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Abstract

Background: Expression microarrays are increasingly used to characterize environmental responses and host-
parasite interactions for many different organisms. Probe selection for cDNA microarrays using expressed
sequence tags (ESTs) is challenging due to high sequence redundancy and potential cross-hybridization between
paralogous genes. In organisms with limited genomic information, like marine organisms, this challenge is even
greater due to annotation uncertainty. No general tool is available for cDNA microarray probe selection for these
organisms. Therefore, the goal of the design procedure described here is to select a subset of ESTs that will
minimize sequence redundancy and characterize potential cross-hybridization while providing functionally
representative probes.

Results: Sequence similarity between ESTs, quantified by the E-value of pair-wise alignment, was used as a
surrogate for expected hybridization between corresponding sequences. Using this value as a measure of
dissimilarity, sequence redundancy reduction was performed by hierarchical cluster analyses. The choice of how
many microarray probes to retain was made based on an index developed for this research: a sequence diversity
index (SDI) within a sequence diversity plot (SDP). This index tracked the decreasing within-cluster sequence
diversity as the number of clusters increased. For a given stage in the agglomeration procedure, the EST having
the highest similarity to all the other sequences within each cluster, the centroid EST, was selected as a microarray
probe. A small dataset of ESTs from Atlantic white shrimp (Litopenaeus setiferus) was used to test this algorithm
so that the detailed results could be examined. The functional representative level of the selected probes was
quantified using Gene Ontology (GO) annotations.

Conclusions: For organisms with limited genomic information, combining hierarchical clustering methods to
analyze ESTs can yield an optimal cDNA microarray design. If biomarker discovery is the goal of the microarray
experiments, the average linkage method is more effective, while single linkage is more suitable if identification of
physiological mechanisms is more of interest. This general design procedure is not limited to designing single-
species cDNA microarrays for marine organisms, and it can equally be applied to multiple-species microarrays of
any organisms with limited genomic information.
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Background

Expression microarrays are powerful tools for human dis-
ease diagnosis, prognosis and treatment [1] offering
unparalleled insight into the function of the entire
genome and the dynamic interactions among genes. The
ability of microarrays to identify gene expression signa-
tures, specific subsets of genes that respond to particular
stimuli, make them valuable tools for characterizing
organisms' response to environmental conditions and
host-parasite interactions. This method relies on organ-
isms as sentinel markers of environmental changes. Since
aquaculture marine species are easy to keep in a captive
environment, they can be used as convenient sentinels by
profiling their physiological responses. An efficient and
economic method to quantify their physiological
responses is to collect the expressed sequence tags (ESTs)
with the purpose of constructing cDNA microarrays,
which can be used to screen their transcriptomes. There-
fore, several pilot studies have been initiated in economi-
cally important marine species to generate genomically
enabled tools for the purpose of elucidating the role of
biological and environmental factors in ultimately deter-
mining the difference between survival, morbidity and
mortality [2-4]. The growing need for a marine functional
genomics approach using microarrays bespeaks a general-
purpose cDNA microarray probe selection tool to identify
which ESTs to spot on the microarray from large collec-
tions of ESTs with unknown functions and variable
redundancies.

The two most widely used expression microarray systems
are oligonucleotide and cDNA microarrays. Oligonucle-
otide microarrays are generated by chemically synthesiz-
ing short oligo probes (20-70 bp) onto the slides [5]. In
contrast, cDNA microarrays are created by spotting long
strands of amplified cDNA sequences (e.g., the expressed
sequence tags) [6]. In this paper, the sequences spotted on
the arrays are referred to as "probes." Although many
algorithms have been developed for selection of oligonu-
cleotide [7-11] or gene-specific probes [12,13], only one
application was found by the authors for cONA microar-
ray probe selection [14]. However, this algorithm was
designed specifically for organisms with extensive
genomic data, not for the organisms with limited genomic
information.

In the absence of cDNA microarray probe selection algo-
rithms, EST selection for spotting on microarrays has been
approached using various informal methods. These meth-
ods included spotting ESTs without sequencing informa-
tion, spotting only sequenced ESTs with annotations, or
forcing the selection on gene-oriented clusters [15]. The
choice of method typically reflects cost/benefit ratios and
the stage of development of the EST collection. A compre-
hensive review of microarray probe selection can be found
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in Tomiuk and Hofmann [16]. Gene or transcript oriented
clusters are generally formed by gene indexing projects,
such as TIGR [17,18], Stack [19], or Unigene [20]. Gene
indexing projects involve three general steps. First, the
quality control step filters out contaminating sequences
such as vector or bacterial sequences. Second, ESTs are
partitioned into smaller clusters, often using the hierarchi-
cal single-linkage method with an arbitrarily chosen cut-
off threshold [21,22]. Finally, although not all projects
include a assemblage step, sequences are often assembled
into contigs using existing software, such as CAP3 [23] or
PHRAP [24].

In this study, we propose a probe selection procedure for
¢DNA microarray that tracks both sequence redundancies
and functional representativeness of the selected probes
in an integrated sequence diversity plot (SDP). SDP
includes a sequence diversity index (SDI) to measure the
sequence similarities within EST clusters quantitatively.
The issue of how many probes are sufficiently representa-
tive for all collected ESTs is approached in a manner sim-
ilar to the choice of dimensions to retain in principle
component analysis (PCA). This approach reflects the fact
that there is no definitive right answer to the question
[25]; the number of "clusters" of ESTs may vary as the
stringency of microarray hybridization condition changes.
All collected ESTs are automatically annotated using Gene
Ontology [26] terms, and then a unique probe GO index
(UPGI), a functional index, was devised to access func-
tionally how representative the selected probes are. This
integrated and flexible method using SDP allows users to
decide which clustering method and stringency to use
when designing a cDNA microarray for organisms with
limited genomic information based on their logistical
constraint and experimental purposes. A small data set of
ESTs was used to test this algorithm so that the detailed
results of this algorithm could be examined.

Results

A small data set of 1047 ESTs from Atlantic white shrimp
(Litopenaeus setiferus) from the Marine Genomics website
[27] was analyzed. After pre-processing, 971 sequences
longer than 100 bp were further used in the analysis
(details see methods; Figure 1). The ESTs were progres-
sively grouped using different hierarchical linkage meth-
ods from 1 to n (n = 971) clusters (details see methods).
The sequence diversity plot (SDP) summarizes sequence
properties within clusters and the functional representa-
tiveness of the selected probes using three indexes: the
sequence diversity index [SDI; Eq. (1)], the contiguity
index [CI; Eq. (2)], and the unique probe GO index
[UPGI; Eq. (3)] (Figure 2).
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Schematic diagram of the optimal cDNA microarray probe selection from expressed sequence tags (ESTs) for
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Figure 2

Sequence Diversity Plot (SDP) includes both sequence diversity and probe functional representativeness SDP
summarized three indexes [the sequence dissimilarities index (SDI; Eq. (1)), the sequence contiguity index (Cl; Eq. (2)), and the
unique probe GO index (UPGI; Eq. (3)) in molecular function domain] among three clustering linkage methods (single, average
and complete linkage methods). All indexes range between zero and one in a linear scale in this figure. Sequence diversity
decreases as the number of clusters (number of selected probes) increases; functional representativeness increases as the

number of probes selected increase.

Sequence diversity index (SDI) measures within-cluster
sequence dissimilarity

This index is the ratio of within-cluster sequence dissimi-
larities to the total sequence dissimilarity when m clusters
are formed (m = 1,2,...n):

SDI

m=

1 F
(? z dmi)
m ;=1
D

where d,; is the distance (dissimilarity), the E-value from

blast result (details see methods), between the ith pair of

sequences for a total k,, pairs of within-cluster compari-

sons when m clusters are formed. D is defined as
N

de”’ the average distance of the total N pair-wise
=1
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distances among all n
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N

Contiguity index (Cl) measures the sequence contiguity
within clusters

The within-cluster sequence contiguity is evaluated using
CAP3 [23], commonly used sequence assembly software
(see methods). The number of putative unique genes,
denoted as PG, is the sum of the number of assembled
contigs and singlets (single sequences, which cannot be
assembled with any other sequences) when m clusters (m
= 1,2...n) are formed. The contiguity index (CI) at a given
number of clusters (m) is defined as the inverse of the
average number of putative genes per cluster, which
equals the number of clusters per gene:

Um O
Cl, =—10 (2)

OPGm O
This index reflects how contiguous the sequence members
are within a cluster. Maximum value of CI is 1 when all
the members are contiguous (one cluster per gene).

Unique probe Gene Ontology (GO) index (UPGI)
measures functionally how representative the selected
probes are

The unique probe GO index (UPGI) when m clusters of
ESTs are formed is defined as the number of unique GO
terms associated with all m probes (m = 1, 2...n) divided
by the number of the GO terms associated with all n
sequences (n =971).

m
unique( Z (ProbeGO,))

=1 (3)
n

unique( z (sequenceGO;))
i=1

UPGI,,

where ProbeGO,, is the number of unique GO terms asso-
ciated with the probe representing the jo cluster when m
clusters are formed and sequenceGO, is the number of GO
terms of the i sequence. This index measures functionally
how representative the selected probes are among all
functionally unique sequences in the entire EST collec-
tion. Three UPGIs are calculated for three GO domains,
respectively: molecular function (UPGI-MF), biological
process (UPGI-BP), and cellular components (UPGI-CC)
(Figure 3; see more about Gene Ontology in methods).

Sequence diversity plot (SDP) used as an aid to decide how
many probes to spot on microarray

The dissimilarities among sequences within a cluster,
measured by SDI, decrease as total number of the clusters
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increases; sequences within a cluster share higher similar-
ity as the number of clusters formed increases (Figure 2).

From the collection of 971 Litopenaeus setiferus ESTs, the
first break point of SDI using single linkage method was
442 clusters (Figure 2). An elbow (bend) in SDI, analo-
gous to an elbow of scree plot of the principle component
analysis (PCA), indicates that the remaining within-clus-
ter diversity is very low after this number of clusters
formed [25]. The selected probes presented 93% unique
molecular functions, 94% unique biological processes,
and 96% unique cellular components when 442 clusters
were formed using single linkage method (Figure 3).

Other amalgamation algorithms produced clusterings
with different properties. The average and complete link-
age methods reduced the sequence dimensionality more
efficiently than that by using the single linkage method
(Figure 2). For the complete linkage method, the break
point was observed at 289 clusters, at which, the selected
probes represented only 50% of unique molecular func-
tions while the selected probes represented 71% of
unique molecular functions using single linkage, and 56%
using average linkage (Figure 2). The probes selected
using single linkage were functionally more unique in all
three domains (molecular functions, biological processes,
and cellular components) than the ones selected using
average or complete linkage methods (Figure 3). Excep-
tions to this rule were found when very small (<60 clus-
ters) or large (>442 clusters) numbers of probes were
selected. The functional representativeness of the probes
at very high or low ends (<60 or >442 clusters) was com-
parable using any of the three linkage methods. When 442
probes were selected, 93 — 95% unique biological process,
~92% within-cluster biological process, and ~96% unique
cellular component was represented by the selected
probes (Figure 3). Although fewer annotated EST clusters
(number of clusters containing at least one annotated
sequences) were formed using single linkage method
compared to those selected using the other two linkage
methods given a fixed number of cluster within the mid-
dle range (~60-442 clusters), more functionally unique
probes were selected among the formed clusters by single
linkage method (Figure 4).

Contig assemblage using CAP3 yields a similar result as
that of cluster analysis using the single linkage method
(Figure 2). A total of 461 putative genes was generated
using sequence assembly software CAP3 without parti-
tioning the sequences into subgroups (by cluster analy-
sis). These putative unique genes included 356 singlets
(single ESTs) and 110 assembled contigs. This result fol-
lowed closely the result of cluster analysis with single link-
age method, which indicated 442 clusters. The EST
members in each putative gene were in general agreement
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unique probe Gene Ontology (GO) index (UPGI) in three GO domains: molecular function, biological process
and cellular component. Comparison of the unique probe GO index (UPGI) in three GO domains: molecular function, bio-
logical process, and cellular components among three linkage methods (single, average linkage, and complete linkage methods).
The probes selected using single linkage were functionally more unique in all three domains than the ones selected using aver-
age or complete linkage methods when selecting middle range of number of probes (60 — 442 probes).

with the result of single-linkage cluster analysis with some
exceptions. For example, sequence 59 (Penaeidin 2),
sequence 10 (Penaeidin 3a), and sequences 177 (Penaei-
din 3c) were not assembled into any contigs using CAP3,
but they were clustered together when 422 clusters were
formed using single linkage method. These sequences
share high similarities and high percent identities (E-val-
ues < 10-37; Table 1), and they are likely to hybridize with
each other. Probes selected using clustering methods
reflect the hybridization potential compared to the assem-
bly approach. Some sequences, on the other hand, were

not clustered into a group although they could be assem-
bled into one putative contig. For instance, sequences 79
and 158 were not clustered in a group because the over-
lapping segment is marginally short (61 bp/64 bp identi-
cal) and this segment is composed of low-complexity
sequences (31 pairs of GA repeats, which were masked
when using BLAST). The different characteristics of three
linkage methods could be further illustrated by local
sequence percent identity and the lengths of high scoring
pair segments (HSP) (Figure 5). Sequences within a clus-
ter formed using single linkage method do not always
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B. Biological Process
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Summary of annotated EST clusters and unique representativeness of the selected probes in three GO
domains: molecular function, biological process and cellular component. EST clusters contain at least one annotated
sequences (noted as "cluster annotated*" in the legend) and unique annotations of selected microarray probes in each of the
three Gene Ontology (GO) domains. (A) Molecular Function (MF) (B) Biological Process (BP) and (C) Cellular component
(CCQ). Although fewer annotated EST clusters (number of clusters containing at least one annotated sequences) were formed
using single linkage method compared to those selected using the other two linkage methods given a fixed number of cluster
within the middle range (~60—442 clusters), more functionally unique probes were selected among the formed clusters by sin-

gle linkage method

have to overlap with each other as long as the distances
between some of the "linking sequences" are short (the
similarities are high). That is, the fragmented ESTs could
be "linked" by fragmented (or incomplete sequenced)
ESTs and the average within-cluster percent identity is not
necessary high when using the single linkage method (Fig-
ure 5). The sequences within same clusters using the aver-

age linkage methods, as expected, have the highest
average percent identity (before all three methods con-
verge around 545 clusters).

Sequence contiguity assessed by CAP3 (Eq. (2)) has
shown similar results observed using the probe functional
index, UPGI (Eq. (3); Figure 2). Clusters formed using the
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Table I: Sequence similarities between three penaeidin sequences in a group formed by cluster analyses using the single linkage
method. Percent identity (%) and sequence length (bp) of the high scoring pair from the pair wise blast results (in parentheses).
LsetlO Lset59 Lsetl77
Lsetl0 100 (635) 88 (140) 90 (140)
Lset59 88 (140) 100 (586) 95 (141)
Lsetl77 90 (140) 95 (141) 100 (456)
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Number of Clusters

Average within cluster percent identity and the lengths of high scoring pair (HSP) segments throughout clus-

tering process. The percentage identity and lengths of HSP further confirmed the observations in Figure 2 that sequences
within a cluster formed using single linkage could potentially be fragments of same gene/transcript, but fragments of sequences

might not overlap that average within-cluster percent identity is lower when using single linkage method. The average percent

identity is the highest when using average linkage method as expected.
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single linkage method contained slightly more contigu-
ous EST members while the other two linkage methods
generated fewer contiguous sequences in the mid range
(Figure 2). Similarly, when the number of clusters was
either very low or high, the results were comparable.

ESTs were annotated based on Gene Ontology (GO)
terms (details see methods). Three types of functionally
unassigned sequences were generated through the GO
annotation process: the first type was the sequences hav-
ing no similar sequences found in the GO database. The
majority of ESTs (63%) belonged to this category (607 out
of 971 ESTs; Figure 6). The second type was similar
sequences found in the GO database with the function of
those sequences annotated as "unknown." The last type of
"unknown" was similar sequences found in the GO data-
base, but only certain domains of GO annotation were
complete. For example, it could only have molecular func-
tional annotation associated with the sequence but bio-
logical process and cellular components are unknown.
The last two types of sequences were combined into one
"unknown category" in that particular functional domain
(Figure 6). Twenty five percent of sequences was anno-
tated in molecular function while 12% was unknown;
27% was annotated in biological process while 10% was
unknown; and 27% was annotated in cellular compo-
nents with 11% unknown. Among the annotated
sequences, 36%, 49%, and 22% of annotated sequences
were associated with unique GO terms in each of the three
domains (molecular function, biological process and cel-
lular component), respectively (Figure 6).

Both functional and sequence indexes for the three clus-
tering methods converge around the threshold of 442
clusters. When the user-defined number of probes is fewer
than this threshold value (442 clusters), the functional
uniqueness of the selected probes using single linkage
method is superior than that of the other two methods
while average linkage is the most effective method for
dimension reduction (Figure 2).

Discussion

c¢DNA microarray is one of the most common microarray
platforms, but it is also known to have cross-hybridiza-
tion potentials. The hybridization potentials between
sequences may also vary as the experimental condition
changes. This changing nature and the potential of cross-
hybridization could be depicted by the index developed
in this study, the sequence diversity index (SDI). The mag-
nitude of SDI decreases as the number of clusters
increases; sequences are more similar within clusters as
the number of clusters increases. SDI is analogous to the
F-statistics. That is, SDI is the "within" variation divided
by the "total" variation while the F-statistics is "within"
variation divided by "between" variation. Two ancillary

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2105/5/191

indexes (a functional index (UPGI) and a sequence conti-
guity index (CI)) were designed to evaluate the functional
representativeness of the selected probes and identify the
numbers of putative genes each probe potentially would
cross-hybridize. These indexes aid the probe selection
processes by bringing in the functional annotations of
ESTs as the main goal of the microarray experiments is
generally to interpret the biological significances and
interactions of genes of interest. A common goal of
microarray experiments is to identify co-regulated genes.
This is based on the assumption that if two genes are co-
expressed, they are likely to be co-regulated through the
same mechanism [28]. It has been shown experimentally,
at least in yeast, that combining expression data and
sequence functional annotation information results in a
better predictive model than using microarray expression
data alone [29]. The integrated procedure in our study
including both probe sequence and functional annota-
tion allows a user-defined flexibility based on the purpose
of experiments and the limitation or experimental
conditions, such as different hybridization stringencies,
budget limitations for numbers of probes to spot on the
array, or physical size constraint of the array.

Different clustering processes mimic different scenarios of
cross hybridization between sequences. Sequences from
the same transcript will hybridize with each other, and
this is reflected in the clusters formed using the single
linkage method. In contrast, some of the sequences in the
clusters formed by the complete or average linkage meth-
ods could be paralogs or alternative splicing variants of
the same gene. It might be argued that if a sequence, for
example Penaeidin 2, was chosen as a probe from the
cluster of sequences containing different subtypes to spot
on the microarray, this sequence will likely hybridize to
the sequences in the same cluster, for example, Penaeidin
3a and Penaeidin 3c. The contiguity index and probe
functional index developed in our study will identify the
cross hybridization potential for the users. Potential cross-
hybridization has become a more apparent problem for
the transcriptomics community. A tool was developed to
identify potential cross-hybridized probes lately [30],
however, this tool is designed for species with rich
genomic information. Our method provides an integrated
approach for cDNA microarray design for any organisms,
especially for projects with very limited genomic
information.

Cross-hybridization potential between long cDNA
seqeuences is harder to model than that between short
(oligonucleotide) sequences. Although several studies
have shown that local sequence percent identity seem to
be a reasonable predictor for cross hybridization for
cDNA microarray experiments [31-33], the cross-reactiv-
ity varies in a wide range (0.6 - 57% signal) even when
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Summary of uniquely annotated and unannotated sequences in three Gene Ontology (GO) domains. The per-
centage of unique annotated sequences, "redundant” annotated sequences, and sequences have annotations in some of the
three GO domains, but not in the particular domain of interest, and sequences have no similar gene products found in the
Gene Ontology (GO) database (BlastX E-value was set at 10-6) among 971 L. setiferus ESTs. Three GO domains are (A) molec-
ular function, (B) biological process and (C) cellular component.
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percent identity is high and within a similar range (80-
85% identity) for sequences in different gene families
[33]. Currently, there is (are) no good predictor(s) to
model the cross-hybridization on cDNA microarray. The
similarity measurement between sequences in our study
(d,,;) could be easily replaced in the future by any good
cross-hybridization predicting parameter(s) developed
for long cDNA sequence hybridization. The design proce-
dure we described here will work in the exact same fash-
ion. In a similar manner, although the traditional
hierarchical clustering algorithm with three linkage meth-
ods was used in our study, any bottom-up clustering algo-
rithm (e.g., K-nearest means clustering) or top-down
approach (e.g., principle component analysis, single value
decomposition) could be easily performed, and the corre-
sponding SDIs, UPGIs and ClIs will be generated in the
same way and summarized in the SDP. The performances
of these different bottom-up or top-down algorithms (to
group or partition the sequences) could be compared
using the SDP. In brief, other distance matrix and cluster-
ing algorithms other than what we used in this study
could be easily applied using our algorithm, and their per-
formances could be evaluated quantitatively using the
suite of indexes in SDP.

Annotation of functionally unknown sequences is not a
trivial task itself. Gene Ontology has become a standard
ontology to annotate unknown sequences. Sequence sim-
ilarity search against the GO database using BLAST was
used in this study. The completeness of the GO database
and sensitivity/selectivity of the BLAST procedure would
dictate the annotation capability. Several different
approaches could potentially improve the annotation in
the future. One example found in this study was Penaei-
din family, a unique family of antimicrobial peptides with
both proline and cysteine-rich domains that were first
identified and characterized as peptides in the hemol-
ymph of the Pacific white shrimp, Litopenaeus vannamei
[34]. No homologous proteins are found in GO database.
Future research could emphasize how to integrate other
sources of knowledge (database) to enrich the functional
annotation process, especially as very limited knowledge
is available for marine organisms in the public domain.
Different approaches to annotate the EST sequences could
also be adapted. For instance, position-dependent
method (such as using HMMER [35] to search against
Pfam database [36,37]) could be used to search the exist-
ing database. This may increase the chance to annotate
sequences with lower sequence homologies with the
sequences stored in the database. The current functional
representativeness of the selected probes was quantified
using the unique GO terms associated with the probes
among all sequences. The quantification of how repre-
sentative the probes are could be modified in the future to
include the hierarchical nature of the GO terms.

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2105/5/191

The integration of this cDNA probe selection procedure
with the database through Marine Genomics web-based
interface [27] is currently in progress, and the marine
genomics community will be directly benefited, and it
will be equally applicable to any organisms with limited
genomic information.

Conclusions

The sequence diversity index (SDI) was developed in this
study to select probes using ESTs for designing cDNA
microarrays. Two ancillary mathematic indexes (sequence
contiguity index [CI] and unique probe GO index [UPGI])
were used to identify potential cross-hybridization
between different transcripts (or paralogs) and to quantify
biologically how representative the probes were. These
three indexes were summarized in a sequence diversity
plot (SDP) and were used to assist cDNA microarray
probe selections for organisms without any genomic
information. This method allows the user-defined
number of probes to be selected for the cDNA microarray
experiments. Different clustering methods balance the
representativeness of the probe functional annotations
and minimization of the sequence redundancies. Accord-
ingly, different linkage methods can be used to decide
between microarray designs for biomarker discovery or
for functional genomics.

It is clear that sequence assembly into contigs is not nec-
essary for microarray probe selection although it is
informative to identify the relationship among sequence
members within clusters based on the CI. The microarray
design procedure described here could also be used for
multi-species or cross-species microarray design in a sce-
nario where the sequences with high similarity from dif-
ferent species cross hybridize to each other [32], but not
necessary be assembled into contigs.

This method is not limited to the ESTs collected from sin-
gle or multiple marine organisms. Furthermore, this
method can be applied to any organisms without the
complete sequenced genomes.

Methods

Sequence availability and pre-processing

Twenty six thousand and six hundred fifty-six (26,656)
Expressed Sequence Tags (ESTs) from 14 marine species
were generated and stored in a postgresSQL database
through a user-friendly interface at the Marine Genomics
website [27]. All the sequences are freely available to the
public. One thousand and forty seven ESTs from Atlantic
white shrimp (L. setiferus) were used in this study. Pre-
processing included customized low quality filtering,
poly-A tail, vector, adaptor screening, trimming, and low-
complexity masking by DUST [38]. After pre-processing,
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971 sequences longer than 100 bp were further analyzed
(Figure 1).

Sequence similarity comparison

All against all pair-wise BLASTN [39] was performed
between these 971 ESTs. In the BLASTN result, with suffi-
ciently large sequence lengths ¢ and n, the statistics of HSP
(high-scoring segment pairs) scores are characterized by
two parameters, K and lambda. The E-value, the expected
number of HSPs with score of at least S, given by the for-
mula E = Kqne”S, was used as the distance measurement
(d,,;in Eq (1) in results) between ESTs for cluster analysis
to determine sequence redundancies. d,,; is the distance
between the ith pair of sequences for a total k,, pairs of
within-cluster comparisons when m clusters are formed.

Sequence redundancy reduction by cluster analyses
Hierarchical cluster analyses with three common linkage
methods (single linkage, average linkage, complete link-
age) were performed to reduce the redundancies among
sequences.

Two sequence indexes were used to quantify sequence
diversity and contiguity within clusters

Two sequence indexes, the sequence diversity index [SDI;
Eq. (1) in results] and the contiguity index [CI; Eq. (2) in
results], were used throughout the sequence redundancy
reduction. SDI was used to aid the number of probes to
select. The within-cluster sequence contiguity (CI) is eval-
uated using CAP3 assembly software with default param-
eters [23]. Unweighted average within-cluster percent
identity of the HSP segments and HSP length from BLAST
results were quantified throughout the process of
clusterings.

Probe selection

To maximize the hybridization probability between the
selected probe and the sequences within the cluster, the
sequence has the highest similarity to all the other
sequences within the cluster is selected. That is, the
centroid EST, the sequence has the minimum average dis-
tance to all the other sequences within each cluster was
spotted on the array.

Sequence functional annotation using Gene Ontology
(GO) terms

Functions of all 971 sequences were annotated using the
functional categorizations of similar sequences stored in
Gene Ontology (GO) database [40]. GO terms are com-
monly used for functional categorization in three
domains (biological process, molecular function, and cel-
lular component) for gene products (proteins) or nucle-
otide sequences. The GO terms and associated protein
sequences were downloaded from the GO website [41] in
the format of mySQL database [42]. The ESTs were anno-
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tated by the top BLASTX hit after blasting them against the
proteins with GO terms associated in the database. The
sequences with the E-value threshold set at 10-¢ for GO
annotation are considered as similar, and they potentially
share the same molecular functions, cellular components,
or biological processes. The GO terms found associated
with the EST sequences, if any, were recorded separately
for each of the three domains. If there were multiple GO
terms in any single domain (e.g., molecular function), the
inverse of the number of GO terms in that domain is used
for functional quantification (i.e., the traditional pie-chart
summary of the functional categories of ESTs). For exam-
ple, there are three molecular functional annotations
(GO:0005515, GO:0004866, GO:0004867) associated
with the sequence 1046, then each of them is considered
1/3 in the GO quantification for this particular sequence.
Therefore, the quantification for each GO domain will
sum up to the original analyzed sequence numbers at the
end when we quantify the percentage of each category (n
=971).

A functional index to quantify how representative the
selected probes are

The unique probe GO index [UPGI; Eq. (3) in results] was
used to quantify functionally how representative the
selected probes were within EST clusters.

Number of probes to retain using the sequence diversity
plot (SDP)

Two sequence indexes (CI and SDI) and one functional
index (UPGI) mentioned above were included in the
sequence diversity plot (SDP) (Figure 1). Sequence simi-
larity was measured by SDI (Eq. (1) in results), and
within-cluster sequence contiguity was measured by CI
(Eq. (2) in results). The unique probe GO index (Eq. (3)
in results) was used to quantify functional annotation lev-
els represented by the selected probes. This integrated
information will allow user-defined flexibility of probe
selection involving both sequence similarity and func-
tional annotation.

List of abbreviations

SDP: sequence diversity plot, SDI: sequence diversity
index, CI: sequence contiguity index, and UPGI: unique
probe GO index

Acknowledgements

This work was supported by the South Carolina Sea Grant (NAI6RG2250,
P. S. Gross, Pl). We thank Dr. Xinghua Lu for his suggestion on GO anno-
tation process, Dr. Tom Smith for his writing assistance, Javier Robalino for
his EST generation and biological insights, and the comments from Marine
Genomics Consortium at Charleston, SC.

References
I. Steinmetz LM, Davis RW: Maximizing the potential of functional
genomic. Nature Reviews Genetics 2004, 5:190 -1201.

Page 12 of 13

(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14970821
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14970821

BMC Bioinformatics 2004, 5:191

20.

21.

22.

23.
24.
25.

Gueguen Y, Cadoret JP, Flament D, Barreau-Roumiguiere C, Girardot
AL, Garnier ), Hoareau A, Bachere E, Escoubas JM: Immune gene
discovery by expressed sequence tags generated from
hemocytes of the bacteria-challenged oyster, Crassostrea
gigas. Gene 2003, 303:139-145.

Gross PS, Bartlett TC, Browdy CL, Chapman RW, Warr GW:
Immune gene discovery by expressed sequence tag analysis
of hemocytes and hepatopancreas in the Pacific white
shrimp, Litopenaeus vannamei, and the Atlantic white
shrimp, L. setiferus. Dev Comp Immunol 2001, 25:565-577.

Jenny MJ, Ringwood AH, Lacy ER, Lewitus AJ, Kempton JW, Gross PS,
Warr GW, Chapman RW: Potential indicators of stress
response identified by expressed sequence tag analysis of
hemocytes and embryos from the American oyster,
Crassostrea virginica. Mar Biotechnol 2002, 4:81-93.

Lipshutz R, Morris D, Chee M, Hubbell E, Kozal MJ, Shah N, Shen N,
Yang R, Fodor SP: Using oligonucleotide probe arrays to access
genetic diversity. Biotechniques 1995, 19:442-447.

Schena M, Shalon D, Davis RW, Brown PO: Quantitative monitor-
ing of gene expression patterns with a complementary DNA
microarray. Science 1995, 270:467-467.

Nielsen HB, Wernersson R, Knudsen S: Design of oligonucle-
otides for microarrays and perspectives for design of multi-
transcriptome arrays. Nucl Acids Res 2003, 31:3491-3496.
Tolstrup N, Nielsen PS, Kolberg |G, Frankel AM, Vissing H, Kauppinen
S: OligoDesign: optimal design of LNA (locked nucleic acid)
oligonucleotide capture probes for gene expression
profiling. Nucl Acids Res 2003, 31:3758-3762.

Emrich S), Lowe M, Delcher AL: PROBEmer: a web-based soft-
ware tool for selecting optimal DNA oligos. Nucl Acids Res
2003, 31:3746-3750.

Li F, Stormo GD: Selection of optimal DNA oligos for gene
expression arrays. Bioinformatics 2001, 17:1067-1076.

Wang X, Seed B: Selection of oligonucleotide probes for pro-
tein coding sequences. Bioinformatics 2003, 19:796-802.

Raddatz G, Dehio M, Meyer TF, Dehio C: PrimeArray: genome-
scale primer design for DNA-microarray construction. Bioin-
formatics 2001, 17:98-99.

Xu D, Li G, Wu L, Zhou J, Xu Y: PRIMEGENS: robust and effi-
cient design of gene-specific probes for microarray analysis.
Bioinformatics 2002, 18:1432-1437.

Nielsen HB, Knudsen S: Avoiding cross hybridization by choos-
ing nonredundant targets on cDNA arrays. Bioinformatics 2002,
18:321-322.

Boguski MS, Schuler GD: ESTablishing a human transcript map.
Nature Genetics 1995, 10:369-371.

Tomiuk S, Hofmann K: Microarray probe selection strategies.
Briefings in bioinformatics 2001, 2:329-340.

Quackenbush J, Liang F, Holt |, Pertea G, Upton J: The TIGR Gene
Indices: reconstruction and representation of expressed
gene sequences. Nucl Acids Res 2000, 28:141-145.

Quackenbush ], Cho |, Lee D, Liang F, Holt I, Karamycheva S, Parvizi
B, Pertea G, Sultana R, White J: The TIGR Gene Indices: analysis
of gene transcript sequences in highly sampled eukaryotic
species. Nucl Acids Res 2001, 29:159-164.

Christoffels A, Gelder A, Greyling G, Miller R, Hide T, Hide W:
STACK: Sequence Tag Alignment and Consensus
Knowledgebase. Nucl Acids Res 2001, 29:234-238.

Pontius JU, Wagner L, Schuler GD: UniGene: a unified view of the
transcriptome. In The NCBI Handbook Bethesda (MD), National
Center for Biotechnology Information; 2003.

Burke J, Davison D, Hide W: d2_cluster: A Validated Method for
Clustering EST and Full-Length cDNA Sequences. Genome
Res 1999, 9:1135-1142.

Pertea G, Huang X, Liang F, Antonescu V, Sultana R, Karamycheva S,
Lee Y, White |, Cheung F, Parvizi B, Tsai ], Quackenbush J: TIGR
Gene Indices clustering tools (TGICL): a software system for
fast clustering of large EST datasets. Bioinformatics 2003,
19:651-652.

Huang X, Madan A: CAP3: A DNA Sequence Assembly
Program. Genome Research 1999, 9:868-877.

Green P: PHRAP. [http://bozeman.mbt.washington.edu/phrap.docs/
phrap.html].

Johnson RA, Wichern DW: Applied multivariate statistical
analysis. Fourth edition. NJ, Prentice-Hall; 1998:1-816.

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2105/5/191

26. Gene Ontology Consortium: The Gene Ontology (GO) data-

base and informatics resource. Nucl Acids Res 2004,
32:D258-261.

27. MarineGenomics: Marine Genomics website. [http://marinege
nomics.org].

28. Segal E, Shapira M, Regev A, Pe'er D, Botstein D, Koller D, Friedman
N: Module networks: identifying regulatory modules and
their condition-specific regulators from gene expression

data. Nat Genet 2003, 34:166-176.

29. Allocco D, Kohane |, Butte A: Quantifying the relationship
between co-expression, co-regulation and gene function.

BMC Bioinformatics 2004, 5:18.

30. Roche FM, Hokamp K, Acab M, Babiuk LA, Hancock REW, Brinkman
FSL: ProbeLynx: a tool for updating the association of micro-

array probes to genes. Nucl Acids Res 2004, 32:W471-474.

31. Miller NA, Gong Q, Bryan R, Ruvolo M, Turner LA, LaBrie ST: Cross-
hybridization of closely related genes on high-density

macroarrays. Biotechniques 2002, 32:620-625.

32. Xu W, Bak S, Decker A, Paquette SM, Feyereisen R, Galbraith DWV:
Microarray-based analysis of gene expression in very large
gene families: the cytochrome P450 gene superfamily of

Arabidopsis thaliana. Gene 2001, 272:61-74.

33. Evertsz EM, Au-Young J, Ruvolo MV, Lim AC, Reynolds MA: Hybrid-
ization cross-reactivity within homologous gene families on

glass cDNA microarrays. Biotechniques 2001, 31:1182-1192.

34. Cuthbertson BJ, Shepard EF, Chapman RW, Gross PS: Diversity of
the penaeidin antimicrobial peptides in two shrimp species.

Immunogenetics 2002, 54:442 -4445.

35. Eddy S HMMER. 2322003 [http:/hmmer.wustledu/]. , http://

hmmer.wustl.edu/

36. Bateman A, Birney E, Durbin R, Eddy SR, Finn RD, Sonnhammer EL:
Pfam 3.1: 1313 multiple alignments and profile HMMs match

the majority of proteins. Nucl Acids Res 1999, 27:260-262.

37. Bateman A, Coin L, Durbin R, Finn RD, Hollich V, Griffiths-Jones S,
Khanna A, Marshall M, Moxon S, Sonnhammer ELL, Studholme D),
Yeats C, Eddy SR: The Pfam protein families database. Nucl Acids

Res 2004, 32:D138-141.

38. Hancock |JM, Armstrong )S: SIMPLE34: an improved and
enhanced implementation for VAX and Sun computers of
the SIMPLE algorithm for analysis of clustered repetitive
motifs in nucleotide sequences. Comput Appl Biosci 1994,

10:67-70.

39. Altschul SF, Gish W, Miller W, Myers EW, Lipman D): Basic local

alignment search tool. | Mol Biol 1990, 215:403-410.

40. Ashburner M, Ball CA, Blake JA, Botstein D, Butler H, Cherry |M,
Davis AP, Dolinski K, Dwight SS, Eppig JT, Harris MA, Hill DP, Issel-
Tarver L, Kasarskis A, Lewis S, Matese |C, Richardson Je, Ringwald M,
Rubin GM, Sherlock G: Gene Ontology: tool for the unification

of biology. Nature Genetics 2000, 25:25-29.
41. Gene Ontology website [http://www.geneontology.org]
42. mySQL website [http://www.mysqgl.com]

Publish with BioMed Central and every
scientist can read your work free of charge

"BioMed Central will be the most significant development for
disseminating the results of biomedical research in our lifetime."
Sir Paul Nurse, Cancer Research UK
Your research papers will be:
« available free of charge to the entire biomedical community
« peer reviewed and publishedimmediately upon acceptance
« cited in PubMed and archived on PubMed Central

O BioMedcentral

« yours — you keep the copyright

Submit your manuscript here:
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp

Page 13 of 13

(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12559575
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12559575
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12559575
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11472779
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11472779
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11472779
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14961291
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14961291
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14961291
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7495558
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7495558
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7569999
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7569999
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7569999
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12824351
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12824351
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12824351
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12824412
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12824412
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12824412
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12824409
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12824409
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11724738
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11724738
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12724288
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12724288
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11222267
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11222267
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12424113
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12424113
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11847081
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11847081
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7670480
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11808745
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10592205
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10592205
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10592205
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11125077
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11125077
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11125077
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11125101
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11125101
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11125101
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10568753
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10568753
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12651724
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12651724
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12651724
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10508846
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10508846
http://bozeman.mbt.washington.edu/phrap.docs/phrap.html
http://bozeman.mbt.washington.edu/phrap.docs/phrap.html
http://marinegenomics.org
http://marinegenomics.org
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12740579
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12740579
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12740579
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15053845
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15053845
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15215432
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15215432
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11911664
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11911664
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11911664
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11470511
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11470511
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11470511
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11730025
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11730025
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11730025
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12242595
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12242595
http://hmmer.wustl.edu/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9847196
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9847196
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9847196
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7514951
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7514951
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7514951
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2231712
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2231712
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10802651
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10802651
http://www.geneontology.org
http://www.mysql.com
http://www.biomedcentral.com/
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp
http://www.biomedcentral.com/

	Abstract
	Background
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Results
	Sequence diversity index (SDI) measures within-cluster sequence dissimilarity
	Contiguity index (CI) measures the sequence contiguity within clusters
	Unique probe Gene Ontology (GO) index (UPGI) measures functionally how representative the selected probes are
	Sequence diversity plot (SDP) used as an aid to decide how many probes to spot on microarray
	Table 1


	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Methods
	Sequence availability and pre-processing
	Sequence similarity comparison
	Sequence redundancy reduction by cluster analyses
	Two sequence indexes were used to quantify sequence diversity and contiguity within clusters
	Probe selection
	Sequence functional annotation using Gene Ontology (GO) terms
	A functional index to quantify how representative the selected probes are
	Number of probes to retain using the sequence diversity plot (SDP)

	List of abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	References

