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Segregation of EST-CAPS markers in an interspecific
cross of Eucalyptus urophylla X E. tereticornis
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Abstract; Segregation of EST-CAPS markers was investigated by using an interspecific cross of Eucalyptus
urophylla X E. tereticornis Smith and seven ESTs derived from E. tereticornis. The results showed that five
EST-CAPS markers had a segregation ratio 1 ¢ 1,four out of which segregated normally at a Mendelian mode
(a=0. 05) .while the left two EST-CAPSs segregated 1: 1: 1: 1 at a Medelian inheritance mode. The rela-
tively high ratio of normal segregating EST-CAPS markers (6/7=285. 7%) implies that the marker type could
be reliably used as genetic marker in genetic mapping and the related studies in Eucalyptus species. In addi-
tion, the possible causes of EST-CAPS segregation distortion were discussed.
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et (Eucalyptus) REE KN T M, B
BEEENREMAXNERATRTBRBZER
(Grattapaglia,2004) . {HAZA 8 1% B 4 B2 2768
RHREARE B FE R &, BRitEm RS
FIRENFERBEENZEARR, 1 Genesis
B X} 183 000 4% % E #% (E. grandis) ESTs #ll
(Strabala,2004) , & ., i F FAELA ESTs B
REEMNBEERENREFFREBRERHATR,
BE— BRI, EST-CAPS £ — T
BB AR .
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B E T XS E A% TR . &3XF
Rk B 400t #% (E. tereticronis) i 7 4~ ESTs A Et,
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1.1 #%

E135 B rF A% (0030) X 48 it 4% (4305) F, K% &
B2 FAM 130 MR, ZBEITFHEERET &
BHATHAEE(113°02' E,22°32" N, iZ#t# B [F
Ao, A R A% B A 2 (Gan %5,2003) FI G 7 %
F(H IMEJ%,2005)

kB A IEFLE EST 3 54 4~, T3 B Gene-
bank(http;//www,. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/), 3| #)i% it 1@
i Primer 3 % {4 3 47 Chttp://www, frodo, wi. mit.
edu/primer 3/), 5| ¥ & M A LA T AR M. 5
Ve 2 RAHAT BB 1 AR 2 NERF Y
H—REWIEFOSIDERTENRE. RER 7
X MAFEXY G D,

FHMEEATBEIOM, WA LEBETAR
(16 MOFE B E AR (14 F) ., FR&E A I EERY
WA 2 RAEIT. B 2 B4 6 A TR#AT.
BEE THEBFATERY MY (GE D,
1.2 DNA 2B . PCR X & #1 CAPS 1]

DNA £ R f CTAB : (Doyle %,1990), 84
it (Gan 4, 2003), PCR R/ 10 uL RRfK % 10
X Buffer 1. 0 pL(100 mmol/L Tris-HCI(pH 9. 0),100
mmol/L KCl,0. 5% NP-40,80 mmol/L(NH,),SO,,
25 mmol/L MgS0,),0. 2 mmol/L dNTPs, §ij [5 f1)5

[3#)4 0. 05 pmol/L,DNA ##% 2 ng, Tag DNA
48184, PCR RN FF:94 CHAH: 4 min; 94
CAS#E 30 5,56 ‘CEE 60 C3iB k 30 5,72 ‘CHEfH 1
min, #1F 35 MER; BJF 72 CEAH 10 min,

BURMNERN 10 pL. BETEEH 10X
Buffer 1.0 pL, FR % N Y18 5 847 ,PCR 4 5.0
pL, 37 CHHE 4 h, BUIFYESARLZER
250 FAARMERER L vk, UK E W R 0. 5 X
TBE., ¥k 4558 ¥ F Photoprint 215SD M & & 4t
(3 H Vilber Lourmat Co. Y FTE&FITEIICR.
1.3 CAPS #Riggit

DL S “EST £k — 8§70 %, YIS
S RS ERE)EM KB/ FHE R R
“U7RTFUSTE UG FRAMAENERE, FRiC
MRERZFRIPOI BTG RERBIEET
XF & A ERRHT(e=0.05),

2 HRE5##

#1154 X EST 3|47, F 35 XFRETE 1 A~BK 2
AFRAEFY I — FEWBHIEH, BTN HIRF
BEMKTIR EST FFH519E8 S0 FH K EGE
MZERKRTM) ., @I 5 Y — BERFE, 30 AR il 4
WYIEEH, B 7 FREA BIXF 7 4~ EST # PCR =4
HOTBUHERSFSMFRPTEECRFBHNEESME
(Rl B18RT 2FFMB4FRAEY
CD668835 PCR =#12 Mspl BEUIRIE R .

MFE 2 FH,7 4 EST-CAPS tric# Bk X
Wi F PR BEER=MAR. —R 2 EXE
B PCR =Y M HEY, A 2 X EEXREEZDS
B EFRMGBENER, FRPEE 4 HER
BLEABEHMR 111 1,40 CD668626-Mval;
ZRIANFEYN PCR =YW LWY, 5 —EFN
PCR =¥ A B 1 . WA R, i =
H2EEXREAEEZEN . EFRMILS BB,
FRAFELERE, HoELER1:1: 1
1,40 CD668837-BsuRl, =& 1 /%4 k) PCR =¥
e LY, B —FA K PCR YA %E IR,
WHREEIN, N4 1 REEERBEZEH.
ETFROoBENIEE, FTRPFE2 HERY, Ko
AR L 1L, XEEEKM 5 Meic.

Xt 74~ EST-CAPS#RieEFRP VBRI * E&
ERBRA, KPP 6 MG EEREME (a=0.05)
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(85.7%),1 A (CD668433-EcoR130D (14. 3%) B &
iR A5 43 8, 8] EST-CAPS R E /B E .

APFFLE 54 X £ EST 3 H A 35 5t
(64. 8%) B M H#4T PCR ¥ 18, 3x 5 RR M =¥

F 1 5[4 .PCR Bk /A0 PR ) 18 P 1) B
Table 1 Primers,size of PCR products,and restriction enzymes

EST £ % g| ¥ ¥ %] Primer sequences 2|4 8] EST PCR =4 K/ IKEfﬁ!J'I'ﬂ:WﬂJ
EST code B E 4 =YCEL j(.lj\ EST size PC.R product & Restriction

Forward primer (5'-3") Reverse primer(5'-3") P“med (bp)*  size(bp) * enzyme
CD668433 GCGTTGAAGGGCAAGAGTG AGCCCCCCTCACAAGTTCT 292 1330 EcoR130 I
CD668626 CTCAACCCAAACAAGCAG GACCCCAACGCTCTTCATGA 434 460 Mva [
CD668634 TCAGAGAGTCAGACAAGGAAAC ACCATCCTCACCTCCACTTG 349 2 600 Pvull
CD668823 AGATTGGATTGCTGCTTGCT GGAAGAGCTGACCTAATAG 297 530 Eco72
CD668835 GAAACCGCTGTCATGGAAGT TTCCCCGTTTTCATCAGG 258 750 Msp I
CD668837 ATGATGCACAAGCGTATGGT  CTCACAGATCCGCTTAATG 286 460 BsuR I
CD669233 CAACAGGAATAACCAGAAGC TGGGTGTTACTTGATCGGCA 195 360 Ahalll

Wt BB A/MBHE 100bpDNA marker {55,

% 2 EST-CAPSfRiZfISmZitRHESEMESERRE
Table 2 EST-CAPS markers and test of goodness of fit for their segregation among sibs

Note; * Fragment size is deduced with comparison to the 100 bp DNA Ladder.

EST-CAPS it 8A/RA MY mARA  FRAME  MBRE L. e
EST-CAPS JG F B Female/male HH & Female/  ff] Segregation Expecta- .
. . : . . x¢ value  Probability

marker digestion pattern (bp)* male genotype among sibs tion

CD668433-EcoR130] 1330,920,250,160/920,250,160 12/22 81(12) :48(22) 1:1 4,22+ 0.01~0.05

CD668626- Mva] 230,190,120/340,230,120 23/12 25(12) + 29(22) ¢ 1:1:1:1 6.18 0.05~0. 10
44(23) : 32(13)

CD668634-Pvull 2600 /2600,1100,620,440,350 11/12 64(11) : 66(12) 1:1 0.03 >0.95

CD668823-Eco72] 530/530,460,70 12/11 68(11) : 62(12) 1:1 0.28 0.50~0, 70

CD668835-Mspl 750,500,250/750 12/11 58(11) : 70(12) 1:1 1.13 0.20~0. 30

CD668837-BsuR] 460,280,180/340,280,180 13/23 24(13) + 18(23) ¢ 1:1:1:1 6. 89 0.05~0. 10
32(33) : 16(12)

CD669233-Ahalfl 360,220,140/220,140 12/22 47(12) ;54(22) 1:1 0.49 0. 30~0. 50

e HBRAK/MRE 100 bp DNA marker 58 * * 08 R #1448 («=0.05).,

Notes; * Fragment size is deduced with comparison to the 100 bp DNA Ladder;

A1

¥Ri€ CD668835-Mspl HY R [RJ 454 i BRFE 2 3R A
MELT RGO S EIFO

Profile of marker CD668835-Mspl
over the parents and 26 sibs

Fig. 1
M:DNA K [ i E ) Marker: Py B4 Pp A,
HARSREYVIR R R R,
(Pinus sylvestris) Fl K SEH) (P, taeda) ¥ 66. 7% (60/
90) (Komulainen %#,2003) . k4B #AF] F # #3 <DNA £

* * Segregation is aberrant significantly from the expectation(a=0, 05).

58%(50/85) (Temesgen %, 2001) iy bk 133 81, {H Lk
Zi¥% (Picea abies) ¥ 75. 9% (41/54) (Achére %,
2004) | K AE # F B AR #F <DNA #y 76. 0% (57/75)
(Temesgen %5,2001) i, XTF[HES EST #EMK S
RIEM B EZXRU RS YR ERER X,
EHRBAFAT 30 FBR &9 LI BE, 2 54 3¢ 3]
MR/ E 7T AEFNSGER EST-CAPS 7 it
(13.0%), kL #| A SSCP(single strand conformation
polymorphism, BEE M R £ 5 1) 1 CAPS B fh %
AR St #s # (24/90 =27 %) (Komulainen %, 2003) fi
Z1%(19/54=235. 2%) (Achére %, 2004) By 3% (%
R&. 75, CAPS BAEH AR L E R, (HFER
B R B PR 9 D BE, B b 8 3% B (Temesgen
%,200D), FTRL. FEAMAERY. EHAHHBEAR
M EST 254, I SSCP fi DGGE(denatured gra-
dient gel eletrophoresis, Z tEBE FE R EK) . X
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RIMT - #TmmatEgngPsEFRENT
fE.
R#E EST 3R X EHH DNA #
T PCRY MR, V=Y EF S LER EST A &
KX EEMRE SR AEE, MEMR EST
YEE (Temesgen £5,2001) MPg & (Pisum sativum)
#9 EST-CAPS #£ E (Konovalov £,2005), X EEH T
M&TRITERE. 51yt R &R A EST B3 3'%
) 300bp ¥A BI TR B W& F (Temesgen %:,2001),
7= B 35 EST-CAPS 45 ic {47 B 8 b 6l &
14. 3%, B %K ¥, & T B R (Cryptomeria ja-
ponica) 9. 1%(2/22) B 7K ¥ (Nikaido %, 2000),18
X TF HA# 19. 9% 1 31. 3% (Tani %,2003) L K
KBRS 40, 696 ((364-29)/(85+75)) (Temesgen %,
200D EL Bl [RGB AR R —#¢, EST-CAPS #y
WABERFE. FICHRIBHNEETERES A
B, iNFEAS i % 22 B 8 K (Byrne %,1995; H WA %%,
2001) 4 B8 8 4R /) (Carlson 8,1991) B FEH& H 49
FE7E (Mukai %,1995; 0" Leary %,1998) M A 4%
HRPFERCEREHWHES R HEAMRE
(Kasha %,1970; Faure %£,1993) %%,
BE5U L, EST-CAPS & —F B . T £ Ay 3t
BHESFIREER ERBPRERZERBEFX,
WRENREREWEEITEYERRNHIR,
P E A A A TR AR AL AR AT R e
EHRAALRABATTRIFTE I, A L5442

TREFEAA LB ZEMHRERB®T XA, 45

b X &
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