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o RKIGF I B R IA REIE G IERE PPO W 5HIRERIR R T 2R PPO 5L Y AR 2 K, S35 PPO %15
TR T M G SR 1) PPO 36 B AL (LR FT S 4 T B R 38

X R, PPO; EHT Wi
FESES: S645.1 XEAARIRES . A XEHS:  1000-4440(2020)02-0438-09

Analysis on codon preference of PPO gene in lotus root

HUI Xiao-han', CHENG Ting-ting', KE Wei-dong’, GUO Hong-ho'
(1.College of Chemistry and Pharmacy, Northwest A&F University, Yangling 712100, China; 2.Institute of Vegetable, Wuhan Academy of Agricultural
Sciences, Wuhan 430065, China)

Abstract: To explore the codon usage preference of polyphenol oxidase ( PPO) gene in lotus root, the homology of
PPO gene in different species and heterologous expression receptors, the codon of PPO gene was analyzed by CondonW and
EMBOSS programs. The results showed that the PPO gene favored codons ending in G or C. There were 24 high-frequency co-
dons (relative synoymous codon usage>1) , and three codons (relative synoymous codon usage>2) had the strongest prefer-
ence. The PPO codon bias of 34 monocotyledonous and dicotyledonous plants was analyzed by SPSS and MEGA software. It
was found that PPO genes from different species had different codon preference patterns, and most monocotyledonous PPO
genes had stronger codon preference than dicotyledons. Correlation analysis of PPO codon indicated that the PPO codon usage
preference in lotus root was mainly affected by mutation. In the selection of heterologous transforming receptors, eukaryotic ex-
pression system of Escherichia coli is suitable for heterologous expression of PPO in lotus root, and Arabidopsis thaliana is an
ideal receptor for PPO transgene. The PPO codon preference pattern analysis of lotus root provides a theoretical basis for the
subsequent study of PPO gene transformation.

Key words: lotus root; polyphenol oxidase (PPO) ; codon; preference

Y s B3 2019-10-29

EEWR . FEE AP L HRITH (2016 YFD0100204-29) ; X 4 v
Al =AM R G X BHE O3 H (201SF-08)

YEE T BN (1996-) , 20 BRVEE M B 0F e A, R ENF £
i A0 I R K R AR S R S R b R T REF ST, (E-
mail ) huixh@ nwsuaf.edu.cn

EIESE 5022 0%, (E-mail ) hbguo@ nwsuaf.edu.cn

B FRAEE M RNA FARSRAY 3 MRk 5k
A AL AR B IR 1 B AR R fR ff RNA |
T ZIRARAZ TR S A Xof 1oy e — AR, 1T — ol
BIERR A — Bl 8l 2 Fh 3 0 1, BN 3 05 1 fT OF
PE  BORGERR A U R . Pt o ] — b
TR I BB N [ SRR 2, e A kit



H/INERSE JERE PPO RS T (i PEAR AR AT 439

Frf  AN[RI WAl 4 285 0 1~ PSR AP A O 22 5+
A A Wy i 45 1T [) S5 B 1, PR Ol 95 5 i 4
D AR SRR ZEANREE R Y S B
K255 T 2% 32 B AN [R) 1) Ao s O - 2 S ) 52
Wi, WFFEEER IR i, (TR A E i1 ERIA R
i DIk BH R R A KR H Y RS (Ne-
lumbo nucifera Gaertn) JEIEMH T 25 B AR LW, %
PAT LA, A B R R E RN, EERER T 2]
TR, oA R P RS B ARk, vl aE (s 1S (g
IS . [ &8 A5 5 2R TR, ANV U
I 3EER ARG Sy IF AR BT IR, T LAk i H
P SRIMERANTH 6 1E, o) R AWML, X5
Z Wy ALHE (PPO) & AT R UIAHOC, 24
TRRETE A AR B A A L2 TR st
LR A AT RGN B L 4 AR, s SR B
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Table 1 Sources of coding region of polyphenol oxidase( PPO) gene

FHOCHIFSY . S8 i W RS PPO JE DR % 151 T AR 4
PER AT, P A 2R, F S U T
B R RI R AT T AR D 2 B 0 A T LB T, A
HERE PPO Jr R PO 50 h e a2 AR fIEAK
i, IR IERE PPO W56 B 21 T Rg g
I A A R R SRR LA R

1 ARSIk

1.1 HERIE

YEFE PPO L P 5412 069 bp (GenBank #
S5 F1999635.1) , HIF B EHE Hy 1 794 bp, Fi
597 NEIERR, WAL Glbs N ER ORE I
Z& AT AT4E 34 R PPO SR P SRR T Gen-
Bank( http: //www.ncbi.nlm.nih. gov/genbank/) , &
TS IWER 1, KIGITH ( Escherichia coli) | I+
( Saccharomyces cerevisiae) 3oL Fd I ( Arabidopsis thali-
ana) FHEL ( Nicotiana tabacum ) %5 1= 1) 3 R 1) 25 )
O B P S A W T B - A4 4 Codon Us-
age Database (http ://www.kazusa.or.jp/codon/ ) ,

Yk By YT BRs

AL (Ananas comosus) AY149882.1 % ( Nelumbo nucifera) FJ999635.1

T FHUGAREE ( Brachypodium distechyon) XM_010228972.3 SER (Malus domestica) BAA21677.1
INFZ (Triticum aestivum ) HQ228152.1 AZ (Manihot esculenta) XM_021744153.1
EXK (Zea mays) XM_008665268.3 JI1Z& ( Morus notabilis) XP_010100570.1
HF (Setaria italica) LC008435.1 B (Populus trichocarpa) AEH41424.1
5% (Sorghum bicolor) KJ425575.1 W A] ( Theobroma cacao) EX097990.1
HAIKAE (Oryza sativa Japonica Group ABG23056.1 F1ZL (Pyrus bretschneideri) AEG78292.1
T2 (Aegilops tauschii subsp. Tauschii) XP_020176750.1 WAL (Pyrus pyrifolia) BAB64530.1
K% (Hordeum vulgare subsp. Vulgare) BAJ10871.1 fi# ( Cydonia oblonga) ABY84850.1
THIAENR ( Dichanthelium oligosanthes ) OEL17564.1 B ( Hevea brasiliensis ) XP_021649193.1
Kt (Zostera marina) KMZ58036.1 2.2 (Morus alba var. multicaulis) ALF12286.1
AR ( Elaeis guineensis) XP_010910928.1 EMFE#LEL (Annona cherimolia) AA016865.1

A ( Ziziphus jujuba) ADR78836.1 WEAERE ]38 (Aquilegia coerule) PIA30668.1
EAX Camellia nitidissima ) ACM43505.1 Hij B 5L (Argemone mexicana ) ACJ76786.1
BBk (Actinidia chinensis PSS24660.1 VU A Y ( Taraxacum officinale) CAQ76694.1
W ( Canarium album) AEY78528.1 BBk (Juglans regia) ACN86310.1
HERE (Prunus avium) XP_021830806.1 WA (Vitis vinifera) AAB41022.1

1.2 #HESITHH

K CondonW {4 F1 CHIPS 7ELFE %} PPO
FEH A4S )7 51 (CDS) [ RS T4 (ENe) | [H)
SCEERS 5 AR BE (RSCU ) | %5 14 1 3 7 46 $X

(CAI) 55 3 i dE G+C 1 (6C3s) M G+C 7%
i (GO) FEWMF IS EHAT ST, B 34 Pk
Yt PPO JER ()5 {4 F SPSS B4Rk A T
KIRAHT , i — X PPO 1T HEAT TP P2 K )
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2.1 &FE PPO ZRFHIRIFHE ST

2.1.1 #3% PPO % ENc.GC .GC3s #= CAI »#r
CondonW FEFrHT I8 PPO FEH T T/ GC FI
ARCFEMTHY ) G5 BRI PPO FE R RS
THY GC T GC3s 43919 51. 8% 66. 3% , i35 48
PPO BEH h ) B 5 1 L 8w 4 UL G/C 458, ENe
Bk 52. 12, KF 351 23 61, UL W% PPO %
T FOm i PEA s |, FE Rk KRR, 58 PPO 1)
CAI 7 0.204 ,i/NF 1, i —E RS PPO X%
T P ar eSS .

2.1.2 #3% PPO R SLE T AR A& FIH Con-
donW . EMBOSS 7EZEFR T /M4 51 RSCU fH' ",
[7i) SCEE - BUAHXH S FH RS (RSCU) S A8 TEA S Wi HE A
Ui ) IETRAL R T, B (1) SEBRAT R 5 3 2R
R ARR A LA, T RE A8 A SN T 4 g
HENY ) 35 RSCU KT 1 MR 3505 7 ) i de- P A
58, RSCU /T 1 /R 21 F I P45 55 , RSCU {H
£073 inm i WL BT T B S S /T A g o < K
(%2 2) LW FE3%E PPO FEN %S T RSCU<1 AT
35 MEMS T ,RSCU=1 WA 3 DES T, RSCU>1 1Y
H 24 NERST, Hit CAG UCG (AGG 3 NS 1Y
RSCU ¥R 2, UL SRS PPO #5724 4~
FoA b, s 3 AMm i .

2.2 ARE4¥FIE PPO ZHEFRIFES

22.1 FRE AR ENe RSCU B GC 5 AW
Fia] PPO DR % 0 - if- S 80 2% 3 s, &30
B WF I AEY PPO JERAY CAT (EAHIE, HyE
FEl°H0.165~0. 318, it /T 1, R BHIX 34 ¥ Fp PPO
RS A RS . BT A RGBS | A
WL /N 4E PPO TR K] ENe {5 }31.00~ 38. 00, ¥
BIE R 36. 85 AT MAEYIE SR AKRESE PPO B
i) ENc 1 }749.00~ 56. 00, “F-3I{E M 53. 08, < B jx &
YRR PPO %515 Pk S SR Rk KA 2 5%,
FTMAEYI ) PPO FE PR3k & T 07 A, 5 5
T CAI Wy 3 Hr 45 R AR [F], 34 DY AP B GC3s K
0.174~0. 947 . ¥J{EH K 0. 682, GC “}0.342~0. 704, H4I{H
9 0.569, LHAARFEYIF PPO B fRIa T G/C 45 REHY

AT, HPA 10 MR GC3s SRR
T 0.8, fiIn T G/C L5 RIS+, 55+ (Setaria itali-
ca) X G/C 45 R B A% T 1 I 1k dnc i, LT A 4
R GC R AGAE 0.5 247, Hh s 2232 (Arge-
mone mexican) ) GC3s 2 0.342 el T A/U 45 E/Y
T, 34 DY RD PPO %65 T W I P B9 RSCU
(20 43 Hr4s B2 B RCSU (B> 1. 0 (3T T8 £
A 31 A R BB FIARZE) /b iA 24 4~ (GE
), RSCU{E>1.5 MEmEFHRZH 25 1~ (KE) ;
B/ 6 A (RIA] A ZRACFVRA ) .

F2 I PPONZEBFRES

Table 2 Codon bias analysis of PPO gene in lotus root

AEXE [l — AEXE ] —

AR wNT H  EBT ||ZAER EBT BE BT
iR i FHEE

Phe UUU 5 0.43 Ser  UCU 5 0.8l
uuc 18 1.57 ucc 6 0.97

Lew UUA 2 0.23 UCA 3 049
uuG 13 1.47 UcG 13 211
cuu 8 0.91 Pro CCU 8  0.70
cuc 12 1.36 ccC 17 148
CUA 3 0.34 CCA 12 104
cuG 15 1.70 ccG 9 078

e AUU 7 0.91 The ACU 3 046
AUC 9 1.17 ACC 12 1.85
AUA 7 0.91 ACA 2 031

Met AUG 18 1.00 ACG 9 1.38
Val  GUU 8 0.86 Ala  GCU 14 130
cuc 8 0.86 GCC 20 1.86
GUA 5 0.54 GCA 4 037
CUG 16 1.73 GCG 5 047

Tyr  UAU 5 0.45 Cys  UGU 2 044
UAC 17 1.55 usC 7 156
UAG 0 0 Tp UGG 8  1.00

His CAU 2 0.33 Arg CGU 6 1.00
CAC 10 1.67 c6C 4 067

Gln  CAA 7 0.82 CGA 3 050
CAG 10 2.8 CGA 4 0.67
Asn  AAU 11 0.81 Ser  AGU 5 0.8l
AAC 16 1.19 AGC 5 081

Lys  AAA 11 0.48 Arg AGA 5 0.8l
AAG 35 1.52 AGG 14 2.33
Asp GAU 11 0.51 Gy GGU 9 0095
GAC 32 1.49 66C 9 095

Clu GAA 12 0.73 GGA 11 1.16
GAG 21 1.27 GGG 9 0.95

Phe : RN 22 ; Leu : 55 240 ; lle - 55 242 ; Met . TR 2R ; Val . S 2R
Tyr: & Z 2 ; His : H &R ; Glu : ¥ R BEME ; Asu . KT ; Lys . 2R
Asp: REZ R ; Glu: A AR ; Ser: 22 R ; Pro. JH & TR ; Thr, 75 2R ;
Ala: N2 ; Cys : P22 ; Trp : (0208 ; Arg K 2R ; Gly . AR,
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Table 3 Preference parameter analysis of PPO in different species

Wb ENe GC GC3s CAI RSCU>1.0 RSCU>1.5
RAL (Ananas comosus) 38.88 0.638 0.846 0.268 25 23
TR ( Brachypodium distechyon ) 36.29 0.666 0.885 0.293 27 20
INFE (Triticum aestivum) 31.30 0.686 0.947 0.293 27 24
K (Zea mays) 35.83 0.669 0.889 0.296 28 24
BT (Setaria italica) 31.29 0.702 0.953 0.300 27 23
T4 (Sorghum bicolor) 34.40 0.672 0.895 0.318 27 23
HAIKAE (Oryza sativa Japonica Group) 31.47 0.692 0.943 0.295 26 24
VA% (Aegilops tauschii subsp. Tauschii) 31.26 0.686 0.947 0.298 27 24
K# (Hordeum vulgare subsp. Vulgare) 33.47 0.685 0.917 0.279 25 25
TIFEIR (Dichanthelium oligosanthes) 31.55 0.704 0.946 0.293 27 24
K3 ( Zostera marina) 54.39 0.499 0.489 0.210 31 11
AR (Elaeis guineensis) 52.08 0.563 0.677 0.223 28 10
S (Nelumbo nucifera) 52.98 0.540 0.657 0.203 24 12
R (Malus domestica) 56.29 0.505 0.554 0.197 27 8
K% (Manihot esculenta) 49.87 0.425 0.360 0.206 31 10
JIIZ (Morus notabilis) 56.29 0.505 0.554 0.197 27 8
TR (Populus trichocarpa) 54.89 0.448 0.388 0.201 28 8
A W] ( Theobroma cacao) 56.25 0.453 0.441 0.208 27 6
F%L (Pyrus bretschneideri) 52.17 0.526 0.620 0.227 26 8
AL (Pyrus pyrifolia) 52.42 0.524 0.621 0.230 26 8
i ( Cydonia oblonga) 52.62 0.524 0.635 0.232 26 9
BIER ( Hevea brasiliensis) 52.73 0.430 0.372 0.205 31 13
3% (Morus alba var. multicaulis) 56.71 0.508 0.561 0.204 29 8
B FZHHE (Annona cherimolia) 44.26 0.594 0.781 0.240 30 17
WEAERE SR (Aquilegia coerulea) 48.77 0.421 0.317 0.165 25 15
#2858 (Argemone mexicana) 38.67 0.342 0.174 0.184 28 21
PEHEE AL ( Taraxacum officinale) 56.16 0.462 0.441 0.227 27 10
Bk (Juglans regia) 56.09 0.486 0.505 0.238 27 8
Hi% (Vitis vinifera) 57.92 0.488 0.509 0.213 29 6
H (Ziziphus jujuba) 58.23 0.461 0.438 0.210 27 7
&HEZ (Camellia nitidissima ) 57.41 0.487 0.490 0.189 29 6
BRWEBE (Actinidia chinensis) 51.75 0.561 0.702 0.201 26 13
B ( Canarium album) 51.64 0.432 0.373 0.216 28 9
FHBE (Prunus avium) 53.58 0.510 0.578 0.182 28 8

ENc: AU TR 6C . G+C & GC3s 45 3 i G+C it ; CAL B TS T MR H RSCU « [7] SUBE RS FAR X L

2.2.2  PPO AW 5H  F SPSS BAEXT PPO
WS F B AT A SR A X GC L GC3s (ENe
CAI R RS 10 2 45 80 ( CBI) | f P 38 1t 1~ i 4 =%
(Fop) %5 3 fibii At U & (U3s) 55 3 it A &
8 (A3s) Z 8] B9 W P SE R E AT 404, 4
ENc 5 U3s A3s X WA SHR IEAHXE, ENe Fl GC |
GC3s .CAI .CBI ,Fop iX 5 " ZSHE A, Ul PPO
B PR ST GO R, QiR 1A BT

IR, PPO S3ATAE H P 23 17 1 Tl 3 R A g, 25 1.2
NI G+C F 8 (GCI2) Fl GC3s L a1 19 R 8k
(FH%) 40.096 8, HAEAHSNES M Hh A7 76 1) . 35 40
K(P<0.01) , HULAEWT, B0 1 D -1k 22 2%
AR, W 1B Ji7R , 76 ENc-plot 730 #H1, PPO
DRI 85 5 4 A ZE A o il 2 B ST, K 30 TF L 25 A5 1
Tl A Z 28 A5 5, ek, B 1C R, 78 PR2-
plot 2387 Hv, 8 PR A 22 AR v e Il 1 o ) 67 5, BV A
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Table 4 Correlation analysis of PPO related parameters

TR 2 R T IR

S8 GC GC3s ENe CAI CBI Fop U3s A3s
6C 1.000
GC3s 0.994 * 1.000
ENe -0.781 -0.749 1.000
CAI 0.895* 0.876 ™ -0.836 " 1.000
CBI 0.963 0.947* -0.833 " 0.962 ™ 1.000
Fop 0.964 * 0.949 ** -0.830" 0.967 ** 0.999 ** 1.000
U3s -0.991 ** -0.998 ** 0.741* -0.872" -0.945 " -0.948 ** 1.000
A3s -0.992 ** -0.995 ** 0.752* -0.869 ™ -0.941 -0.944 0.988 ™ 1.000
GC.GC3s ENc CAI W3 3 14 ; CBI. B4 T B 48 L ; Fop . e R A% 7 FHAIR ; U3s 57 3 NEBRAE U & ok ;A3 56 3 (Bt A & i, ™ F/R7E 0.01
P LB EAR,
L 06 A 801 B ﬁ 1.0r ¢
1 05F ‘ut gl g 25
4 M = 60k (=)
b 0.4k Qe = ?E i—w
o) : ¢
RO B S~ e
== 03 % o40f Eo 05t &
S ¥=-0.096 8x+0.5193 & as W
22 02f R=0.5037 b < 1
=200 ¥=-137.660x+142.410x+18.867 4o
© 01 ® =
-~ : Rl =0
® e
0 I I I I ] 0 | | | | | @ < 0 I ]
02 04 06 08 L0 02 04 06 08 10 & 0.5 1.0
RGO A I (GC3s) EEIIEEGHC A (GC3s) H3RLIEEG O Bt /B3R GHC A It
[G3/(GC3s)]

1 PPO H1£4#E (A) .ENc-plot £ #7E (B) .PR2-plot 547 (C)
Fig.1 Neutrality plot (A), ENc-plot (B) and PR2-plot (C) of PPO
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R L PR A 2 il AT R R A T E T, 2 SRR
WIS PPO B 5 RIBHF A 20 A A ER
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= (Sorghum bicolor)
FK (Zea mays)
KZF (Hordeum vulgare subsp Vulgare)
W (degilops tauschii subsp Tauschii)
I RUEAREL (Brachypodium distechyon)
JMAE (Elaeis guineensis)
B (Hevea brasiliensis)
4‘; TACIE (Dichanthelium oligosanthes)
HAIKFE (Oryza sativa Japonica Group)
AL (Camellia nitidissima)
|22 (Morus notabilis)
4'£ SR (Malus domestica)
2% (Morus alba var. multicaulis)
AL (Ananas comosus)
A (Ziziphum jujuba)
F124 (Pyrus x bretschneideri)
WAL (Pyrus pyrifolia)
{ Wt (Canarium album)
Ak (Juglans regia)
I #{ZBFE (Argemone mexicana)
Wit #EsL3E (Aquilegia coerule)
{ ML (Prunus avium)
THEEH A TE (Taraxacum officinale)
WMERE (Actinidia chinensis)
E 3% (Nelumbo nucifera)
%] (Vitis vinifera)
E— KZE (Manibot esculenta)
ERHY (Populus trichocarpa)
‘—'E B (Setaria italica)
FEM 4L (Annona cherimolia)
—— FIA] (Theobroma cacao)
L #i#¢ (Cydonia oblonga)
— j(ﬂf?r}é (Zostera marina)
L /NZF (Triticum aestivum)
2 EFEET PPOEWT CDS FIMRGREE
Fig.2 System cluster analysis of lotus root based on CDS sequence of PPO codon
F5 EFEPPOo EASHSEXEYEREBZRLFFEARELE
Table 5 Comparison of codon usage preference between PPO in lotus root and other model organisms
TR (%) BT AR
HET BHER W P it 1
' IF ML KIpFTe BB
PPO FEPRAL(AL) BEFEZAL(NY SEFEZL(Ee) HEEAL(Se) PPO/ At PPO/ Nt PPO/Ec PPO/Sc
GCA Ala 0.067 0.175 0.231 0.206 0.161 0.38 0.29 0.33 0.42
GCC Ala 0.334 0.103 0.125 0.255 0.125 3.24 2.67 1.31 2.67
GCG Ala 0.084 0.090 0.058 0.317 0.061 0.93 1.45 0.26 1.38
GCU Ala 0.234 0.283 0.312 0.156 0.211 0.83 0.75 1.50 1.11
UuGC Cys 0.117 0.072 0.072 0.069 0.047 1.63 1.63 1.70 2.49
UuGU Cys 0.033 0.105 0.098 0.055 0.080 0.31 0.34 0.60 0.41
GAC Asp 0.535 0.172 0.169 0.186 0.202 3.11 3.17 2.88 2.65
GAU Asp 0.184 0.367 0.369 0.321 0.378 0.50 0.50 0.57 0.49
GAA Glt 0.201 0.343 0.360 0.382 0.485 0.59 0.56 0.53 0.41
GAG Glt 0.351 0.323 0.294 0.177 0.191 1.09 1.19 1.98 1.84
uucC Phe 0.301 0.207 0.180 0.169 0.182 1.45 1.67 1.78 1.65
UuuU Phe 0.084 0.218 0.251 0.232 0.261 0.39 0.33 0.36 0.32
GGA Gly 0.184 0.242 0.232 0.090 0.109 0.76 0.79 2.04 1.69
GGC Gly 0.151 0.092 0.112 0.279 0.097 1.64 1.35 0.54 1.56
GGG Gly 0.151 0.102 0.105 0.113 0.060 1.48 1.44 1.34 2.52
GGU Gly 0.151 0.222 0.223 0.244 0.240 0.68 0.68 0.62 0.63
CAC His 0.167 0.087 0.087 0.098 0.077 1.92 1.92 1.70 2.17
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BT UFTAR (%) W AR
WIT AR T mE FH W
PPO g%ﬁ?ﬂt) Elﬁkﬂ% N Eﬂzﬁffg{ ) E%ﬁlﬁl (E}sc) PPO/AL  PPO/Ni  PPO/Ec  PPO/Sc

CAU His 0.033 1380 0.134 0.136 0.137 0.02 0.25 0.24 0.24
AUA Tle 0.117 0.126 0.140 0.054 0.178 0.93 0.84 2.17 0.66
AUC Tle 0.151 0.185 0.139 0.242 0.170 0.82 1.09 0.62 0.89
AUU Tle 0.117 0.215 0.278 0.298 0.304 0.54 0.42 0.39 0.38
AAA Lys 0.184 0.308 0.326 0.332 0.422 0.60 0.56 0.55 0.44
AAG Lys 0.585 0.327 0.335 0.107 0.307 1.79 1.75 5.47 1.91
CUA Leu 0.050 0.099 0.094 0.040 0.131 0.51 0.53 1.25 0.38
cuc Leu 0.201 0.161 0.123 0.110 0.054 1.25 1.63 1.83 3.72
cuG Leu 0.251 0.098 0.102 0.509 0.104 2.56 2.46 0.49 2.41
cuu Leu 0.135 0.241 0.240 0.117 0.121 0.56 0.56 1.15 1.12
UUA Leu 0.033 0.127 0.134 0.139 0.267 0.26 0.25 0.24 0.12
uuG Leu 0.217 0.209 0.223 0.140 0.270 1.04 0.97 1.55 0.80
AUG Met 0.301 0.245 0.250 0.270 0.209 1.23 1.20 111 1.44
AAC Asn 0.268 0.209 0.179 0.214 0.249 1.28 1.50 1.25 1.08
AAU Asn 0.184 0.223 0.280 0.186 0.363 0.83 0.66 0.99 0.51
CCA Pro 0.201 0.162 0.198 0.085 0.182 1.24 1.02 2.36 1.10
cce Pro 0.284 0.053 0.066 0.058 0.068 5.36 430 4.90 4.18
cce Pro 0.151 0.086 0.050 0.218 0.053 1.76 3.02 0.69 2.85
cCu Pro 0.134 0.187 0.187 0.073 0.136 0.72 0.72 1.84 0.99
CAA Clu 0.117 0.195 0.207 0.150 0.275 0.60 0.57 0.78 0.43
CAG Glu 0.167 0.152 0.150 0.295 0.121 1.10 111 0.57 1.38
AGA Arg 0.084 0.190 0.160 0.029 0.213 0.44 0.53 2.90 0.39
AGG Arg 0.234 0.110 0.122 0.019 0.092 2.13 1.92 12.32 2.54
CGA Arg 0.050 0.063 0.053 0.039 0.030 0.79 0.94 1.28 1.67
e Arg 0.067 0.038 0.039 0.210 0.026 1.76 1.72 0.32 2.58
cce Arg 0.067 0.049 0.037 0.063 0.017 1.37 1.81 1.06 3.94
cGU Arg 0.100 0.090 0.075 0.203 0.065 111 1.33 0.49 1.54
AGC Ser 0.084 0.113 0.100 0.160 0.097 0.74 0.84 0.53 0.87
AGU Ser 0.084 0.140 0.133 0.095 0.142 0.60 0.63 0.88 0.59
UCA Ser 0.050 0.183 0.176 0.078 0.188 0.27 0.28 0.64 0.27
uee Ser 0.100 0.112 0.102 0.089 0.142 0.89 0.98 112 0.70
uce Ser 0.217 0.093 0.053 0.087 0.085 2.33 4.09 2.49 2.55
ucu Ser 0.084 0.252 0.200 0.087 0.235 0.33 0.42 0.97 0.36
ACA Thr 0.033 0.157 0.174 0.082 0.178 0.21 0.19 0.40 0.19
ACC Thr 0.201 0.103 0.097 0.228 0.126 1.95 2.07 0.88 1.60
ACG Thr 0.151 0.077 0.045 0.148 0.079 1.96 3.36 1.02 1.91
ACU Thr 0.050 0.175 0.203 0.091 0.203 0.29 0.25 0.55 0.25
GUA Val 0.084 0.099 0.114 0.111 0.118 0.85 0.74 0.76 0.71
Guc Val 0.134 0.128 0.111 0.151 0.116 1.05 1.21 0.89 1.16
cuG Val 0.268 0.174 0.167 0.255 0.106 1.54 1.60 1.05 2.53
cuU Val 0.134 0.272 0.268 0.185 0.220 0.49 0.50 0.72 0.61
UGG Trp 0.134 0.125 0.122 0.152 0.103 1.07 1.10 0.88 1.30
UAC tyr 0.284 0.137 0.135 0.121 0.146 2.07 2.10 2.35 1.95
UAU tyr 0.084 0.146 0.178 0.165 0.189 0.58 0.47 0.51 0.44

HAIERIA 2 E,
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