

  Progressive Adaptation of a CpGV Isolate to Codling Moth Populations Resistant to CpGV-M




Progressive Adaptation of a CpGV Isolate to Codling Moth Populations Resistant to CpGV-M







Viruses 2014, 6(12), 5135-5144; doi:10.3390/v6125135




Article



Progressive Adaptation of a CpGV Isolate to Codling Moth Populations Resistant to CpGV-M



Benoît Graillot 1,2, Marie Berling 1,§, Christine Blachere-López 3, Myriam Siegwart 4, Samantha Besse 2 and Miguel López-Ferber 1,*





1



LGEI, Ecole des Mines d’Alès, Institut Mines-Telecom et Université de Montpellier Sud de France, 6, Avenue de Clavières, 30319 Alès, France






2



Natural Plant Protection, Arysta LifeScience group, Avenue Léon Blum, 64000 Pau, France






3



INRA, 6, Avenue de Clavières, 30319 Alès, France






4



INRA, Unité PSH, Agroparc, 84914 Avignon Cedex 9, France









§



Present address: Créa, 215 Avenue de la Roche Parnale, ZI Motte Longue, 74130 Bonneville, France.






*



Author to whom correspondence should be addressed; Tel.: +33-466-782-704 (ext. 123); Fax: +33-466-782-701.







External Editor: John Burand



Received: 17 September 2014; in revised form: 4 December 2014 / Accepted: 15 December 2014 / Published: 22 December 2014



Abstract:

 The NPP-R1 isolate of CpGV is able to replicate on CpGV-M-resistant codling moths. However, its efficacy is not sufficient to provide acceptable levels of control in natural (orchard) conditions. A laboratory colony derived from resistant codling moths was established, which exhibited a homogeneous genetic background and a resistance level more than 7000 fold. By successive cycles of replication of NPP-R1 in this colony, we observed a progressive increase in efficacy. After 16 cycles (isolate 2016-r16), the efficacy of the virus isolate was equivalent to that of CpGV-M on susceptible insects. This isolate was able to control both CpGV-M-susceptible and CpGV-M-resistant insects with similar efficacy. No reduction in the levels of occlusion body production in susceptible larvae was observed for 2016-r16 compared to CpGV-M.
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1. Introduction

Codling moth (CM) is a major insect pest of apples and pears [1]. CM is distributed worldwide in temperate climates in the majority of apple production areas [2]. After years of chemical control, CM progressively developed resistances to most chemical insecticides [3], making the use of alternative methods for pest control necessary to sustain production and reduce environmental impacts.

Among biological control agents, baculoviruses (Nucleopolyhedroviruses (NPVs) and Granuloviruses (GVs)) are the only virus group used in field conditions. They are used as microbial insecticides due to their specificity for one or a few insect species [4], in annual cultures, in orchards, or in forests [5,6]. Baculoviruses are double stranded-DNA viruses restricted to invertebrates, and more precisely arthropodes [6]. Baculoviruses have genome sizes ranging from 80–180 kbp, and replicate in the nucleus of infected cells. These viruses are characterised by enveloped rod-shaped nucleocapsids occluded in a proteinaceous matrix [7]. Baculovirus possess two types of particles, the Oclusion Body (OB), containing one or more virions, that ensures horizontal transmission between susceptible hosts; and the Budded Virus, a much simpler particle containing one virus genome used for transmission between cells inside the host. There are two different types of OBs: the first is small, granular, ellipsoidal-shaped occlusion bodies, characteristic of the GVs (now called betabaculoviruses), that generally contains a single enveloped nucleocapsid and the second, bigger, polyhedron shaped, present in all other Baculovirus genera, lepidopteran nucleopolyhedrovirus (NPV) or alphabaculoviruses, hymenopteran NPV or gammabaculoviruses, and dipteran NPV or deltabaculoviruses. Each polyhedron contains numerous nucleocapsids enveloped alone (single enveloped) or in groups (multiple enveloped), and distributed throughout the polyhedral occlusion body matrix. Baculoviruses infect the larval stages of insects particularly in the order Lepidoptera [8].

The first Cydia pomonella granulovirus (CpGV) isolate was found in Mexico (CpGV-M, [9]). In Europe, all commercial formulations before 2010 were derived from this CpGV-M isolate [10]. This isolate appears to have limited genetic diversity [11] and a representative clone has been completely sequenced [12], making it the reference genotype.

Since 2004, after years of generalized use, resistance to CpGV-M has been reported in orchards in Germany [13] and France [14]. Now, resistance is distributed across Europe [15], but not in other continents. This may be due to a lower use of CpGV isolates.

In order to bypass this resistance, research was conducted to obtain new viral variants able to control these resistant insect populations. Various natural isolates were found to be able to partially overcome the resistance; among them, the isolate NPP-R1 [16].

Natural virus populations present an inherent genetic diversity and are able to evolve when conditions allow adaptation of the pathogen to the host. Taking advantage of this fact, a selection process has been carried out by successive passages on a resistant insect laboratory colony, called RGV, in order to increase the efficiency of the NPP-R1 isolate [16]. The efficiency and specificity of the NPP-R1 virus and the 2016-r4 isolate corresponding to the fourth passage have been previously described. An increasing activity against resistant insects was detected at that point [16].

We have continued the process for 16 generations of codling moth. In this study, we characterize the virus populations by their efficacy on controlling CpGV-M susceptible and resistant codling moth laboratory colonies; their genetic composition, and their productivity.



2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Insects

Two Cydia pomonella laboratory colonies were used in this work, a laboratory colony susceptible to CpGV-M, used as reference colony; and the resistant colony, RGV. This last colony was derived from a natural resistant population (St-A) found in the region of Saint Andiol (Bouches-du-Rhône, France), followed by selection for resistance to CpGV-M as previously described [16]. RGV is periodically selected for CpGV-M resistance in order to maintain a high level of resistance [16].



2.2. Viruses

The CpGV-M isolate (our laboratory stock 2020-s1) is used as a reference and comes from the inoculum for production of Carpovirusine (Natural Plant Protection (NPP), Arysta LifeScience group, Pau, France) and is genetically and phenotypically similar to the Mexican isolate discovered and described by Tanada (1964) [9].

The NPP-R1 isolate was provided by NPP. This isolate comes from the virus collection of the firm. The original stock was amplified using the susceptible colony reared at the NPP facility prior to use in bioassays. The 2016-r4; 2016-r8 and 2016-r16 isolates are respectively the result of four, eight and 16 cycles of multiplication of NPP-R1 on RGV larvae.



2.3. Amplification of Virus

Third-instar (L3) resistant larvae (7 days old) reared on a virus-free diet were used for viral amplification. A viral suspension was prepared in distilled water at a concentration of 800 OB/µL. Fifty µL was deposited evenly on the surface of a formaldehyde free-diet (Stonefly Heliothis Diet, Ward’s Science, Rochester, NY, USA) in 24-well plates and allowed to penetrate. Then L3 larvae were deposed on these plates and incubated at 25 °C (± 1 °C) with a 16:8-h (light/dark) photoperiod and a relative humidity of 60% (±10%). After 4 days, all larvae presenting signs of viral infection were extracted from the rearing diet and transferred to Eppendorf® tubes and stored at the same temperature for an additional day, then frozen (−20 °C). Larvae were processed as previously described [16]. The occlusion bodies were resuspended in distilled water, and stored at −20 °C.

The same process was carried out for each virus passage.



2.4. Evaluation of Viral Production of 2016-r8 and 2016-r16 Isolate

The protocol described above (Section 2.3) was used using susceptible larvae, to allow replication without a selective pressure. Larvae were pooled by groups of three and weighed before homogenisation. 30 groups are analyzed for each isolate. The production yields expressed in OBs/larva and OBs/g of larva were compared using the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test.



2.5. Bioassays

Bioassays were carried out as previously described [16]. Briefly, neonate larvae of both laboratory colonies, susceptible and resistant (24 h old or less) were individually placed in 96-well plates containing about 200 µL of a formaldehyde-free artificial diet (Stonefly Heliothis Diet, Ward’s Science, Rochester, NY, USA), after a 6-µL volume of an OB suspension was spread over the surface of each well (well surface area = 28 mm2). The same volume of distilled water was used in control wells. Bioassays were performed using six virus concentrations, ranging from 2–6250 OBs/µL for the most efficient virus/host combination and 10–100,000 OBs/µL for the least efficient combination. The wells were sealed with Parafilm™, and the microplates were incubated in a growth chamber at 25 °C (± 1 °C) with a 16:8-h (light/dark) photoperiod and a relative humidity of 60% (± 10%). Mortality was recorded at 7 days postinfection. Larvae that did not react to physical stimuli were considered dead. At least three independent experiments were carried out. After verifying their homogeneity, the data were pooled. Mortality data were subjected to probit analysis [17] performed with the POLO+ software (LeOra Software, Berkeley, CA, USA) [18].



2.6. DNA Extraction and Restriction Endonuclease (REN) Analysis of CpGV Isolates

Viral DNA of the different productions detailed in Section 2.3, was extracted from OBs as previously described [16]. Approximately 500 ng of purified virus DNA was digested with EcoRI, BamHI, PstI, SalI, or XhoI (Fisher Scientific, Illkirch, France) in the supplied buffer at 37 °C for 3 h. The DNA restriction fragments were separated by electrophoresis in 1% agarose gels in Tris-acetate-EDTA buffer at 80 V for approximately 4 h. λ-phage DNA/ HindIII fragments were used as standards for size determination. Fragments were visualized under UV light by ethidium bromide staining. The fragment sizes and DNA quantity were estimated using the Kodak 1D image system (Eastman Kodak Company, Rochester, NY, USA).




3. Results


3.1. REN Analysis

DNA from NPP-RI and all the successive passages were compared to that from CpGV-M using EcoRI, BamHI, PstI, SalI and XhoI. Submolar fragments were observed in all isolates, but their relative proportions changed over passages. The characteristic pattern of CpGV-M, in conformity with the published sequence, was observed for all enzymes in the NPP-R1 isolate, mixed with a new pattern, characterized for a supplementary EcoRI site around position 58000, the disappearance of the BamHI site at 17745; the appearance of two PstI sites at 38800 and 86500; for SalI, two supplementary sites were observed around positions 13100 and 49000. No differences were detected on XhoI profiles. From passages 4–16, this new profile becomes more frequent. At passage 16, the CpGV-M pattern is undetectable. These changes are represented in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Graphical map of the genomes of CpGV isolates obtained after sequential amplification on resistant RGV larvae. The relative proportion of the variable restriction sites are represented by dashed rectangles. Their length is proportional to the relative abundance. The restriction sites shared by the three isolates are represented by lines of equal length.
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Table 2. Pathogenicities, measured by LC50 and LC90, of four virus isolates on Cydia pomonella laboratory colonies susceptible and resistant to CpGV-M.



	
Host colony

	
Virus isolate

	
Total No. of insects tested

	
No. of Occlusion Bodies/µL (95% CI)

	
Slope ± SE

	
χ2

	
Resistance factor (fold) (a)




	
LC50

	
LC90

	
LC50

	
LC90






	
Susceptible

	
CpGV-M

	
786

	
13.10 (6.55–23.20)

	
223.10 (110.70–654.18)

	
1.04 ± 0.09

	
5.99

	
1.0

	
1.0




	

	
NPP-R1 (b)

	
689

	
25.80 (14.48–39.93)

	
328.55 (196.93–702.51)

	
1.16 ± 0.13

	
1.28

	
2.0

	
1.5




	

	
2016-r4 (b)

	
999

	
39.65 (6.40–133.91)

	
805.85 (260.20–1.36 × 103)

	
0.98 ± 0.11

	
13.60

	
3.0

	
3.6




	

	
2016-r8

	
445

	
48.37 (21.18–81.44)

	
280.52 (158.02–857.03)

	
1.68 ± 0.25

	
4.67

	
3.7

	
1.3




	

	
2016-r16

	
790

	
6.76 (2.60–13.37)

	
59.63 (27.54–278.55)

	
1.36 ± 0.13

	
11.42

	
0.5

	
0.3




	
Resistant

	
CpGV-M

	
396

	
7.84 × 103 (660.45–4.13 × 104)

	
1.71 × 106 (2.15 × 105–6.72 × 108)

	
0.55 ± 0.09

	
6.32

	
598

	
7664.7




	

	
NPP-R1 (b)

	
578

	
166.31 (91.21–278.27)

	
1.28 × 104 (5.95 × 103–3.80 × 104)

	
0.70 ± 0.08

	
4.81

	
12.7

	
57.4




	

	
2016-r4 (b)

	
1201

	
102.31 (63.20–146.91)

	
1.57 × 103 (1.01 × 103–2.97 × 103)

	
1.10 ± 0.10

	
6.21

	
7.8

	
7.0




	

	
2016-r8

	
456

	
41.27 (26.97–58.96)

	
319.24 (207.87–582.06)

	
1.44 ± 0.17

	
1.83

	
3.2

	
1.4




	

	
2016-r16

	
545

	
22.43 (13.73–34.36)

	
410.67 (240.16–846.43)

	
1.02 ± 0.11

	
3.60

	
1.7

	
1.8






(a) The pathogenicity of CpGV-M on susceptible larvae is used as a reference level; (b) Results from [16].





3.2. Viral Production of Isolates

No difference was found in the production per grams of susceptible larvae between CpGV-M, 2016-r8 and 2016-r16 (Kruskal-Wallis test: χ2 = 29, df = 28, p = 0.4125) (Table 1).

Table 1. Production per larvae and per gram of larvae of three virus isolates on susceptible insects.


	Virus isolate
	Production (per gram of larvae (× 1011 OB/g) ± SE
	Production per larvae * (× 1010 OB/g) ± SE





	CpGV-M
	4.84 ± 0.29 a
	2.48 ± 0.10 b



	2016-r8
	5.77 ± 0.29 a
	2.99 ± 0.19 b



	2016-r16
	5.41 ± 0.16 a
	2.54 ± 0.11 b





* Mean production of a larvae estimated by 10 pools of 3 larvae each. Similar letters indicate no statistically significant differences by Kruskal Wallis test; superscript: results having the same letter. i.e., a or b indicate they are not statistically different.






3.3. Bioassays

Bioassays were performed with the NPP-R1, 2016-r4 (data from [16]), 2016-r8 and 2016-r16 isolates on susceptible and resistant larvae. The efficiency of each viral isolates was estimated by probit analysis (Table 2).

On susceptible larvae, the NPP-R1, the 2016-r4 and the 2016-r8 isolates were less efficient than CpGV-M isolate. Surprisingly, the 2016-r16 isolate was more efficient (LC50: 6.76 OB/µL (2.60–13.37); LC90: 59.63 OB/µL (27.54–278.55)) than CpGV-M isolate (LC50: 13.10 OB/µL (6.55–23.20); LC90: 223.10 OB/µL (110.70–654.18)). On resistant larvae, an increase of efficiency was observed up to the 2016-r8 isolate. The 2016-r16 isolate had a slightly better LC50 (22.43 OB/µL (13.73–34.36)) and similar LC90 (410.67 OB/µL (240.16–846.43)) than 2016-r8 (LC50: 41.27 OB/µL (26.97–58.96); LC90: 319.24 OB/µL (207.87–582.06)) indicating that this isolate was completely stabilized.




4. Discussion

Codling moth resistant natural populations did not respond to control by CpGV-M. The resistance levels were variable, from a hundred fold to more than a thousand fold resistance as a function of the relative frequency of the resistant genotypes. The RGV resistant colony, developed from a natural population, exhibits a homogeneous resistance level against CpGV-M of 7665 fold (LC90), compared to the level for the susceptible colony. This homogeneity allowed a precise estimate of the resistance, a selection of a virus isolate, and the evaluation of the gains in efficacy over successive passages. The isolate NPP-R1 is partially able to control the resistant colony, but the efficacy ratio (LC90 on resistant insect/LC90 on susceptible insects = 57) was not satisfactory for its use in field conditions, as it would require application doses too high to be compatible with economic constraints.

Following passages of the NPP-R1 isolate on resistant larvae, the efficiency of the viruses increased up to the 2016-r8 isolate (eighth passage). The efficiency of the 16th passage 2016-r16 was comparable to 2016-r8, indicating a stabilization of the isolate.

A first attempt to characterize the NPP-R1 virus isolate and its evolution over selection was made using a RFLP approach. This approach allowed us to demonstrate that the original isolate is composed of at least two genotypes, one similar to CpGV-M, and that the relative proportion of this genotype diminished over passages on a resistant insect colony, but they do not disappear. The selected genotype is characterized by modifications of various restriction sites on its genome. It has been recently demonstrated that modification at the level of the pe38 virus gene is responsible of overcoming the resistance [19]. This gene is located between 18574 and 19722 nt on CpGV-M [12]. The differences observed do not affect this region. Accordingly, they probably do not present a selective value.

The final isolate obtained, 2016-r16, was able to efficiently control the resistant colony. Surprisingly, this isolate also controlled the susceptible colony as well or better than the reference isolate, CpGV-M, indicating its potential usefulness as a control agent for insect field populations of codling moth presenting variable ratios of susceptible vs. resistant insects.

The OB production under our conditions appeared to be higher than the usual levels (2.5 × 109 OB/larva [20]). The differences were probably related to the protocol of larvae rearing. Using different conditions, Reiser et al. (1993) reported a yield of 1.7 × 1010 OB/larva [21].

The virus yield was compared on susceptible larvae for 2016-r8 and 2016-r16 and the reference CpGV-M. No differences in virus production were observed either when considering OB per larva nor OB per gram of larvae. The experimental conditions used in our test did not allow verifying if there were differences in the speed of kill.

A recent work revealed that there is no apparent fitness cost for the insect to become resistant [22]. Our data did not find either a cost for the virus to overcome this resistance. Putting together our data, similar efficacy and similar level of production in both insect colonies, it is tempting to hypothesize that there is neither a genetic cost for the virus to overcome the resistance. If there is no genetic cost for a virus population on controlling resistant populations, what is the rationale of the preservation in nature of CpGV-M? Clearly, using only two fitness parameters, it is not possible to accept or refuse this hypothesis, and more research will be required before being able to do so.

The isolate 2016r16 is able to efficiently overcome the resistance to CpGV-M. This isolate is now commercialized by Natural Plant Protection under the “Carpovirusine Evo2” designation.






Acknowledgments

“The research leading to these results has received funding from the European Community’s Seventh Framework Programme (FP7/2007-2013) under the grant agreement number FP7-265865”, and the Agence Nationale de la Recherche (ANR06-RIB-003-02). Benoît Graillot is recipient of a French Association Nationale de la Recherche et de la Technologie doctoral grant. Marie Berling is recipient of a doctoral grant from the Ecole des mines d’Alès. The authors want to thank the constructive contributions of the reviewers.



Author Contributions

Benoît Graillot, Marie Berling and Christine Blachere-López conducted the experimental assays. Samantha Besse provided the original NPP-R1 isolate and made all the virus titrations. Samantha Besse, Myriam Siegwart and Miguel López-Ferber supervised the work and analysed the results. All authors contributed to writing.



Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflict of interest.



References and Notes


	1. 
Cross, J.V.; Solomon, M.G.; Chandler, D.; Jarret, P.; Richardson, P.N.; Winstanley, D.; Bathon, H.; Huber, J.; Keller, B.; Langenbruch, G.A.; et al. Biocontrol of Pests of Apples and Pears in Northern and Central Europe: 1. Microbial Agents and Nematodes. Biocontrol. Sci. Technol. 1999, 9, 125–149. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	2. 
Willett, M.J.; Neven, L.; Miller, C.E. The occurrence of codling moth in low latitude countries: Validation of pest distribution reports. HortTechnology 2009, 19, 633–637. [Google Scholar]

	3. 
Reyes, M.; Franck, P.; Charmillot, P.J.; Ioriatti, C.; Olivares, J.; Pasqualini, E.; Sauphanor, B. Diversity of insecticide resistance mechanisms and spectrum in European populations of the codling moth, Cydia pomonella. Pest Manage. Sci. 2007, 63, 890–902. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	4. 
Gröner, A. Specificity and safety of baculoviruses. In The Biology of Baculoviruses: Biological Properties and Molecular Biology; Granados, R.R., Federici, B.A., Eds.; Academic Press: San Diego, CA., USA, 1986; Volume 1, pp. 177–202. [Google Scholar]

	5. 
Moscardi, F.; Souza, M.L.; Castro, M.E.B.; Moscardi, M.; Szewczyk, B. Baculovirus Pesticides: Present State and Future Perspectives. In Microbes and Microbial Technology, 1st ed.; Ahmad, I., Ahmad, F., Pichtel, J., Eds.; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2011; pp. 415–445. [Google Scholar]

	6. 
Rohrmann, G.F. Baculovirus Molecular Biology; National Library of Medicine: Bethesda, MD, USA, 2013. [Google Scholar]

	7. 
Thiem, S.M.; Cheng, X.W. Baculovirus host-range. Virologica Sinica 2009, 24, 436–457. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	8. 
Jehle, J.A.; Blissard, G.W.; Bonning, B.C.; Cory, J.S.; Herniou, E.A.; Rohrmann, G.F.; Theilmann, D.A.; Thiem, S.M.; Vlak, J.M. On the classification and nomenclature of baculoviruses: A proposal for revision. Arch. Virol. 2006, 151, 1257–1266. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	9. 
Tanada, Y. A granulosis virus of the codling moth, Carpocapsa pomonella (Linnaeus) (Olethreutidae, Lepidoptera). J. Insect Pathol. 1964, 6, 378–380. [Google Scholar]

	10. 
Lacey, L.A.; Thompson, D.; Vincent, C.; Arthurs, S.P. Codling moth granulovirus: A comprehensive review. Biocontrol. Sci. Techn. 2008, 18, 639–663. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	11. 
Crook, N.E.; Spencer, R.A.; Payne, C.C.; Leisy, D.J. Variation in Cydia pomonella granulosis virus isolates and physical maps of the DNA from three variants. J. Gen. Virol. 1985, 66, 2423–2430. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	12. 
Luque, T.; Finch, R.; Crook, N.; O’Reilly, D.R.; Winstanley, D. The complete sequence of the Cydia pomonella granulovirus genome. J. Gen. Virol. 2001, 82, 2531–2547. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	13. 
Fritsch, E.; Undorf-Span, K.; Kienle, J.; Zebitz, C.P.W.; Huber, J. Codling moth granulovirus: Variations in the susceptibility of local codling moth populations. Nachrichtenblatt des Deutschen Pflanzenschutzdienstes 2005, 57, 29–34. [Google Scholar]

	14. 
Sauphanor, B.; Berling, M.; Toubon, J.F.; Reyes, M.; Delnatte, J.; Allemoz, P. Carpocapse des pommes: Cas de résistance au virus de la granulose en vergers biologiques. Phytoma Def. Veg. 2006, 590, 24–27. [Google Scholar]

	15. 
Schmitt, A.; Bisutti, I.L.; Ladurner, E.; Benuzzi, M.; Sauphanor, B.; Kienzle, J.; Zingg, D.; Undorf-Spahn, K.; Fritsch, E.; Huber, J.; et al. The occurrence and distribution of resistance of codling moth to Cydia pomonella granulovirus in Europe. J. Appl. Entomol. 2013, 137, 641–649. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	16. 
Berling, M.; Blachere-Lopez, C.; Soubabere, O.; Lery, X.; Bonhomme, A.; Sauphanor, B.; Lopez-Ferber, M. Cydia pomonella granulovirus genotypes overcome virus resistance in the codling moth and improve virus efficiency by selection against resistant hosts. Appl. Environ. Microb. 2009, 75, 925–930. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	17. 
Finney, J.R. Probit Analisis, 3rd ed.; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1971. [Google Scholar]

	18. 
POLO-PC software; Version 2.0; a user’s manual for Probit or Logit analysis; LeOra Software: Berkeley, CA, USA, 1987.

	19. 
Gebhardt, M.M.; Eberle, K.E.; Radtke, P.; Jehle, J.A. Baculovirus resistance in codling moth is virus isolate-dependent and the consequence of a mutation in viral gene pe38. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2014, 111, 15711–15716. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	20. 
Eberle, K.E.; Wennmann, J.T.; Kleespies, R.G.; Jehle, J.A. Basic techniques in insect virology. In Manual of Techniques in Invertebrate Pathology, 2nd ed.; Lacey, L.A., Ed.; Academic Press: Walthman, Ma, USA, 2012. [Google Scholar]

	21. 
Reiser, M.; Groner, A.; Sander, E. Cryptophlebia-leucotreta (Lep, Tortricidae) a promising alternate host for mass-production of CpGV for biological pest-control. Z. Pflanzenk. Pflanzen. 1993, 100, 586–598. [Google Scholar]

	22. 
Undorf-Spahn, K.; Fritsch, E.; Huber, J.; Kienzle, J.; Zebitz, C.P.W.; Jehle, J.A. High stability and no fitness costs of the resistance of codling moth to Cydia pomonella granulovirus (CpGV-M). J. Invertebr. Pathol. 2012, 111, 136–142. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]





© 2014 by the authors; licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).







nav.xhtml


  viruses-06-05135


  
    		
      viruses-06-05135
    


  




  





media/file0.png
EcoRI

2016-r4

2016-r8

2016-r16

BamHI

2016-r4

2016-r8

2016-r16

Sall

2016-r4

2016-r8

2016-r16

Pstl

2016-r4

2016-r8

2016-r16

Xhol

2016-r4

2016-r8

2016-r16

20000

60000 80000 100000 120000
7V
’
7
v
v
Y
! 20000 40000 60000 80000 100000 120000
v
| 20000 40000 60000 80000 100000 120000
4
i 4
/
;
]
20000 40000 60000 80000 100000 120000
Y 4
Y
4 4
60000

120000
m






media/file1.png





