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Abstract: In order to identify the pathogens of walnut blight in Sichuan Basin Area, the pathogens was isolated
by using tissue isolation method, and the pathogenicity was tested using Koch’s postulates. The pathogen was
identified based on morphological characteristics and sequence analysis of 16S rDNA, and the resistance of 18
cultivars (clones) of Juglans regia was evaluated through field infection using the isolated strain. The results
showed that the morphology of isolated pathogen were similar with Xanthomonas, which sequence of 16S rDNA
showed 99% similarity with X. arboricola (GenBank No. KP340804.1). Therefore, X. arboricola was identified as
the pathogen caused the walnut blight in Sichuan basin area. The incidence and disease index of 18 walnut
cultivars (clones) were ranged from 35.07% to 78.57%, and 17.71% to 51.96%, with the coefficient of variation of
17.62% and 28.78%, respectively. Based on the resistance evaluation, five highly resistance cultivars (clones)
were selected. Therefore, these would provide basis for pathogenesis mechanism of walnut blight and resistance
breeding.
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Ak BB, A B, TR X. arboricola pv. juglandis #4705 MRS, T7iik

B A% bk 32 7= X ™ = B g 8,
Bk Ry, U E N R RIL 60%LL b, JHERTE
R IR R DA 7 B 4 2k 1A 2] 80061461, A% Kk
B M SR B iR A2 A A A BB (Juglans) s J5
g 8. R E A KAk R K AT A4
Xanthomonas camperstris pv. juglandis, J& >k S 4
459 X. arboricola pv. juglandis, 175 #5438 N X.
juglandist®o-100, st LRI b 5t 1 X A% Bk S B
5 E 16S IDNA FAIREAT 704, W IR R B
X. campestris. 3 A% Bk 48 B 1 2 B TR K 1Y)
dnaK 1 rpoD K70 Hr KB, BUR B P 5
X. arboricola JE# 21T, rDNA R /3 #r 45 R 5
X. arboricola. X. gardneri 1 X. vesicatoriajie $34%
02, Stefania SR H AFLP o FAsicdiAR, xf
EEL JEEAE KRR 8 NEK 66 MMk BB
Jp3 2509 B %2 2 A X. arboricola pv. pruni. X. arboricola
pv. corylina. X. campestris pv. campestris. X. fraga-
riae. X. hortorum £ X. axonopodis pv. vesicatoria.
EHT, ARk S A (TG 1 2R )% 8 B # A
HoeamEl, RAWZEPGE, AETLTEERERE
551 B A ARl Y 1) S H o BRI AT AR AR S R G 5%
We) 56 o) R, DRI, ASE U B M7V SRS P AR
B b B AT A2 e o A RIORH AT SE R A% Bk R B BT V6 7
1EI15-161, Soltani S50 16 A%k 2 DR A e b JiR

1 HTHUREN IR SR CEER)

Table 1 Cultivars (clones) used for resistance evaluation

HH B B A DR Y 94 Al B HE R BY 69 Botu S5d
b} 550 AN E Ak oM R AT H R A4S 2
FRAE, %% 3 N (Valcor. Valmit £ Valrex)$i S 5
I ()T 2R 1081, 3 ] G g b DX Rk 7 X T i v BRI
B IR B R Qe it T R s kA, e sl
BERARTT S Rh SRR, BB o R R
A, BN ZH DX AR R e ) = PR DA
FIOL, AHIF T 5 S DU 1] e b DX AZ A S B )
VR AR BEAT 73 B AU PRI 2, A 0 R R TR S 2,
If4h4 16S IDNA FEK P I RGE K ER, e
P R B AR (RIS Rk AN R 4 B8 1
59, STUSCEERIDY I 18 AMZAkARES S Fh 1 &) it
IThumtEs e, DU BB AR IR 5 Pt
T MLERAFE TR0 B Pk B SRR

1 RS

1.1 R

T PurE P 9 18 A%k (Juglans regia) #:4%
A R)E B WE L, AT IR K2
2PN AR AO A & FE (103967 E, 30°63' N), i
BT DY )28 SN T, S B0 Ay 22 R PR <
fix, “F¥IE 15.9°C, FIHME 4 1161.5h, 4%
FFRE 1000 mm LA L, HFEEERETZS, {55

SRl (FETE &) Cultivar (clone) We#EHs Collection site

F Species

Shujiangl PY)1147BA Mianyang, Sichuan
Panhel PU)1|#454E Panzhihua, Sichuan
Chuanzaol PY)I13%5* Suining, Sichuan
Chuanzao2 PU)I13%5* Suining, Sichuan
Yanyuanzao P11l Liangshan, Scihuan
Xiangling 11 ZR%F R Ji'nan, Shandong
Shuoxing U™ 7% Guangyuan, Sichuan
Qingxiang JIEAKE Shijiazhuang, Hebei
Liaohe AL &% Changli, Hebei

64 VY11 53 Mabian, Sichuan

65 P41l iz Mabian, Sichuan

71 PY)I1 T3 Mabian, Sichuan

86 P41l iz Mabian, Sichuan

91 P41l iz Mabian, Sichuan

92 VY11 531 Mabian, Sichuan
100 VY11 531 Mabian, Sichuan
199 VY11 531 Mabian, Sichuan
200 P9 11532 Mabian, Sichuan
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M RE 78 70 AR DY )1 R U A

P 908 JE TR 70 2 B0 25 A RHE I DY )1 7 3
DAZBRAR, SRAEFRIHS BB BERTAEIR A 24 2L 4ot
Fiv BRI 36 0, BBV TR RN B 3
Berf, MU bR D R BN UK AR AT [nl S2 06 AR AE T
—20°CUKFE % M -2 @ A= REAZ AR 1 FH T el 451k 58
BEAT EOR LD E -

1.2 WRRE B4l 5 E8HR5

SERAE MR ARHEATHA R . w5, 2R
J X B AU SR B (I s 4l AR AT T 1) 4 s
alifl . FHTARCIN 2R 5y B B B 20, g B A
RIEZHI R AKIE e T%, BT 5 3k
10 1~ 5 mm>5 mm [)/NPURE2H L 7T5%I R IR 5 s,
SERPFEBEKIEVE 3 s N 0.1%I1 FH R I =
781 min, TEKED 3 WK B ALE T KH
MEI A b, WINJCEK, I K 1B 78 4y
WFRE ;K B A% R R BRI RS A 4L 23000 T NA TR
RIS TR, MMMRIES 3K BJEE TR
Hgrbrad, HHET 28°C. 12 h/12 h RS E
(R TER 35 TR A T 5 77 4 4 B A9 30 1) R R R LB
PR AT R TR, AL R TR R R LB W
IRBEFREE P KRR, —80°CLRA7 & I,

SR FH At H U PR VE R RV DU 3R AT B it
B ARTE I B PR R 2R 5672 2 LB PR, 28°CiEfbhs 3%
3~4d, AJEHREH R A AT Y ORRE IR, RO AR
108 CFU/ML B A VT . EEU{E R 1) 2 a AR A%k
B, SRR AR T B Pl (S F K B R T
IR, PR BERIBERCD B, R T
BHATERN), BeMEE L 2 REEE, (RIBREFE 240
JE BRI, R E A LB MR RER AN
XTI, RRALEREERN 6 i, HAE 3R, 7~10d J5id
SEAIRTE DL, AR AR CIE N, R0 S B R A
R SR () BRI RER NS, X s i 2L 4R B R AT
o R I S 5, SR B H R R R TR S
R R S5 ATRIAEE, W10 e bk BB B0
VR, TR 0 2 0 7 E R o D 4 T 1 55
VAP

1.3 WEHEESZELEE

V4 BB s S5 R S 7R T LB PR R R |
28°CH#53% 3 d JG1E OLYMPUS 2% 5 1Wss T WL 8L i
WITEAREE, SAFEERIEE. BR. KD,

JRHBRIDGEESE) TR TG ANE W A5 5
BRI

14 RERE S FEE

FIF KARZHEE & DNA $EBGRF I SR IR
Pk 28-2 B [XZH DNA, #ift 10 f5#&H. L DNA N
AR, SR FH 41 TR F 514 27F/1492R (IETA): 5'-AG-
AGTTTGATCCTGGCTCAG-3"; /X [f]: 5-GGTTAC-
CTTGTTACGACTT-3")i#4T PCR ¥ 14. PCR ¥ 34 {4
%425 ul: DNAERR 1 ul, Taq A (2 %) 12.5 uL,
IERE SIS L ul, ZEFRANER 25 ulbo RN
FERFN: 95°CHIAEM: 5 min, 94°CAFE: 45 s, 55°C
Bk 455, T2°CHEfH 45s, 35 MEIR, Hja 72°C4E
i1 10 min, 4°CLRAF. ¥ =Y 1%35 i bt i idk
AT HLEKASIN, AR5 R IE 28-2 () PCR F=4i% L ifg
BRVEMH AR AT AT 16S rDNA T

W0 3RS 1) 7 9 £ NCBI J: DX 5085 2 vh itk AT
Fext, T GenBank 8 S ARBLT 41347 [R) 5 14
Fbxt, FIH MEGA X #A4 % H A8 #29% (neighbor-
joining method)f# KRG K B, T HIEL LR
PR R B PSR G R R T e R E IR S RHIE. #5357
PEAR B 350 1 25 SR AT 46 e

1.5 HUmRtEEAT

PR 28-2 iEL S E 107 CFU/mL B 1A B 7
o IEHUE R HAHS— S pk i Fh (ot R) % 13
PR, 10 RH T8, 3R, MAM L (1) Tol
FIREUNAME B R AR 0/ (12 F 18K),
HFbRIc, RAERIRERIERR, SRR
1a AT AR IO IR B 11 LB VAR HR . 2
PG 78 2 RIS, [RIBIEFE 48 h 4Rk, 10d 2 )5
GriHEERR I R (R R R 1 Do

WA SRR CTE T R ) R T8 26 (%) = R0 1) s 8
VAT S AL <100%, K FH 128 S0 & SR B 1)
WP EAR, FE TR | SR B IR A B HE
TR 1 ZORBEEAZE = 2.0 mm; 1 ZRBEE S
2.1~4.0 mm; IV ZRBEEAE 4.1~6.0 mm; V 25
PEE £ =6.1 mm. ST SR LT ER S
FaE (%)= X (9 ALE > Z) (I 2 A s 0 < 1 0
27) <100%, FRAZHk Tl (TC 14 28 ) f 2 B 55 114 FH 1]
Uitk 4 94 mHi(HR) I 1B $8 %0 0.00~24.00,
PO (R)IIR 5 16 80Ch 24.01~31.00, 8% (S) 9w 15
B4 31.01~40.00, /= /B (HS) 195 T 5 2 = 40.01.
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2.1 WRIREK B SRAFIBOR M e

Xof MY )5 1 R AR ) 36 Uit s AT
TR 7 B2, RAFERTEIE IR 18 bk, LIRS
WA, FEAON 4 2% R EE (Xan-
thomonas). 7 /N B4 J& (Curtobacterium) . 2 1% &
(Pantoea) 1 4> 3 AT B J& (Chryseobacterium), 43 &5
53 il O T BN B R (33.33%) > A /AT BB
(27.78%) >z 1 J& (22.22%) > 4> 1% T 1 J& (16.67%)
MNP P4 B R T A 4l, By B e m, T AR 5K
A B RV LRUAREL, TRk R ST 5 2 3|
2P0 B AR G 0 2 B 4 SRR R AT [ 42
W, B 7d JE, FOUEE 30 B i T e Bk e
AR A o 53 B8 [l 00 B 2 405 S vy, LR
WIS 50 B 5 B B VR TS A — 3, e 1%
T3 B S5 R 70 B ARAS IR L R A (R — TR 1, S AT
ik P20, 158 BH 3 5 AT 7 & (Xanthomonas) /& U ) 1]
U RZ Bk R BRE 95 (1495 5 R

22 WEEKESIME RS> L%

75 156 SRAF T 6 A T R AT BT J8 TR AR T A AR AIE 25
AME, BRICABEE. Jeig. B, e
NAAR, G R, RO
(K 1: A). B TS, 6 NERITEA AR 2
SEATIR, BN 49(0.3~0.8) um <(1.0~2.4) um, #

B 1 SR BN v (A) AR A (B) &
Fig. 1 The morphology of colony (A) and thallus (B) of walnut blight pathogen

22 et S B MY (B 1: B). K B RTR I bR
[FIFE IR 2 a AAXARIE R b, SR A gAY
(R RRBERRE . PR B R PR Rk 4lifl, &4
LU TR R M LR, FEAr B R S5
BT T M BRI ZE R, UASURE 5%
BB IR — MR, S A BRI

NG BB AR P AR [ B Pk 28-2 ATk
[AIZH DNA $2HL, AR EERI 4] DNA it f#
FHIE R 5190 27/ 1492R #4153 2K BEL°8 1 446 bp
ff) 16S rDNA JrEL(B 2: A). ¥ 3K151 16S rDNA 5
HI7E GenBank F1i#E47 BLAST ELXF 40 #r, 45 S 1,
F 5P A 3 A B (Xanthomonas  arboricola) (&
5 KP340804.1) AU Fiik 99%. RGKHE
W 3 AT 45 S 3% B B ik 28-2 55 B AL B ) SR ok
FZmilr, fTRGEKEWHIE—4523 (K 2:B).
I, SEAEURMENE SR 5 LS F AR
FFB T, Kbk 28-2 % A AR B BT I, A
A2 T 7 DY )1 23 e X R Ak 4 R 12 R BXE R P SR TR
SRR A R RAT

2.3 PUREIEM

e s, A TR oM &) i 54N
FEREIROR, MG 2~3d A HMBUMERE, 7 K
BRI, (HEBARRRREER R 3 A).
U, AR VK HE ] 7 4 A A 7R RS I 5 10 RiEAT
PR 18 Ak S b (ot 2R) b R R BN S B
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NR 026386.1 Xanthomonas hortorum strain
KM252981.1 Xanthomonas sp.

NR 026320.1 Xanthomonas populi

28-2 TSS20160915-028-1539.

KP340804.1 Xanthomonas arboricola
KR708892.1 Xanthomonas campestris

61| KR708892.1 Xanthomonas campestris

LC331099.1 Xanthomonas arboricola
22l MF351923.1 Xanthomonas arboricola
21[ MG597200.1 Xanthomonas campestris

KT862774.1 Xanthomonas capestris

KU518242.1 Xanthomonas campestris
KUS518243.1 Xanthomonas capestris
CP007224.19 Pseudomonas aeruginosa PA96 genome

PR -y

B 2 BAkI 16S rDNA PCR 3 Hipk F AL T 16S rDNA LK 75 A RGR B W

Fig. 2 PCR amplification of 16S rDNA, and phylogenetic tree based on 16S rDNA gene sequences

PE A, AN [ERE BE RO, KW %N 35.07%
(Shujiang1)~78.57% (Yanyuanzao), 745 Z %A
17.62%, Horp 14 A S A (JE 1 R ) KW % AE 50.00%
LL_E (18 3: B). Ji15 % 0.18% (Shujiangl)~
0.24% (Yanyuanzao), &5 R% 0.29%, Bl
B RIRRIEAR— (K 3: C)o RIETUIRMEEMN A5 AE,

itk i pUw b RE CEE R)3E 10 N5 S HR fifil, 5
AR, HAABREIER 6 4, HPUR
Fls 60.000%; B bRl CETER)H, BB AL AP 5
544 A S dhFl, 1A HS @), 5 SRR (G
PER) ) 62.50%, Ui BASHIAL R IG1E R SR FiE
LEOR T AREA

100~ B

90

%297 % Incidence (%)

il (JCHE £) Cultivar (clone)
[ 3 HIAIAELRR I 1 42 Gt R0 SR YA

Fig. 3 Leaf infections in field and resistance evaluation of walnut cultivars (clones)

S48 %X Disease index
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3 5T

T 1B G A2 Ak 20 B B B ) A DG I 9 2 AR
R F 2T TS B Ve SR . gt — 2P B
Tt 3R Ak PR DR 5 S 1 7 S, AR SOt 51 R DY
1 b DX A% Bk R DR 11955 SR B R AT 70 B 55
A PR 381 73 B9 SR 1 I B0 v, N
TR NG B AT 3 J5L T 46 o8 A g it 1 28 -
[F ) SR FH HE TR f o PAN 773, XF DY )14 18 Mk
R AP IO R )BT HURTE AT .

AHIEFERT R B R B TS AT S, 45
R, MR E MR RS SAR RS
LA TE PR A% Mk 8 T 2 S DO 5 it T g P i R S 4
PRI AHALAIRL.24-28] - A X0 388 T D T PR T A8 2 SN
RERF HL 25 58 31 0 B P o J B AR B, PRI, FREE
W FAEY TR T — 2. Tk
SEDEI I S5 I 1y A AR, R E T AR
A X. campestris pv. juglandis (Pierce) Vauterin, J&fir
%74 X. arboricola pv. juglandis (Pierce) Vauterin, i
HHWE 4 A X. juglandis (Pierce) Dowson[1026-271,
Adaskaveg 1345 dnaK. rpoD Al rDNA 3£ [ 43#r,
N2 BN A A 40 T P SR B B B 5 X, Arbo-
ricola. X. gardneri il X. vesicatoriajie i . Daiva
212813 5+ fyuA. gyrB Al rpoD ZEF FEFI 4T, 9
7B s AN 2 X A%k B B R B A X, arboricola
pv. juglandis. [R5 SCAEIHRE b 5B X 1% Bk A
J939 I B 11 16S rDNA J7 %1 5 X. campestris 1 X. arbo-
ricola ()34 FARAANE S 99%, (H HAZH J5 B 1)
BEiE it — 2. TEFRPIR LA S e
16S rDNA 770 Hr, 4 H 78 Bl F A bk R B iR
B %5 N X, campestris. [ SR A4 e Al
ITS 51504, KL ZR A A%k BRI s R 1 S5 72 X
arboricola. (Ktt, RAEEF S50 TAEYMFEMES
()77 R R o) B0 IR B AT HE R S E . I, AR
W AR 16S IDNA BRI FFHIRE T RE KB, XT
WRIRE AT SE, SRR IR R 1) 16S rDNA £
55 2 & 551 X. arboricola (3% 5 KP340804.1)
KRG R AR, MM ENR 99%. 456N RS
SRR, AT FURE I | Fa it b DX A% Ak S B0 5 R A
% 58 N T 1] (Proteobacteria) i ¥ i 1 £} (Pseudo-
monadaceae) #tf 4 5 5[ 7% JE 4H (& X. arboricola. Y
J1148 2000-2008 4F 15 4% Bk 3= 2 oAb 7 51 32k o,
IX AT A DY) 7t [X 55 1 2R 48 A% Bk SR B S [A] —

FOFR R B RN 22— [, 5 A R X A%k 2
PO R B AR 22 5, WRIFREAFAESKE
5 A%k B R B 2R, SRR AL A
B P SR B ) R A L HERR LR A R B VR H AR
W BA EE NIRRT R L.

VY1148 ok SR HHE AR, Ak L X R A
LU, KIEHHE bkiss, FFMH ek
FEX RS A, BB TV SRR &R, 5
R AL T 5 S AR bk 52 21 BE B 55 R I8 RO T A
= BAE T i T B, SRRl )ik
WR B EZ R, Tk, Mg — KittARE
B RAZBFP AL A= A, PR =
10 fi i i e 31— IR kAR RO, 75 2 v R
U ) 1| 2t DX A A AP A ) o R A1, B AR
HAE R A B A L AT B N A% Bk R B A —
P . BRIk, ASHIT 7R F ()3 i 7 92000 7Y )1
k3 R A Y A A R TG R R AT R B BT
PEPEAY, Hidr Shujiangl. Qingxiang. Panhel. 91
H1 86 S HIEAN A m LA, WG TRECN 17.71%~
23.88%; Yanyuanzao £ 200 ‘5 Jy =BG s, 1
T3 BN 51.96%F1 40.10% . X LL4 7 J5 B IR e
{H R I B sm P M (1) R BUAE B M 3 A v AT e 3k
BRI Z i, XEHR AR AE— S PR
LR A RAPREIBY, Jiang £5325% T H 1] 6 75
i BN BRI R B R AT Ak R B B
7, 45 EK M, Shujiangl J& T 5 B i fh, S5AHT
REERA—E, MREEF—RREMEZER, &
IR 1a Al $e T, 1M Jiang SR 8a 2k
SERM, I S5 2 R AT R S BT A SR B
s A2 i B R 7 VAN R o] R 5 350 1A 12
PR I 22 s MBS AN R AT e 3 350 )5
BRI B PE IS o FE03 35 BRI AT I BRI ok A ) Jek
Joa B B EAT RO I DL IR 2T, e % 4 S S i S AR
PIPTPER o DRI, AR A EH TR0 R F ) 2 A
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