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Fig 1 Two detection techniques on different SMYEV-infected cultivars
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Note: A. meristem tissues with size of 5 mm in shoot tip from stolon;B. callus induction in culture medium; C. adventitious buds
formation; D. adventitious buds to micro-propagation;E. roots induction of the first round of virus-elimination in vitro plantlets;F. mer-
istem tissues with size of 0. 5 mm in shoot tip from in vitro plantlet; G. callus induction; H. adventitious buds to micro-propagation;
1. daughter plants propagated from the second of virus-eliminated mother plants.
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Fig 2 Meristem tissues culture to regenerate virus-eliminated seedlings
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Fig 3 Comparison on two types of in vitro plants based on PCR amplification technique
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Fig 4 Comparison on virus incidences between two types of daughter plants by multiplex PCR technique
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Note: A. fruits harvested from daughter plants propagated from mother plants obtaining from continuous two-rounds of meristem

tissues culture;B. fruits harvested from daughter plants propagated from virus-undetermined mother plants from grower;C. fruit peel

color measured between two types of plants;D. fruit weight measured between two types of plants;E. fruit firmness measured between

two types of plants;F. total soluble solids measured between two types of plants;G. titratable acidity measured between two types of

plants; H. total soluble sugar measured between two types of plants. 1 and 2 show daughter plants propagated from virus-free and virus-

undetermined mother plants using their stolon.
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Comparative analysis of fruit quality between two types of daughter plants
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Virus Detections and Fruit Quality Analysis on Micro-propagation
Seedlings of Strawberry

WANG Jianhui, XU Rui, GONG Xiaoyuan, LI Xiang, LIU Dayu,ZHANG Yin
(School of Food and Biological Engineering,Chengdu University, Chengdu, Sichuan 610106)

Abstract: Taking two types of seedlings using large or small sizes explants by meristem tissues
culture, obtaining regenerated plantlets were detected for Strawberry mild yellow edge virus. The
virus-free mother plants and virus-undetermined control were propagated to produce daughter plants
using stolon. Then virus incidences and fruit quality between two kinds of daughter plants were
investigated, respectively, in order to provide reference for the virus-free seedlings application in
future. The virus elimination studies would be useful for virus-free seedlings application in future. The
results showed that virus concentration differences in plants were found between different cultivars,
and virus coat protein expression was consistent with its transcription level. Meristem tissues using
explant in size of 5 mm in stolon were induced to adventitious buds and then differentiated to in vitro
plantlets at the first round of virus elimination. However, a few in vitro plantlets regenerated from
explant in size of 5 mm were still infected by lower virus. In comparison, regeneration ratio at the
second round of meristem tissues culture using explant in size of 0. 5 mm was only 31%. Besides,all
seedlings regenerated from the second of meristem culture were found virus free. Two types of
daughter plants propagated using stolon from virus-free mother plants and virus-undetermined control
were planted at an experimental plot,respectively. The SMYEYV incidences were significantly different
between two types of daughter plants. The titratable acidity was significantly lower in virus-free
daughter plants than control. In conclusion,the virus-free mother plants were successfully produced by
meristem tissues culture using explants in sized of 0. 5 mm, which could benefit for strawberry
propagation program in future.

Keywords: Fragaria X ananassa; Strawberry mild yellow edge virus; real-time quantitative PCR;

meristem tissues culture



