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CRISPR/Cas9E FH %miEF AR ERFIEIHHIN F
i ERE,ZEE, REWK KIE, # R, A%

R TR AL TR 5 & i Bk 22 e, 1D 4R 15255000

. ik Y HE 364429 S 45 7 (clustered regularly interspaced short palindromic repeats, CRISPR) & £
#8 5% %& @ (CRISPR-associated, Cas)Z A4/ T @A A& a8 P o IRIFH %8 R4, T AT Pk 3 — 45 7 4 oW
4 DNA T 36 5 45 F TR RS M. 1545k, CRISPR/Cas9 4 % Cbk ik £k H — P AR Z @1 %8R, &
TRBABRMER L, ik, REFFEGFRLE, CESHRBAMED T FNT AR %E, £RFMED R
B ABE R, Rtz A4 RE S8 Al XK B ¢ 4ERF AT K4ET T2 M. ALFCRISPR/

Cas9 R et 2ty VEMRIE. ERFNYIKE %R b 0 5L B A At PR FHAT T AT A 46

X#21a: CRISPR/Cas9; R &AM #; 2 ; 2K H 44

AER, BEAE P BRI AW w38, 2R G
VEPDI A HE RN e TAE IR 2 58 i, (H 2 H T
FED PR I 2 FE, 5 TR Z0 2L R 1) D) g
HATIRNHE T o 55 DR 2 R B 1) R e R RS
e A R A I A ) R T T RE . SRR AR
RIEFEXTRF 2 [IDNAGT s BEAT FE 0 1 < >, it
FCEEAT R BRI TN B RS B — DU B
Ko H Rl W3 N g 48 HR B 45 B RIR
I (zinc finger nucleases, ZFNs) (CarrollZ£2011). #%
SIS IR T AE RGN W% 12 I (transcription activator-
like effector nucleases, TALENs) (Christian2010;
Bedell552012) K 3t JLAF R e >R (1) Fs e R AR 1) ol
[) %8 [7] 3¢ 2 & 7 5 (clustered regularly interspaced
short palindromic repeats, CRISPR) Jz H:AH < 2 H
(CRISPR-associated, Cas) & 4t (SanderfllJoung 2014).
ZFNs 5 TALENs £ 4t 1 218 14 DNA S & 87 R 4L
€ HARAL R, R A A g REFERS X 5 o, T
His B EER 2, R AR KREZR T —%
HIFRE] . CRISPR/Cas R4t AE) ZAFAE T IR A
R —iE R VEB A R S, W AT ORI, 87 % ) i 4
AR 1 40% HO 40 T AR S A L E B R R R
(Grissa®$2007). JT1% R G0 R T K (1) 3 5] 2 G
BEAAFERTED, RTE8E5] FRNAK
20 ntPRFER B, 5 BhCas9 8t 1 i D %1 R S 21
X EEFE R B € 4. S ZFNFITALENEORAH L,
CRISPR/Cas9 RGAE Wit & B ik b #

M. o THAE. AR, #d E K F HomT Bl
SCHIL IR IS 6F 22 A 22 DA (1 i A, G SCEL T XE R A
ARE PRI A AR B0 8 AR X ST 2016, Ma
£52016). HIl, ZAGAARMN . DRE. WA
A &5 2 A SRR AR rh S BL T A DR E 1)
o AL EENG 7 ZEFmE RS TAER
B OERGEEYTEIRBUIR . A7 0 i 8L
RIS

1 CRISPR/Cas9 R G R E AR LGN T1E[RIR

1.1 CRISPR/Cas9& A 2544

CRISPR/Cas £ 4t % 2 tH CRISPR)F 41 i i+ 55
Cas#E A F R E A8 (E ). CRISPRFF H—4
BT X 2 FE DR SF I 2 5 F1 R0 FE AR ABL )
5] 58 7 41 1] B HE 41 20 5 (Shan52013) . /-S4 /]
DU A CRISPRA% 5% 7 /£ crRN A i 4 (pre-CRISPR-
derived RNA, pre-crRNA), ZERNARFIIIH B T pre-
crRNA ] LI i #4 ff crRN A (CRISPR-derived
RNA, crRNA); CRISPRF 41| H ) # & 7 41 [X #4 5%
Ja T A KR S5 0TS RNA (trans-acti-
vating RNA, tracrRNA) (Wang%2015). CRISPR/
Cas Z GE R4 5 VL A0 2 M7 JE [ crRNA RS 5 &)

ks 2018-07-09  &FE  2019-02-18
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Fig.1 Basic structure of CRISPR/Cas9

HIANE AT L4 N K F: Class 1f1Class 2 (Makarova
%:2017a; 2017b), Class VEFE3FIBI(I, TI. 1IV)
FI12F 7. (MakarovaZ$2017a), Class 2f 353025
A, V. VI)FI9FiE A (MakarovaZ£2017b), KZ %
Class 1#1Class 2 £ %t Jk K] i #6045 208 25 [ Cas 1
FCas2, LARAHENEE H, WiCas4. H AL FHEHE L
I~ IIALCRISPR/Cas9 R 4uik 7 ZETE Cas9 £ [ 1 B
B R4 AMEDNA AT #E 7] 1) 1 (Deltcheva®$2011)..
Cas9 & A7 HNHAIRucVEE Py A28 4 5k, HNH S5 1415
PIEIcrRNAR B AMEE, T RucVAE S M3 ) ) HE B 4h
B, 1% S DNAXUEE B 24 (double-strand break, DSB)
(DoudnafliCharpentier 2014).
1.2 CRISPR/Cas9fy T {E[RIE
CRISPR/Cas £ 4t 52 4H b A1ty 25 I FRARBTA
12 B9 5 S AMIEDNA ) — o M )% R4
TAEM AR E 2@ LR33P IR: (D)AMEANR
DNA J B3R EL . 44 MEDNA AR IS, [8] B 7 1)
2R N AR AL IR Hh 55 AR BE X380 Ui 6 LA BR 46 AH
LR 3L 3 7 (protospacer adjacent motif, PAM), J£4
I T PAMY) [ 1) % & 2 CRISPRJE [K] )& 1 (Bhaya %

\_ crRNA

o HNH
b 3
tracr RNA

5

2011), PAMG # FINGG = /M3 K (N A 755
%5). (2) CRISPREE: 2K & (1) B #4= P)crRNA 5
tracr RN AGH i 5 3k HFIFC T T 1 B 8 51 3 RNA
(single-guide RNA, sgRNA) (Pougach%52010). (3)
CRISPR/Cas9%f I HE Y] #] . sgRNAEPAM L
T BB R BAMECXS, 5] 3 CasORX PRI A% i Hh 25
& B NIZHTDNA PAMALIEER, i |, 3 BDSB. —
H 7 4:DSB, HlAAk B 5 52 5 3 5 5 A R U5 AR o 14
$(non-homologous end joining, NHEJ)=k [7] 5 & 21
(homology directed repair, HDRY{& & Hill. K%
HiH N, DSBil i INHEME &, Zid 75 4k il
RN RAZERER S, T B0 ] Bk (B2)

2 CRISPR/Cas97E R 1EME E i+ AY
7 FB

2.1 MREXEERE
CRISPR/CasOiX fifr iy R0+ {54 1) 5k PRI 20 4 43¢
AR E20134E3 5 L4 % (Shan%%$2013; NekrasovZs
2013; Li%£2013)[A]#} £ (Nature Biotechnology)
KRB R R VIR, ZHEAREHEY 531772

NHEJ

—
FEHESRR N\ BURAR

B2 CRISPR/Cas9f T-{F 5 H
Fig.2 Mechanism of CRISPR/Cas9
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M . BFFE RN, B MARGONAUTE (SIAG07)%:
IR D e 1A i 2k 2 5 B0 At bR s ~PIR A IR
(Yithar5$2012). A 1 8 JCCRISPR/Cas97E 7 i 1
¥ 48 R0, Brooks2%(2014) M Al iZ 4% A g 1
SIAGO75E — AN A2 B IL 7 41, 38k A B A
F R AR TR R A AR . SIS 25 AR,
TERBRSIAGO7 HIRE I 7 Be % B WU 82 21 A B
SPARAR AR, ZIFIESE, TR RAL % N48%
%9256 1 URAIE S2CRISPR/Cas 94 A G A Rl 87 F
TEAMED

R I E RS EREEA R, &
FACF £ B R B TR IK(TERMINATING FLOWER,
TMF)J 595 A2 S A0 BT 7= A2, 75 35 Al P
FORIN, TMFWIERK 3BV RAC T F A AL, T
HTMFFI VL5 SIBOPFI HAE L B ZE 5.
NT i — B % ESIBOPHIMER, Xu%(2016)F A
CRISPR/Cas9 5 Gt %t & i SIBOPHE R AT T 9,
S BRI LE A WL is TR e,
Horp B E R S m i ey, 5TMF
RAFARIE AL, LESIBOP-TMFZEAG 44t 1E 1) fik
K3 56 I B S, A% SCAIE S2SIBOP W, 2 5 W 1E 7 45 74
fEEH . Feilt, fis BT CRISPR/Cas9 & 45, tmf-17
ALOGZ 5 () tfam I F tfam 23 DR A0 3F — D Bl E SE7E
F AL K G rh k4 5 24 F (Huang52018).
SoykZ%(2017)i# i CRISPR/CasOfi & 1 & i th JT 4%
8 B K (SELF-PRUNING 5G, SP5G), W9t 45 3 %
L, SPSGIRAZPRFF AL FEINR, et SL =i
132 T POk IR T, 1% 5 N F CRISPR/Cas9 & 4t
PO IR S EY T B TS SAh, R
(R FEIE 3N, T CRISPR/Cas9+% A filt b 4 5E 28
B R AISIMYB1 285 K], 7] DAy 2 3R A5 4 41 €4
RS2 (Deng52018); el 4 il 2 A S S TCKF AR I
FKHRIEIRISITAA9, 7] LAFRAS 5 8 A B B s — B 8
A S, T HL T AR R 9 R A2 R W 5 3100 %
(UetaZ52017) . IXFIORGHA . PR H B & ik 45 51
72 AT DU PR, 38K, 75 )& 7 0K
R GAE b, 9 B R AE V) oA A S R T T
WL BEE 1 Al

K& 7 2, CRISPR/Cas9F A Bl Dy v FH - H

W5 (Brassica oleracea) (LawrensonZ$2015). 5 Ei

(Lactuca sativa) (WooZ52015)%5 K & FH I HE K H) 4w
. BRI, HIEIREE R G OS] GA4R
B, MR B SRR /IN, 5 T S R N R AN U
K (BRASSINOSTEROID INSENSITIVE 2, BIN-2)f
BrLAG 3G T e R RS 51815,

2.2 YIRE R ER SRR

y-2 I T R(GABA) S — M VZAFAE T A
Y. R E QR R, B 2R
o 2RI, FTEA KRS 274 GABA
(Takayamaf1Ezura 2015), 3% FHER - 14 i & (SS-
ADH). y-Z 5 TR A (GABA-T), iafiitk M
CAT-9 R & MR IR I (GAD)fEGABA AR i id 72
H S A F (Bao%52015; KoikeZ5$2013; Snowdenss:
2015). Nonaka%5(2017)iE i KT B/ S 1L
CasO FI ¥ IL K SIGAD2FISIGAD 31t )sgRNA ik far 5
NTEHMERRAN, 15 3 IGADR K Ui wi b 8 AR Ak rh
[IGABA® B i &R . 1525 1 YR FICRISPR/
CasOfE AT LI T GABA G &I IN. H4b, &
I EGABAR &2 H 54N B 5L R GABA-
TPI. GABA-TP2. GABA-TP3. CAT9FISSADHIY]
sgRNAFRIA &, XTI HRAL I & B, CRISPR/
Cas9 RS R TEGABA-TP2IAT f e P= HE AR b,
BN A T R ARG HI 4%
50%. 41%. 6%H18%, &N 1 Fahint b AR S
GABAZ &, #—3I1F T CRISPR/Cas9% 5 (14
B (LiZ%2017).

KBEIE4mISRNA (long non-coding RNAs, In-
cRNA)E — A K F#14200 ntfJRNAS T,
AR E S, HS 549000 2 Fod 2 .
H AT, K2 MY IncRNA [ A1) % Th BEAT R
Hl. Li%F(2018a)fE A Al v fE [ IncRNAs 14595
R 4K, I F I CRISPR/Cas R4t i [ In-
CRNAI459R 78 . 5 ARV RS LY, AR
LW RE. BTEMARR B R EF WD, RO
PRSI . 45 RAUESE, IncRNAs14591E 3 il ahad 7%
W E AR L, At T At K R IncRNAT)
REdRAL 1 — gt ik

FHLLE S — P B A Z Fh AR BT Re 2R 5 2
NER, BT FRIE, RIS 6N sgRNAK L
FLMICRISPR/Cas9 Z Gumy b 5 Kt E b K ARUE
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Table 1 List of CRISPR/Cas9 gene editing in fruit and vegetable crops

1 CRISPR/CasOX ik A )2 5] 2H i 4 41

B e B B R R Tl R DTN
F i (Lycopersicon esculentum) AGO7 e = Brook%:2014
BoOP P IE T 454 Xu%52016
TFAMI, TFAM?2 AL 454 HuangZ:2018
MYBI2 Z 5 R Deng%2018
1449 P Bk Ah s Ueta®52017
GABA-TP1, GABA-TP2, 2 5y- 5L TR G Li%2017
GABA-TP3, CATY, SSADH
LNCRNA1459 25 B R Li%:2018a
SGRI1, LCY-E, LCY-BI, Z 5 RN ERE R Li%£2018b
LCY-B2, BLC
PDS Z5HENE PRI Li%%2017; Parkhi%2018
MLOI TRFFI oy [ FE IR NekrasovZ:2017
TYLCV B A7 ) R IR Mahfouz242017
DMR6 TR A 5y IR I K] Thomazella%2016
MAPK3 25 5P is B WangZ52017
SP5G PP R A SoykZ2017
A% I (Daucus carotar) F3H ZE5IE RO Klimek-Chodacka%42018
LA (Ipomoea nil) CCD4 Z5HHAE N RME K Watanabe?$2018
‘H & (Brassica oleracea) GA4.a PR K Lawrenson%2015
% (Lactuca sativa) BIN-2 2 5 RN Woo0%Z£2015
% JIN(Cucumis sativus) EIF4E RNAJH#f &) it Chandrasekaran®$2016
44 B (Solanum tuberosunt) MSX914-10, ALSI W BT 5 KAk Bulter%52015
5424 (Petunia hybrida Vilm) PDS Z 5RHE MRME K Zhang$2016
4 )X(Citrullus lanatus) PDS Z 5 N RIA KR TianZ2017
ALS W B0 Sl A Tian%2018
SER(Malus domestica) PDS Z 5K N ENE K NishitaniZ2016
DIPM-1, DIPM-2, DIPM-4 KIEE 5 Ty IR HE R Malnoy%52016
%] (Vitis vinifera) IldnDH 2 5INATR A, RenZ:2016
MLO-7 IR I3 5 IRk TR Malnoy%52016
M (Citrus reticulata) LOBI TR S LA Jia 22017
EBEPthA4 79 2y IS R Peng®$2017
& fE(Musa nana) PDS S 5HEHE MR Kaur%2018

RA K HISAEEF(SGRI . LCY-E Ble. LCY-BIHI
LCY-B2), RIfgi i RS h i 1 3 1) & &g,
HHSGRIGFRI R AL 23N 7 5. 145(Li%s
2018b). TfmPRIEHAE b A B 2 SRS [
CrtR-b2FIPsyl 15— NN TR T4 5, &
HHRE A 23 IR A6 2R YR 38 A R 2 (D Ambrosio %5
2018). J\E 04 R i A B2 N (PHYTOENE
DESATURASE, PDS) 25805 N R AW & s
2 Fp IR B R TR, 122 TR T A 11 3l K 22 BELRS 28
B NRMTERR, FREERIHEEEAMIR. LA
PDSJytric 3K, F)H CRISPR/Cas9 £ 4 9 5 Ly 1

HEFH(Li%%E2017; ParkhiZ2018). #4244 (Zhang
2:2016). V5N (Tian%52017). #FE(Kaurs:2018) 2
SR (NishitaniZ52016)4) 14 H 528 T PDSHI 4 -

e i 3-F2 4L ¥ (flavanone-3-hydroxylase, F3H) &
AL 2 DG SRR B 2B, 18
X F3HAMNG P S E i, AR s 4 2
AL AN 7 45 HAIE S CRISPR/Cas9th BE % A 25
T #35 b2 A 194 % (Klimek-Chodacka®$2018) »

FE AR AR A RN 2 R XN A g
SR InCCDA4, WAL AEIE AR ik 3 0, [ 48 i
KA DRI RE TR 2005 . 1% TR SE,
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EIAEIE 2R AR P RS 2K, TR S RHE MR
F4fA A 9% (WatanabeZ$2018),

G4 0 L- ST A 5t i 1) 255 [R] L D HL ] 5
AR A B R L [F], Ren%$(2016)F] | CRISPR/
Cas9 2 Gt #8174 45 1 %1 (1 ldn DHEE IR, #2124
sgRNA I & HsgRNA TR I i %24 R 5 1~3 bp
(IR, FRAFFFAR L F100%, 1% 45 FxtT ok B &
WIS S ER . LRSS SRR, CRISPR/
Cas9OH ARAE R B AR N Vi & i S AU & AR IR 7T
S TSR
2.3 CRISPR/Cas97F RERAEMIIE 1 AR A5
2.3.1 =458

REEVEKKELREFEFEZHE . &’
B R EEE RRE, Rk, 2T CRISPR/Cas9
FOR 1 Z A0 L, HAERBEAEYIBURAH CHE K D) e
(IR FE AR A5 2 T IR FE . Jia%5(2017)EFH G ¥
TH 1 61> sgRNASEE HH B Geint v 2 K CsLOBI (1)
ANFAL o I AT I, HA A2 AR AL R
RILF89.36% 88.79%. Y4k, HEFI A T
& (pathogen Xanthomonas citri subsp. citri, Xcc)
CUJR, o 9878 R (1A 5 B AR A AH LU B 5 27
(AR R B BRI, I B E e m sz . Fiig
B9 B I R CsLOB 1475 3 R W) 45 & oAt
(EBEPthA4), W] 4 HUw £ K PthA4iR 5, FFH0E
CsLOBI1#ik. PengZ:(2017)¥K CsLOBI G 5T+
(IR 28 45 TCAFAE N #ERR, F1]F CRISPR/Cas9idt
ITRERR, WK T i B T Xee /i it f CsLOBIFE A ()
KL, 5EARHELE, HXTHHE SR M PiEE 3
TR

TE 8] & P B 2 RS IR SRR e R, R
FHCRISPR/CasOH A & RSB 1 ) 6 % v F K3 5 2
JRHE K MLO-7F157 5 b K REN 5y [k [ DIPM-1
DIPM-2F1DIPM-4 1@ bk, Frsfqs (i SRk Ak 43
RE R 9 ALK () PUEAS B T 5, R AR S
56 v R BlsgRNA 5 Cas9 i) B ] 2> 52 H i FE R 1Y
il R 2% (Malnoy%5:2016) . F| i CRISPR/Cas9#t)
(1) 47155 25 3 R SIM o TR R R bR BE A Rl i
LA 51 ) 8 R (NekrasovZ52017); & hn# 1k
975 85 (Tomato yellow leaf curl virus, TYLCV)3E
AT fid B ik 2 0T 804 ot o B ) o 1 0, I HLAg

i 13 € Mgt % 2T, M T, A (MahfouzZ%2017); 7 il FE
IR PUEILRG (downy mildew resistance 6, DMRG)
AME. ¥ DX I8 G 5k 22 22 L HE 400 B R AR (R b
HAAR MK R EAZR 0, 5308 T+ R
45 A BL(Zeilmaker&52015), FSE T %5 £ AR
Wb a] 48 <5 1 (ThomazellaZ52016) .

HAZ BB C U6 R T el F4E e RN A 55 B0 Fit
T B & B AE £ [K T+, Chandrasekarands(2016)%)
F CRISPR/Cas9 b 3 JRel FAESE K HF i Fr B, 5
7 4= TR LL PTRN AR 35 R B 2 o . LA
&5 5 B R, CRISPR/Cas9 £ 4t /& 1if 55 At 47 7 AR
KEER ThRe I w A F1i T H.
2.3.2 EEHAME

1 73 2L 5 v A0 B L B (MAPK) & — i 8 22
s 507, eaEmwEK. K& LEMAEE
GRY/lIS R SN B ) IR RS R e S Y el s PN
SR B Z00)452017) . i Hh 8035 H SIMAPK 3
£ M 16> MAPKFE K], WangZ%(2017)#1 ] CRISPR/
Cas9# R 55 T SIMAPK 37E 35 Hi T 5L o Hi 1tk vh
FIE L, 06 45 SRR B, SIMAPK3 58 ARARAE T 52 i
R R W ZEEER, A=Y
SN, PRGBGSR B, 4 M R 1 R, 1%
W 7% F F CRISPR/CasO 5 AR BT T SIMAPK37E 7%
MPTRE P HIER . R ZE ARG A D%
MSX914-10F1 Y £ 44 T 44 % Desiree i A 5 £ ik 3L
B2 B (ALSBE R, R 1 i) RASAR R I tH 0
FRI47 % 25 770 4 P (Butler®$:2015) . Tian%5(2018) 7
FHCRISPR/CasO M ig i gn B E A, By SI 1 7h
JRALSHE K] BLf 5k 5847, 1iff 78 HE A= B3R 14N HCRISPR/
Cas9 FHIPLR FFITE . ToR23% MMk B A
R gt B s, FFAETURIRTG T A& B3 A T
PF A B 4B g AL s R IR, T2 Ak X 2R ik
B B IR m ik . X LeHF T K B, CRISPR/
Cas95: K g BB AR 7T LR D L T Rk e Ak 2k
W P R IS R RFE 5 o

3 CRISPR/Cas9 R G FIR M 5 it 1a it

3.1 PAMPF5IHIfRF 14 K pidt
CRISPR/Cas9 % 4i 1, sgRNAFIT 45 & () 415k
WA EL A PAMAT 15, Castk [ RE % HERf U 1 10 1
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AL IRAEPAMAL fU i R B 2 [ PAMAL
R 855 Cas 8 0 T PAMA. At A R 12 55K R
% 5 A5 & A1) | CRISPR/Cas$i A . Kleinstiverss
(2015)iH 1 xf Cas9 i HBEAT BUE, i Dhy 1% 7 PAM
A s R TR T B, 6 TR £ 0N 2K P 5 A 3 TR S
AR E] T AR B SpCasO VA g AU . Cpfl
AR T20154FE ORI, BRJE T type [ 2R A4
CRISPR & 4t, /& WLAF 1 Lt Cas9 i 1 5 /)N B ] #L11)
%R A VI, CRISPR/Cpfl & 4t /2 4 K LK) 5 ]
LRI CRISPRYJE & i (ZetscheZ2015). A[F T4
FH 1 Cas9, CpflJPAMIR I f7 55 ATTTN, 7 4
Cpfl RGN 7 ZHARNA S T Bl crRN A B 1%
PIFIDNAR 3, /£ —E 2 L1k T CRISPR/Cas
ARG VIR BEIK T B XU .
B2, B TPAMAL KR, JRRAIIZR G2
TR A AT T . LiZE(2018¢)5E M 5eA8 T
EWEBLE (Lachnospiraceae bacterium) Cpfl#j24™
A FEMRAL A, FRAFH R AR AELDCpf1(RR) LY
SEPL TN K AR AR R A ) g4, BE— 229K T Cpfl
(K124 TR . Hua5(2019)38 i FH A e 12 e R
Cas9 (Streptococcus pyogenes Cas9, SpCas9) 1475
05 %] BRI Cas9 (Staphylococcus aureus Cas9, Sa-
CasO)JT K T 7 FC) JHL 035 i ol A s 228 45 A1 2 2 il
G A AR AR, TROAR T LT M P i N R 0 o R
X (NGG) PAMF 41 MR, BT KR 3G I 1
FK A 2k D] 21 o i g B H AR Va5 Ak, AT
I E P el e 2 s T DA [ IS 2 FH T 7K i TR
Y% . HusE(2018) ) FI W B 4 4 B 455 2 AL E A2
(PACE)f 7153815 T CasOR) A8 fAxCas9, HALWH A
S Z [PAMAT S(NG. GAA. GAT), H#kxCas9
(R R YE R T, AH R R S % ST EE Cas9 B
U o BEIE, #E— D OF R g Cas9 A, AT AR &
S AL R S A T
3.2 MREEISG R EKIE

5 ZFNsFITALENsH L, CRISPR/Cas9 & 4t
FAAERER ) R, (1) Cas9FIsgRNAANE 241K B
191 2 3 35T 4 RO R 77 A A e v i S 15 O
7 8 (Hsu%%2013; Pattanayak$2013). Li%:(2013)
3L X G T T APDS3 At FLS 2 55 R i3k 47 4 48,
15 HH IA 30 5 R TRAR R [ Cas9 FIsgRNA [ LA Ky

1:1. Q)KETHMHPAMANL 2 S5 EE H FIDNA
(X sl D) 1) 3 B 42 (Sternberg252014) .y 1 ik
B X FAE BLI R, PRI HAYEE ¥ TR
E-CRISPR. CasOT#fHsgRNA#) i (Xie252014;
Yan%52015; Cradick%5:2014). 3)ashFmik#, H
K 2 B CRISPR/Cas9 £ 48 #5424 FH 4N i 5
ToRFiECasOFIsgRNA, [FI &) Tk £tk
WET ., EXTHAEY R, ERESEAE i #1358
JR BT BES IR I i 221k Cas9, UG 5 T-Aes K ik
sgRNA. TER-TIAEYIH, 35SHTUbIHLAE# 1R 47 (1)
FiLCas9, fH2EsgRNAFRIENIAE, OsU3JE 5+
Al LA T /K g HsgRNA R IA, TaU6JE 51 7] LLH
T/ EHIsgRNAZKIE . 734k, MikamiZs(2015) & I
AR EK AR RAE F 7 I OsU6HLOsU3 4. [A 1t
N TR RN, G U S B T AR E
P, (4) Cas9E A MLAL, Ran%E(2013)id 1L RAF
CasON% B2 g [ DNA V) %1 45 #4354 CRISPR/Cas9 %
it N Y) B, S HUE B A8 EC 6B 01 g T DA
TE 20 A IS B k> 50~1 50065, H BAEA R
M A o) 7 56 R A T DR R BR T /0 B2 A B
R . Guilingers (20 14) %44 4k 25 35 ¥ Cas9
FFokI#% MR B pl-& N AR A fCas9, fCas9XDNAY]
F T B AN FCasO LA [F] I 25 & FEAL 5 15~25 M
Fext, 72 NG, fCasOE M i HDNASL 15 (1)
e PELECas9m 14065 . 575 4h, KleinstiverZ5(2016)
I8 kX SpCas9t AT ki, 4 % H AF /A SpCas9-HF1,
Wb T 5 AR R S YEDNA [ B fik, 7R A A2 i rp
F I EIE 7 SpCas9-HF 14T #E (1) sk i 14 .- Chen®%:
(2017) KB Cas9H [ FEME 1b 25 I IR EC3 BE 5 1531
HAREE L, R FHREC3 i J f e AL B 1 ik 3 1
11 7 —FhE RS i Cas948 &k (HypaCas9), H1E A A&4H
b DR B T R ORI 1Al vE M, I EL ARG i DN 4 i
ITHER I e . FOR TS o R il ARSI
7E R Y RE, {2 NCRISPR/Cas9 & 4t 7 S ik
VEVDHE R AH R b O SO B AL T B 2%

4 RE

REEVREE 2 . TEIRE S, T H H 7K
ERGEEDVIRERZ T8 2 17 IE B, Tk
SE R BEAEYITEIR 1 1 B D IR WA 24, (At
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TEA A R BRAE W) 3 57 5 U CRISPR/Cas 9 4 A
iR RILAFEVE 2 5 IRABk L . 34k, CRISPR/
CasO RGN AW H R M, ZRRAB, £
IR G O R AR A I . (R, 2B R TE SRR EY)
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Application of CRISPR/Cas9 gene editing technology in fruit and
vegetable crops

SHU Pan, CUI Xi-Xi, LI Fu-Jun’, MIN De-Dong, ZHANG Xin-Hua, DONG Lu-Lu, REN Chun-Tao
School of Agricultural Engineering and Food Science, Shandong University of Technology, Zibo, Shandong 255000, China

Abstract: Clustered regularly interspaced short palindromic repeats (CRISPR) and CRISPR-associated protein
(Cas) is a prokaryotic immune system which derived from bacteria and archaea, and can be used to silence or de-
grade a specific foreign single-stranded or double-stranded DNA with high specificity. In recent years, the CRIS-
PR/Cas9 system has been rapidly developed as a genome-oriented editing technology. Due to its simple, rapid, and
high mutation induction rate, the technology has achieved gene editing in a variety of fruit and vegetable crops,
and plays important roles in the improvement of fruit and vegetable characters, gene expression, metabolic process
regulation and stress resistance related gene mining. In this review, we introduced the structure and principle of
CRISPR/Cas9 system and summarized the applications of this system in fruits and vegetables. Meanwhile, the
problems and its solutions of the application of CRISPR/Cas9 system were also analyzed.
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