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(LEZEYA R SR T2 E R LA, #Ir K1 410128; 2. HEMES R PO, 5
Kb 410128; 3. WIRA R, R K70 410125)

o OE: REWMEE 6 MM XA S IR B R R ARG . AU SRESD 26 0, MBI E
B, RGBT S . ANRARSE) 16S tDNA R340 K 8 8 JF51 PCR ZEF 840 /347 (Rep—PCR)
Tk, it B M ARERIERY 12 DRI R 2285 455 8o, 12 D REIFRTE BOX-PCR Il ERIC-PCR 14"
WA R BRSPS, TCTl AT Rep-PCR XK TIX 35 HREKE B N s 2P &, CCB-2.
CCB-3 1 CCB-10 X 3 MNAEMKTE GT1 fisi Fli R BR/NZ AN Sl G AT HER =X, 12 D BHzie e
PREM ORI Fr, 452 CCB-2 Ml CCB4 kR BAERUR 1, LAEWEREGLE] 75%LL |, R
CCB-2 AHECIA 11 ANTERR AT EAESE N GLF SR 2481, HEE I BRR A B0 11K

x B IR HHE; MHERUEE; 280 FuRl; Wk
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Polymorphism and pathogenicity analysis of
citrus canker pathogens in Hunan

LUO Xuzhao'?, ZHU Tao'?, HAO Chenxing?, ZHU Yichi'?, MA Xianfeng'?, DENG Ziniu'?, HAN Jian®"

(1.Engineering Research Center for Horticultural Crop Germplasm Creation and New Variety Breeding, Changsha,
Hunan 410128, China; 2.National Center for Citrus Improvement, Changsha, Hunan 410128, China; 3.Hunan
Horticultural Research Institute, Changsha, Hunan 410125, China)

Abstract: Twenty-six citrus leaf, branch or fruit samples showing typical symptoms caused by Xanthomonas citri subsp.
citri (Xcc) were collected from six citrus producing areas in Hunan Province, and the citrus canker pathogen strains were
isolated. Genomic polymorphisms among 12 geographically representative pathogen strains were analyzed by bacterial
conserved 16S rDNA sequence analysis and repetitive sequence PCR gene fingerprinting (Rep-PCR) methods using
citrus canker-specific primer. The results showed that the 12 strains showed the same number of polymorphic bands in
BOX-PCR and ERIC-PCR and could not be distinguished by Rep-PCR, while tandem repeat polymorphism analysis
showed that 3 strains, strain CCB-2, strain CCB-3 and strain CCB-10, showed fragment size polymorphism at the GT1
locus. Twelve strains of citrus canker were inoculated by in vivo injection into the leaves of ‘Bingtang’ sweet orange and
two strains, strain CCB-2 and strain CCB-4, showed stable pathogenicity with a combined disease index of over 75%,
indicating that strain CCB-2 may have polymorphism at the genomic sequence level compared to the other 11 strains and

affect the pathogenicity level of the strain.
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ARG 15 925 975 2 P R A 4% SR LT B R ARG S
(Xanthomonas citri subsp. citri)& | At R4 B I s
R VTR 1= | AN A N A I 11 D[ I 5 N
VLIRS 7= XA A A o AR D B 19 2 3=
JE L BORREIR . WREARSM AL DNA $i5 SUMH I
SRR, MAEBZREES A AL B, C. D
M EHARPE 5 Ml EIe A Som AR, Hid A
W REARLRR . R EE Y, A
HICHAY 2 B A RIS R A*FT AY, & F 76
L PR T 22 V5 BF Sk 85 (Citrus aurantifolia) . 375 #&3k
15 (C latifolia) F1 B 3k 452 (C.macrophylla), 7 @ 44 1%
Fr B J¥ 2 0 (AFLP)7E W J& /K F_EE 7 X 43P,
B. C WA NE A HAMMEEEM dTF40
TR 3 [R] 2 vl R A 4 P 0 e A D 7 0 A S
B RaE . nTCREBE A, AT U R AR A R
IR B K B 2 8 E(RFLP) AT SR IX 4 B, C. D
WAMA, EWRT,

Wi B R . PE . W, et 89 A4
PR AT IR A, & B RO ) 4 AT R Wi 35t 9 e
BT IR 2E7), 4% 7 X BB ) (0 B . J e
R 5% 908 0 1 SR AE I 3005 M ARG 9 s I 3
KA, BHIRED, Pk, WPHHESZ R HE)ER
WSS R LR E BRI S5 R, Widh &
B R AT TS E LA 16S T A fiE
P HHEATH % . HARTUNG 25U OU5: T 447 vt i3 06
W BamH I BRI Beikits (9 pFL1, FHTH
PCR %3¢, B M BUEINH A WAL 2 4
WA, E PRSI RS Y TYFS
JYRS, H& REFMESPEMRSUE, EEIR
i pthA oW FERR I 3 M E ST FI Y
P8/P9 g4 A DA A 5057 T8

R R 2 R T I A AR e B AR ST R H B
52 %%, Rep-PCR(REP)DNA F840H; AR &3 TiX
b 1K TR A A [ B R R 0 2 S R K A3 AS
I, CUBERO Z!'FI GRAHAM %551
ERIC-PCR & B A T & 0] LIP3 375 bp 1) 1rp 3
H P50, 3 HE P I ok X4 A B &R A
Xanthomonos J& i A AR B s WEAE 10 2 O ) it g
Rep-PCR AR 9 DA B 795 14 B

AEERZRENE; 230EE T X 8 A
R AR 15t 9793 Tl 4 L DR 20 97 170 £ K o 52 407 A5 (Short
Tandem Repeat, STR), vkt 6 4~ BEAR 755,
FIHIX BRSO R4 15 AT ()14 A i Fh gt
352 MGz IE T W R T L 2T, K
UEE T 35 4% Z2 A PR3 A5 B B X T 2R 48 A ] 3 X
MM B A RS 6 ZH2ERE, H[Al—Hb 3
SRR S PR JEAH B Y R R N — 28, R
(1352 4% 78 S 5 T Ak 1 BRI A R S SR A A AE —
AHDGHE

W P 48 A [ AT AR 7 X A N ARG 5t 97 i e e 3
2z Rl EHXHE 6 MHRE XA, i, R
SR E T B YEE, A Rep-PCR
ARG3HT A TR AR L PR 41 v R R R 9 I A
FEAE A A 15 97 3 T 42 20 O A OB RS I e 1
PO o3 B TR AR B0 T R 55, DU R s Tt
WRIBG IS

1 MR5EE
1.1

39 F 2019 4F 6 A1 2020 4 9 A MBI &k
WL 2T . AT . MEMITT . MRk AEREH
T A AR AT 77 DX R £ S Y R A3 151 92 97 1) VKBRS T A
. MR ROEERIE 26 Oy, HoPRRITT . BIE
. ARBHTT . PRMET& 1 6y, AT 12 6y, HEM
7 10 4y

XacDL-509 #1 DL-509—-GFP P& #k i FE KA
R R D AR AR pthAd 58 78 TR Rk
Xcc049A F -1 AC 3 K24 MR A 4% T A S
1.2 7k
1.2.1 HAdMERmARRRRANSB S %ET

KRBy B PO B vk B A . R
R R R LA AR )S BB, SR
B AU P8/PY I rh B A M 1y
JYF5/JYRS MAE Bz W R e PE 5 1Y) (R DX PR
PTG R AL PCR %58 ; K] HARTUNG %121
WA pFL1 SIS E R E TR T AR R, W
#k 16S rDNA H99 1K Fl WEISBURG 25215111
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514 fD1/rP2, | NCBI BLAST ¥ 16S rDNA 3~

B FF 25 R TR K 5 LR

x1 RBFAASIMER

Tablel Information of primers used in this experiment
Mi& BIL/E4 JFFI(5-3") FHY R BUCE bp

597 1R 45 P8 gttgcecagttatctcgeectgate 870
P9 ccaatccetgecgacgetcaggtagt
JYF5 ttcggcgtcaacaacctg 413
JYRS aactccagcacatacgggtc

168 43 fD1 ccgaattcgtcgacaacagagtttgatcetggetecag 1540
rP2 cccgggatccaagettacggetaccttgttacgactt

700 A T REGE PFL1-2 gcacgggtgcaaaaaatct 222
PFL1-3 ttggtgtegtegettgtat

Rep—PCR BOX IAR ctacggcaaggegacgcetgacg 800~6000
ERIC1 atgtaagctcctggggattcac 300~6000
ERIC2 aagtaagtgactggggtgageg

STR i s 2351 GTI-F ttgccacgggecagggtegce 100~2000
GTI1-R geccagatgetcgatcaagg
GT3-F tcggcgagttcgatcgggtgct 100~2000
GT3-R ctggegtgctgeaggatgtt

1.2.2  # @A % % m B ¥ Rep-PCR & STR 4,%,
% Mot

% W HARTUNG % PUiJr sk, KA BOX
1AR F1 ERICI/ERIC2 5| 4%} %5 i i 5t 9705 T ik
() DNA JEFT 28T, FEIETF23cis S g i
5, Pk ZE8HEEEWN GT1. GT3 fisisl
PR I TR b DNA 34T 2 284007 o
1 ey AT 5t A T PR 4 B 7 S

W 43 B8 45 I 1 107 9 DR PR ST UOTE , kk
VIOWE R 1 RIHE 325 381 5 R T R L 15 AR 2 e ) ot
T A TGRSR, BARRETT 3 IREY
P, JF LSRR Y AT R KR B
A% J I (Xanthomonas oryzae pv. oryzae)ff hdEEL
RN RS, WECSEEE 7. 100 14, 20 Al
45 RIYEEAR; 2 Bag PR AR E IR gt
Tk, TERERE S 45 KRR X AR BE (K
L PR A 5 AR 286 . R LA BH B e )
e, AT AR B BE I BCK: 42 5 42 7 - 1
B, EE 3 W, MY E R R ok )
%5,

1.2.3

2 HBR5SH
2.1 HPRHEERHRERENEELSER

N i R A 7 DX R A 114 R 15t 95 95 1Y) UK
W EARAEAE 22 5, SRR B KN T A L 1 2R
AN BE T FRELE A, B ) 6] ) % 2 €2, P 91 L
(B 1-1); IRAE AW T B EL AT L
MR ARE N, BB B0 1-2); R
A5 B AR BH T 993 I BN BEA R AL B 5k ™ o
(B 1-3), RAEERZES, Phikih 12 D EEE 75
S5y, Jrlén4 S CCB-1, CCB-2, CCB-3.
CCB-4 ., CCB-5. CCB-6., CCB-7. CCB-8 .
CCB-9. CCB-10, CCB-11 P} CCB-12, Hrh
CCB-1 RFETHRM, CCB-2 KT %IJE, CCB-
3. CCB-5. CCB-6., CCB-7. CCB-8 i T
M, CCB-9 ki THFFH, CCB-4. CCB-10 .
CCB-11, CCB-12 UEF KM o XF9p5 55 ] [l 119 v
SRR TSR, BEWMBS, 7 LB BER
Wi DA higE, 12 MEKRS 3 A IR A
b, PATRVEFRE—3, £ LB BT A K R
WIA—F(E 2),
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B 1 HrkEERSmR R & RER

Fig.1 Symptoms of ‘Bingtang’ sweet orange’s leaves infected with Xcc from Hunan

1~12  WHEIEECRTEE; 13 XacDL-509; 14 Xcc049A; 15 DL-509-GFP,
B 2 AR R TS B R A B R E

Fig.2 Single colony features of the isolated citrus canker pathogen strains in Hunan
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BRI IR R A 2 A5k RE Ko 150 B 695

PAAALS A BB B T PCR 71, P43
i 1% B BE R A F TR, 25 ORI
g BER/NS5 14 P8/PY Al JYFS/TYFSR il H
R B RN &, A il bioc i, RSB
MRE G Bz (F 3). IR PFL1-2 F1 PFL1-
3 G R T R, DA I R KA
SRR, 12 AWEEIN B A HR(E 4).

1 234 5 6 78 91011121314 15M

1000 bp

B
1 234 56 78 91011121314 15M

250 bp

A PS/POBIYUELER; B JYFS/IYRS 5458,

1~12  BUZIRBURERE; 13 XacDL-509; 14  Xcc049A; 15
DL-509-GFP,

El 3 HtiiEsmmEr RS MEEER
Fig.3 Identification of citrus canker pathogen in Hunan using

specific primers

M1 2 345 6 7 8

9 10 11 12 13 14 15

250 bp—>

M 2000 bp Marker; 1~12 BHE#RE0RRI; 13 XacDL-
509; 14 Xcc049A; 15 DL-509-GFP,
B4 HEHERRRERLEE
Fig.4 Identification of citrus canker pathogen strain in Hunan
FIHIZHE 16S rDNA G514 fD1/tP2 %43
AR 3 XS IREPRZEST PCR 9708, Ry 44 A
BOEEEBE R pYL-T sebes Ity , 14
NCBI 2 Nl KR 54 Fkk 16S rDNA J751)
AR R Y A L A 251, S5 5R(81 5) o,
SYESI 12 ANHIRRE 16S tDNA SR BHE R 1Y
16S tDNA HEEAAML, RUITER 12 DRk
AR (R 2).

M1 2 345 6 7 8 9101112131415

2000 bp—

M 2000 bp Marker; 1~12 BHMECRHME; 13 XacDL-
509; 14 Xcc049A; 15 DL-509-GFP,
B 5 HEEMIERmRE 16S rDNA # H45R
Fig.5 Amplification results of Xcc 16S rDNA of citrus canker

pathogen strain in Hunan

R 2 HFEEMERHRE 16S rDNA FFILERT4E

Table 2 The results of 16S rDNA sequence alignment for citrus canker pathogen strains in Hunan

Htk JUEE S AR % EgZE e
CCB-1 Xanthomonas citri pv. glycines 100.00 CP026334.1
CCB-2 Xanthomonas citri pv. glycines 100.00 CP026334.1
CCB-3 Xanthomonas citri pv. glycines 100.00 CP026334.1
CCB+4 Xanthomonas citri pv. glycines 100.00 CP026334.1
CCB-5 Xanthomonas citri pv. glycines 100.00 CP026334.1
CCB-6 Xanthomonas citri pv. punicae 100.00 CP030178.1
CCB-7 Xanthomonas citri pv. punicae 100.00 CP030178.1
CCB-8 Xanthomonas citri pv. punicae 100.00 CP030178.1
CCB-9 Xanthomonas citri pv. punicae 100.00 CP030178.1
CCB-10 Xanthomonas citri pv. punicae 99.89 CP030178.1
CCB-11 Xanthomonas citri pv. glycines 99.50 CP026334.1
CCB-12 Xanthomonas citri pv. punicae 99.80 CP030178.1
XacDL-509 Xanthomonas citri pv. punicae 100.00 CP030178.1
Xcc049A Xanthomonas axonopodis 100.00 MT328603.1
DL-509-GFP Xanthomonas citri pv. punicae 100.00 CP030178.1

2.2 T Rep-PCR Wit mmmik 2 S

DL 12 ANTRBR O BV B 53531 34T Rep-PCR
PR, FYBIE RS UK R B R, BOX-PCR
My s skcR i m, Lt 9 KEREMN, HB

KNEFTF 500~5000 bp(&l 6), T ERIC-PCR [
PHROREAR, Badee, Byt 7 &8
g7, FBER/NEHT 750~5000 bp(/El 7). Rep—
PCR 253K, & EHRZ A B 250,
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M 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9101112131415

5000 bp—»|

3000 bp—»|

2000 bp—»|

1000 bp—>,

750 bp—»

500 bp—>

250 bp—>|
M 5000 bp Marker; 1~12 ¥UEREUREM; 13 XacDL-
509; 14 Xcc049A; 15 DL-509-GFP,
El 6 #mtHidnmmE vk BOX-PCR F=4IRBs a5
BRERIKEER
Fig.6 BOX -PCR analysis of the isolated strains with agrose gel

detection

M1 2 3456 7 89 101112131415

5000 bp—>

3000 bp—

2000 bp—

1000 bp—>

750 bp—>|

500 bp—>

M 5000 bp Marker; 1~12 ¥ % i B0 B bk 5
13 XacDL-509; 14 Xcc049A; 15 DL-509-GFP,
7 HEMHIEREREK Erc-PCR FEYIIRASTEEE
Rk EE R

Fig.7 Eric-PCR analysis of Hunan citrus canker pathogen

strains with agrose gel detection

FIFHC IR0 2 M EAREZENE STR A7
SIIXE 12 MR R T 2 S EEE . GTL £
SN S IIESE R R, CCB-2. CCB-3. CCB-
10 7€ 300 bp ZEA7 AL E IR BER/ N2 A E(A 8-

A), TTE GT3 Bit F I £ A (A 8-B).

A
M1 23 456 7 8 9101112131415

300 bp—>,

M1 2 345 6 7 8 9 101112131415

300 bp

A GTI 519 #4558, B GT3 519 MR, 1~12 W
PIRBURHME; 13 XacDL-509; 14 Xcc049A; 15 DL-509—
GFP,

B8 R RmmENE GTL/GT3 549¥ 1845 R
Fig.8 Amplification results for citrus canker pathogen strains

from Hunan using primers specific for GT1 and GT3

2.3 ARG R B B R AR R R

R 20 d )5, AFEEERBURGERA 25
Fefh CCB-1 MY IXIAESS 20 RILARRNEKHIER (A
9-1), AN SRR X I /D B EHFL /N T ERIR
BEAL, AP RUSLAL A Ol BB R, HEk
pthA4 BURRUN 71 Xcc049A FEPLAREIRZEML, 1M
FEFh A AR A DX 3 HE BB AL B (] 92 ]
9-3), ItAh, R CCB—4 X IREE R £,
I BETE B 17 R A e LR AR ol A e 145 B
BRIZFD XSO BE RN, TR R, 25BN
45 B8 CCB-2., CCB—4 5 CCB-13 HHkEUR
JI AT HABTE R (R 3).

B 9 WkEEEM FIEERIHEMSERERERESE
20 RFEK
Fig.9 The symptoms on the 20th day after in vivo inoculation of
‘Bingtang’ sweet orange’s leaves with strains of citrus
canker pathogen from Hunan
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Table 3 Statistical analysis of disease index on ‘Bingtang’ sweet
orange’s leaves inoculated in vivo with different

pathogen strains

RS S I A R BE AR /mm R IETEEL
CCB-1 5 (0.75+0.19)g 45.00
CCB-2 13 (1.54+0.11)b 84.62
CCB-3 18 (1.13£0.09)cdef 58.89
CCB-4 18 (1.69+0.12)a 91.11
CCB-5 17 (0.96+0.07)defg 48.24
CCB-6 17 (0.940.09)defg 43.53
CCB-7 19 (1.16+0.07)cde 6632
CCB-8 17 (1.24+0.07)cd 69.41
CCB-9 10 (0.980.15)defg 52.00
CCB-10 16 (1.1120.07)cdef 55.00
CCB-11 25 (0.98+0.05)defg 47.20
CCB-12 14 (1.18+0.07)cde 62.86
XacDL-509 14 (1.39+0.09)be 78.46
Xcc049A 12 (0.83+0.09)fg 36.67
DL-509-GFP 18 (0.920.06)efg 46.67

I FAN ] 7 BE R TR bR 8] B 22 5 T 124 7 L (P<0.05).

3 g

0 M A R 5 T AR A, AR R R, (H
PR 5020 1 o o U LA /D, Mg = IX 2
BIZIR N EE, O 65 MENHRR, HEXHE
() 5258 METNE 57.5%, FHRFAh & SR
i 43%%, HARFPE X sz ERE AR, AR
DX X R A 1507 06 A i ek 22 ST R e th TR A &
S HTARIIR PGSR RS Y
YESE IR AN [RVR AR 7 X A A 5 e T 28k X
W RN AR, HANESFRY 16S rDNA J7 51
Gy M4 S 3 W 45 7 XA AR 15t 9 s T 22 5 PR A A P
—, BT IR R 22 ] R 2 5 4 Bl
BT B U )R A B S A R P IXOR
[FI R AR 5 o S 35 95 6 4 RS AR [ Y 3% i
ST Ve fz Gt < BH AR A AR A3 AN SRR
MR E5 R, WA T R AR AR A S S G
eIz i B AR FE AR DG, R BX 3 AN Sh Rl A
AL 5 A AT 1507 o TS e A I A
5, AL R 5 R AT 07 e R R B R I IE A
&, MHRE. WHEALURE | RALSURE
FRIERE | TRLIERE SRS S
97505 B L JE 34 S W i 3 M e O R A

A XA A Bt PP 25 5 45 Hh T W1 AE AR
T2 TR AN ) 72 X - B8 ] — f b, {EL
WA —2, EE— SR a5t kAR, W]
e FECR AR A

KA FB B A R AR ™ DX A AR 6 152 525 93 -
FERA 225, W 5l 205 B kAR 5
I3 TR LA TR TR IO RRAE — 20, FLR M AR 1502 e oy
559 P8/PY il TYFS/TYFSR %E5E )4k L I ix s
M AR B B R R S R, (OB -
TR SR B S B MRS, FEN R BB AR
AYREIR FE B R EAE7E 25 570 X AT RB& R T2k A
AN TR XA 15 92 6 TR A [R) 82 TR — TR R ) 248
PEf 25, SRS HEROBOR AR, EiHER
VBB I R R B AN R . SRR AR
(7] 7™ . P9 AR 15792 8 TR PR R A 7 4 e I R B, ARG
370 WA AE ) F /N A4k L, B Eric-PCR
()53 BERE Box-PCR By, ARXEE45 R 5 HY
SE B, T R VR SRR AR VOB A 0
CCB-2. CCB4 5liMERFE, {H CCB-2.
CCB-3. CCB-10 fE GT1 fi &5 I3 RIEER) £
BVESAT, FIREKB] STR 7 FE ksl AT
FATTIFAS A R AR B 7

ABE P58 £, 2 A8k 2 ALLE pthA gt
D] ) R 2 b B B 2 T 5 AR AR A7 1 92 9 T
R A KB, R pthA JERZERHE 5%
s TR B0 P RIS N AR B S ER, X RS
TnAE FH 5 8 36 B b &40 T 45 & JRL 1 (effector-
binding elements) TR Z SR K. PthA4/ER
97 R Y BUR AN T, TR B 1R GAARIE
SRFEBRER R R B EE AR, H. pthA
FERKV- S R S0 1 R IEAERT
X FR R Xcc049A (pthAd B2k B kR ) i B e AU mf
DL, 1597 e i B0 BE 19 2K L FToRE R AR 8 T
pthA4 35, 174315 0 T8 R AH AR 15t 95 8 50 i
FrSURALER ) 22 F 2 ™5 pthAd B9FRIRKF LUK
pthA4 JPFI 2= 540G, A frlE—2PE

EEP S
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