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MicroRNAs (miRNAs) are a class of 20–23 nucleotide small RNAs that regulate gene
expression post-transcriptionally in animals and plants. Annotation of miRNAs by the
miRNA database (miRBase) has largely relied on computational approaches. As a result,
many miRBase entries lack experimental validation, and discrepancies between miRBase
annotation and actual miRNA sequences are often observed. In this study, we inte-
grated the small RNA sequencing (smRNA-seq) datasets in Caenorhabditis elegans and
Drosophila melanogaster and devised an analytical pipeline coupled with detailed manual
inspection to curate miRNA annotation systematically in miRBase. Our analysis reveals 19
(17.0%) and 51 (31.3%) miRNAs entries with detectable smRNA-seq reads have mature
sequence discrepancies in C. elegans and D. melanogaster, respectively.These discrepan-
cies frequently occur either for conserved miRNA families whose mature sequences were
predicted according to their homologous counterparts in other species or for miRNAs
whose precursor miRNA (pre-miRNA) hairpins produce an abundance of multiple miRNA
isoforms or variants. Our analysis shows that while Drosophila pre-miRNAs, on average,
produce less than 60% accurate mature miRNA reads in addition to their 5′ and 3′ variant
isoforms, the precision of miRNA processing in C. elegans is much higher, at over 90%.
Based on the revised miRNA sequences, we analyzed expression patterns of the more
conserved (MC) and less conserved (LC) miRNAs and found that, whereas MC miRNAs
are often co-expressed at multiple developmental stages, LC miRNAs tend to be expressed
specifically at fewer stages.
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INTRODUCTION
MicroRNAs (miRNAs) are a class of small RNA molecules that
mediate post-transcriptional regulation of gene expression by
pairing with complementary sites on mRNA transcripts (reviewed
by Carthew and Sontheimer, 2009). The typical size of mature
miRNA sequences ranges from 20 to 23 nucleotides, produced
from precursor miRNAs (pre-miRNAs) containing characteris-
tic hairpin structures. For the past 8 years, the public miRNA
database (miRBase) has been dedicated to collecting and anno-
tating miRNAs for all biological species (Griffiths-Jones, 2004;
Griffiths-Jones et al., 2006, 2008). During the past 2 years, the
total number of registered miRNAs in miRBase has increased
from 6,306 in release 11.0 to 14,197 in the current release 15.0
(http://www.mirbase.org). This dramatic expansion of newly dis-
covered miRNAs is largely a benefit of the adoption of next-
generation high-throughput sequencing technology. Hence, there
are currently three main sources of miRNA collection: experimen-
tally cloned miRNAs with functional validation collected from
the published literature; homologous miRNAs identified from
sequence alignment but lacking experimental verification; and
miRNAs directly captured by small RNA sequencing (smRNA-seq)

platforms. In fact, the majority of miRNA entries recently added
to miRBase have been identified by the latter two methods, which
principally rely on computational predictions of stem-loop struc-
tures for candidate miRNA loci screened from sequence align-
ments or smRNA-seq results (Hofacker et al., 1994). A fundamen-
tal concern raised by miRBase users is the reliability of computa-
tionally predicted miRNAs, especially the accuracy of their mature
sequences. For example, sequence alignment-based prediction is
unable to determine precisely the mature sequences because subtle
differences in one or two nucleotides usually exist between miRNA
homologs. For example, the mature sequence of let-7, a highly
conserved miRNA in animal species, is one nucleotide longer in
Caenorhabditis elegans than in Drosophila melanogaster (Figure S1
in Supplementary Material).

Discrepancies between predicted and actual miRNA sequences
were frequently found among miRNA families containing mul-
tiple members, whose mature sequences may be either identical
(denoted by a numbered suffix) or slightly different (denoted by
a lettered suffix). For instance, according to the miRBase annota-
tion D. melanogaster mir-2a-1 and mir-2a-2 have identical mature
sequences derived from the exact same 27 consecutive nucleotides
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of the miRNA arm from each pre-miRNA sequence. However, the
actual mir-2a-1 and mir-2a-2 mature sequences obtained from
smRNA-seq results were found to be different (reviewed by Liu
et al., 2008). Another critical issue is to define the miRNA arm
(guide strand) and miRNA∗ arm (passenger strand) when a stem-
loop structure for a candidate pre-miRNA is predicted (Ahmed
et al., 2009). In special cases, both miRNA and miRNA∗ strands
are functional (denoted with -5p and -3p based on their loca-
tions in the pre-miRNA), such as mir-iab-4-5p and mir-iab-4-3p
in D. melanogaster. In fact, a potential function of non-degraded
miRNA∗ has recently garnered attention because significantly
enriched miRNA∗ strands for certain miRNAs were found in
association with Ago2 in D. melanogaster (Okamura et al., 2009).

Small RNA sequencing data also present a realistic picture of
how mature miRNAs are processed from a single pre-miRNA hair-
pin, in which a heterogeneous combination of miRNA isoforms
or variants are produced in addition to the accurate miRNA and
miRNA∗ sequences (Langenberger et al., 2009). These include the
three types of observed reads: (1) reads derived from the loop
region of pre-miRNA hairpins; (2) isoform variants of the accu-
rate miRNA and miRNA∗ with positional variations at 5′ and 3′
ends; and (3) miRNA reads containing non-templated nucleotides
at their 3′ ends (Seitz et al., 2008; Langenberger et al., 2009; Ibrahim
et al., 2010). The variety of heterogeneous miRNA isoforms col-
lectively reflects the complexity of the miRNA biogenesis and
metabolism pathways.

The use of high-throughput sequencing provides a way not
only to promptly interrogate miRNA expression and discover new
miRNAs, but also to inspect miRNA processing patterns. Never-
theless, appropriately processing and interpreting the smRNA-seq
data is still a challenge. Because discrepancies between miRBase
and actual miRNA sequences are frequently observed, concerns
have been raised that analysis of miRNA expression patterns might
be biased when using miRBase sequences directly as a reference to
count smRNA-seq reads. Therefore, our primary aim is to develop
a computational pipeline to curate the miRBase annotation sys-
tematically using the integrated smRNA-seq datasets and, upon
careful manual inspection, to rebuild the miRNA expression atlas
for C. elegans and D. melanogaster development.

RESULTS
A SINGLE PRE-miRNA SEQUENCE USUALLY PRODUCES
HETEROGENEOUS miRNA ISOFORMS
The 14th release of miRBase contains 174 and 157 miRNAs in
C. elegans and D. melanogaster, respectively. Based on the mature
miRNA sequences annotated in miRBase, the typical sizes of ani-
mal and plant miRNAs peak at 22- and 21-nt, respectively, while
an equal frequency of 22- and 23-nt miRNAs is observed in C.
elegans. Because authentic miRNAs are usually conserved among
closely related species, we first classified miRNA families into two
groups according to their relative conservation (a method previ-
ously described in Ma et al., 2010). miRNAs that have homologies
outside Hexapoda or Nematoda were termed more conserved
(MC), while those extant only in Hexapoda or Nematoda were
termed less conserved (LC). By this classification, miRBase R14.0
contains 38 MC families and 98 LC families in D. melanogaster
and 11 MC families and 146 LC families in C. elegans.

We integrated the smRNA-seq data produced by the modEN-
CODE consortium (GEO accessions and sample descriptions are
shown in Table S1 in Supplementary Material). In D. melanogaster,
we compiled a dataset covering developmental stages from early
embryos, late embryos, larvae and pupae as well as the bodies and
heads of male and female adults (Chung et al., 2008; Czech et al.,
2008). For C. elegans we used two datasets, one covering different
stages of embryonic development and the other covering the main
developmental stages including mixed embryos, L1–L4 larvae,
adult hermaphrodites and adult males (Kato et al., 2009; Stoeck-
ius et al., 2009). After mapping the smRNA-seq reads to the D.
melanogaster and C. elegans genomes and allowing no mismatches
by seqmap (Jiang and Wong, 2008), we examined the genomic
regions of pre-miRNA sequences and found that a miRNA arm
usually produced various small RNA sequences instead of one
mature miRNA sequence, as is found for let-7 (Figure S1 in
Supplementary Material). For miRNA families whose members
possess identical miRNA arm sequences, such as dme-281-1 and
dme-281-2, their miRNA reads are multiply mapped, and it is dif-
ficult to distinguish their correct original pre-miRNAs (Figure S2
in Supplementary Material).

To give an overall picture of how many miRBase annotated
miRNAs show discrepancies with actual sequencing data, we first
calculated the proportion of smRNA-seq reads with different sizes
that map to pre-miRNA sequences, categorized by the sizes of their
mature miRNA sequences annotated in miRBase (Figure 1A). We
next examined if the size of the most abundant miRNA isoform
from a pre-miRNA was consistent with its miRBase size and found
that 39.6% of miRNAs in the MC group and 35.6% in the LC group
exhibit differences in D. melanogaster. In contrast, in C. elegans
the discrepancy is only 0% in the MC group and 10.9% in the LC
group. In terms of the 5′ nt, 71.1 and 67.5% of the predominant
miRNA isoforms start with U in D. melanogaster and C. elegans,
respectively (Figure 1B).

To exclude the possibility that the observed discrepancies and
miRNA variants are caused by sequencing errors, we exam-
ined if those miRNA variants can be consistently detected in
all samples. We found that these miRNA variants are not only
abundant but also their proportions remain unchanged at dif-
ferent developmental stages. For instance, the top five isoforms
of dme-mir-2a-2 exhibit relatively unchanged proportions, even
though the absolute counts of the five sequences display dif-
ferences of one or two orders of magnitude during Drosophila
development (Figure 1C; Figure S3 in Supplementary Mate-
rial). Additionally, after studying the abundances of 22-, 23-,
and 24-nt isoforms of mir-2a and mir-2b in the 14 samples,
we found that their miRBase annotated miRNA sequences (23-
nt isoforms) were always the lowest at all developmental stages
(Figure S4 in Supplementary Material). This suggests that none
of these four miR-2 members was correctly annotated by miR-
Base, which prompted us to examine the Ago-associated miR-2
isoforms for support. As we expected, while roughly 90% of the
reads inside Ago1 and Ago2 were the 24-nt isoform of dme-mir-2a,
the most abundant isoform of mir-2b inside Ago proteins is 22-nt
long (Figures 1D,E). Because such discrepancies are frequently
observed between the miRBase annotation and actual miRNA
reads, we realized the importance of systematically curating the
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FIGURE 1 | Discrepancies between miRBase annotation and the actual

miRNA sequences obtained from smRNA-seq data. (A) Fractions of
different sizes of smRNA-reads mapped on each pre-miRNA sequence. Each
column represents one miRNA sorted by its size based on miRBase
annotated mature miRNA sequence. (B) Fractions of different 5′ nucleotides

of smRNA-reads mapped on each pre-miRNA sequence. (C) Proportions of
five dme-mir-2a-2 miRNA isoform sequences were consistent in different
developmental stages. (D) The 24-nt dme-mir-2a is the preferential isoform
associated with Ago proteins. (E) The 22-nt dme-mir-2b is the preferential
isoform associated with Ago proteins.

miRBase miRNA sequences and identifying the authentic mature
miRNA isoforms using the combined smRNA-seq datasets.

USING COMBINED smRNA-SEQ DATA TO CURATE miRBase miRNA
SEQUENCES COUPLED WITH NECESSARY MANUAL INSPECTION OF
PRE-miRNA HAIRPIN STRUCTURES
The most common analysis of sequencing-based miRNA expres-
sion profiles relies on miRBase annotation, which directly counts
the smRNA-seq reads that match a reference miRNA sequence
identically. Yet our analysis indicates that existing mistakes in miR-
Base might have biased previous miRNA expression analyses. An
additional complexity is whether miRNA 3′ variants should be
included in them iRNA expression since the 3′ variants possess the

intact 5′ seed regions as well. We therefore sought first to curate
the miRBase miRNA annotation using combined smRNA-seq data
and then to rebuild the miRNA expression profile using revised
miRNA sequences.

To increase the efficiency of analyzing the vast amount of inte-
grated smRNA-seq data, we bypassed genome-wide mapping of
all reads. We first generated all possible 15-mer to 30-mer short
sequences from a given pre-miRNA sequence in miRBase and then
searched for their reads from the combined smRNA-seq datasets.
Simultaneously, the repetitive frequencies in those 15-mer to 30-
mer sequences were indexed by mapping them to the reference
genomes. The output of the search is a full report of all miRNA
isoform sequences arising from each pre-miRNA hairpin, with
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the abundance of smRNA-seq reads and the number of mappable
locations in the genome (exemplified in Figure S2 and Supple-
mentary Material). Usually, the short sequence with the highest
sum of reads is considered the authentic mature miRNA sequence,
while subsidiary sequences with lower sums are defined as isoform
variants. In cases where pre-miRNAs contain identical miRNA
arms, further manual inspection of their hairpin structures was
required. For example, two dme-miR-281 isoforms (5,689 reads
and 1,630 reads) were mapped on both mir-281-1 and mir-281-2
pre-miRNAs, whose miRNA arms are identical but miRNA∗ arms
are different (Figure S2 in Supplementary Material). By matching
the two miR-281 isoforms with the two miR-281∗ sequences, we
found that the isoform with 5,680 reads paired with the mir-281-1∗
sequence to form the correct miRNA/miRNA∗ duplex with a char-
acteristic two-nucleotide overhang at its 3′ ends, while the isoform
with 1,630 reads paired with the mir-281-2∗ sequence (Figure S5
in Supplementary Material). By such means we recognized that
the mature sequences of dme-mir-281-1 and dme-mir-281-2 are

actually not identical, as annotated in miRBase, but have a single
nucleotide shift in their mature sequences. This single nucleotide
variation at the 5′ ends may cause dme-mir-281-1 and dme-mir-
281-2 to target different genes because of the difference in their
seed sequences.

MATURE miRNA SEQUENCES ARE MORE PRECISELY DEFINED IN
C. ELEGANS THAN IN D. MELANOGASTER
Overall our analytical pipeline, coupled with detailed manual
inspection to curate miRBase sequences, led to the identifica-
tion of 51 and 19 miRNAs showing discrepancies with actual
miRNA sequences obtained using combined smRNA-seq data
from D. melanogaster and C. elegans, respectively (based on miR-
Base Release 15.0 in April 2010). In D. melanogaster, the cor-
rected miRNAs consist of 10 entries with inconsistent 5′ ends,
25 entries with inconsistent 3′ ends, and 16 entries with mis-
annotated miRNA and miRNA∗ strands (Figure 2A; Table S2 in
Supplementary Material). In C. elegans, among the 19 miRNAs in

FIGURE 2 | Mature miRNA sequences are more precisely defined in

C. elegans than in D. melanogaster. (A) Three groups of the corrected
miRNAs based on the types of mis-annotated 5′ ends, 3′ ends and the
strands of miRNA and miRNA∗. (B) Box plots of the percentages of exact
miRNA reads, miRNA∗ reads, miRNA 3′ and 5′ variant reads mapped

on the pre-miRNA sequences in D. melanogaster and C. elegans.
(C) Percentages of miRNA, miRNA∗, miRNA 3′ and 5′ variant reads in D.
melanogaster MC and LC miRNAs. (D) Percentages of exact miRNA∗

reads, miRNA∗ 3′ and 5′ variant reads in D. melanogaster and
C. elegans.
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disagreement with miRBase, 2 contained inconsistent 5′ ends, 7
had mis-annotated miRNA and miRNA∗ strands, and the remain-
ing 10 were inconsistent at their 3′ ends (Figure 2A; Table S2 in
Supplementary Material). In fact, among the three types of cor-
rected miRNAs,mis-annotations occurring at 5′ ends and swapped
miRNA and miRNA∗ strands are likely real mistakes that arose
during computational predictions form iRBase annotation. The
third type of discrepancy, namely miRNA with mis-annotated
3′ ends, may partially result from intrinsic miRNA biogenesis
mechanisms such as miRNA remodeling, which involves either
“trimming” or “tailing” (removing or adding nucleotides at the
3′ ends)of mature miRNAs after their loading into Ago1 (Ameres
et al., 2010).

It was recently reported for Drosophila that the 5′ ends of both
miRNA and miRNA∗ sequences are more precisely defined than
their 3′ ends (Seitz et al., 2008). To investigate whether the miRNA
isoforms result from inaccurate Dicer processing or downstream
miRNA remodeling, we compared the proportions of smRNA-
seq reads for miRNAs, miRNA∗ and their corresponding 5′ and
3′ variants in D. melanogaster and C. elegans. In D. melanogaster,
pre-miRNA hairpins on average produced 61% accurate miRNAs,
9.5% miRNA∗s, 25% 3′ variants, and 4.5% 5′ variants (Figure 2B).
In contrast, C. elegans pre-miRNA hairpins produce more accurate
miRNAs, which on average are 86.2% miRNAs, 4.8% miRNA∗s,
7.8% 3′ variants, and 1.2% 5′ variants (Figure 2B). We also com-
pared the proportions of those miRNA isoforms between MC and
LC pre-miRNAs in D. melanogaster, but did not find any signif-
icant differences (Figure 2C). Additionally, we examined if the
5′ ends of miRNA∗s were better determined than their 3′ ends
and found that, while on average 71.3% of reads were accurate
miRNA∗ sequences, 20.7 and 8% were 3′ variants and 5′ variants
of miRNA∗s, respectively (Figure 2D). In C. elegans, the miRNA∗
sequences were well defined with a very small proportion of either
3′ or 5′ variants (Figure 2D).

It is noteworthy that mature miRNA sequences are more pre-
cisely defined in C. elegans than in D. melanogaster, perhaps due to
differences in their miRNA biogenesis pathways. However, because
both miRNA and miRNA∗ strands are more precisely defined at
5′ than at 3′ ends, it is not conclusively evident that production
of miRNA 3′ variants is the result of better recognition by Dicer
at 5′ than at 3′ ends. Nevertheless, the abundant 3′ variants are
more likely produced after release of miRNA/miRNA∗ duplexes
from pre-miRNA hairpins. Therefore, a more reasonable hypoth-
esis is that the excision accuracy of Dicer has no preference for
either 5′ or 3′ ends, but the better defined miRNA 5′ ends are likely
attributable to downstream pathways. First, the identity of the 5′
nucleotide (usually 5′ U) facilitates loading of miRNAs with accu-
rate 5′ ends into Ago1 (Mi et al., 2008; Zhou et al., 2008; Czech
et al., 2009), or alternatively, after the miRNA/miRNA∗ duplexes
disassociate within Ago1, trimming or tailing of mature miRNA
3′ ends contributes to production of miRNA 3′ variants (Ameres
et al., 2010).

DROSOPHILA miR-2 FAMILY MEMBERS CONTAIN DIFFERENT 5′ END
SEED REGIONS
Among the corrected miRNAs, we found that conserved miRNA
families containing multiple members have higher rates of

mis-annotation because the homologous members were usually
identified by sequence alignment. For example, miR-2 is the largest
miRNA family in D. melanogaster with eight members (Table S3 in
Supplementary Material) and is involved in apoptosis regulation
during embryogenesis (Leaman et al., 2005). However, our analysis
showed that none of the eight members was correctly annotated
in miRBase. For the pre-miRNA sequences of dme-mir-2a-1 and
dme-mir-2a-2, two dominant isoforms of 22- and 24-nt (117,209
reads and 114,924 reads, respectively) were both mapped on their
identical miRNA arms, while the reads mapped on miRNA∗ arms
are different (Figure 3A). Manual inspection of the two hairpins
revealed that the 22-nt isoform and mir-2a-1∗ can properly form
a duplex with a 2-nt overhang, while the 24-nt isoform should
pair with mir-2a-2∗ (Figure 3B). We therefore recognized that the
authentic mature miRNAs for dme-mir-2a-1 and dme-mir-2a-2
are the 24- and the 22-nt isoforms, respectively, instead of the
identical 23-nt isoforms annotated in miRBase (Table S2 in Sup-
plementary Material). Our analysis confirmed a similar conclusion
regarding the authentic mature sequences of dme-mir-2a-1 and
dme-mir-2a-2 using a similar method (Liu et al., 2008).

Identification of the authentic dme-mir-2c sequence also
required manual inspection. While the most abundant sequence
(8,370 reads) for mir-2c pre-miRNAs was a 20-nt sequence, the
second most abundant was a 22-nt sequence (3,905 reads). Yet,
if we pair mir-2c∗ (452 reads) with the two sequences to form a
correct duplex, the 22-nt sequence turns out to be the correct mir-
2c sequence, while the 20-nt sequence is actually a 3′ variant of
mir-2a-1 (Figures 3A,B). For the second pair of miR-2 members
sharing identical miRNA arms, namely dme-mir-2b-1 and dme-
mir-2b-2, manual inspection showed that they indeed have the
same mature sequence but are one nucleotide longer than the miR-
Base annotated dme-mir-2b sequences (Figure S6 in Supplemen-
tary Material). The third pair of miR-2 members, dme-mir-13b-1
and dme-mir-13b-2 that have two abundant isoforms (22-nt with
69,880 reads and 23-nt with 85,868 reads) both mapped to iden-
tical miRNA arms. However, only the 22-nt isoform can correctly
form a duplex with mir-13b∗ (Figure S7 in Supplementary Mater-
ial). We hypothesized that the 22-nt sequence might be the original
miR-13b/miR-13b∗ duplex, while the 23-nt isoform with an extra
U might be a product of miRNA tailing, possibly caused by miRNA
3′ end uridylation (Ramachandran and Chen, 2008; Seitz et al.,
2008; Ibrahim et al., 2010). Finally, we found that the miRNA∗
strand of dme-mir-2a-2 exists in relatively equal amounts with the
mir-2a-2 miRNA strand across all developmental stages, which is
the only exception among miR-2 family members (Figure 3C). To
determine if dme-mir-2a-2∗ is functional, we examined its associa-
tion with AGOs. Surprisingly, although both miRNA and miRNA∗
are equally retained in S2 cells, very few mir-2a-2∗ were associated
with Ago1, but a small fraction with Ago2 (Figure 3D).

Thus, the sequence alignment of the revised D. melanogaster
miR-2 family members shows that mir-2a-2 and mir-2c share the
same 7-mer “seed region,” while the remaining miR-2 members
share a different seed sequence (Figure 3E). Based on the corrected
miRNA sequences, we rebuilt the D. melanogaster miR-2 family
expression profile and found that dme-mir-2a-1 is most abundant
during embryonic development when compared to other mem-
bers (Figure 3F). Then, we predicted the targets of mir-2a-1 and
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FIGURE 3 | Correction of dme-miR-2 family needs manual inspection of

their miRNA/miRNA∗ duplexes. (A) The dme-mir-2a-1, dme-mir-2a-2, and
dme-mir-c possess identical miRNA arms, on which the smRNA-seq reads
were multiply mapped. The two numbers in the brackets are the count of
smRNA-seq reads and the count of mapped locations in the genome for each
isoform. (B) For the hairpin structures, we found that the 24-nt mir-2a isoform
paired with mir-2a-1*, the 22-nt mir-2a isoform paired with mir-2a-2*, and
22-nt mir-2c isoform paired with mir-2c∗ to form the correct miRNA/miRNA∗

duplexes with 2-nt overhang at 3′ ends. (C) The proportions of the corrected
miRNA and miRNA∗ strands for each miR-2 member across 14 samples. Each
column represents one sample. The mir-2a-2 is the only exception that have
equal amount of miRNA and miRNA∗ strands across all the samples. (D) Even
mir-2a-2 and mir-2a-2∗ both existed in S2 cells, only the guide strands were
associated with Ago proteins. (E) The alignment of corrected miR-2 family
members. (F) The rebuilt developmental expression profile of D.
melanogaster miR-2 family using the corrected miR-2 family sequences.

Frontiers in Genetics | Genomic Assay Technology May 2011 | Volume 2 | Article 25 | 6

http://www.frontiersin.org/genomic_assay_technology/
http://www.frontiersin.org/genomic_assay_technology/archive


Wang and Liu Computational curation of miRBase annotation by deep sequencing

mir-2a-2 using PITA (Kertesz et al., 2007).The prediction showed
that not only mir-2a-1 and mir-2a-2 have different top target genes
with strong 5′ end pairing, but also mir-2a-2∗ has a target predicted
with strong 17-mer complementarity at its 5′ ends (Figure S8
in Supplementary Material), indicating that mir-2a-2∗ associated
with Ago2 may have a regulatory function in a similar fashion to
siRNAs (Iwasaki et al., 2009).

ANALYSIS OF THE miR-6 FAMILY INDICATES THAT CONSERVED
STRANDS ARE NOT NECESSARILY FUNCTIONAL GUIDE STRANDS
In general, definition of miRNA and miRNA∗ strands is based on
their relative abundances because miRNA strands are retained in
Ago1 but miRNA∗ strands are usually degraded. In our analysis,
we found that another type of error in miRBase is mis-annotated
miRNA and miRNA∗ strands. D. melanogaster miR-6 is a miRNA
family specifically conserved in Hexapoda that has three members
annotated with identical mature sequences in miRBase. However,
our analysis showed very few smRNA-seq reads arising from miR-
Base annotated miRNA arms, but abundant reads produced from
the opposite miRNA∗ arm (Figure 4A). Because the MC strands
are usually assumed to be guide strands, while the LC are passen-
ger strands, we suspected that the miRNA and miRNA∗ strands of
miR-6 were mis-annotated (Figure 4B). Our analysis revealed that
the authentic mir-6-1, mir-6-2, and mir-6-3 miRNA sequences
are actually derived from the LC arms of miR-6 hairpins, which
contained 5′ seed sequences differing at the seventh and eighth
nucleotide (Figure 4A). The rebuilt expression profile based on the
corrected miR-6 sequences shows that the D. melanogaster miR-6
family is specifically expressed in early embryos, but the levels of
dme-mir-6-3 are significantly elevated at 2–6 h (Figure 4C).

Since the dme-miR-6 family is not expressed in S2 cells, we
were unable to examine its preferential association with Ago pro-
teins. Alternatively, we tested whether the revised miR-6 sequences
have any potential to target genes. The target genes of dme-miR-
6-1/-2/-3 were predicted by PITA, and the top sites for each miR-6
member were demonstrated. First, mir-6-1 and mir-6-2 share the
same top target gene (fab1), but localize to different sites of its 3′
UTR (Figure S9 in Supplementary Material). The target site for
mir-6-2 in fab1 exhibits a canonical pattern of miRNA interaction
with its binding site (Figure S9 in Supplementary Material).

Another case showing abundant miRNA∗ reads is D.
melanogaster miR-276a and miR-276b, whose miRNA strands
have a single nucleotide variation but whose miRNA∗ strands
are identical (denoted as miR-276*). While the abundances of
mir-276a and mir-276b are significantly different (431,088 reads
vs. 40,021 reads), the highly abundant miR-276*s (227,920 reads)
were the same for the two pre-miRNAs (Figure 4D). Additionally,
because the variation between miR-276a and miR-276b occurs in
the center, both can pair with miR276∗ to form correct duplexes
with 2-nt overhangs (Figure 4E). However, examining the pro-
portion of mir-276a, mir-276b, and mir-276∗ revealed a dramatic
change during pupal and adult stages, which differs from the miR-
2 family for which the proportion of miRNA and miRNA∗ usually
remains unchanged (Figure 4F). More interestingly, we found that
the mir-276a reads were preferentially associated with Ago1, but
the mir-276∗ reads were only found with Ago2 (Figure 4G). There-
fore, a bold hypothesis is that for the mir-276a hairpin, mir-276a

and miR-276∗ are the respective guide and passenger strands, while
for the mir-276b hairpin the roles of the two strands are likely
reversed.

EXAMINATION OF miR-34 INDICATES THAT PRODUCTION OF miRNA 3′

VARIANTS IS NOT NECESSARILY CAUSED BY TERMINAL MISMATCHES
OF miRNA DUPLEXES
Since miRNA 3′ variants were more frequently observed than 5′
variants, we then focused on explaining the cause of the 3′ vari-
ants. An individual miR-34 family member in D. melanogaster
and C. elegans, whose pre-miRNA hairpin produced numerous 3′
variants, was carefully dissected (Figure 5A). For dme-mir-34 pre-
miRNA, the top two isoforms were the 21-nt (350,667 reads) and
22-nt (148,900 reads) sequences, while the third (24-nt; 102,882
reads) is the miRBase annotated miR-34 sequence. In fact, among
these three most abundant isoforms, only the 24-nt miR-34 can
form the correct duplex with highest abundant miR-34*(79,572
reads). Additionally, when we examined miR-34 in other animal
species, D. melanogaster miR-34 is the only exception whose length
is 24-nt (Figure S10 in Supplementary Material). At first, assum-
ing that the 3′ variants are products of inaccurate Dicer processing,
we wondered if the hairpin structure, especially the terminal mis-
matches at the miR-34/miR-34∗ duplex, influences the accuracy
of cutting by Dicer. We then compared the hairpins for dme-mir-
34 and cel-mir-34. In D. melanogaster, a large bubble was indeed
found at the 3′ end of the miRNA arm, but only the 25th nucleotide
extended into the bubble, while in the C. elegans miR-34 hairpin
the 3′ end of the miRNA arm is two nucleotides away from the
bubble (Figure 5B). Thus, we can hardly conclude that terminal
mismatches of miRNA duplexes cause inaccurate recognition by
Dicer at 3′ ends.

We subsequently examined if miR-34 and its 3′ variants are
co-expressed or expressed at different developmental stages. In D.
melanogaster, all mir-34 isoforms are co-expressed at adult stages,
but the 21-nt isoform of dme-mir-34 is always the most abun-
dant (Figure 5C). In C. elegans, the 21- and 22-nt mir-34 isoforms
are expressed at equivalent levels from embryonic to adult stages,
but the 22-nt isoform is significantly more abundant than its 3′
variant in adult males (Figure 5D). Furthermore, examining the
association of various dme-mir-34 isoforms with Ago proteins
showed that the shorter isoforms of 20- to 22-nt were enriched
with Ago1, while the longer isoforms as well as mir-34∗ were not
found with any Ago proteins even though they are all abundant
in S2 cells (Figure 5E). In fact, our observation of the dominant
21-nt miR-34 isoform might be explained by a recent hypothesis
that the 24-nt miR-34/miR-34∗ duplex is originally produced by
Dicer, but after loading into Ago1, three nucleotides are trimmed
from the 3′ end of the 24-nt miR-34 (Ameres et al., 2010).

ANALYSIS OF miRNAS CONTAINING NON-TEMPLATED NUCLEOTIDE
EXTENSION
Another class of miRNA variants found in the smRNA-seq reads
that are unable to be perfectly mapped in the genome are miRNAs
containing non-templated nucleotides. In plants, the extended
non-templated nucleotides are usually one or two Us occurring
at miRNA 3′ ends, which is thought to be the result of uridylation
that subsequently triggers degradation of dysfunctional miRNAs

www.frontiersin.org May 2011 | Volume 2 | Article 25 | 7

www.frontiersin.org
http://www.frontiersin.org/genomic_assay_technology/archive


Wang and Liu Computational curation of miRBase annotation by deep sequencing

FIGURE 4 | Correction of miR-6 family demonstrates the mis-annotated

miRNA and miRNA∗ strands. (A) The corrected D. melanogaster miR-6
family sequences (red). The miRBase annotated miR-6 mature sequence is
actually the miRNA∗ sequence (green).The corrected miR-6 members have
distinct 5′ seed sequences differing at seventh and eighth nucleotides. (B)

The hairpin structures of the three members of dme-miR-6 family show the
miRNA∗ strands are conserved. (C) The expression profile rebuilt based on

corrected mature sequences of miR-6 family. (D) The dme-mir-276a and 276b
contain identical miRNA∗ arms but different miRNA arms with one nucleotide
variation (marked by blue rectangles). (E) Hairpin structures of dme-mir-276a
and 276b with highlighted miRNA∗ arm and miRNA arm. (F) Expression
abundance of dme-mir-276a, mir-276b, and their passenger strand mir-276∗ in
Drosophila development. (G) Mir-276∗ are preferentially associated with Ago2,
while higher proportion of mir-276a was found in Ago1.
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FIGURE 5 |The 24-nt dme-miR-34 isoform is probably remodeled to

shorter isoforms after its loading to Ago1. (A) The miR-34 pre-miRNA
produces huge amount of miR-34 isoforms in D. melanogaster, and the
24-nt isoform is the miRBase annotated mature sequence. (B) The hairpin
structure of dme-mir-34 shows that only the 24-nt isoform can form the

correct duplex with miR-34*. (C) The miR-34 isoforms co-express during
D. melanogaster development, but the 21-nt isoform is the highest one.
(D) The expression patterns of two miR-34 isoforms in C. elegans are not
significantly different. (E) Only 20- to 22-nt dme-mir-34 isoforms are
associated with Ago proteins.

(Ramachandran and Chen, 2008; Ibrahim et al., 2010). In ani-
mals, uridylation of pre-miRNAs and mature miRNAs is reported
to be a pathway for attenuating post-transcriptional repression
(Heo et al., 2008; Jones et al., 2009). High-throughput smRNA-
seq analysis also discovered the universal existence of miRNAs

with non-templated nucleotides in C. elegans and D. melanogaster
(Ruby et al., 2006; Seitz et al., 2008).

Inspired by those findings, we recycled the unmapped reads
to identify miRNAs containing non-templated 3′ end nucleotides,
such as miR-1 in D. melanogaster and C. elegans (Figure 6A). The
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FIGURE 6 | U and A are the preferential non-templated nucleotides

added to mature miRNAs. (A) Both D. melanogaster and C. elegans
miR-1 miRNAs contain non-templated nucleotide (marked in blue)
extension at 3′ end. The frequency of the four types of 5′ and 3′ nucleotides
based on corrected authentic miRNA sequences in D. melanogaster

(B) and C. elegans (C). Frequency of the extended non-templated
nucleotide based on the type of the last nucleotide (denoted by a red
rectangle in miR-1 example) and the following nucleotide (denoted
by a blue rectangle in miR-1 example) in D. melanogaster (D) and in
C. elegans (E).

non-templated nucleotide was not seemingly caused by sequenc-
ing mistakes because the smRNA-seq reads for miR-1 with an
additional U (10,940 reads) or A (5,164 reads) were significantly
more abundant than those with an additional G (176 reads) or
a longer dme-mir-1 variant with 3′ C (413 reads; Figure 6A).
We were then interested in examining if the last and following
nucleotide of mature miRNAs influence the preferential type of the
extended non-templated nucleotide. We first checked the distrib-
ution of miRNA 5′ and 3′ end nucleotides based on our corrected

mature miRNA sequences. The frequencies of the four nucleotides
at 5′ and 3′ ends are very similar between D. melanogaster and
C. elegans; 70% of the miRNAs begin with a U at their 5′ end
and on average 66% begin with either U or A at their 3′ end
(Figures 6B,C).

We then examined the correlation between the last nucleotide
type and the non-templated nucleotides. In D. melanogaster, there
is no significant difference in terms of adding a non-templated A
when the last nucleotide is any of the four nucleotides, but when
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the last nucleotide is U, a higher chance of adding U was observed
(Figure 6D). We then examined if the following nucleotide at the 3′
end might influence the type of added, non-templated nucleotide
because the extended identical nucleotide might not be distin-
guishable if it has the same sequence as the miRNA variants. Our
analysis showed that if the following nucleotide is U, it has a higher
chance to add an A, while if it is G the chance of adding a U is higher
than adding an A (Figure 6D). In C. elegans, a similar analysis
showed that U is always the dominant nucleotide to be added to
miRNA 3′ ends, and the secondary preference is A (Figure 6E).
Overall, C. elegans miRNAs have a higher trend toward adding
non-templated U (64%) than A (32%), while in D. melanogaster
the rate of non-templated A (51%) is slightly higher than U (42%;
Figure S11 in Supplementary Material).

MORE CONSERVED miRNAs TEND TO BE CO-EXPRESSED AT MULTIPLE
DEVELOPMENTAL STAGES IN D. MELANOGASTER IN CONTRAST TO
LESS CONSERVED miRNAs
Our previous analysis shows that MC and LC miRNAs have no
significant differences in terms of precision at the 5′ and 3′ ends of
miRNA processing. We then wondered if any difference might
exist in their expression patterns using the corrected miRNA
sequences. Because it has been reported that MC miRNAs are
usually expressed at higher abundance in plants, but LC miRNAs
are usually transiently expressed (Fahlgren et al., 2010; Ma et al.,
2010),we first examined the absolute expression levels of MC and
LC miRNAs at mixed embryonic stages of D. melanogaster and C.
elegans. We found that all MC miRNAs were expressed at least at
minimum levels during embryonic stages, while many LC miR-
NAs were not detectable, even though the absolute expression
levels are not significantly different between MC and LC miRNAs
(Figure 7A). We next examined if MC and LC miRNAs are differ-
entially expressed during D. melanogaster development. We first
calculated cumulative percentages of MC and LC miRNAs with at
least 100 reads (minimum expression level) in several developmen-
tal samples. Interestingly, we found nearly 80% of MC miRNAs
are co-expressed during at least 11 developmental stages, while the
same proportion of LC miRNAs are co-expressed during at least
four developmental stages (Figure 7B). The heat maps of miRNA
absolute expression levels and the binary expression statuses also
illustrated the trend that MC miRNAs are prone to be co-expressed
at most developmental stages but LC miRNAs tend to be specif-
ically expressed at certain stages (Figures 7C,D). In C. elegans,
for which 10 of 11 MC miRNAs showed obvious co-expression
at multiple developmental stages, we did not observe significant
developmentally specific expression patterns among LC miRNAs
(Figure S12 in Supplementary Material).

Finally,we compared genes targeted by D. melanogaster MC and
LC miRNAs with a stringent cutoff (−20 kJ/mol) for the interac-
tion energy between miRNAs and target sites as predicted by PITA
(Kertesz et al., 2007). Interestingly, we found that MC miRNA
families target more genes than LC miRNAs, and MC miRNA tar-
gets contain 2.9 sites on average, while LC miRNA targets contain
1.7 sites on average (Figure 7E). Furthermore, only 20% of genes
are commonly targeted by MC and LC miRNAs (Figure 7F). Our
analysis indicates that expression of the more ancient, conserved

miRNAs spans most developmental stages to establish tissue iden-
tity, while evolutionarily young miRNAs are usually expressed
transiently and target fewer genes (Christodoulou et al., 2010;
Fahlgren et al., 2010; Ma et al., 2010).

MATERIALS AND METHODS
SMALL RNA SEQUENCING DATASETS
A full list of the D. melanogaster and C. elegans smRNA-seq
datasets produced by the modENCODE project with GEO acces-
sion is provided in Table S1 in Supplementary Material. The
adaptor-trimmed smRNA-seq reads were assigned unique IDs and
numbers being sequenced. Each dataset for a sample was con-
verted into the FASTA format and is accessible from our website
at http://liulab.dfci.harvard.edu/miRNA.

THE ANALYTICAL PIPELINE TO IDENTIFY AUTHENTIC miRNA MATURE
SEQUENCES
The D. melanogaster and C. elegans miRNA hairpin sequences were
downloaded from http://miRBase.org. Because analysis of miR-
NAs requires perfect matches to the reference genome,we therefore
adopted an alternative way to increase speed and efficiency. First,
for each hairpin sequence we generated all possible 15- to 30-
nt short sequences and mapped them to the D. melanogaster
and C. elegans reference genome sequences by bowtie (Lang-
mead et al., 2009) to index their genome-wide repeat frequency.
We then searched the 15- to 30-nt short sequences generated
against the smRNA-seq FASTA files and calculated the sum of
the smRNA-reads counted from all samples. Hence, for each pre-
miRNA sequence, we output a full report of the miRBase anno-
tated miRNA and miRNA∗ sequences, the actual miRNA sequence
and the corresponding variant isoform sequences derived from the
miRNA and miRNA∗ arms. The isoform with the highest sum of
smRNA-seq reads was considered the authentic mature miRNA
sequence, while subsidiary isoforms were considered 5′ or 3′ end
variants. The smRNA-seq reads located opposite the identified
miRNA arm were considered miRNA∗s.

CURATION OF THE miRBASE ANNOTATION AND REBUILDING THE
miRNA EXPRESSION PROFILE
As illustrated by the analysis of the miR-2 and miR-6 families,
the sum of the smRNA-seq read counts is not sufficient for iden-
tifying correct miRNA sequences. After excluding any potential
influence from the index of repeat frequency, we utilized RNA fold
to predict hairpin structures of ambiguous miRNA precursors and
then matched miRNA and miRNA∗ sequences with smRNA-seq
reads of highest abundance to identify the duplex with a 2-nt
overhang. Based on the structural information for the correct
miRNA/miRNA∗ duplex, we finally determined the correct form
of the mature miRNA sequences.

Based on the corrected miRNA sequences, we rebuilt the
miRNA expression profiles during D. melanogaster and C. ele-
gans development after normalizing the absolute smRNA-seq read
counts to 4 million for each sample. Due to the latest update of
miRBase in April 2010, we applied our pipeline to the 15th release
of miRBase and the corresponding results are accessible from our
website at http://liulab.dfci.harvard.edu/miRNA.
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FIGURE 7 |The more conserved miRNAs tend to co-express in

multiple developmental stages. (A) Absolute expression abundance
of MC and LC miRNA families in D. melanogaster and C. elegans
mixed embryo samples. Each spot is a miRNA. (B) The cumulative fraction
of D. melanogaster MC and LC miRNA families in the number of
developmental stages. (C) The heat map of D. melanogaster MC and LC
miRNA families across different developmental stages. The absolute

miRNA expression abundances were normalized. (D) The binary
expression status of D. melanogaster MC and LC miRNA families across
different developmental stages. (E) The MC miRNAs in D. melanogaster have
more predicted target sites than LC miRNAs. In this analysis, we selected the
top 30 MC and top 30 LC miRNAs whose abundances are over 1,000
smRNA-seq reads. (F) Only 20% of the total targets of MC and LC miRNAs
are overlapped.
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DISCUSSION
As part of the Analysis Working Group (AWG) of the modEN-
CODE consortium, we integrated and reanalyzed the smRNA-
seq data for D. melanogaster and C. elegans. Using the com-
bined smRNA-seq dataset, we systematically curated the miRBase
miRNA annotation and rebuilt unbiased miRNA expression pro-
files for D. melanogaster and C. elegans. We provide two sets of
miRNA expression profiles calculated in two ways: first, the expres-
sion level for each miRNA is the smRNA-seq read abundance for
the corrected mature sequence itself; second, the expression level
is the sum of both the mature sequence and its 3′ variants derived
from the corrected miRNA arm. Abundances were normalized
to the standard sequencing productivity of 4 million reads per
sample. The corrected miRNA sequences and recalculated expres-
sion abundances are available for download from our website at
http://liulab.dfci.harvard.edu/miRNA.

Through our efforts to curate miRNA annotation in C. ele-
gans and D. melanogaster, the importance of global verification
for miRBase annotation in all organisms using smRNA-seq data
is highlighted for the miRNA community. Because curation of
miRNA sequences require both computational analysis of large
smRNA-seq datasets and manual inspection of pre-miRNA hair-
pin structures, it is necessary to develop a more automatic and
efficient platform to minimize human efforts. The platform should

integrate the smRNA-seq analysis pipeline, RNA structure visu-
alization and miRNA target prediction tools and will be imple-
mented as a flexible interface so that users may customize their
own analysis for different species and submit feedback to miR-
Base in real-time if mis-annotated miRNAs are found. In addition,
the complexity of miRNA biogenesis and metabolism pathways
necessitated incorporation of smRNA-seq information with miR-
Base miRNA sequence annotation to satisfy the broader research
interests in the miRNA community.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
We thank Dr. Frank Slack and Dr. Masaomi Katoat, Yale Univer-
sity for providing access to the processed small RNA sequencing
data in C. elegans. We thank the members in the laboratories of
Weng and Zamore at UMASS Medical School for helpful dis-
cussion and suggestion. Dr. Xiangfeng Wang is a research fellow
supported by Sloan Research Fellowship. This work is supported
by the modENCODE grant U01-HG004270 and RC2-HG005639.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL
The Supplementary Material for this article can be found online at
http://www.frontiersin.org/Genomic_Assay_Technology/10.3389
/fgene.2011.00025/abstract

REFERENCES
Ahmed, F., Ansari, H., and Raghava, G.

(2009). Prediction of guide strand of
microRNAs from its sequence and
secondary structure. BMC Bioinfor-
matics 10, 105. doi: 10.1186/1471-
2105-10-105

Ameres, S. L., Horwich, M. D., Hung,
J. H., Xu, J., Ghildiyal, M., Weng,
Z., and Zamore, P. D. (2010). Target
RNA-directed trimming and tailing
of small silencing RNAs. Science 328,
1534–1539.

Carthew, R. W., and Sontheimer, E.
J. (2009). Origins and mechanisms
of miRNAs and siRNAs. Cell 136,
642–655.

Christodoulou, F., Raible, F., Tomer, R.,
Simakov, O., Trachana, K., Klaus, S.,
Snyman, H., Hannon, G. J., Bork,
P., and Arendt, D. (2010). Ancient
animal microRNAs and the evolu-
tion of tissue identity. Nature 463,
1084–1088.

Chung, W. J., Okamura, K., Martin,
R., and Lai, E. C. (2008). Endoge-
nous RNA interference provides a
somatic defense against Drosophila
transposons. Curr. Biol. 18, 795–802.

Czech, B., Malone, C. D., Zhou, R., Stark,
A., Schlingeheyde, C., Dus, M., Per-
rimon, N., Kellis, M., Wohlschlegel,
J. A., Sachidanandam, R., Hannon,
G. J., and Brennecke, J. (2008). An
endogenous small interfering RNA
pathway in Drosophila. Nature 453,
798–802.

Czech, B., Zhou, R., Erlich, Y., Bren-
necke, J., Binari, R., Villalta, C., Gor-
don, A., Perrimon, N., and Han-
non, G. J. (2009). Hierarchical rules
for Argonaute loading in Drosophila.
Mol. Cell 36, 445–456.

Fahlgren, N., Jogdeo, S., Kasschau, K.
D., Sullivan, C. M., Chapman, E. J.,
Laubinger, S., Smith, L. M., Dasenko,
M., Givan, S. A., Weigel, D., and
Carrington, J. C. (2010). MicroRNA
gene evolution in Arabidopsis lyrata
and Arabidopsis thaliana. Plant Cell
22, 1074–1089.

Griffiths-Jones, S. (2004). The
microRNA Registry. Nucleic Acids
Res. 32, D109–D111.

Griffiths-Jones, S., Grocock, R. J., van
Dongen, S., Bateman, A., and
Enright, A. J. (2006). miRBase:
microRNA sequences, targets and
gene nomenclature. Nucleic Acids
Res. 34, D140–D144.

Griffiths-Jones, S., Saini, H. K., van
Dongen, S., and Enright,A. J. (2008).
miRBase: tools for microRNA
genomics. Nucleic Acids Res. 36,
D154–D158.

Heo, I., Joo, C., Cho, J., Ha, M., Han, J.,
and Kim, V. N. (2008). Lin28 medi-
ates the terminal uridylation of let-7
precursor microRNA. Mol. Cell 32,
276–284.

Hofacker, I. L., Fontana, W., Stadler,
P. F., Bonhoeffer, S. L., Tacker, M.,
and Schuster, P. (1994). Fast folding
and comparison of RNS secondary

structures. Monatsh. Chem. 125,
167–188.

Ibrahim, F., Rymarquis, L. A., Kim, E.-J.,
Becker, J., Balassa, E., Green, P. J.,
and Cerutti, H. (2010). Uridylation
of mature miRNAs and siRNAs
by the MUT68 nucleotidyl-
transferase promotes their
degradation in Chlamydomonas.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 107,
3906–3911.

Iwasaki, S., Kawamata, T., and Tomari,
Y. (2009). Drosophila argonaute1
and argonaute2 employ distinct
mechanisms for translational
repression. Mol. Cell 34, 58–67.

Jiang, H., and Wong, W. H. (2008).
Seqmap: mapping massive amount
of oligonucleotides to the genome.
Bioinformatics 24, 2395–2396.

Jones, M. R., Quinton, L. J., Blahna, M.
T., Neilson, J. R., Fu, S., Ivanov, A.
R., Wolf, D. A., and Mizgerd, J. P.
(2009). Zcchc11-dependent uridyla-
tion of microRNA directs cytokine
expression. Nat. Cell Biol. 11,
1157–1163.

Kato, M., de Lencastre, A., Pincus,
Z., and Slack, F. (2009). Dynamic
expression of small non-coding
RNAs, including novel microR-
NAs and piRNAs/21U-RNAs, dur-
ing Caenorhabditis elegans develop-
ment. Genome Biol. 10, R54.

Kertesz, M., Iovino, N., Unnerstall, U.,
Gaul, U., and Segal, E. (2007). The
role of site accessibility in microRNA

target recognition. Nat. Genet. 39,
1278–1284.

Langenberger, D., Bermudez-Santana,
C., Hertel, J., Hoffmann, S.,
Khaitovich, P., and Stadler, P.
F. (2009). Evidence for human
microRNA-offset RNAs in
small RNA sequencing data.
Bioinformatics 25, 2298–2301.

Langmead, B., Trapnell, C., Pop, M.,
and Salzberg, S. (2009). Ultrafast
and memory-efficient alignment of
short DNA sequences to the human
genome. Genome Biol. 10, R25.

Leaman, D., Chen, P. Y., Fak, J., Yal-
cin, A., Pearce, M., Unnerstall, U.,
Marks, D. S., Sander, C., Tuschl,
T., and Gaul, U. (2005). Antisense-
mediated depletion reveals essential
and specific functions of microRNAs
in Drosophila development. Cell 121,
1097–1108.

Liu, N., Okamura, K., Tyler, D. M.,
Phillips, M. D., Chung, W.-J., and
Lai, E. C. (2008). The evolution
and functional diversification of ani-
mal microRNA genes. Cell Res. 18,
985–996.

Ma, Z., Coruh, C., and Axtell, M.
J. (2010). Arabidopsis lyrata small
RNAs: transient MIRNA and small
interfering RNA loci within the
Arabidopsis genus. Plant Cell 22,
1090–1103.

Mi, S., Cai, T., Hu, Y., Chen, Y., Hodges,
E., Ni, F., Wu, L., Li, S., Zhou, H.,
Long, C., Chen, S., Hannon, G. J.,

www.frontiersin.org May 2011 | Volume 2 | Article 25 | 13

www.frontiersin.org
http://www.frontiersin.org/genomic_assay_technology/archive
http://www.frontiersin.org/genomic_assay_technology/10.3389/fgene.2011.00025/abstract


Wang and Liu Computational curation of miRBase annotation by deep sequencing

and Qi, Y. (2008). Sorting of small
RNAs into Arabidopsis argonaute
complexes is directed by the 5+ ter-
minal nucleotide. Cell 133, 116–127.

Okamura, K., Liu, N., and Lai, E.
C. (2009). Distinct mechanisms
for microRNA strand selection by
Drosophila Argonautes. Mol. Cell 36,
431–444.

Ramachandran, V., and Chen, X.
(2008). Small RNA metabolism in
Arabidopsis. Trends Plant Sci. 13,
368–374.

Ruby, J. G., Jan, C., Player, C., Axtell,
M. J., Lee, W., Nusbaum, C., Ge, H.,
and Bartel, D. P. (2006). Large-scale
sequencing reveals 21U-RNAs and

additional microRNAs and endoge-
nous siRNAs in C. elegans. Cell 127,
1193–1207.

Seitz, H., Ghildiyal, M., and Zamore,
P. D. (2008). Argonaute loading imp-
roves the 5+ precision of both mic-
roRNAs and their miRNA∗ strands
in flies. Curr. Biol. 18, 147–151.

Stoeckius,M.,Maaskola, J.,Colombo,T.,
Rahn, H.-P., Friedlander, M. R., Li,
N., Chen, W., Piano, F., and Rajew-
sky, N. (2009). Large-scale sorting
of C. elegans embryos reveals the
dynamics of small RNA expression.
Nat. Methods 6, 745–751.

Zhou, R., Hotta, I., Denli, A. M.,
Hong, P., Perrimon, N., and Hannon,

G. J. (2008). Comparative analysis
of argonaute-dependent small RNA
pathways in Drosophila. Mol. Cell 32,
592–599.

Conflict of Interest Statement: The
authors declare that the research was
conducted in the absence of any com-
mercial or financial relationships that
could be construed as a potential con-
flict of interest.

Received: 09 April 2011; paper pend-
ing published: 30 April 2011; accepted:
16 May 2011; published online: 26 May
2011.

Citation: Wang X and Liu XS (2011)
Systematic curation of miRBase annota-
tion using integrated small RNA high-
throughput sequencing data for C. elegans
and Drosophila. Front. Gene. 2:25. doi:
10.3389/fgene.2011.00025
This article was submitted to Frontiers in
Genomic Assay Technology, a specialty of
Frontiers in Genetics.
Copyright © 2011 Wang and Liu. This is
an open-access article subject to a non-
exclusive license between the authors and
Frontiers Media SA, which permits use,
distribution and reproduction in other
forums, provided the original authors and
source are credited and other Frontiers
conditions are complied with.

Frontiers in Genetics | Genomic Assay Technology May 2011 | Volume 2 | Article 25 | 14

http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fgene.2011.00025
http://www.frontiersin.org/genomic_assay_technology/
http://www.frontiersin.org/genomic_assay_technology/archive

	Systematic curation of miRBase annotation usingintegrated small RNA high-throughput sequencing datafor C. elegans and Drosophila
	INTRODUCTION
	RESULTS
	A SINGLE PRE-miRNA SEQUENCE USUALLY PRODUCESHETEROGENEOUS miRNA ISOFORMS
	USING COMBINED smRNA-SEQ DATA TO CURATE miRBase miRNASEQUENCES COUPLED WITH NECESSARY MANUAL INSPECTION OFPRE-miRNA HAIRPIN STRUCTURES
	MATURE miRNA SEQUENCES ARE MORE PRECISELY DEFINED INC. ELEGANS THAN IN D. MELANOGASTER
	DROSOPHILA miR-2 FAMILY MEMBERS CONTAIN DIFFERENT 5� ENDSEED REGIONS
	ANALYSIS OF THE miR-6 FAMILY INDICATES THAT CONSERVEDSTRANDS ARE NOT NECESSARILY FUNCTIONAL GUIDE STRANDS
	EXAMINATION OF miR-34 INDICATES THAT PRODUCTION OF miRNA 3�VARIANTS IS NOT NECESSARILY CAUSED BY TERMINAL MISMATCHESOF miRNA DUPLEXES
	ANALYSIS OF miRNAS CONTAINING NON-TEMPLATED NUCLEOTIDEEXTENSION
	MORE CONSERVED miRNAs TEND TO BE CO-EXPRESSED AT MULTIPLEDEVELOPMENTAL STAGES IN D. MELANOGASTER IN CONTRAST TOLESS CONSERVED miRNAs

	MATERIALS AND METHODS
	SMALL RNA SEQUENCING DATASETS
	THE ANALYTICAL PIPELINE TO IDENTIFY AUTHENTIC miRNA MATURESEQUENCES
	CURATION OF THE miRBASE ANNOTATION AND REBUILDING THEmiRNA EXPRESSION PROFILE

	DISCUSSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL
	REFERENCES



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /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 /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /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 false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages false
  /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 false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages false
  /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 false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages false
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /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

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /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 <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /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 [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


