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Progresses in Agrobacterium-mediated Transformation of Tomato
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Abstract: The progresses in Agrobacterium-mediated transformation of tomato (Lycopersicon esculentum) was
reviewed. Several factors were summarized, such as tomato genotypes, explants, the processes of preculture and
infection, the ratio of plant growth regulators and antibiotics in regeneration medium, and different target gene. The
tomato genetic transformation in fiiture was prospected.
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Table 1 Effects of explant, plant growth regulator on tomato transformation

TR Y S R KR mg L) HAROR
No. Cultivars Explant Plant growth regulator Transformation efficiency
1  UCB FH Cotyledon ZT 05)+1AA 05) 14% (18]
Monalbo g0, [18]
2 Moneymaker T Cotyledon 7R ) +IAA (0.1) 9% 7
3 Moneymaker Fif, FJE#h Cotyledon, hypocotyl ZT Q) 11%
4  San Marzano nano, San Fup, B, R BA (0.1 ~10); Zeatin (0.1 ~ 10) 95% ~ 100% [*

Marzano, Principe Borghese
ACE 55 VF, Pakmor

Cotyledon, leaf, hypocotyls

5 Moneymaker F1f Cotyledon

6 Aihuang T4l Hypocotyl
Xianfeng

7 Santa Clara F1f Cotyledon
Fimme nmitant
IPA-5
IPA-6

8 U FIif Cotyledon

9  Marglobe [ Leaf
T-146

10

Micro-Tom, Red Cherry,
Rubion, Piedmont, E6203

T, TR,
Cotyledon, hypocotyl, leaf

11 p73, UCS2b, inbred lines IP0, —F I Cotyledon
LP2, IP4
12 UCRB FIif Cotyledon
13 Premium, Hana, Moneymaker Fuf, FJE#h Cotyledon, hypocotyl
14 Riograndea £ Hypocotyl
M-8 Leaf disc

2522 Shoot tip

ZT @)
BA (25)+IAA (02)
BA (1~2)+1AA @)

Zeatin (1) +1AA (0.1);
BA 25)+1AA (02)

88 pmolL 6-BA, 6.1 pmoVL GA,

ZT (1); ZT @); ZT @)+IAA
(0.1); NAA (0.05)+BAP (0.5)

ZT @)+IAA (01)

ZT (D+KT @) +IAA @)

IAA (05)+ZR (05)

ZT (1) +IAA 01)
ZT (1)+IAA 01)

80% €]
7% ~37% L]
50% ~813% %
50% ~763% %
50% ~100% 1!
50% ~90% L1
25% ~80% L1
60% ~95% L1
25% [¥]
18.7% ~533% L1
30.7% ~893% [

20% (4

18% ~113% [#!

12.5% 17"
75% ~100% [
645% 171
56% [37]
80% [¥7]
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%7%(Continued)
4is wED A HHp: KR g L) HARCE
No. Cultivars Explant Plant growth regulator Transformation efficiency
15  Micro-Tom FH Cotyledon ZT (1); ZT (15) 313% ~48% [
16  Micro-Tom T Cotyledon ZR ) +IAA (0.1) 24% ~80% [
17  Riogarande T WRdH, 3% Hypocotyl, leaf disc 2-ip (15)+IAA (05) 5% ~12% ¥
18 Micro-Tom FH Cotyledon ZT @) +1AA (0.1) 20% [
19  Pusa Ruby, Arka Vikas, Sioux  FH Cotyledon BAPQ) 3029% [17]
ZT (1) 407% 117!
BAP (2)+1AA (1) 329% [
ZT (1)+IAA (0.1) 41.6% 117!
ZT (1) +1AA (1) 373% (7]

20 Rio Grande

21  Zhongshu No. 4 F1f Cotyledon
2 Megha TR, 1 Hypocotyl, cotyledon
23 H-86, H-24, DVRT-1, Sel-7, I &, 7 Hypocotyl, cotyledon

DVRT-2

T, TR, T4 4R
Cotyledon, hypocotyl, apical meristem

BAP (1) 12% ~30% (2!
KT (2)+1AA 08) 10% (%]
ZT (1) +1AA (05) 304% [%]
ZT (1)+IAA (0.1) 44.7% 134
24D (15~20) KT @)+IAA 03) 95% [

BAP () 922% ~96.6% [
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