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Abstract

Background: Pea has a complex genome of 4.3 Gb for which only limited genomic resources are available to date.
Although SNP markers are now highly valuable for research and modern breeding, only a few are described and
used in pea for genetic diversity and linkage analysis.

Results: We developed a large resource by cDNA sequencing of 8 genotypes representative of modern breeding
material using the Roche 454 technology, combining both long reads (400 bp) and high coverage (3.8 million
reads, reaching a total of 1,369 megabases). Sequencing data were assembled and generated a 68 K unigene set,
from which 41 K were annotated from their best blast hit against the model species Medicago truncatula.
Annotated contigs showed an even distribution along M. truncatula pseudochromosomes, suggesting a good
representation of the pea genome. 10 K pea contigs were found to be polymorphic among the genetic material
surveyed, corresponding to 35 K SNPs.
We validated a subset of 1538 SNPs through the GoldenGate assay, proving their ability to structure a diversity
panel of breeding germplasm. Among them, 1340 were genetically mapped and used to build a new consensus
map comprising a total of 2070 markers. Based on blast analysis, we could establish 1252 bridges between our pea
consensus map and the pseudochromosomes of M. truncatula, which provides new insight on synteny between
the two species.

Conclusions: Our approach created significant new resources in pea, i.e. the most comprehensive genetic map to
date tightly linked to the model species M. truncatula and a large SNP resource for both academic research and
breeding.

Keywords: Pisum sativum, Medicago truncatula, Next generation sequencing, Genetic diversity, Composite genetic
map, Synteny, Marker assisted selection
Background
Molecular markers are widely used in plant research for
candidate gene or QTL identification through linkage or
association mapping as well as analysis of population
structure and evolution. It has also become a major re-
source for accelerated plant breeding through marker
assisted selection [1]. SNPs (Single Nucleotide Poly-
morphism) are now the genetic markers of choice since
they are a virtually unlimited, evenly distributed along the
genome, bi-allelic and co-dominant resource. Moreover,
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an increasing number of technologies are now available
for fast and inexpensive genotyping, from medium (Vera-
code, 384 SNP) to very high throughput (i-Select Illumina,
Axiom Affymetrix). Until recently, massive SNP discovery
was limited to a few species for which a reference genome
was available, such as maize [2,3] or Arabidopsis [4];
http://naturalvariation.org/hapmap). Tremendous advances
in next generation sequencing technologies now make it
feasible to sequence even complex genomes at a reason-
able cost [5]. In addition, the challenge due to large ge-
nomes with very high levels of repeated sequences has
led to the development of different approaches to re-
duce genome complexity. Methyl-filtration which targets
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hypo-methylated gene-enriched regions was applied to de-
velop markers in maize [6,7] or switchgrass [8]. cDNA se-
quencing appears as a simple way to address the
expressed genic fraction. Transcriptome sequencing was
intensively described in a wide range of species, including
models (Arabidopsis, rice, tomato), and crops with large
genomes [9-14], including field pea [15,16]. A number of
these sequencing studies have led to the development of
SNP markers with applications in diversity panel structur-
ation or genetic mapping in cereals [17-19], oilcrops
[20,21], and model [22] or cultivated legumes [23-27]. Al-
though considered an important legume crop, there has
been a surprisingly low effort yet in developing SNP
markers for field pea mapping or diversity studies [28].
Pisum sativum is the third grain legume crop in the

world after soybean and common bean and is a major
source of proteins for both human food and livestock
feed. Moreover, pea is particularly relevant in cropping
systems due to its capacity to fix nitrogen through sym-
biosis. Nevertheless, the species suffers from significant
yield instability due to high susceptibility to biotic and
abiotic stresses [29-35]. Resistance QTLs have been de-
scribed, but with still large confidence intervals due to
low resolution of existing genetic maps. It remains a
challenge both (i) to understand underlying mechanisms
and identify the candidate genes involved, and (ii) to re-
duce QTLs confidence interval sizes and develop breed-
ing programs using powerful molecular markers.
Field pea can be considered to be an orphan species

considering its limited genomic resources. Its genome
covers 4.3 Gb, which is around 10 times larger than the
genome of the model species M. truncatula [36], includ-
ing repeats mostly based on transposon-based sequences
[37]. To date no full genome sequence and only poor EST
resources (18,576 EST sequences in Genbank in June
2013) are available. Recent reports show that large new se-
quencing resources are under development [15,16,37] and
that a consortium for pea genome sequencing is being
built (http://www.coolseasonfoodlegume.org/pea_genome).
However, these efforts have not yet reached the develop-
ment of large numbers of new molecular markers to satur-
ate pea maps and improve QTL mapping both towards
research and breeding objectives. Available genetic maps
in pea remain low to medium density, and are based
mainly on a few hundred SSRs [38] and SNPs [28,39]. It is
therefore strategic for field pea breeding to develop large
new resources for mapping and genetic improvement.
Analyzing polymorphism within this species through a

whole genome resequencing strategy is difficult and gen-
ome complexity reduction is mandatory. Franssen [16] first
described large scale transcriptome sequencing with the
objective to provide a comprehensive reference set for fur-
ther analysis in the species. Kaur [15] further investigated
marker development through transcriptome sequencing of
different tissues from four field pea cultivars and identified
2397 gene-related SSR markers, 96 of which were geno-
typed, with 50 eventually displaying polymorphism within
a set of six genotypes. Even though the two studies gave
rise to a significant enrichment in EST contigs and re-
sources, they did not provide a large marker resource.
Our objective, to complement the existing resources

and to better fit with research and breeding demand for
markers, was to develop a comprehensive SNP database
in pea with extended validation in breeding and genetic
mapping positions. For this purpose, we deeply se-
quenced eight genotypes representing the genetic diver-
sity present in modern breeding material, and developed
a dedicated bioinformatics pipeline for assembly and
SNP identification.

Results
Discovery of 35,455 highly reliable SNP
Eight P. sativum genotypes were selected for sequencing,
in order to address genetic diversity present in European
breeding material, including six spring sown, one winter
sown field pea as well as one fodder pea cultivar. cDNA
was normalized prior to the sequencing step in order to
smooth out differences between highly and poorly ex-
pressed genes. The normalization efficiency was assessed
by Q-PCR on 48 genes selected for showing a wide
range of expression levels (Additional file 1: Figure S1).
Low Cp values (highly expressed genes) increased from
10–15 to 15–20 between control and normalized cDNAs
for all genotypes, a shift of five PCR cycles correspond-
ing approximately to a 30 fold decrease in abundance.
At the same time no significant change was observed for
high Cp values (poorly expressed genes), suggesting that
cDNA normalization did not remove rare transcripts
and therefore raised their overall relative abundance.
The eight normalized cDNA samples, one for each culti-

var, were subjected to 454 sequencing and data assembly.
From half a sequencing run dedicated to each sample, we
generated 365,255 to 591,513 raw reads per sample, reach-
ing a total of 1,369 Mb from 3,826,797 reads. Median read
length per genotype ranged from 361 to 420 bp and 68%
to 78% of the read lengths were between 300 and 600 bp
depending on the sample. After data cleaning for small/
long reads, PCR duplicates and low complexity sequences,
we kept 78% of available sequences. The last cleaning
steps consisted in masking repeated sequences and re-
moving chloroplast derived sequences: 1,068 Mb of high
quality sequences were eventually used for de novo assem-
bly (Table 1).
Eighty percent of the data could be assembled (2,466,808

reads) in 68,850 contigs, representing a cumulated length
of 58 Mb. N50 contig size was 956 bp, average size was
842 bp, and the longest one reached 5,250 bp (Additional
file 2: Figure S2). Overlap between genotypes was high as

http://www.coolseasonfoodlegume.org/pea_genome


Table 1 Statistics on raw and pre-processed sequencing data across the eight samples

Raw data Pre-processed data Processing details

Nb reads Nb bases Average
length

% 300-600 bp Nbreads Nbbases Average
length

% 300-600 bp % of bases
removed

Pyrocleaner Medicago
repeats

PCR oligos Chloroplast

Champagne 496 034 181 943 498 366.8 74.75% 414 114 150 011 369 362.2 73.23% 17.56% 10.85% 1.21% 5.25% 0.88%

Cherokee 574 074 197 526 312 344.1 70.70% 458 682 155 095 699 338.1 67.38% 21.48% 15.00% 1.11% 5.31% 0.91%

Hardy 526 038 187 918 202 357.2 73.75% 443 607 155 739 374 351.1 70.89% 17.14% 10.39% 1.33% 5.24% 0.80%

Kayanne 413 098 139 462 293 337.6 68.18% 343 271 114 332 181 333.1 65.09% 18.04% 10.73% 1.36% 5.95% 0.72%

Lumina 474 380 168 623 198 355.5 70.91% 376 824 132 088 228 350.5 68.87% 21.66% 14.04% 1.30% 6.02% 1.25%

Panache 591 513 205 278 821 347.0 70.78% 453 509 153 535 495 338.6 66.84% 25.22% 18.01% 1.32% 5.68% 1.32%

Pocket 365 255 138 664 207 379.6 77.54% 267 463 98 969 773 370.0 75.17% 27.88% 20.31% 1.73% 6.29% 0.94%

Terese 386 405 149 269 177 386.3 78.52% 284 948 107 897 288 378.7 77.00% 27.71% 19.74% 1.6% 5.71% 1.81%

Total 3 826 797 1 368 685 708 359.3 72.85% 3 042 418 1 067 669 407 352.8 70.12% 21.12% 14.76% 1.36% 5.64% 1.07%
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70% of contigs were covered by reads from at least four
different genotypes (Additional file 3: Figure S3).
Out of the 68,850 contigs, hits were found for 54,156

(78.7%) against UNIPROT and 50,636 (73.5%) against M.
truncatula predicted proteins with e-value lower than
1e-5. Informative description was assigned to 40,135
contigs (Additional file 4: Table S1). 36,094 contigs were
annotated from UniProt (hits below 1e-25) and 4,041
contigs from M. truncatula proteins. Altogether, 16,966
annotations were “similar to” and 23,169 “highly similar
to” (see Methods). A total of 14,613 non-redundant
matches against M. truncatula proteins were found, which
is slightly more than the 10,594 [16] and 11,737 [15] found
on previous assemblies of the pea transcriptome.

SNP calling
A total of 74,861 putative SNPs were called, among which
35,455 met the selection criteria for robustness. These
35,455 highly reliable SNPs were found in 10,522 contigs,
among which 9,813 (95%) had a hit below 1e-15 against
UNIPROT (Plants only) and were further annotated using
Blast2GO: 7,338 (71%) could be annotated with a GO
term (default settings) (Additional file 5: Figure S4). The
coordinates of the 10,522 contigs’ best homologs along
the M. truncatula chromosomes are described in the sup-
plementary data (Additional file 6: Table S2). A majority
of the detected polymorphisms (58%) had a minor allele
frequency of 1/8, which means they were brought by only
one genotype. Almost half of them were brought by the
fodder pea Champagne, the most distant genetically to the
other seven field pea genotypes. Eleven thousand eight
hundred and three SNPs were polymorphic between
Champagne and Terese, which could be used for further
genetic map densification purposes using the Champagne x
Terese derived RIL population.

Selection and validation of a 1920 SNP set in a
GoldenGate assay
Based on both technical and biological criteria (see
Methods) we selected 1920 SNP, out of the 35 k, for
genotyping. In order to ensure representativeness of this
SNP subset, we looked at GO term assignment as well
as at the distribution along M. truncatula chromosomes.
GO terms distributions were generally conserved be-
tween the complete set of 7,338 annotated contigs and
the genotyped subset of 1920 contigs for each type of
annotation (Additional file 5: Figure S4). Only 3 terms
(transporter activity, plasma membrane, and growth)
were over-represented and two terms (thylakoid and
DNA binding) under-represented in the genotyped sub-
set (Fisher’s exact test p-values ranging from 4.4e-2 to
2.2e-2, Additional file 7: Table S3). In addition, we found
little difference in the distribution of pea contig homo-
logs along M. truncatula chromosomes between the two
data sets, contigs from both data sets showing even dis-
tributions along the chromosomes (Figure 1) except for
a few M. truncatula chromosomal regions that remained
uncovered both by the whole dataset and by the 1920
SNP subset, the largest on chromosomes 1, 3, 6 and 7.
The 1920 subset therefore constituted an unbiased sam-
pling of the whole SNP resource generated.
From 1920 SNPs selected for the GoldenGate assay,

1620 (84.5%) were successfully genotyped (Additional file 8:
Table S4) on either a diversity panel of pea accessions, or
on one or more of four pea RIL populations. The
remaining 300 SNPs (15.5%) failed due to missing or non-
interpretable signal. Genotyped SNPs were classified be-
tween A and H quality levels (Additional file 9: Table S5),
most of them (1250) having the highest quality (A). Only
59 SNPs presented a Major Allele Frequency above 0.95
and 50 markers proved to be monomorphic which indi-
cates a low false positive rate during our process of SNP
calling and selection. Among the 1620 successfully geno-
typed SNP markers, 1538 revealed the expected biallelic
codominant polymorphism in the pea diversity panel, and
1360 showed polymorphism in at least one of the four
parental pairs of RIL populations. Few markers presented
genotyping abnormalities (Additional file 8: Table S4): 50
could not be genotyped in one out of the four RIL popula-
tions; 86 presented a dispersed cloud of data for one allele
and should be used with caution (among which 45 were
classified in C quality level); 63 corresponded to multilo-
cus or copy number variations; 55 showed a dominant
(presence/absence) allele for at least one RIL population,
among which 51 were classified in “D” quality level.

Validation of a 1920 SNP set in a GoldenGate assay for
pea genetic diversity assessment, and selection of an
informative 297 SNP sub-set
Classification of the 92 accessions of the diversity panel
through a Ward hierarchical clustering showed the abil-
ity of the 1538 genotyped SNPs to group pea genotypes
into two main clusters (Figure 2): Cluster 1 consisted of
60 accessions including 56 spring sown field pea cultivars
and could be divided into three sub clusters: Subcluster
1–1 contained 29 accessions of spring sown field pea culti-
vars from various breeding companies and unexpectedly
one winter sown pea accession (Indiana). Most of these
cultivars were developed for and registered in Northern
Europe (UK, Denmark, Holland, Germany) and used for
various ends including human food and exports. Subclus-
ter 1–2 consisted of 28 accessions of spring sown field pea
cultivars representing different breeding companies’ pro-
grammes and end-uses, including feed peas that are regis-
tered and developed in France. Subcluster 1–3 consisted
of one winter sown field pea accession (Comanche) and
one spring sown field pea (Astronaute) that seem to be
genetically close. Cluster 2 grouped 32 accessions and



Figure 1 Conserved distribution along M. truncatula pseudo-chromosomes (MT_chr) of the 10,522 pea polymorphic cDNA contigs
(grey bars) and the 1,920 pea cDNA contigs (pink bars) selected for genotyping.
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could be divided into two sub clusters: Subcluster 2–1
consisted of 15 accessions of garden pea accessions,
spring field pea breeding and recombinant lines from a
breeding program aiming at incorporating Aphanomyces
euteiches resistance from garden pea resistance sources.
Cluster 2–2 consisted of 15 winter sown field pea culti-
vars or breeding lines, together with two fodder pea ac-
cessions (DP, Champagne).
The factorial analysis confirmed the same global struc-

turation as the Ward hierarchical clustering, with axis 1
and 2 explaining 22.3% and 6.5% of variance respectively
(Additional file 10: Figure S5). A first group (G1) clearly
identified spring field pea cultivars belonging exclusively
to Cluster 1. Cultivars belonging to Subclusters 1–1 and
1–2 were still separated within G1 except for cv Ardan.
A second group (G2) clearly grouped winter field pea
cultivars and fodder peas consistent with Subcluster 2–2
of the hierarchical clustering. A third group (G3) com-
prised garden and field pea accessions from the A.
euteiches resistance breeding program consistently with
Subcluster 2–1 of the hierarchical clustering. Interest-
ingly, the factorial analysis identified intermediate posi-
tions of the two cultivars belonging to Subcluster 1-3
(Astronaute, Comanche) between the G1 and the G2, and
confirmed the unexpected position of the winter sown
cultivar Indiana (intermediate between the 3 groups). Fi-
nally, seven accessions, mostly lying in Subcluster 1-1, and
mainly corresponding to marrowfat pea cultivars, showed
intermediate positions between G1 and G3.
A classification of 1538 genotyped SNPs was performed
using a transposed matrix through a Ward hierarchical
clustering using the genotyping data of the 92 accessions
of the diversity panel. Forty-eight sub-clusters of SNPs
were defined (Additional file 8: Table S4), within which
two to ten SNPs were chosen based on SNP quality level,
and position on the consensus map to select a 297 SNP
subset. This defined 297 SNP subset (Additional file 8:
Table S4) classified the 92 pea accessions of the diversity
panel as well as the 1538 SNP set into the same five clus-
ters (Additional file 11: Figure S6). Fifty-nine accessions
were conserved identically on the Maximum Agreement
sub-Tree (data not shown) resulting in the comparison of
the two Ward hierarchical clustering. From the 92 acces-
sions, only three moved from one sub-cluster to another
(Additional file 11: Figure S6): Ardan and Rebel from sub-
cluster 1–2 to sub-cluster 1–1 (these two cultivars belong
to the G1-1 group corresponding to SC1-1 in the factorial
analysis) (Additional file 2: Figure S2), and E11 from SC2-1
to SC2-2 (this accession is positioned between G2 and G3,
corresponding to SC2-2 and SC2-1 in the factorial analysis)
(Additional file 10: Figure S5).

Validation of the 1920 SNP set in a GoldenGate assay for
genetic mapping in pea
A new high-density composite pea genetic map, covering
1255 cM and including the newly developed SNP
markers was constructed from a matrix composed of
2464 markers × 360 genotypes from four RIL populations.



Figure 2 Classification of a diversity panel of 92 pea accessions using 1,538 SNPs. Rogers’ distances were computed for all pairs of
accessions and a Ward hierarchical classification procedure was used to classify the accessions in clusters (Cx) and subclusters (Cx-x). Unnamed
branches are non-registered breeding lines currently in the registration process.
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For each genotyped SNP, the flanking sequence, the best
blast hit on the M. truncatula genome of its associated
contig, the corresponding annotation, the quality index,
the rate of polymorphism and its position on the new P.
sativum composite map are described (Additional file 8:
Table S4). The percentages of SNPs that showed segrega-
tion distortion (P < 0.01) were estimated at 14.8%, 6.8%,
5.5% and 4.5% in populations derived from the crosses
JI296xDP, ChampagnexTerese, ChinaxCameor and Bac-
caraxPI180693, respectively. A total of 2070 markers
could be reliably mapped including 1340 SNP from the
present study (65%) and 730 previously mapped markers
(Additional file 12: Figure S7), giving a density of 1.65
markers per cM. This map presented only one gap larger
than 10 cM between two contiguous markers, and only
12 gaps larger than 10 cM between contiguous newly de-
veloped SNPs (Table 2). Marker density was high and
similar for all P. sativum Linkage Groups (PsLGs), ran-
ging from 1.6 to 2.1 markers/cM (1.1 to 1.3 for the devel-
oped SNP) with the noticeable exception of PsLGII for



Table 2 Number of markers and newly developed SNP, map length, distribution of markers and SNPs per linkage
group and on the whole genome map

LG1 LG2 LG3 LG4 LG5 LG6 LG7 Whole

Number of markers 235 260 339 270 265 298 404 2071

Number of developped SNPs 161 150 214 180 198 166 270 1340

Length (cM) 147 218 203 169 156 142 220 1255

Number of Markers/cM 1.6 1.2 1.7 1.6 1.7 2.1 1.8 1.7

Number of gaps > 10 cM between two contiguous Markers 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Number of developed SNPs/cM 1.1 0.7 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.1

Number of gaps > 10 cM between two contiguous developed SNPs 0 6 3 2 0 0 1 12
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which the marker density was 1.2 (0.7 for developed
SNPs). Positions of the 730 previously mapped markers
on our consensus map were generally collinear with their
published positions [32,33,38] [Mohamadi et al. A com-
posite genetic map in pea including new eSSR loci., in
preparation]: 14 to 25 markers mapped on each Linkage
Group were common with both the Loridon et al. [38]
and Bordat et al. [39] consensus maps (Additional file 13:
Figure S10). Except for a few local inversions, collinearity
of these markers was maintained along the three maps,
with the notable exception of the PsLGII for which a block
inversion was observed at the distal part LGII with the
Loridon et al. [38] consensus map but not with the Bordat
et al. [39] consensus map (Figure 3). Map sizes were simi-
lar between the present consensus map (1255 cM), the
Loridon et al. map (1430 cM) [38] and the Bordat et al.
map (1389 cM) [39] but the number of mapped markers
was increased 4-fold in comparison to those previous
composite reference maps, respectively comprising 462
[38] and 536 [39] markers.

Synteny between a 1252 SNP-based pea genetic map and
the M. truncatula physical map
From the 1340 mapped SNP, 1252 provided a link be-
tween their original cDNA contigs on the pea Linkage
Groups and the position of their best blast hits on the
M. truncatula pseudo-chromosomes. Over 75% of these
1252 links presented a highly conserved organization be-
tween the seven Pea LGs, and the eight M. truncatula
pseudo-chromosomes (Additional file 14: Figure S8).
This was summarized by a dotplot of macrosyntenic re-
lationships (Additional file 15: Figure S9). Clear blocks
of synteny were observed with varying levels of rearrange-
ments: PsLGI, PsLGII, PsLGIV, PsLGV, and PsLGVII
corresponded to M. truncatula chromosomes Mtrchr5,
Mtrchr1, Mtrchr8, Mtrchr7, and Mtrchr4 respectively,
with some local inversions. A number of rearrangements
could be observed, such as those between PsLGIII com-
pared to Mtrchr2 and Mtrchr3 as well as PsLGVI com-
pared to Mtrchr6 and Mtrchr 2. The Mtchr3 in M.
truncatula corresponded to the major part of the pea
PsLGIII but showed many breaks and reversals blocks.
The central part of PsLGVI corresponded to the entire
Mtchr6, its upper part to the upper portion of the Mtchr2,
and its lower part to the central part of Mtchr2. Finally
the lower and middle portions of Mtchr2 corresponded to
PsLGVI, and its upper part to the upper part of PsLGIII,
with two collinear blocks framing two reversed blocks
(Additional file 16: Figure S11).

Discussion and conclusions
Sequencing of eight cDNA normalized libraries from ge-
notypes representative of modern pea breeding material
allowed the assembly of a large collection of cDNA con-
tigs, and identification of over 35,000 reliable SNP
markers. A subset of SNPs were genotyped with the
Golden Gate assay to generate a high density composite
genetic map including 1340 newly developed SNPs and
anchored on the M. truncatula physical map.

Normalized cDNA sequencing: an appropriate strategy for
development of markers in an orphan species
Transcriptome sequencing is an efficient strategy for
genome reduction in non-model species since it focuses
on coding regions rather than on the entire genome.
This is especially true in plants where the size and the
repetitive nature of the genomes reduce the coding frac-
tion. In the case of pea, 75 to 97% of the genome [40,41]
is covered by repeats. The drawback of cDNA sequen-
cing is that the number of sequences by gene reflects its
expression level in the extracted tissue. cDNA normali-
zation is an efficient way of limiting over-representation
of genes with high expression rates, and ensuring a rep-
resentation of genes with low expression rates. Indeed,
the comparison of pea cDNA sequencing with and with-
out normalization showed a loss of 30% of represented
genes when no normalization was made [16]. In our
study, the QPCR performed on 48 genes representative
of a wide range of expression levels clearly shows that
normalization reduced the abundance of genes with high
expression rates without affecting the abundance of
moderately and weakly expressed genes. Our results also



Figure 3 Colinearity of common markers between our study (middle) and the Bordat et al. ([39]; left) and Loridon et al. ([38]; right)
composite maps on LGII.
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indicate that there is still a significant correlation between
raw and normalized data, as shown by Franssen et al. [16].

Data assembly and SNP calling
Since at the time this project was initiated very little se-
quence data was available for pea (5,004 nucleotide entries
and 18,552 EST sequences in genbank in 2010), the
chosen strategy was de novo sequencing and assembly.
Like for many other non-model plants transcriptome se-
quencing projects [42], we chose to use the Roche/454
platform with the GS-FLX Titanium chemistry which pro-
vides long read lengths (400 bp in average) which is crit-
ical for de novo assembly. While many different assembly
strategies combining different tools have been tested in
previous transcriptome studies [42], we chose to use the
MIRA assembler, which was present in the top three as-
semblers used in recent 454 transcriptome projects [43]
and has proven to work well on pea [16] and on other
complex species like rapeseed [20] or wheat [44].
Previous pea transcriptome assemblies using the Roche
454 technology reported an average contig length of
324 bp from 250 bp read length [16], or an average contig
length of 719 bp [15]. We obtained a longer average contig
length (842 bp) and N50 (956 bp), closer to this last re-
port. Furthermore, a comparison of our assembly to previ-
ous ones showed that it covers them well with 70,337
contigs (86%) out of 81,449 from Franssen et al. [16] and
12,776 (95%) out of 13,445 from Kaur et al. [15] having a
hit against our assembly (megablast with e-value lower
than 1e-5 and option -p 95). Reciprocally from 68,850
contigs from this study, 49,235 (71%) and 39,868 (58%)
had a hit against Franssen et al. [16] and against Kaur
et al. [15] assemblies respectively. The nearly 20,000 con-
tigs from our assembly that show no similarity with previ-
ous datasets may be due to a higher sequencing effort in
this study (3.8 M reads compared to 720 K reads in Kaur
et al. [15]). We can anticipate that new sequencing tech-
nologies, such as the Illumina Miseq that now generates
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2×300 bp at a lower cost will help to design new sequen-
cing projects with both long reads and deep coverage.
The objectives of the earlier studies mentioned above

aimed at SSR development and validation [15], or ex-
haustive representation of expressed genes [16], whereas
this study clearly focused its experimental design and
bioinformatics analysis on identification of SNP markers
easy to genotype with high throughput technologies. Al-
though they all contributed to generating pea cDNA
contig sequences, it appears that these three recent stud-
ies could be complementary in many points to better
characterize the pea transcriptome.
We also developed a dedicated script for SNP calling

adapted to the data we generated. For validation pur-
pose, we assessed by genotyping 1920 SNP (5% of the
overall SNP resource) using Illumina GoldenGate Vera-
Code technology on a large number of pea accessions,
from which 1620 were confirmed as true SNP. This high
validation rate (84.5%), although expected on a diploid
species with such a technology, fully validated the
chosen bioinformatics pipeline for SNP calling.

High density genetic map bridged to M. truncatula
by synteny
This study presents the first high-density pea composite
map mainly based on SNPs likely to enable large-scale
studies by both academic and breeder users.
The map size obtained was similar to the ones ob-

served in previous reference composite maps based on
SSR [38] or genic markers [39], but with a 4-fold in-
crease in marker density, raising overall resolution to
1 cM. This new high density composite map also makes
a significant step forward following the founder mapping
of reduced sets of SNP markers in pea by Deulvot et al.
[28] and Legrand et al. [45]. The presence of a RIL
population as well as more than a hundred markers in
common with previous composite maps greatly facili-
tated the comparison and potential use of the newly de-
veloped SNP in a range of pea populations. A high level
of collinearity was observed for the 730 markers that
were common to other P. sativum maps [32,38,39],
which make the newly developed 1340 mapped SNPs a
useful tool for future studies focusing on a genomic re-
gion or trait in pea. This new composite map will allow
resolution of previous or future conflicting data in pea
mapping. For instance the block inversion shown in the
distal part of the PsLGII on the Loridon et al. [38] map
is probably a mis-assembly of two blocks distant by
more than 30 cM due to a lack of markers on this map,
whereas this gap was filled and the inversion resolved in
our study.
One thousand two hundred and fifty-two SNPs de-

rived from pea cDNAs were anchored to the genome of
the model species M. truncatula which opens the door
to large-scale syntenic studies. Previous studies reported
a high level of macrosynteny between Pea and Medicago
genomes [36,39,46,47]. The most comprehensive study
to date [39] placed 5460 pea unigenes on the M. trunca-
tula physical map but only 149 bridges between the ge-
nomes were truly mapped in pea. Since genotyped SNPs
were selected on the basis of pea contigs’ homology to
M. truncatula, the number of potential bridges between
the two species increases now to approximately 10,000.
Since collinearity for some loci has not always been
found, a reciprocal blast from Medicago to pea should
be performed, as described by Bordat et al. [39], to con-
firm our results. In any case, the high density of collinear
bridges generated here will allow further investigation of
apparently complex genome reorganization spots be-
tween the two species, such as for instance the complex
structuration of PsLGIII and PsLGVI.

Classification of modern pea cultivars and breeding lines
We addressed modern field pea breeding genetic diver-
sity by genotyping 92 genotypes. The panel was struc-
tured into clusters, separating cultivated types of spring
field peas, winter field peas, garden peas and lines of
interest for A. euteiches resistance. Only two apparent
classification mismatches were detected (Comanche and
Indiana), probably due to registration as winter pea of
cultivars that are derived from the spring pea gene pool
[Declerck P: pers.com.]. Subclustering within spring pea
cultivars did not separate gene pools from different
breeding companies or according to geography, which
shows that the narrow gene pool used in spring pea
breeding in France is shared by main pea breeders. Sub-
clustering within winter pea cultivars did not separate
gene pools from different breeders either, but clearly
showed that winter pea cultivars are mostly derived from
fodder peas. Finally, the main division lies between
spring sown and winter sown pea breeding, although
one may feed the other for some crosses which may be
the origin of the few mismatches observed. This struc-
turation into cultivated types is consistent with a num-
ber of previous reports regarding the classification of a
large diversity of germplasm [48-50] or focusing mainly
on the classification of cultivars [51], using different
kinds of PCR based molecular markers. Newly developed
SNPs therefore show efficiency in structuring diversity
in pea cultivars, even using the proposed reduced set of
297 informative SNPs.

A comprehensive resource for academic research and
breeding in pea
This study generated three major resources that will ad-
dress both research issues regarding genetic control of
traits of interest, and breeding issues for the introgression
and management of these traits into cultivated gene pools.
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First, the new composite genetic map, that reaches the
cM level resolution, will undoubtedly have a major im-
pact on genetic analysis of traits in pea to fine map and
refine QTL confidence intervals, and to identify under-
lying candidate genes. Moreover, almost all the 35 K
SNPs identified can be ordered on the Medicago genome
according to blast results and can therefore be a reser-
voir of SNPs for marker densification within regions of
interest. This newly available resource of bridge markers
between species will allow synteny based QTL mapping,
candidate gene identification and cloning between pea
and M. truncatula in regions of interest, such as those
identified for A. euteiches resistance [33,52], or for frost re-
sistance [53]. It will also allow breeders to select new
markers from that reservoir which will better describe
their introgressions and improve marker-assisted selection.
Second, the 68 K pea cDNA contigs generated consti-

tute an additional and complementary sequence re-
source to the recently published ones [15,16], which will
help for the definition of the pea gene space. A potential
use of this resource could for instance be a targeted
genotyping of a RIL population through resequencing
for high density genetic mapping. Very high density gen-
etic maps appear mandatory for scaffold anchoring in
sequencing projects and the emerging pea genome se-
quencing project (http://www.coolseasonfoodlegume.org/
pea_genome) will benefit from it. Indeed, the increased re-
liability and density of the map developed, combined with
syntenic projections within the newly sequenced model
species M. truncatula, will help in defining the structure
of the pea genome, and to investigate in more details com-
plex reorganizations like fracture zones and inverted
blocks between the two genomes. Chromosomal rear-
rangements within pea lines will also be investigated by
comparing the consensus map to individual maps [54] of
different RIL populations.
Third, different SNP sets were generated: 35,000 tech-

nically reliable, 10,000 anchored to the M. truncatula
physical map, 1,350 mapped on the pea genetic map,
1,538 polymorphic across a collection of modern pea
cultivars, 297 optimally representing differentiation be-
tween these cultivars. These data sets could be used by
pea breeders for a variety of applications, such as selec-
tion of genetically distant lines, follow up of haplotypes
in the progenies, or monitoring of the presence of favor-
able alleles for agronomic traits for variety registration
purposes.
The combined use of these three resources provides a

powerful tool for Marker Assisted Selection. It gives
comprehensive knowledge for the selection of subsets of
SNP markers to use from polymorphism, mapping and
hierarchical information. Finally, the proposed resources
will undoubtedly help in directing the creation of new
pea ideotypes cumulating alleles at new QTLs for traits
of interest, adapted to various climates and cropping sys-
tems, with stabilized and high yields.

Methods
Plant material and tissue collection for sequencing
Six spring sown (Lumina, Hardy, Panache, Rocket,
Kayanne and Terese), one winter-sown (Cherokee) and
one fodder (Champagne) pea cultivars were selected for
sequencing. The Champagne genotype was incorporated
as a parent of the Champagne x Terese mapping popula-
tion (allowing further genetic mapping) and potential re-
sistance source to frost and ascochyta blight disease.
The eight P. sativum genotypes were grown in a growth
chamber (photoperiod 16 h light/day, 15°C night, 20°C day,
hygrometry 60% min) and at least five plants per genotype
were collected 15 days after sowing. Tissues were flash
frozen in liquid nitrogen and stored at −80°C until further
use.

Two sets of plants used for genotyping
The first set consisted of four Recombinant Inbred Line
(RIL) mapping populations developed by Single Seed
Descent from crosses between various parental lines: 91
RILs from the cross ‘JI296’ x ‘DP’ [29]; 91 RILs from the
cross ‘Champagne’ x ‘Terese’ [38]; 91 RILs from the cross
‘China (JI1491)’ x ‘Cameor’ [28]; 91 RILs from the cross
‘PI180693’ x ‘Baccara’ [32]. The population Champagne x
Terese has already been used for the establishment of pre-
vious composite maps [38,46].
The second genotyping sample set was composed of a

diversity panel of 72 modern pea cultivars, and of 20
parental genotypes of mapping populations and recom-
binant inbred and breeding lines of interest for resist-
ance to A. euteiches (Additional file 17: Table S6).

RNA extraction
Total RNA was extracted from tissue powder with the
RNeasy plant kit (Qiagen) according to the manufacturer’s
instructions. RNA purity and integrity were checked by
capillary electrophoresis on a BioAnalyzer (Agilent). RNA
concentration was determined on a Nanodrop® spec-
trometer and OD260/OD280 ratio calculated for purity
assessment.

cDNA normalization
cDNA normalization was performed from total RNAs
with MINT and TRIMMER kits from Evrogen according
to the manufacturer’s instruction, except that the num-
ber of PCR cycles for material amplification was adapted
to our material. First, full length double stranded (ds)
cDNA were synthetized from 2 μg of total RNA using
the MINT kit [55]. First strand was synthetized from a
fusion primer containing an oligo (dT) stretch to anneal
RNA polyA tails. A poly (dC) stretch was incorporated

http://www.coolseasonfoodlegume.org/pea_genome
http://www.coolseasonfoodlegume.org/pea_genome
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at the end of the first strand, and used for priming the
synthesis of the second strand. Full length (ds) cDNA
were subsequently amplified by PCR, purified on Qiaquick
columns (Qiagen) and checked for quality and yield before
normalization. Normalization was done with the TRIM-
MER kit (Evrogen) which is based on DSN technology
[56]. The method involves denaturation-reassociation of
cDNA, Duplex Specific Nuclease (DSN) degradation of
the ds-fraction corresponding to abundant transcripts and
PCR amplification of the single strand (ss) DNA fraction.
We started from 600 ng (ds) cDNA for normalization and
after denaturation, incubated samples at 68°C for five
hours for renaturation. After degradation of (ds) com-
plexes by DSN, we made two runs of PCR amplification
for optimal recovery. Normalized cDNA was then purified
on Qiaquick columns (Qiagen) and yield was measured by
spectrophotometry.

Evaluation of normalization efficiency
We verified the efficiency of normalization by measuring
gene representation on a set of genes covering a large
range of expression levels by Q-PCR on native and nor-
malized samples. Forty-eight genes analyzed by Q-PCR
in previous studies (unpublished data) were considered.
Two μl of cDNA from both conditions (native and nor-
malized) were used for Q-PCR using Fast Start Universal
SYBR green Master mix (Roche), in a 10 μl reaction.

Library preparation and sequencing
Sequencing library preparation was performed using
Roche 454 GS-FLX kits according to the manufacturer’s
recommendations. For each cultivar, we started with
1 μg (ds) cDNA that was submitted to fragmentation
using a nebulization method (Roche). An average size of
700 pb was obtained for each sample, as verified by
capillar electrophoresis (Agilent Bioanalyzer). Libraries
were sequenced on a 454 GS-FLX sequencer (Roche)
with the Titanium chemistry (400 bp read length). Each
cultivar was sequenced on half a PicoTiterPlate (PTP). A
total of four PTP, each generating in average 400 Mb se-
quences (1 million reads, 400 pb length), was necessary
to sequence the eight cultivars. Raw data were produced
as sff files.

Sequence cleaning
Raw data were first processed through different cleaning
steps. Pyrocleaner v1.0 [57] was used to remove se-
quences with a length outside a given range (mean read
length +/− 2 × standard deviation), as well as potential
PCR duplicates, and low complexity sequences. Repeat-
Masker v3.2.9 [58] was used to identify and mask known
repeats using the Medicago repeat library from TIGR
Plant Repeats (ftp://ftp.plantbiology.msu.edu/pub/data/
TIGR_Plant_Repeats/TIGR_Medicago_Repeats.v2).
SmartScreener [59] and SeqClean [60] (http://compbio.
dfci.harvard.edu/tgi/software/) were used in order to re-
move remaining PCR oligos introduced during the
cDNA normalization protocol. Finally Seqclean was also
used to screen sequences for chloroplast contamination
using the Pea chloroplast genome sequence (NCBI
RefSeq NC_014057.1).

Sequence assembly
These sequences were then assembled using MIRA [61] in
“est” mode. The eight genotypes were assembled al-
together. This strategy has the advantage of keeping track
of all reads and base calls in alignments and will facilitate
high quality SNP discovery later on. Again, in order to ob-
tain high quality alignments, we used very stringent con-
straints on sequence assembly. MIRA provides a very
wide range of parameters which are by default set accord-
ing to each sequencing technology, but which can also be
tuned differently to take into account genome specificities.
Due to high polymorphism in Pea, different versions of
MIRA with different settings were tested (data not
shown). Version 3.4rc3 seemed to produce the best result.
The command line used was: mira -project = peapol -job =
denovo,normal,est,454 –notraceinfo -GE:not = 10 -SB:lsd =
yes 454_SETTINGS -AL:mrs = 90:mo = 30 -AS:mrpc = 4.
The option mrs stands for minimum relative score, and de-
scribes the minimum percentage of matching between two
reads to be considered for assembly. It was set to 90 (80
by default). The option mo, which stands for minimum
overlap, was increased to 30 (20 by default). These two op-
tions increased the stringency in sequence alignment.
They also reduced the computational time required to
complete the assembly as well as the amount of memory
used. The last option mrpc, which stands for minimum
reads per contig, was set to 4 (2 by default) to generate a
comprehensive SNP resource only from contigs with at
least four reads.

Sequence annotation/homology search against
M. truncatula
Despite the fact that our aim here was to discover SNPs
and not to build a representative unigene set of pea tran-
scriptome, we conducted a functional annotation of con-
tigs mainly to check assembly quality. Contigs were
compared to UNIPROT (plant only) and Medicago gen-
ome protein predictions (release 3), using blastx and a
minimum e-value of 1e-5. Only informative description
was given to contigs with the prefix ‘similar to’ when it
had a hit with an e-value between 1e-25 and 1e-50, and
with the prefix ‘highly similar to’ for hits with an e-value
lower than 1e-50. Annotations were considered inform-
ative when they did not contain one of these keywords:
unknown, anonymous, hypothetical, bac, cosmid, pre-
dicted, unnamed, uncharacterized.

ftp://ftp.plantbiology.msu.edu/pub/data/TIGR_Plant_Repeats/TIGR_Medicago_Repeats.v2
ftp://ftp.plantbiology.msu.edu/pub/data/TIGR_Plant_Repeats/TIGR_Medicago_Repeats.v2
http://compbio.dfci.harvard.edu/tgi/software/
http://compbio.dfci.harvard.edu/tgi/software/
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SNP discovery
To our knowledge, at the time the data was produced
and analyzed, although different tools were being devel-
oped for SNP discovery, none of them were specifically
designed or well established for calling SNPs from 454
data on homozygous diploid crop lines. Therefore SNP
discovery was conducted using a custom perl script
which we have used with success on other projects in
diploid and polyploid crop cultivars [20,44,62]. This
script can directly process MIRA’s assembly ACE output
format by going through each contig alignment, looking
for variant positions and then filtering these positions
according to default thresholds and/or user-controlled
parameters: minimum base quality, NQS (Neighbor
Quality Standard) and coverage criteria. Here, we set the
parameters to use a “20/15 NQS criterion” for a 11-base
window as initially described by [63] in order to define
high quality bases. Then, since we had good quality, long
(400 bp) sequences, we set the minimum high quality
bases depth to 2x per genotype. This means that the
script filtered out all variant positions that did not have
at least 2 genotypes, each with 2 different base calls with
a minimum phred score of 20 and within good quality
context (5 bases on each side with a minimum phred
score of 15). By applying these filters a first set of puta-
tive SNPs was defined. Since we used fixed lines, a sec-
ond filter was applied to keep only positions for which
each accession was strictly homozygous independently
of phred score. Finally, due to the high error rate of 454
sequencing on homopolymers, all indels were excluded
from the final selection defined as robust SNPs. Further
annotation was done on contigs containing at least one
robust SNP using Blast2GO [64].
Selection of a 1920 SNP set and validation in a
GoldenGate assay
A set of 1920 SNPs was chosen to design five custom
VeraCode assays for the Illumina BeadXpress Reader.
The objective for SNP selection was to get an even dis-
tribution of markers all along the genome, based on syn-
teny with the model species M. truncatula. Final SNP
selection was based on 1) designability on Illumina tech-
nology, 2) elimination of redundancy on the basis of
blast hits of pea contigs against M. truncatula proteins,
3) one single SNP per contig, 4) removal of SNPs
present in the close vicinity of exon-exon junctions. This
last criterion was added considering further genotyping
assays are performed on genomic DNA. At the end, con-
sidering that among the eight genotypes included in the
analysis Champagne was known as genetically distant
from the others, SNPs with the minor allele coming
exclusively from Champagne were removed from the
selection.
DNA extraction and genotyping
DNA was extracted from leaf tissue using a CTAB
method as described by Rogers and Bendich [65]. DNA
was quantified with the Quant-iT™ PicoGreen® Assay
(Invitrogen, Carlsbad, USA), using the Appliskan multi-
plate reader (Thermo Scientific, Courtaboeuf, France).
DNA concentrations were adjusted to 50 ng/μL for each
sample. For each assay, five plates of 96 samples contain-
ing 50 μL of genomic DNA normalized to 50 ng/μL
were provided for genotyping using the “GoldenGate
Genotyping Assay for VeraCode Manual Protocol” (Illu-
mina Inc., San Diego, USA) [66]. The automatic allele
calling for each locus was accomplished using the
Genome Studio software (Illumina Inc., San Diego,
USA). The homozygous and heterozygous clusters were
checked visually and they were manually edited when
necessary. Technical replicates and signal intensities
were verified; only the most reliable calls were retained.
A quality mark was then given to each SNP as follows:
(A) Excellent genotyping; (B) Polymorphism detected
but low fluorescence; (C) Polymorphism detected but
low cluster separation; (D) Polymorphism detected but
some accessions (> 10%) were not genotyped; and (E)
Failed or No polymorphism detected (Additional file 9:
Table S5).

Composite genetic map construction
Markers that were used from different published
[33,38,39,46,47,67-70] or unpublished [Mohamadi et al.,
in preparation] maps and 1360 from our 1920 SNP
markers were added to constitute a combined genotyp-
ing matrix for the four Recombinant Inbred Line (RIL)
mapping populations. The 1/1 segregation ratio of each
marker within each population was checked using a Chi-
square test (P > 0.01 and P > 0.001). Genetic linkage
analyses were performed using the “group” commands
of CarthaGene software [71], with a minimum LOD
score threshold of 3.0 and a recombination frequency <
0.3. Marker order was refined using the “annealing 100
100 0.1 0.9” command of CarthaGene software. The
Kosambi function was used to calculate centiMorgan
(cM) distances between markers. MapChart 2.2 was used
to draw the composite map [72].

Statistical analyses
A statistical approach was used to describe the relation-
ship between accessions. Marker polymorphism infor-
mation content (PIC) was calculated with Powermarker
V3.25 [73]. In order to get a representation of the genetic
structure of the 92 pea accession collection (Additional
file 4: Table S1), an analysis based on the 1538 newly gen-
erated polymorphic SNPs was performed with DARwin5
software [74]. The dissimilarity matrix generated using the
Rogers-Tanimoto method with 10,000 bootstraps was
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used for factorial analysis and for construction of the
Ward hierarchical clustering tree [75]. The same software
and parameters were used using a transposed matrix to
structure the 1538 SNP set with the 92 pea accessions
(data not shown).
Availability of supporting data
This Transcriptome Shotgun Assembly project has been
deposited at DDBJ/EMBL/GenBank under the accession
GAMJ00000000. The version described in this paper is
the first version, GAMJ01000000. The raw data was de-
posited at SRA under accessions [SRR934439-SRR934446].
Additional files

Additional file 1: Figure S1. Expression levels of 48 genes between
initial (before normalization, X axis) and normalized (Y axis) conditions for
the two genotypes Champagne (blue) and Cherokee (red). Expression level
was assessed by Q-PCR and estimated by Cp (Crossing point), where high
Cp indicates a low expression level, and low Cp a high expression level.

Additional file 2: Figure S2. Length distribution of the 68,850 contigs
resulting from the de novo assembly of 454 sequencing data from 8 pea
genotypes.

Additional file 3: Figure S3. Distribution of the pea genotypes’
contribution to the 68,850 contigs.

Additional file 4: Table S1. Informative description given to 40,135
contigs.

Additional file 5: Figure S4. GO term distribution comparison between
the 7,338 annotated contigs set (from the 10,522 contigs containing
robust SNPs, orange bars, only terms present in more than 1% of contigs
shown) and the 1,920 subset that was genotyped (green bars).

Additional file 6: Table S2. Original contig, 201 bp context sequence,
and best blast hit annotation from the M. truncatula genome for the
35,544 robust SNPs called from 10,522 pea contigs.

Additional file 7: Table S3. Fisher’s Exact Test with Multiple Testing
Correction of FDR (Benjamini and Hochberg). Significantly differentially
represented terms from comparing a test group (1920 contigs subset) to a
reference group (10,522 contigs set) for Gene Ontology terms enrichment.

Additional file 8: Table S4. Original contig, 201 bp context sequence,
genotyping quality values, mapping position on the pea consensus map
and classification in 48 groups based on genotyping data of the 1920
genotyped SNP markers.

Additional file 9: Table S5. SNP Quality criteria.

Additional file 10: Figure S5. Groupings across the 92 accessions and
cultivars diversity panel revealed by a Factorial Analysis on genotyping
data from 1538 SNP markers.

Additional file 11: Figure S6. Classification of a diversity panel of 92
pea accessions using 297 SNPs. Rogers’ distances were computed for all
pairs of accessions and a Ward hierarchical classification procedure was
used to classify the accessions in clusters (Cx) and subclusters (Cx-x).

Additional file 12: Figure S7. P. sativum composite map presenting
1340 newly developed SNP markers (shown in blue). Most markers
shown in red are SSR markers common with a previous consensus map
(Loridon et al. [38]). Distances are in cM (Haldane).

Additional file 13: Figure S10. Collinear positions between the P.sativum
composite genetic map and M. truncatula physical map. For pea linkage
groups, 1u = 1 cM; for M. truncatula pseudo-chromosomes, 1u = 0.1 Mb.

Additional file 14: Figure S8. Colinearity of common markers between
our study (middle) and Bordat et al. ([39]; left) and Loridon et al. ([38];
right) composite maps.
Additional file 15: Figure S9. Dot-plot of syntenic relationships
between the P. sativum linkage groups (PsLG) and the M. truncatula
pseudo-chromosomes (MtrChr). 1252 cDNA Pea contigs are placed on
the dot-plot according to the position of their SNPs on the pea LG (x-axis)
and the position of their best blasts hits on the M. truncatula pseudo-
chromosomes y-axis). Synteny conservation is observed when homolog
points are placed on diagonal lines and block inversions when homolog
points are perpendicular to this diagonal.

Additional file 16: Figure S11. Collinear positions between the
P.sativum LGVI and LGIII composite genetic map and M. truncatula
Mtchr6, Mtchr2 and Mtchr3 physical map.

Additional file 17: Table S6. List of Accessions used for sequencing
and/or genotyping.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors’ contributions
JD carried out all the bioinformatics analysis and co-wrote the manuscript.
NRI conceived and coordinated the study, carried out the statistical analysis
of the normalization, co-wrote the manuscript. AB co-wrote the manuscript.
GA, JB, ILH and MLPN participated to the production of the genotyping
material. LC carried out all the molecular biology experiments. JPP
coordinated the molecular biology experiments. CL participated in the
construction of the composite genetic map. JPMA coordinated the
genotyping experiments and helped to draft the manuscript. GB coordinated
the study, carried out all the genetic and statistical analyses, and co-wrote
the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Acknowledgements
This work was initiated and largely supported by SOFIPROTEOL under the
FASO (Le Fonds d’Action Stratégique des Oléoprotéagineux) project
“PEAPOL”, to answer the increasing demand from French breeders for a
massive development of markers in pea, allowing a breakthrough in MAS.
We acknowledge the contribution of French pea breeders for supplying
cultivar seeds, and especially of Anne-Marie Bochard for helpful discussions
in creating the diversity panel. We greatly acknowledge Jeroen Wilmer for
critical review of the manuscript.

Author details
1Biogemma, route d’Ennezat, CS 90126, Chappes 63720, France. 2INRA UMR
1349 IGEPP, BP35327, Le Rheu Cedex 35653, France. 3Limagrain Europe,
centre de recherche route d’Ennezat, CS 3911, Chappes 63720, France. 4INRA
UMR 1347 Agroécologie, Bat. Mendel, 17 rue Sully BP 86510, Dijon 21065,
France. 5INRA, UMR 1281 SADV, Estrées-Mons BP 50136, Péronne 80203,
France.

Received: 13 September 2013 Accepted: 5 February 2014
Published: 12 February 2014

References
1. Ganal MW, Altmann T, Röder MS: SNP identification in crop plants.

Curr Opin Plant Biol 2009, 12(2):211–217.
2. Mammadov J, Chen W, Ren R, Pai R, Marchione W, Yalçin F, Witsenboer H,

Greene T, Thompson S, Kumpatla S: Development of highly polymorphic
SNP markers from the complexity reduced portion of maize [Zea mays
L.] genome for use in marker-assisted breeding. Theor Appl Genet 2010,
121(3):577–588.

3. Lai J, Li R, Xu X, Jin W, Xu M, Zhao H, Xiang Z, Song W, Ying K, Zhang M, et al:
Genome-wide patterns of genetic variation among elite maize inbred lines.
Nat Genet 2010, 42(11):1027–1030.

4. Weigel D, Mott R: The 1001 genomes project for Arabidopsis thaliana.
Genome Biol 2009, 10(5):107.

5. Edwards D, Batley J, Snowdon R: Accessing complex crop genomes with
next-generation sequencing. Theor Appl Genet 2013, 126(1):1–11.

6. Gore M, Bradbury P, Hogers R, Kirst M, Verstege E, van Oeveren J, Peleman
J, Buckler E, van Eijk M: Evaluation of target preparation methods for
single-feature polymorphism detection in large complex plant genomes.
Crop Sci 2007, 47(S2):S-135–S-148.

http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S1.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S2.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S3.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S4.xlsx
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S5.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S6.zip
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S7.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S8.xlsx
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S9.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S10.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S11.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S12.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S13.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S14.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S15.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S16.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2164-15-126-S17.pdf


Duarte et al. BMC Genomics 2014, 15:126 Page 14 of 15
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2164/15/126
7. Emberton J, Ma J, Yuan Y, SanMiguel P, Bennetzen JL: Gene enrichment in
maize with hypomethylated partial restriction (HMPR) libraries.
Genome Res 2005, 15(10):1441–1446.

8. Ersoz ES, Wright MH, Pangilinan JL, Sheehan MJ, Tobias C, Casler MD,
Buckler ES, Costich DE: SNP Discovery with EST and NextGen Sequencing
in Switchgrass (Panicum virgatum L.). PLoS One 2012, 7(9):e44112.

9. Lai J, Dey N, Kim C-S, Bharti AK, Rudd S, Mayer KFX, Larkins BA, Becraft P,
Messing J: Characterization of the maize endosperm transcriptome and
its comparison to the rice genome. Genome Res 2004, 14(10a):1932–1937.

10. Barbazuk WB, Emrich SJ, Chen HD, Li L, Schnable PS: SNP discovery via 454
transcriptome sequencing. Plant J 2007, 51(5):910–918.

11. Hansey CN, Vaillancourt B, Sekhon RS, de Leon N, Kaeppler SM, Buell CR:
Maize (Zea mays L.) genome diversity as revealed by RNA-sequencing.
PLoS One 2012, 7(3):e33071.

12. Blanca J, Esteras C, Ziarsolo P, Perez D, FernAndez-Pedrosa V, Collado C,
RodrAguez De Pablos R, Ballester A, Roig C, Canizares J, et al: Transcriptome
sequencing for SNP discovery across Cucumis melo. BMC Genomics 2012,
13(1):280.

13. Trick M, Long Y, Meng J, Bancroft I: Single nucleotide polymorphism (SNP)
discovery in the polyploid Brassica napus using Solexa transcriptome
sequencing. Plant Biotechnol J 2009, 7(4):334–346.

14. Li X, Acharya A, Farmer A, Crow J, Bharti A, Kramer R, Wei Y, Han Y, Gou J,
May G, et al: Prevalence of single nucleotide polymorphism among 27
diverse alfalfa genotypes as assessed by transcriptome sequencing.
BMC Genomics 2012, 13(1):568.

15. Kaur S, Pembleton LW, Cogan NO, Savin KW, Leonforte T, Paull J, Materne
M, Forster JW: Transcriptome sequencing of field pea and faba bean for
discovery and validation of SSR genetic markers. BMC Genomics 2012,
13:104.

16. Franssen S, Shrestha R, Brautigam A, Bornberg-Bauer E, Weber A:
Comprehensive transcriptome analysis of the highly complex Pisum
sativum genome using next generation sequencing. BMC Genomics 2011,
12(1):227.

17. Nelson J, Wang S, Wu Y, Li X, Antony G, White F, Yu J: Single-nucleotide
polymorphism discovery by high-throughput sequencing in sorghum.
BMC Genomics 2011, 12(1):352.

18. Jones E, Chu W-C, Ayele M, Ho J, Bruggeman E, Yourstone K, Rafalski A,
Smith O, McMullen M, Bezawada C, et al: Development of single
nucleotide polymorphism (SNP) markers for use in commercial maize
(Zea mays L.) germplasm. Mol Breeding 2009, 24(2):165–176.

19. Trebbi D, Maccaferri M, Heer P, Sørensen A, Giuliani S, Salvi S, Sanguineti M,
Massi A, Vossen E, Tuberosa R: High-throughput SNP discovery and
genotyping in durum wheat (Triticum durum Desf.). Theor Appl Genet
2011, 123(4):555–569.

20. Delourme R, Falentin C, Fomeju B, Boillot M, Lassalle G, André I, Duarte J,
Gauthier V, Lucante N, Marty A, et al: High-density SNP-based genetic map
development and linkage disequilibrium assessment in Brassica napus L.
BMC Genomics 2013, 14(1):1–18.

21. Choi I-Y, Hyten DL, Matukumalli LK, Song Q, Chaky JM, Quigley CV, Chase K,
Lark KG, Reiter RS, Yoon M-S, et al: A soybean transcript map: gene
distribution, haplotype and single-nucleotide polymorphism analysis.
Genetics 2007, 176(1):685–696.

22. Loridon K, Burgarella C, Chantret N, Martins F, Gouzy J, Prospéri J-M, Ronfort
J: Single-nucleotide polymorphism discovery and diversity in the model
legume Medicago truncatula. Mol Ecol Resour 2013, 13(1):84–95.

23. Yang S, Tu Z, Cheung F, Xu W, Lamb J, Jung H-J, Vance C, Gronwald J:
Using RNA-Seq for gene identification, polymorphism detection and
transcript profiling in two alfalfa genotypes with divergent cell wall
composition in stems. BMC Genomics 2011, 12(1):1–19.

24. Galeano CH, Fernandez AC, Franco-Herrera N, Cichy KA, McClean PE,
Vanderleyden J, Blair MW: Saturation of an intra-gene pool linkage Map:
towards a unified consensus linkage map for fine mapping and synteny
analysis in common bean. Plos One 2011, 6(12):e28125.

25. Sharpe A, Ramsay L, Sanderson L-A, Fedoruk M, Clarke W, Li R, Kagale S,
Vijayan P, Vandenberg A, Bett K: Ancient orphan crop joins modern era:
gene-based SNP discovery and mapping in lentil. BMC Genomics 2013,
14(1):1–13.

26. Gaur R, Azam S, Jeena G, Khan AW, Choudhary S, Jain M, Yadav G, Tyagi AK,
Chattopadhyay D, Bhatia S: High-throughput SNP discovery and
genotyping for constructing a saturated linkage map of chickpea (Cicer
arietinum L.). DNA Res 2012, 19(5):357–373.
27. Yang H, Tao Y, Zheng Z, Li C, Sweetingham M, Howieson J: Application of
next-generation sequencing for rapid marker development in molecular
plant breeding: a case study on anthracnose disease resistance in
Lupinus angustifolius L. BMC Genomics 2012, 13(1):318.

28. Deulvot C, Charrel H, Marty A, Jacquin F, Donnadieu C, Lejeune-Henaut I,
Burstin J, Aubert G: Highly-multiplexed SNP genotyping for genetic
mapping and germplasm diversity studies in pea. BMC Genomics 2010,
11(1):468.

29. Prioul S, Frankewitz A, Deniot G, Morin G, Baranger A: Mapping of
quantitative trait loci for partial resistance to Mycosphaerella pinodes in
pea (Pisum sativum L.), at the seedling and adult plant stages. Theor Appl
Genet 2004, 108(7):1322–1334.

30. Pilet-Nayel M, Muehlbauer F, McGee R, Kraft J, Baranger A, Coyne C:
Consistent quantitative trait loci in pea for partial resistance to
Aphanomyces euteiches isolates from the United States and France.
Phytopathology 2005, 95(11):1287–1293.

31. Lejeune-Hénaut I, Hanocq E, Béthencourt L, Fontaine V, Delbreil B, Morin J,
Petit A, Devaux R, Boilleau M, Stempniak JJ, et al: The flowering locus Hr
colocalizes with a major QTL affecting winter frost tolerance in Pisum
sativum L. Theor Appl Genet 2008, 116(8):1105–1116.

32. Hamon C, Baranger A, Coyne C, McGee R, Goff I, L’Anthoëne V, Esnault R,
Rivière J-P, Klein A, Mangin P, et al: New consistent QTL in pea associated
with partial resistance to Aphanomyces euteiches in multiple French and
American environments. Theor Appl Genet 2011, 123(2):261–281.

33. Hamon C, Coyne C, McGee R, Lesne A, Esnault R, Mangin P, Herve M, Le
Goff I, Deniot G, Roux-Duparque M, et al: QTL meta-analysis provides a
comprehensive view of loci controlling partial resistance to
Aphanomyces euteiches in four sources of resistance in pea. BMC Plant
Biol 2013, 13(1):45.

34. Dumont E, Fontaine V, Vuylsteker C, Sellier H, Bodèle S, Voedts N, Devaux R,
Frise M, Avia K, Hilbert J-L, et al: Association of sugar content QTL and
PQL with physiological traits relevant to frost damage resistance in pea
under field and controlled conditions. Theor Appl Genet 2009,
118(8):1561–1571.

35. Giorgetti C, Deniot G, Miteul H, Mohamadi F, Morin G, Morlet C, Onfroy C,
Pilet-Nayel M-L, Riviere JP, Tivoli B, Baranger A: Stability of genetic factors
controlling architectural traits and partial resistance likely to reduce
ascochyta blight epidemics in pea. Proc of the Epidemiology and Canopy
architecture conf 2012, July 2nd-6th, Rennes, France. Oral communication, p51.
https://colloque4.inra.fr/var/epidemiology_canopy_architecture/storage/
fckeditor/file/ABSTRACTS%20BOOK_ECA.pdf.

36. Kalo P, Seres A, Taylor SA, Jakab J, Kevei Z, Kereszt A, Endre G, Ellis THN, Kiss
GB: Comparative mapping between Medicago sativa and Pisum sativum.
Mol Gen Genomics 2004, 272(3):235–246.

37. Macas J, Neumann P, Navrátilová A: Repetitive DNA in the pea (Pisum
sativum L.) genome: comprehensive characterization using 454
sequencing and comparison to soybean and Medicago truncatula.
BMC Genomics 2007, 8(1):1–16.

38. Loridon K, McPhee K, Morin J, Dubreuil P, Pilet-Nayel ML, Aubert G, Rameau
C, Baranger A, Coyne C, Lejeune-Hénaut I, et al: Microsatellite marker
polymorphism and mapping in pea (Pisum sativum L.). Theor Appl Genet
2005, 111(6):1022–1031.

39. Bordat A, Savois V, Nicolas M, Salse J, Chauveau A, Bourgeois M, Potier J,
Houtin H, Rond C, Murat F, et al: Translational genomics in legumes
allowed placing In silico 5460 unigenes on the Pea functional map and
identified candidate genes in Pisum sativum L. G3: Genes, Genomes,
Genetics 2011, 1(2):93–103.

40. Flavell RB, Bennett MD, Smith JB, Smith DB: Genome size and the
proportion of repeated nucleotide sequence DNA in plants.
Biochem Genet 1974, 12(4):257–269.

41. Murray M, Peters D, Thompson W: Ancient repeated sequences in the pea
and mung bean genomes and implications for genome evolution. J Mol
Evol 1981, 17(1):31–42.

42. Strickler SR, Bombarely A, Mueller LA: Designing a transcriptome next-
generation sequencing project for a nonmodel plant species1. Am J Bot
2012, 99(2):257–266.

43. Kumar S, Blaxter M: Comparing de novo assemblers for 454
transcriptome data. BMC Genomics 2010, 11(1):571.

44. Faure S, Throude M, Duarte J, Pichon J, Pauquet J, Rivière N: Wheat and
Rapeseed Coming to the age of High-Throughput SNP Discovery. San Diego,
USA: Proceedings of Plant and Animal Genome Conference; 2011:168.

https://colloque4.inra.fr/var/epidemiology_canopy_architecture/storage/fckeditor/file/ABSTRACTS%20BOOK_ECA.pdf
https://colloque4.inra.fr/var/epidemiology_canopy_architecture/storage/fckeditor/file/ABSTRACTS%20BOOK_ECA.pdf


Duarte et al. BMC Genomics 2014, 15:126 Page 15 of 15
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2164/15/126
45. Legrand S, Marque G, Blassiau C, Bluteau A, Canoy A-S, Fontaine V, Jaminon
O, Bahrman N, Mautord J, Morin J, et al: Combining gene expression and
genetic analyses to identify candidate genes involved in cold responses
in pea. J Plant Physiol 2013, 170(13):1148–1157.

46. Aubert G, Morin J, Jacquin F, Loridon K, Quillet MC, Petit A, Rameau C,
Lejeune-Hénaut I, Huguet T, Burstin J: Functional mapping in pea, as an
aid to the candidate gene selection and for investigating synteny with
the model legume Medicago truncatula. Theor Appl Genet 2006,
112(6):1024–1041.

47. Choi H-K, Kim D, Uhm T, Limpens E, Lim H, Mun J-H, Kalo P, Penmetsa RV,
Seres A, Kulikova O, et al: A sequence-based genetic map of Medicago
truncatula and comparison of marker colinearity with M. sativa. Genetics
2004, 166(3):1463–1502.

48. Baranger A, Aubert G, Arnau G, Lainé AL, Deniot G, Potier J, Weinachter C,
Lejeune-Hénaut I, Lallemand J, Burstin J: Genetic diversity within Pisum
sativum using protein- and PCR-based markers. Theor Appl Genet 2004,
108(7):1309–1321.

49. Jing R, Ambrose MA, Knox MR, Smykal P, Hybl M, Ramos Á, Caminero C,
Burstin J, Duc G, Soest LJM, et al: Genetic diversity in European Pisum
germplasm collections. Theor Appl Genet 2012, 125(2):367–380.

50. Jing R, Vershinin A, Grzebyta J, Shaw P, Smykal P, Marshall D, Ambrose M,
Ellis TN, Flavell A: The genetic diversity and evolution of field pea (Pisum)
studied by high throughput retrotransposon based insertion
polymorphism (RBIP) marker analysis. BMC Evol Biol 2010, 10(1):44.

51. Smýkal P, Hýbl M, Corander J, Jarkovský J, Flavell A, Griga M: Genetic
diversity and population structure of pea (Pisum sativum L.) varieties
derived from combined retrotransposon, microsatellite and
morphological marker analysis. Theor Appl Genet 2008, 117(3):413–424.

52. Hamon C, Baranger A, Miteul H, Lecointe R, Goff I, Deniot G, Onfroy C,
Moussart A, Prosperi J-M, Tivoli B, et al: A complex genetic network
involving a broad-spectrum locus and strain-specific loci controls
resistance to different pathotypes of Aphanomyces euteiches in Medicago
truncatula. Theor Appl Genet 2010, 120(5):955–970.

53. Tayeh N, Bahrman N, Devaux R, Bluteau A, Prosperi J-M, Delbreil B,
Lejeune-Hénaut I: A high-density genetic map of the Medicago truncatula
major freezing tolerance QTL on chromosome 6 reveals colinearity with
a QTL related to freezing damage on Pisum sativum linkage group VI.
Mol Breed 2013, 32(2):279–289.

54. Klein A, Houtin H, Rond C, Marget P, Jacquin F, Boucherot K, Huart M,
Rivière N, Boutet G, Lejeune-Hénaut I, et al: QTL analysis of frost damages
in pea suggests different mechanisms at play in frost tolerance. Theor
Appl Genet 2014. accepted.

55. Schmidt WM, Mueller MW: CapSelect: A highly sensitive method for 5′
CAP-dependent enrichment of full-length cDNA in PCR-mediated
analysis of mRNAs. Nucleic Acids Res 1999, 27(21):e31-i–e31-iv.

56. Zhulidov PA, Bogdanova EA, Shcheglov AS, Vagner LL, Khaspekov GL,
Kozhemyako VB, Matz MV, Meleshkevitch E, Moroz LL, Lukyanov SA, et al:
Simple cDNA normalization using kamchatka crab duplex‐specific
nuclease. Nucleic Acids Res 2004, 32(3):e37.

57. Mariette J, Noirot C, Klopp C: Assessment of replicate bias in 454
pyrosequencing and a multi-purpose read-filtering tool. BMC Res Notes
2011, 4(1):149.

58. Smit A, Hubley R, Green P: RepeatMasker home page. 2010 [http://www.
repeatmasker.org]

59. Vera JC, Wheat CW, Fescemyer HW, Frilander MJ, Crawford DL, Hanski I,
Marden JH: Rapid transcriptome characterization for a nonmodel
organism using 454 pyrosequencing. Mol Ecol 2008, 17(7):1636–1647.

60. Chen Y-A, Lin C-C, Wang C-D, Wu H-B, Hwang P-I: An optimized procedure
greatly improves EST vector contamination removal. BMC Genomics 2007,
8(1):416.

61. Chevreux B, Pfisterer T, Drescher B, Driesel AJ, Müller WEG, Wetter T, Suhai S:
Using the miraEST assembler for reliable and automated mRNA
transcript assembly and SNP detection in sequenced ESTs. Genome Res
2004, 14(6):1147–1159.

62. Pichon J, Rivière N, Duarte J, Dugas O, Wilmer J, Gerhardt D, Richmond T,
Albert T, Jeddeloh J: Rapeseed (B. Napus) SNP Discovery Using a Dedicated
Sequence Capture Protocol and 454 Sequencing. San Diego, USA: Proceedings
of Plant and Animal Genome Conference; 2010:W643.

63. Brockman W, Alvarez P, Young S, Garber M, Giannoukos G, Lee WL, Russ C,
Lander ES, Nusbaum C, Jaffe DB: Quality scores and SNP detection in
sequencing-by-synthesis systems. Genome Res 2008, 18(5):763–770.
64. Conesa A, Götz S, García-Gómez JM, Terol J, Talón M, Robles M: Blast2GO: a
universal tool for annotation, visualization and analysis in functional
genomics research. Bioinformatics 2005, 21(18):3674–3676.

65. Rogers S, Bendich A: Extraction of Total Cellular DNA from Plants, Algae
and Fungi. In Plant Molecular Biology Manual. Edited by Gelvin S,
Schilperoort R. Netherlands: Springer; 1994:183–190.

66. Fan J-B, Oliphant A, Shen R, Kermani B, Garcia F, Gunderson K, Hansen M,
Steemers F, Butler S, Deloukas P: Highly Parallel SNP Genotyping, Cold Spring
Harbor Symposia on Quantitative Biology: 2003, Volume 68. Cold Spring
Harbor Laboratory Press; 2003:69–78. doi:10.1101/sqb.2003.68.69.

67. Weeden NF, Ellis THN, Timmerman-Vaughan GM, Swiecicki WK, Rozov SM,
Berdnikov VA: A consensus linkage map for Pisum sativum. Pisum Genetics
1998, 30:1–4.

68. Laucou V, Haurogné K, Ellis N, Rameau C: Genetic mapping in pea. 1.
RAPD-based genetic linkage map of Pisum sativum. Theor Appl Genet
1998, 97(5–6):905–915.

69. Prioul-Gervais S, Deniot G, Receveur EM, Frankewitz A, Fourmann M,
Rameau C, Pilet-Nayel ML, Baranger A: Candidate genes for quantitative
resistance to Mycosphaerella pinodes in pea (Pisum sativum L.). Theor Appl
Genet 2007, 114(6):971–984.

70. Jing R, Johnson R, Seres A, Kiss G, Ambrose MJ, Knox MR, Ellis THN, Flavell
AJ: Gene-based sequence diversity analysis of field pea (Pisum). Genetics
2007, 177(4):2263–2275.

71. de Givry S, Bouchez M, Chabrier P, Milan D, Schiex T: CarthaGene:
multipopulation integrated genetic and radiation hybrid mapping.
Bioinformatics 2005, 21(8):1703–1704.

72. Voorrips RE: MapChart: software for the graphical presentation of linkage
maps and QTLs. J Hered 2002, 93(1):77–78.

73. Liu K, Muse S: Powermarker: Integrated analysis environment for genetic
marker data. Bioinformatics 2005, 21:2128–2129.

74. Perrier X, Flori A, Bonnot F: Methods of data analysis. Genetic diversity of
cultivated tropical plants. ; 2003:33–63.

75. Ward JH: Hierarchical grouping to optimize an objective function. J Am
Stat Assoc 1963, 58(301):236–244.

doi:10.1186/1471-2164-15-126
Cite this article as: Duarte et al.: Transcriptome sequencing for high
throughput SNP development and genetic mapping in Pea. BMC
Genomics 2014 15:126.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

http://www.repeatmasker.org
http://www.repeatmasker.org

	Abstract
	Background
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Results
	Discovery of 35,455 highly reliable SNP
	SNP calling
	Selection and validation of a 1920 SNP set in a GoldenGate assay
	Validation of a 1920 SNP set in a GoldenGate assay for pea genetic diversity assessment, and selection of an informative 297 SNP sub-set
	Validation of the 1920 SNP set in a GoldenGate assay for genetic mapping in pea
	Synteny between a 1252 SNP-based pea genetic map and the M. truncatula physical map

	Discussion and conclusions
	Normalized cDNA sequencing: an appropriate strategy for development of markers in an orphan species
	Data assembly and SNP calling
	High density genetic map bridged to M. truncatula by synteny
	Classification of modern pea cultivars and breeding lines
	A comprehensive resource for academic research and breeding in pea

	Methods
	Plant material and tissue collection for sequencing
	Two sets of plants used for genotyping
	RNA extraction
	cDNA normalization
	Evaluation of normalization efficiency
	Library preparation and sequencing
	Sequence cleaning
	Sequence assembly
	Sequence annotation/homology search against M. truncatula
	SNP discovery
	Selection of a 1920 SNP set and validation in a GoldenGate assay
	DNA extraction and genotyping
	Composite genetic map construction
	Statistical analyses
	Availability of supporting data

	Additional files
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Acknowledgements
	Author details
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.440 793.440]
>> setpagedevice


