta%5:!)
FISchafleitners5 755 7F I & (Lens culinaris). K 5.
(Cajanus cajan)F13 2 (Ipomoea batatas) ] ¥ A
WA AT T AH N [P genic-SSRAR L«

SNP P H 78 75 Z by 22 LU T X 23 AN A9
FEACF € A7 AH Y. R 58 BT, 2 R 3T — 2R bR
Blanca®§"7E 67/ 3% JN(Cucumis melo L) ' [ 4%
AP HL T 303 883/NSNPAL i 23 A 115 064
VERSEA b, sk 56 R I 22 A P LR 1R 93 %,
FH X LESNP X J5 1 A [7] (1) iy 2 ke 58 1 0 I s Ao
GuoZEIZE Xof i JTCHICE R E 2 JE AR A8 75 5 s 4 1
I 50 45 31 Al {5 2 5 FISNPLL Sz — Z1SSRAR L«
Barbazuk &5 7E TP AN K i 2R 1 259 Tt 7 A 4
SV S 0 AT 5 v ARSI 381 KR PRI SNPAE A, A il
136 0001~SNP, & I ik 85% 7 Sangeril] J7> 11 1%
BT R AE. ShuE I AL T AN [A] K W(Giyeine max)
mi 2 (8] IR i s A, B Jia % 08 3 899NSNIP, i FILIX
LESNP 92 o3 A TR SRR A v, o8 S & T A A
e B, 52w Ax 2 4% E ZE A 2R 1k R 45
1 A7+ A Glyma07g03490 71 3'UTR ¥ 43 1 A ic
CAPS2825 K[ F R EAH K . Novaes®, Cogan
SIS Parchman 5%} B ¥% (Eucalyptus grandis)-
S (Lolium perenne L)FNHEMERA (Pinus Contorta)
(1) e s AHAIE 5T A B T KSR SNP

X LEHIEFEUE W] T e s AR D — e R B,
JEH G BT SSRAISNPAR I I FF R
3.2 HRAMS FIrCERBIEERFRINA

TSR/ T TR 7T B i B g P AT B e

A be st I, T PAAEAH T R T AR . LR
A V&1 E 2 R R] 1) 38 A% BR300 AH 5 0 A e AT )
P B a5t A% A 007 LY X e BR A0 75 AN [F] 40 F )
T A P o ) 20 A, R ) o AR AR T
2 SR ) 1) 38 A P13 B 25 B e R AH G L A, )
I3 49 A 305 40 Fofr 1) ks D] A 485 ) J 35k DR 4 3 A AT 9
RO T AR TR, B, b1/ E 2 AR T
FEA BP0 H AR R IR A, Yu 5 1A FH genic-SSR
XJ /N2 FUK R [R) PV REAT 3, I H144%
M7 s P AT 1. Varshney 2141 H] K 22 15t 4%
L3l o 1) & AT SSRIF e s AR B B A2/ 22 FIK AR
PVESTHLHE LT, 078 HAH Y. 1R [R) 5 41 R 94 K
% [f) genic-SSRH T~ 8 22 &l 3l (1) 2 1, R BLIIT AT (1) 3X
LSRRG AL B H AL ORI D) REIX, H 5 KEAIR S
M2 . S 2 S MU T 20 A 40U 0T B 2R I 1L =
EST(expressed sequence tag)t5 /N2 UniGene/7 51, JF
KT 1= BInDelbr id, 1X £genic-indel#s A W 41
SERL A S A DL AR A I R A A
Lan%5M1L 25 F) H genichn 10 2 37 [ 45 /0 % (Brassica
oleracea) UL g 71 It A% 15, & ILAT 57% 1AL 5
ARG IR N IC R, X O E N B E T 2
fitte Brown 54 190 KA J PR A B A 6 20
JE B AR RO AR Y& FH B4 8 1 A
¥ (Pseudotsuga menziesiiyii 17 | HLIAE K, K IN K

R T IX e R A2 E LR PESC R . Nagamura
SEUOH 7K R DN AR i 48 fift X e FF2 [A] U5 7 41 6 K
S R I 1R AT AT, SRR
BIAEAE PR PE R 71 . Peng2&UVH] 7K 78 (1 5 5% )% 41
Bl 5 /0 1 L K 41 DNAZAS KRB T 5 5 7 75 7]
JEHFABRIAD YL (B A4 b (W AE A0S R 3L 43 15 I RFLPAR
e I Y, X SE 5L R ) bR iC AE ) Fh 2 () R4
Tt A L T Sl R 78, R R TR s 67 T A AR K (R Y
FHHT 5

4 N

TARAH LSBT I P R, NGSHI L sk 4Ll 7
H B MBI T B E KRG, HAAEPHE Lk
RAVFZ UG R PR R P R g HE 0 A
FEAR T R Fhrid 2 OCE S, B, o Pt
g A SRy S v v R, PR R R
FETE ARG B R B R 3R . RISk, — 7T, VR
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BN IR IARISGE; J— i, WF5iE I
1o St I T AT B I e e B RE, AR AR
EEGE RS NPHE. DUE, MR BUE AT H
SEAR A 28 = ARM P BOR IE P Z B8R, X0 Ja 8ef4%
MIAERGPEAN S AR PEPRAE TORAE . MEAEAARIREK,
e F AR SRR LN ARSI
R RER], AR FARC T R
G M S, RS AR R =, SR .
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