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Abstract
Eukaryotic genomes are packed into chromatin, whose basic repeating unit is the nucleosome. Nucleosome positioning is a
widely researched area. A common experimental procedure to determine nucleosome positions involves the use of
micrococcal nuclease (MNase). Here, we show that the cutting preference of MNase in combination with size selection
generates a sequence-dependent bias in the resulting fragments. This strongly affects nucleosome positioning data and
especially sequence-dependent models for nucleosome positioning. As a consequence we see a need to re-evaluate
whether the DNA sequence is a major determinant of nucleosome positioning in vivo. More generally, our results show that
data generated after MNase digestion of chromatin requires a matched control experiment in order to determine
nucleosome positions.
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of naked DNA [10,11,12,13]. In recent genome-wide studies on
nucleosome positioning the paradigm shifted from the identification of nucleosomal DNA fragments directly by means of a
reduced cutting frequency to a more indirect one that measured
the abundance of recovered nucleosome sized DNA fragments
by microarrays [14,15,16,17,18,19] or by deep sequencing
[20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,28].
These studies provide rich datasets to unravel the determinants
of nucleosome positioning (reviewed in [3,29]). For example, it has
been found that nucleosome positions depend on the action of
ATP-dependent remodeling complexes [18], the binding of
transcription factors [20,30], RNA-polymerase [27,31]. Moreover,
it has been found that budding yeast nucleosome occupancies
measured in vivo by deep sequencing are accurately predictable
using the genomic sequence only, indicating that the DNA
sequence plays a major role in positioning nucleosomes in vivo [23].
Recently, the important role of the DNA sequence in
nucleosome positioning has been called into question. It has been
found that fission yeast utilizes different sequence-dependent
positioning rules than budding yeast [15], a finding which is not
compatible with the notion of a general (eukaryotic) nucleosome
positioning code. Moreover, it has been argued that the number of
recovered DNA fragments is not necessarily proportional to the
nucleosome occupancy due to systematic errors introduced by the
MNase digestion and/or the deep sequencing [32,33]. Here, we
will assess the impact of MNase digestion on the number of DNA
fragments by measuring the abundance of DNA fragments
recovered after MNase digestion of naked DNA and size selection
of ,150 base pair fragments. We will show that the resulting

Introduction
The genomes of eukaryotic organisms are packaged into
chromatin, whose basic repeating unit is the nucleosome [1].
The nucleosome forms by the association of two copies each of the
four core histones, H2A, H2B, H3 and H4 forming the histone
octamer and ,147 base pairs of DNA. The DNA adopts a flat left
handed superhelix with ,1.65 turns around the histone octamer
[2]. All processes acting with and on the DNA are taking place in a
chromatinized environment. For example, the histone octamer
competes with transcription factors for access to the DNA,
suggesting that the positioning of nucleosomes relative to cisregulatory sequences plays a major role in transcriptional
regulation. Thus, ‘‘Unraveling the rules and factors that determine
how nucleosomes are positioned and how they influence gene
activity and evolution is one of the central questions in biology
today.’’ [3]
Key to answer these questions is the identification of
nucleosome positions on a genome wide scale. A common
experimental approach to identify nucleosome positions involves
the use of Micrococcal nuclease (MNase). MNase preferentially
cuts linker DNA connecting two nucleosomes, while the
nucleosomal DNA is at least partially protected against MNase
digestion [4,5]. Given these properties, MNase has been used to
map nucleosomes on a small scale by the indirect labeling
approach [6,7]. However, MNase cuts DNA in a sequencedependent manner [8,9], suggesting that the cutting frequency can
vary even in the absence of a nucleosome. To control for this
feature of MNase subsequent studies included a control digestion
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Figure 1. The GC content in 147 base pair windows is strongly
correlated to nucleosome occupancy. Density plot comparison
between the normalized centered GC content in 147 base pair windows
(x axis) and (A) the in vitro reconstituted, (B) the in vivo (YPD) and (C)
the predicted nucleosome map (y axis). The color of each point
represents the density of base pairs mapping to it, where the densitycolor relationship is shown at the right of each plot. The Pearson
correlation coefficients r between the data sets is indicated.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0015754.g001

coverage profile is very similar to the one obtained by digesting
chromatin, suggesting that MNase digestion and the size selection
indeed leads to a systematic measurements bias, which explains
both the high correlation between in vitro and in vivo nucleosome
occupancy profiles and the good predictive power of the
computational model.

Results and Discussion
Nucleosomal DNA sequences tend to be enriched in GC base
pairs, implying that GC-richness promotes nucleosome formation
[34,35,36]. Accordingly, the log2 transformed and normalized
GC-content within 147 base pairs correlates with the in vitro
reconstituted (Pearson correlation r = 0.80), in vivo (r = 0.64), and
predicted nucleosome occupancies (r = 0.89; Figure 1), implying
that the GC content is a major nucleosome positioning
determinant and contributes significantly to the prediction.
However, MNase cuts almost exclusively at AT base pairs [8,9]
and is able to cut nucleosomal DNA [4,37]. We hypothesized that
the size selection step prior to end-sequencing might enrich for
GC-rich DNA fragments, because those have a lower probability
of internal cuts (and vice versa AT-rich DNA fragments might be
depleted due to their higher probability of internal cuts). To test
whether the use of MNase combined with the size-selection biases
the measured nucleosome positions, we digested naked yeast DNA
with MNase, size-selected ,150 bp fragments and deep sequenced one of the two ends of the recovered fragments (see
Materials and Methods for details).
An exemplary region is shown in Figure 2. The three profiles
are similar but not identical. It can be seen that whenever the
coverage in the naked DNA digestion profile is very low (or very
high), the corresponding in vitro and in vivo profiles are very low (or
very high) as well. For example, the in vivo occupancy profile
(shown in blue) has a very pronounced peak in the vicinity of the
start codon of YAL053W (marked with an arrow in Figure 2),
which presumably corresponds to the +1 nucleosome immediately
downstream of the transcriptional start site of this gene. A similar
peak can be seen in the in vitro (shown in green) as well as the naked
DNA digestion profile (shown in gray), suggesting that the high
occupancy is at least in part due to systematic measurement biases.
In line with the idea that the experimental procedure leads to an
enrichment of GC-rich sequences, there is also a peak in the GCcontent (shown in black) centered on the +1 nucleosome of
YAL053W. Upstream of the +1 nucleosome, there is a nucleosome
depleted region in the in vivo and in vitro profile (marked with a gray
box in Figure 2). The same region also shows low coverage in the
naked DNA digestion profile accompanied with AT-richness (or
GC depletion), suggesting that the apparent nucleosome depletion
measured both in vivo an in vitro can at least in part be explained by
the sequence preferences of MNase in conjunction with the size
selection step.
In order to get a systematic measure of similarity genome wide,
we calculated the Pearson correlation coefficient r between the
different profiles (after taking the binary logarithm). This analysis
shows that the resulting log2 transformed and normalized coverage
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org

2

December 2010 | Volume 5 | Issue 12 | e15754

Micrococcal Nuclease and Nucleosome Positioning

Figure 2. Exemplary profiles in a region of chromosome I. Shown is an exemplary region (40,000 to 50,000 base pairs) of chromosome I of S.
cerevisiae. The blue boxes mark the open reading frames of annotated genes, where the direction of the arrowheads correspond to the direction of
transcription. The profiles of the in vivo (blue), in vitro (green) and the MNase digestion of naked DNA (gray) are shown underneath. The y axes of
these profiles correspond to the nucleosome occupancy/coverage per base pair normalized by dividing by the genome wide average. The dashed
line at 1.0 therefore corresponds therefore to the genome wide average. The last track shows the GC-content (black) in percent in 147 base pair
windows centered around the central base pair. The arrow indicates the presumable +1 nucleosome of YAL053W and the gray box marks the
nucleosome depleted region immediately upstream (see Text for details).
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0015754.g002

Our results, suggest that MNase digestion together with size
selection leads to an enrichment of GC-rich and a depletion of
AT-rich sequences. In line with this interpretation of our result it
was found that sequence signatures associated with nucleosomes
are also recovered upon considering control data in which
genomic DNA was either sonicated or digested with MNase in
the absence of nucleosomes (see http://arxiv.org/abs/1003.4044).
Another study revealed that the depletion of nucleosomes at the 39
termini of genes seen in MNase dependent experiments cannot be
reproduced by a MNase-independent approach [39]. 39 termini of
genes are AT-rich, suggesting that the depletion of nucleosomes
seen in MNase dependent experiments are likely to be the
consequence of the sequence preferences of MNase.
In the worst case scenario some GC-rich DNA fragments can be
recovered even without protection by the histone octamer. In
order to check whether this is a possibility we focused on the Gal110 locus. For this locus, nucleosome positions have been
determined by cutting chromatin with bleomycin [40]. Using this
method it has been found that the upstream activating sequence
(UAS) common to the divergently transcribed Gal1 and Gal10
genes is nucleosome depleted when culturing yeast in rich medium
containing 2% glucose. This nucleosome depleted region is
flanked by a two highly positioned nucleosomes and the degree
of positioning decreases with increasing distance to the UAS,
consistent with a statistical nucleosome positioning scenario [41].

per base pair is strongly correlated to the in vitro reconstituted
(r = 0.78; Figure 3A), in vivo (YPD, r = 0.70; Figure 3B) and
predicted nucleosome occupancies (r = 0.76; Figure 3C). The
Pearson correlation coefficients are very similar to the ones
obtained by comparing the in vitro to in vivo (r = 0.74), the predicted
to in vitro (r = 0.89) and predicted to in vivo data (r = 0.75) [23].
In line with our hypothesis that MNase digestion coupled to size
selection leads to an enrichment of GC-rich sequences, we found
that genome wide the GC-content of the DNA fragments
recovered after MNase digestion of naked DNA exhibit an
increase of GC-content in the fragments like the in vitro and in vivo
experiments. However, these lack the 10 base pair oscillatory
signal in the GC-content present in both the in vitro and in vivo data
(Figure 3D), suggesting that the former is MNase-, while the latter
is nucleosome-specific. In support for this idea, there is a much
weaker but very well visible 10 base pair oscillatory signal just
upstream of the sequenced and size-selected DNA fragments in
vitro and in vivo, which is not accompanied by an increase in GCcontent.
Furthermore, we found that when looking at the genome-wide
relative nucleosome occupancies over sequences of length 5, our
data almost perfectly recapitulates both the in vitro (r = 0.97) and
the in vivo (r = 0.96) data (Fig. 4). In particular, the 5mers AAAAA/
TTTTT, proposed to be a nucleosome exclusion signal [38], have
the lowest average coverage in all three data sets.
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org
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Figure 3. MNase digestion leads to systematic measurement bias. (A–C) Density plot comparison between the normalized coverage per
base pair in the MNase generated map on naked DNA (x axis) and (A) the in vitro reconstituted, (B) the in vivo (YPD) and (C) the predicted
nucleosome map (y axis). The color of each point represents the density of base pairs mapping to it, where the density-color relationship is shown at
the right of each plot. The Pearson correlation coefficients r between the data sets are indicated. (D) The GC-content profile in percent (3 base pair
moving average) around the start coordinate of the reads. The gray filled curve corresponds to the profile obtained by digesting naked DNA with
MNase and the blue and green curve represent the profile for the in vitro and in vivo (YPD) data, respectively. The dashed horizontal line indicates the
average GC content in the yeast genome (38.3%) and the box indicates the selected fragment (0–149 base pairs).
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0015754.g003

Moreover, it has been shown that this UAS is DNAse I [42,43]
and (methiumpropyl2EDTA)iron(II) sensitive [44]. Finally, it has
been shown that this region is bound by GAL4 and GAL80 [45].
A comparison of the occupancy/coverage profiles is shown in
Figure 5. The nucleosome occupancy profile measured in YPD in
vivo (shown in blue) shows no marked depletion at the UAS, but
reveals even a well positioned nucleosome covering the UAS.
Thus, the nucleosome depletion at the UAS cannot be reproduced
by the MNase digestion, size selection and deep sequencing
approach. The reason for this becomes evident by looking at the
other profiles. The in vitro profile (shown in green) shows a peak at
the UAS region, which is also present in the naked DNA profile
(shown in gray), suggesting that the nucleosome signal covering the
UAS in vivo might originate from the MNase bias. In line with the
idea that MNase digestion together with size selection leads to an
enrichment of GC-rich sequences, the UAS is indeed very GC rich
(see Figure 5 shown in black). Thus, it seems that a well established
nucleosome depleted region, the UAS of Gal1 and Gal10, cannot
be reproduced by MNase digestion, size selection and deep
sequencing due to the systematic sequence-dependent measurement biases.
Our results indicate that the increase of GC-content in the
recovered fragments can be attributed to the sequence preference
of MNase in conjunction with the size selection step, explaining to
some degree the correspondence between the in vitro, in vivo and
predicted nucleosome occupancy maps. However, our results
cannot explain that the predicted nucleosome occupancy, which is
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org

largely dependent on the GC content, correlates also with
nucleosome occupancies derived by MNase independent approaches [23,46]. These studies support the claim that the histone
octamer prefers GC-rich sequences. If true, MNase might just
prefer sequences which are disfavored by the histone octamer,
explaining the high correlation between the profiles obtained by
digesting in vitro reconstituted chromatin and naked DNA.
However, the nucleosome occupancies measured by these MNase
independent approach have been derived from material that has
been reconstituted in vitro by a method called salt-gradient dialysis.
This method has been shown to select sequences that are well
bound by the H3/H4 tetramer but not necessarily by the full
octamer. In fact, it has been shown that the H2A/H2B dimers
contribute only very little to the total binding energy [47]. In line
with this finding it has been observed that the H3/H4 tetramer
binds DNA at very high salt concentrations, while the H2A/H2B
dimers bind at lower salt concentrations [48]. Moreover, it has
been shown that the H3/H4 tetramer prefers GC-rich sequences
in high salt conditions [48]. Given that DNA is a polyelectrolyte,
its physical properties, like bendability and curvature, will depend
on the salt concentration. Thus, at this point it is unclear whether
the GC preference of the H3/H4 tetramer at high salt
concentrations is also present at physiological salt conditions.
Finally, it has been shown that the full histone octamer minimally
prefers AT-rich sequences [49]. In light of these results it seems
likely that nucleosomes assembled by salt gradient dialysis form at
sequences that are GC-rich due to the preference of GC-rich
4
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Figure 4. Comparison of the average genome wide relative
coverage of sequence of length 5. (A) the MNase generated map
on naked DNA (x axis) and the in vitro reconstituted nucleosome map (y
axis); (B) the MNase generated map on naked DNA (x axis) and the in
vivo (YPD) nucleosome map (y axis); (C) the in vivo (YPD) nucleosome
map (x axis) and the in vitro nucleosome map (y axis). The Pearson
correlation coefficients r between the data sets are indicated.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0015754.g004

sequences by the H3/H4 tetramer at high salt concentrations.
Thus, the correlation between predicted and MNase independently measured nucleosome occupancy may be due to two
unrelated biases which both enrich for GC-rich sequences.
In an earlier study, we have proposed that the GC-content is
one of the major sequence-dependent determinant of nucleosome
positioning [34]. In this study, we analyzed nucleosome positioning data obtained by MNase digestion, chromatin immunoprecipitation, size selection and sequencing. Thus, the GC-content
increase in the recovered DNA fragments observed also in this
dataset is likely to be due to the sequence preferences of MNase in
combination with size selection.
Taken together, we showed that the nucleosome positioning
data generated by MNase digestion might reflect some aspects of
the real nucleosomal landscape. But in the absence of a suitable
control experiment, i.e. similar MNase activity to DNA ratio and
similar size-selection, the measured nucleosome positions are
biased by the experimental procedures. Thus, we conclude that
the MNase generated nucleosome positioning data alone is
insufficient to determine nucleosome positions and holds only
limited evidence to claim that the DNA sequence is a major
determinant of nucleosome positioning.

Materials and Methods
Datasets
The normalized occupancies per base pair were downloaded
from http://genie.weizmann.ac.il/pubs/nucleosomes08/nucleo
somes08_data.html and the predicted occupancies from http://
genie.weizmann.ac.il/software/nucleo_genomes.html. The genome sequence was downloaded from http://genie.weizmann.
ac.il/software/data/S0106.fa.gz. This is the genome version used
in [23] and should ensures comparability to the data reported in
[23] The raw reads for the in vitro reconstituted nucleosomes were
downloaded from the Short Read Archive at NCBI using the
accession numbers SRR023798 and SRR023799. The raw reads
for the in vivo (YPD) nucleosomes were downloaded from NCBI
using the accession numbers SRR023800 to SRR023805.

Deep sequencing of MNase treated naked yeast genomic
DNA
We followed closely the experimental procedures described in
[23] for the parallel sequencing of nucleosomes reconstituted in
vitro on yeast genomic DNA, with some modifications. Briefly, S.
cerevisiae genomic DNA was isolated from strain BY4741 (MATa
his3D1 leu2D0 met15D0 ura3D0) using standard methods and RNA
was removed by an additional RNase A treatment for 30 min at
37uC. The pellet was resuspended in TE and passed 10 times
through a 25 gauge needle and then 10 times through a 27 gauge
needle. The DNA was run on a 22616 cm, 0.8% agarose TAE gel
for 7h at 100V at 4uC. The genomic DNA band was excised from
the gel and the DNA was eluded by electrophoresis in a dialysis
bag (Spectra/Por Dialysis Membran MWCO: 3,500 18mm,
Spectrum Laboratories, Inc). The DNA was precipitated and the
pellet was resuspended in 10mM Tris pH 8.0, 1mM CaCl2. The
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org
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Figure 5. Nucleosome positioning in the Gal1-10 Locus. Shown is the Gal1-10 locus on chromosome II (277,554 to 279500). The blue boxes
mark the open reading frames of annotated genes, where the direction of the arrowheads correspond to the direction of transcription. The
transcription factor binding sites are from Harbison et al. (2004) [45]. The DNAse I tag numbers are from Hesselberth et al. (2009) [42], shown on the y
axis is the number of tags for each position. Nucleosome positions determined by Li and Smerdon (2002) are denoted as black boxes [40]. The
profiles of the in vivo (blue), in vitro (green) and the MNase digestion of naked DNA (gray) are shown underneath. The y axes of these profiles
correspond to the nucleosome occupancy/coverage per base pair normalized by dividing by the genome wide average. The dashed line at 1.0
therefore corresponds therefore to the genome wide average. The last track shows the GC-content (black) in percent in 147 base pair windows
centered around the central base pair. The gray box denotes the UAS of Gal1 and Gal10.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0015754.g005

DNA was digested with 661023 units micrococcal nuclease
(Sigma Chemical Company) per 10 mg genomic DNA at 37uC for
5 min. The reaction was stopped by the addition of 1 ml 0.5M
EDTA. The DNA was precipitated and after resuspension in
10mM Tris pH 8.0, 1mM CaCl2 electrophoresed on a 6%
polyacrylamide TBE gel for 30 min at 200 V and a band
corresponding to 140 to 170 base pairs was excised. The DNA
was eluded. Library preparation and end-sequencing was
performed by the NGS service facility at the Max-Planck-Institut
für molekulare Genetik.

out of the 18,717,648 reads mapped to the yeast genome. For each
genomic coordinate the number of reads mapping to the + strand
and the 2 strand were determined.

Determination of the average fragment length
A histogram of the distances between every + strand read and 2
strand read in a window of 300 base pairs was generated and the
average fragment size was determined by summing the distances
weighted by their abundance.

Normalized coverage map
Mapping of the sequencing reads

The normalized coverage map was generated by extending each
+ strand read to by +150 base pairs and each 2 strand read by
2150 base pairs and summing the values for each base pair in the
yeast genome. Thereafter, the counts were transformed by taking
the binary logarithm. The values were normalized by setting the

The reads were mapped to the yeast genome using RazorS [50].
We also mapped the raw reads for the in vitro reconstituted as well
as the in vivo nucleosomes to determine the GC content profile. For
the micrococcal nuclease digested naked DNA 10,988,458 reads
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org
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genome wide average to zero by subtracting the mean transformed
counts.

mented) and counting the occurrences of the bases at each position
starting from 22000 and ending at +2000 base pairs. The
resulting GC content profile had a strong 3 base pair periodic
component (due to the codons). Therefore, a 3 base pair moving
average was applied on the GC frequencies.

Normalized GC content in a window 147 base pairs
The GC content was determined in windows of 147 base pairs
and assigning the value to the central base pair, i.e. the value
found at position 74 corresponds to the GC content of a sequences
starting at position 1 and ending at position 147. The values were
transformed by taking the binary logarithm. The values were
normalized by setting the genome average to zero by subtracting
the mean transformed GC content.

Average normalized coverage over sequences of length
5
The average normalized coverage over sequences of length 5
was computed by averaging the mean coverage value over the
corresponding 5 base pairs, only sequences of length 5 were
considered that had values for each of the 5 base pairs.

Density plots
For the density plots, we extracted the values for each data set
that were common to all data sets. In total there were 10,727,725
value pairs.

Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: H-RC SK AEE-M SRS.
Performed the experiments: H-RC ID FH CL. Analyzed the data: H-RC
ID. Wrote the paper: H-RC SK AEE-M SRS MV.

GC content profiles
The GC content profiles were computed by aligning all reads at
their start coordinate (the 2 strand reads were reverse comple-

References
22. Field Y, Kaplan N, Fondufe-Mittendorf Y, Moore IK, Sharon E, et al. (2008)
Distinct modes of regulation by chromatin encoded through nucleosome
positioning signals. PLoS Comput Biol 4: e1000216.
23. Kaplan N, Moore IK, Fondufe-Mittendorf Y, Gossett AJ, Tillo D, et al. (2009)
The DNA-encoded nucleosome organization of a eukaryotic genome. Nature
458: 362–366.
24. Mavrich TN, Ioshikhes IP, Venters BJ, Jiang C, Tomsho LP, et al. (2008) A
barrier nucleosome model for statistical positioning of nucleosomes throughout
the yeast genome. Genome Res 18: 1073–1083.
25. Mavrich TN, Jiang C, Ioshikhes IP, Li X, Venters BJ, et al. (2008) Nucleosome
organization in the Drosophila genome. Nature 453: 358–362.
26. Sasaki S, Mello CC, Shimada A, Nakatani Y, Hashimoto S, et al. (2009)
Chromatin-associated periodicity in genetic variation downstream of transcriptional start sites. Science 323: 401–404.
27. Schones DE, Cui K, Cuddapah S, Roh TY, Barski A, et al. (2008) Dynamic
regulation of nucleosome positioning in the human genome. Cell 132: 887–898.
28. Valouev A, Ichikawa J, Tonthat T, Stuart J, Ranade S, et al. (2008) A highresolution, nucleosome position map of C. elegans reveals a lack of universal
sequence-dictated positioning. Genome Res 18: 1051–1063.
29. Rando OJ, Chang HY (2009) Genome-wide views of chromatin structure. Annu
Rev Biochem 78: 245–271.
30. Fu Y, Sinha M, Peterson CL, Weng Z (2008) The insulator binding protein
CTCF positions 20 nucleosomes around its binding sites across the human
genome. PLoS Genet 4: e1000138.
31. Weiner A, Hughes A, Yassour M, Rando OJ, Friedman N (2010) Highresolution nucleosome mapping reveals transcription-dependent promoter
packaging. Genome Res 20: 90–100.
32. Stein A, Takasuka TE, Collings CK (2009) Are nucleosome positions in vivo
primarily determined by histone-DNA sequence preferences? Nucleic Acids Res.
33. Zhang Y, Moqtaderi Z, Rattner BP, Euskirchen G, Snyder M, et al. (2009)
Intrinsic histone-DNA interactions are not the major determinant of nucleosome
positions in vivo. Nat Struct Mol Biol 16: 847–852.
34. Chung HR, Vingron M (2009) Sequence-dependent nucleosome positioning.
J Mol Biol 386: 1411–1422.
35. Peckham HE, Thurman RE, Fu Y, Stamatoyannopoulos JA, Noble WS, et al.
(2007) Nucleosome positioning signals in genomic DNA. Genome Res 17:
1170–1177.
36. Tillo D, Hughes TR (2009) G+C content dominates intrinsic nucleosome
occupancy. BMC Bioinformatics 10: 442.
37. Cockell M, Rhodes D, Klug A (1983) Location of the primary sites of
micrococcal nuclease cleavage on the nucleosome core. J Mol Biol 170:
423–446.
38. Segal E, Widom J (2009) Poly(dA:dT) tracts: major determinants of nucleosome
organization. Curr Opin Struct Biol 19: 65–71.
39. Fan X, Moqtaderi Z, Jin Y, Zhang Y, Liu XS, et al. (2010) Nucleosome
depletion at yeast terminators is not intrinsic and can occur by a transcriptional
mechanism linked to 39-end formation. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 107:
17945–17950.
40. Li S, Smerdon MJ (2002) Nucleosome structure and repair of N-methylpurines
in the GAL1-10 genes of Saccharomyces cerevisiae. J Biol Chem 277:
44651–44659.
41. Kornberg RD, Stryer L (1988) Statistical distributions of nucleosomes:
nonrandom locations by a stochastic mechanism. Nucleic Acids Res 16:
6677–6690.

1. Kornberg RD (1974) Chromatin structure: a repeating unit of histones and
DNA. Science 184: 868–871.
2. Luger K, Mader AW, Richmond RK, Sargent DF, Richmond TJ (1997) Crystal
structure of the nucleosome core particle at 2.8 A resolution. Nature 389:
251–260.
3. Radman-Livaja M, Rando OJ (2010) Nucleosome positioning: how is it
established, and why does it matter? Dev Biol 339: 258–266.
4. Axel R (1975) Cleavage of DNA in nuclei and chromatin with staphylococcal
nuclease. Biochemistry 14: 2921–2925.
5. Clark RJ, Felsenfeld G (1971) Structure of chromatin. Nat New Biol 229:
101–106.
6. Nedospasov SA, Georgiev GP (1980) Non-random cleavage of SV40 DNA in
the compact minichromosome and free in solution by micrococcal nuclease.
Biochem Biophys Res Commun 92: 532–539.
7. Wu C (1980) The 59 ends of Drosophila heat shock genes in chromatin are
hypersensitive to DNase I. Nature 286: 854–860.
8. Dingwall C, Lomonossoff GP, Laskey RA (1981) High sequence specificity of
micrococcal nuclease. Nucleic Acids Res 9: 2659–2673.
9. Hörz W, Altenburger W (1981) Sequence specific cleavage of DNA by
micrococcal nuclease. Nucleic Acids Res 9: 2643–2658.
10. Cartwright IL, Cryderman DE, Gilmour DS, Pile LA, Wallrath LL, et al. (1999)
Analysis of Drosophila chromatin structure in vivo. Methods Enzymol 304:
462–496.
11. Ryan MP, Stafford GA, Yu L, Cummings KB, Morse RH (1999) Assays for
nucleosome positioning in yeast. Methods Enzymol 304: 376–399.
12. Worcel A, Gargiulo G, Jessee B, Udvardy A, Louis C, et al. (1983) Chromatin
fine structure of the histone gene complex of Drosophila melanogaster. Nucleic
Acids Res 11: 421–439.
13. Zaret KS (1999) In vivo analysis of chromatin structure. Methods Enzymol 304:
612–626.
14. Kharchenko PV, Woo CJ, Tolstorukov MY, Kingston RE, Park PJ (2008)
Nucleosome positioning in human HOX gene clusters. Genome Res 18:
1554–1561.
15. Lantermann AB, Straub T, Stralfors A, Yuan GC, Ekwall K, et al. (2010)
Schizosaccharomyces pombe genome-wide nucleosome mapping reveals
positioning mechanisms distinct from those of Saccharomyces cerevisiae. Nat
Struct Mol Biol 17: 251–257.
16. Lee W, Tillo D, Bray N, Morse RH, Davis RW, et al. (2007) A high-resolution
atlas of nucleosome occupancy in yeast. Nat Genet 39: 1235–1244.
17. Ozsolak F, Song JS, Liu XS, Fisher DE (2007) High-throughput mapping of the
chromatin structure of human promoters. Nat Biotechnol 25: 244–248.
18. Whitehouse I, Rando OJ, Delrow J, Tsukiyama T (2007) Chromatin
remodelling at promoters suppresses antisense transcription. Nature 450:
1031–1035.
19. Yuan GC, Liu YJ, Dion MF, Slack MD, Wu LF, et al. (2005) Genomescale identification of nucleosome positions in S. cerevisiae. Science 309:
626–630.
20. Albert I, Mavrich TN, Tomsho LP, Qi J, Zanton SJ, et al. (2007) Translational
and rotational settings of H2A.Z nucleosomes across the Saccharomyces
cerevisiae genome. Nature 446: 572–576.
21. Field Y, Fondufe-Mittendorf Y, Moore IK, Mieczkowski P, Kaplan N, et al.
(2009) Gene expression divergence in yeast is coupled to evolution of DNAencoded nucleosome organization. Nat Genet 41: 438–445.

PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org

7

December 2010 | Volume 5 | Issue 12 | e15754

Micrococcal Nuclease and Nucleosome Positioning

42. Hesselberth JR, Chen X, Zhang Z, Sabo PJ, Sandstrom R, et al. (2009) Global
mapping of protein-DNA interactions in vivo by digital genomic footprinting.
Nat Methods 6: 283–289.
43. Lohr D (1984) Organization of the GAL1-GAL10 intergenic control region
chromatin. Nucleic Acids Res 12: 8457–8474.
44. Fedor MJ, Kornberg RD (1989) Upstream activation sequence-dependent
alteration of chromatin structure and transcription activation of the yeast GAL1GAL10 genes. Mol Cell Biol 9: 1721–1732.
45. Harbison CT, Gordon DB, Lee TI, Rinaldi NJ, Macisaac KD, et al. (2004)
Transcriptional regulatory code of a eukaryotic genome. Nature 431: 99–104.
46. Visnapuu ML, Greene EC (2009) Single-molecule imaging of DNA curtains
reveals intrinsic energy landscapes for nucleosome deposition. Nat Struct Mol
Biol 16: 1056–1062.

PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org

47. Thastrom A, Bingham LM, Widom J (2004) Nucleosomal locations of dominant
DNA sequence motifs for histone-DNA interactions and nucleosome positioning.
J Mol Biol 338: 695–709.
48. Oohara I, Wada A (1987) Spectroscopic studies on histone-DNA interactions. II.
Three transitions in nucleosomes resolved by salt-titration. J Mol Biol 196:
399–411.
49. Leffak IM, Li HJ (1981) Sequence sensitivity of histone binding. Biochim
Biophys Acta 656: 86–92.
50. Weese D, Emde AK, Rausch T, Doring A, Reinert K (2009) RazerS–fast read
mapping with sensitivity control. Genome Res 19: 1646–1654.

8

December 2010 | Volume 5 | Issue 12 | e15754

