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Abstract

The aim of this chapter is to provide a description of the latest scientific advances in the
field of gene functional analysis in grapevine. It provides general information about the
studies conducted during the past decade to understand the natural variation of this
plant and how this information has been exploited for the understanding of traits of
interest. Likewise, it is exposed how the use of biotechnology tools have helped to
characterize  the  mechanisms of  gene expression and its  regulation,  as  well  as  the
subcellular localization of proteins and their interactions with other molecules. Finally,
an approximation to the new technologies of gene editing and their potential application
in the functional study of grapevine has been carried out.
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1. Introduction

In  recent  years,  studies  of  plant  functional  analysis  are  becoming  increasingly  relevant.
Genome sequencing of a number of organisms is providing the scientific community with a
vast resource of DNA sequence information that is revolutionizing the way science is being
done. Thereby, progress has been made in the functional genomics of grapevine following the
whole genome sequencing and assembling of Vitis vinifera PN40024 reference genome [1]. This
has  led  to  new interesting  perspectives  in  genomic  research  and in  functional  analysis,
providing insights into genetic regulation of grapevine genes and novel ways for isolating and
characterizing genes, transcription factors, and proteins. The functional genomics methodol‐
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ogy is also changing the experimental strategy from a forward genetics, that is, mutant to gene
approach, to a reverse genetics or sequenced‐gene to mutant and function approach [2].
Although functional analyzes are very relevant to basic plant biology, an important approach
for crop plant improvement and commercial applications is expected. For instance, the current
development of “clean” transformation techniques intend to obtain plants without insertion
of antibiotic resistance genes and non‐plant sequences [3].

Nowadays, there are several tools used by reverse genetics to induce variation into a gene and
then used to infer its function. Genome editing is one of them [4]. This novel technique employs
engineered nucleases that cut the DNA specifically generating targeted double‐strand breaks
(DSBs) [5]. Starting from the already known nucleases, such as zinc finger proteins and
transcription activator‐like effectors, and the recent discovered technology, the clustered
regularly interspaced short palindromic repeat (CRISPR)/Cas system, a precise manipulation
of gene sequences as well as the addition or deletion of DNA fragments on specific locus has
recently become possible for some areas. For functional analysis, this means the possibility of
making specific mutations in order to discover new gene functions, different relations between
them, or even a synthetic pathway.

Another interesting challenge in grapevine investigation is the identification of those genes
that contribute to the natural genetic variation of specific traits as well as understanding their
main functions. The frequent quantitative nature of genetic variation requires the use of
quantitative trait loci (QTLs) mapping approaches to understand the genetic structure of traits
[6]. Interval mapping based on DNA markers could be used to genetically localize QTLs in
natural and experimental populations [7, 8]. The development of new QTL mapping strategies
and DNA research tools [9, 10], as well as the successful identification of few genes responsible
of simple Mendelian traits [11, 12], have reinvigorated interest in grapevine QTL analysis. The
present chapter summarizes the latest scientific advances in the field of grapevine functional
analysis through the development and use of different biotechnological tools. It also describes
diverse methods for the discovery and modification of genes that contribute to the finding of
new sources of variability.

2. From QTL mapping to gene function

In model organisms, induced mutagenesis provides a powerful alternative for gene function
discovery strategies derived from the knowledge of the phenotypic variation in plant (i.e.,
forward genetics). Because the prospects of gene identification are high and every gene
affecting a trait is potentially a target, mutagenesis may present advantages with respect to
natural, polygenic variation (i.e., quantitative trait loci) for identifying functional pathways
and complex traits [13]. However, mutagenesis has not been extensively used in grapevine,
although physical and chemical mutagens have been investigated [14, 15]. So far, the only
published report on chemical mutagenesis of in vitro‐grown grapevine buds comes from
experiments using ethyl methane sulphonate and ethyl bromide on cultivar Pusa Seedless [16].
Likewise, the use of mutagenesis‐induced variation for functional analysis has not been fully
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implemented. The main limitations are related to the almost inexistence of homozygous
genotypes (besides the PN40024 line [1]) and the poor germination rate of most grapevine
cultivars [6].

On the other hand, the extensive development of genetic resources including Amplified
fragment length polymorphism (AFLP) [17], Random amplification of polymorphic DNA
(RAPD) [18], Simple Sequence Repeat (SSR) [19], and single nucleotide polymorphism (SNP)
[20] markers for grapevine genetics in the era before the availability of the grapevine genome
[1] allowed the characterization of the genetic determinants for several grapevine traits by
means of QTL mapping. The study of the genetic control of major agronomic traits in grapevine
using QTL analysis allowed the elucidation of traits such as seedlessness and berry weight [12,
18, 21–23]; berry phenolic composition [24–28]; aroma [29, 30]; berry firmness [31, 32]; fertility
[9, 33]; flower hermaphroditism [34]; cluster architecture [35]; pathogen resistance [34, 36–38];
plant phenology [39, 40]; and adaptation to abiotic stresses [41] and to climate change [42].
Despite several of the reports allowed the identification of candidate sequences, just few of
them have finally characterized the genes responsible for a particular function or trait.
Fortunately, those few paradigmatic examples are relate to two major grapevine quality traits:
seedlessness and aroma.

Seedlessness, the absence of seeds in the berry [43], has been largely studied since the first
genetic reports on the trait [18, 21, 44]. Those studies were mainly performed by the analysis
of seed and berry size inheritance. In these works, the phenotypes segregate in experimental
populations with a continuous distribution, an indicative of the quantitate nature of the trait.
To date, the most accepted model proposed that seedlessness is under the control of a dominant
regulator gene named seed development inhibitor (SDI) [18, 45, 46]. The further reports of a
major QTL for seedlessness colocalizing with SDI on linkage group (LG) 18 confirmed the
prediction of the model. These coincidental studies described a large‐effect QTL by explaining
between 50% and 70% of the phenotypic variation for seedlessness [18, 21, 22, 39].

The functional characterization of SDI begun with the identification of VviAGL11, a MADS‐
box gene putatively involved in grapevine ovule, seed, and berry development [47, 48], along
with its in silico colocalization to the same contig containing the SDI locus in LG 18 [39]. Further,
Mejía et al. [12] integrated multiple genetic, molecular, and genomic resources [1, 22, 39, 49]
to elucidate the molecular basis underlying the SDI locus. In order to test the hypothesis for a
possible role of VviAGL11 in seedlessness, Mejía et al. [12] performed a comprehensive set of
experiments providing additional genetic and transcriptional support for this hypothesis.
These experiments consisted on the fine positional identification of VviAGL11 as a candidate
gene in a reduced confidence interval of 92 kb (Figure 1), and its additional characterization
at the molecular, genetic, and transcriptional level. The authors showed that (i) the proportion
of phenotypic variation in seedlessness explained by VviAGL11 was higher than 70%; (ii) the
promoter sequence comparison of the VviAGL11 alleles at seedless and seeded genotypes
showed several polymorphisms with putative functional effects, particularly two short
insertions and deletions (INDELs); and (iii) the level of VviAGL11 expression was associated
with the VviAGL11 genotype, since the homozygous genotypes for the seeded allele showed
transcription 25‐times higher than the homozygous genotypes for the seedless allele. In that
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way, the genetic and transcriptional evidence suggested that seedlessness in table grapes might
be due to missexpression of VviAGL11 caused by short insertions and deletions (INDELs) in
its regulatory elements. Together, all the presented information by Mejía et al. [12] pointed out
to VviAGL11 as being the major gene responsible for seedlessness.

On the other hand, it has been widely studied that aromas in grapevine arise from volatile
compounds, such as terpenes, norisoprenoids, and thiols [50]. Particularly, the aroma of
Muscat grapes is linked to the presence of the monoterpenes geraniol, linalool, nerol, and α‐
terpineol [51]. In plants, all isoprenoids are formed through two different and partially
independent pathways, the mevalonic acid pathway (MEP, in the cytoplasm) and the methyl‐
erythritol phosphate pathway (in plastids). However, experimental reports have shown that
most species mainly use one of the two pathways. Particularly in grapevine, the dominant
pathway for monoterpene biosynthesis in leaves and berries is MEP route [52].

The route to the functional characterization of the genetic basis of aroma in grapevine
starts with two simultaneous reports demonstrating the colocalization of a grapevine 1‐de‐
oxy‐d‐xylulose 5‐phosphate synthase (VviDXS) gene with a major QTL for terpenol content
in LG 5 [11, 53]. Moreover, by the analysis of the nucleotide diversity and linkage disequili‐
brium within the VviDXS gene, and testing for association between individual polymor‐
phisms and Muscat flavor in different genetic backgrounds, Emanuelli et al. [54] identified
significant single nucleotide polymorphisms. Further analysis corroborated that all those
linked polymorphisms shared a particular SNP responsible for the substitution of a lysine
with an asparagine at position 284 of the VviDXS protein. Finally, to test the functional re‐
lationship between VviDXS and Muscat flavor, Battilana et al. [29] compared the monoter‐
pene profiles of cultivar Moscato Bianco with the expression of VviDXS alleles throughout
berry development. It is worth to mention that the cultivar Moscato Bianco is heterozygous
for the SNP mutation like most of the Muscat‐flavored genotypes, thus containing both a
“Muscat‐type” allele (284N) and a “neutral” allele (284K) [54]. By comparing the transcrip‐
tion profile of VviDXS and free monoterpenol odorant variations during berry ripening,
Battilana et al. [29] showed that monoterpene accumulation in Moscato Bianco berries cor‐

Figure 1. Annotation of the different genes found within the berry size and seedlessness QTL. (A) 92 kb window show‐
ing the structure of the four genes comprised between the VvP18B19 and VvP18B32 microsatellite markers. (B) De‐
tailed view of the most probable candidate gene for seedlessness, VviAGL11 (VIT_218s0041g01880). Microsatellite and
newly developed intragenic markers used for the fine mapping of the gene are indicated in red and blue, respectively.
© Mejía et al.; licensee BioMed Central Ltd. 2011.
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relates with VviDXS expression (at both the gene and the allele level). Despite all these ac‐
cumulation evidences, the most dramatic demonstration of functional effect of the VviDXS
gene polymorphisms were the biochemical experiments showing that the amino acid non‐
neutral substitution (K284N) influences the enzyme kinetics by increasing the catalytic effi‐
ciency. The kinetic analyses performed by Battilana et al. [29] clearly showed that the
substrate affinities of the proteins encoded by the VviDXS alleles were similar but a major
difference was found in the catalytic efficiencies of the enzymes, being VviDXS N284 twice
as efficient as VviDXS K284.

Despite the robustness of the two presented examples for seedlessness and aroma, forth‐
coming gene functions determination in grapevine will be boosted by the use of new and
more efficient tools. Recently, the availability of next‐generation sequencing and whole‐ge‐
nome sequence information allowed the generation of a SNP‐based genotyping array [55].
This array, developed for the grapevine international community, was built after the rese‐
quencing of 43 V. vinifera ssp. vinifera, four V. vinifera ssp. sylvestris, three V. cinerea, three V.
berlandieri, three V. aestivalis, three V. labrusca, one V. lincecumii, and five Muscadinia rotundi‐
folia genotypes using Illumina platforms. The use of this powerful tool in combination with
the microvine model system [56] allowed an innovative study in grapevine genetics [9].
This work achieved the identification of 10 robust and stable QTLs for vegetative and re‐
productive traits as well as the first berry acidity QTLs reported so far in grapevine [9].
Additional initiatives like the recent development of large diversity panel including 279
cultivars from different uses (table and wine grapes) and geographical origin (eastern and
western), and including most of the major founders of modern cultivars [10], will certainly
increase the power and value of the 18K SNP chip for genome wide association studies and
to gain more insight into the genetic control of many agronomic traits and their interaction
with the environment.

3. Gene transfer technologies as a tool for functional analysis

In the plant biotechnology community, the term transformation is used to describe the insertion
of engineered gene sequences into a plant cell, leading to a change in the genetic makeup of
the target cell and its derivatives (i.e., reverse genetics). The foreign molecule can function for
a short time in the nucleus as an extrachromosomal entity (transient transformation) [57], or
the integration into the genetic material of the target cell can be necessary for long‐term
functionality and expression (stable transformation) [58, 59]. Therefore, transient expression
has been used to evaluate factors that influence the stability or consistency of gene expression
[60]. The final determination of factors that modulate transgene expression must ultimately be
made only following introduction to plant cells for stable transformation. Methods for
molecule transfer in grapevine involve biological methods (Agrobacterium‐mediated transfor‐
mation) for indirect gene transfer or chemical/physical methods (biolistics, electroporation,
and protoplasts) for direct gene transfer to plant cells [61, 62] (Figure 2).

Development and Use of Biotechnology Tools for Grape Functional Analysis
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/64915

79



Figure 2. Schematic summary of direct and indirect transformation methods assayed in Vitis vinifera L. References re‐
garding each functional analysis are presented in brackets.

3.1. Indirect gene transfer methods: Agrobacterium‐mediated transformation of grapevine

Indirect transformation methods introduce plasmids, that is, independent circular molecules
of DNA that are found in bacteria, into the target cell by means of bacteria capable of trans‐
ferring genes to higher plant species [63]. The most popular used microorganisms are
Agrobacterium tumefaciens and Agrobacterium rhizogenes. As wild‐type bacterium, they can
transfer a crown gall disease‐inducing plasmid to its host, promoting tumor formation (Ti
plasmid) [64], or a hairy root disease‐inducing plasmid (Ri plasmid) promoting the formation
of proliferative multibranched adventitious roots [65], respectively. However, the disease‐
inducing genes have been removed from current (disarmed) vectors and thus, they are not
able to cause disease anymore. In their place, any genetic construction or gene of interest can
be placed and those constructions introduced into plant cells.

Although other methods are suitable for plant transformation, such as protoplast or biolistic
transformation, the Agrobacterium‐mediated transformation is preferred since plants bearing
single transgene copy can be more easily obtained (e.g., see [66]). The system is cheap and has
been shown to work effectively in a variety of plant species [67]. However, it features some
drawbacks. For instance, the host tissue must experiment some physical damage, the vectors
are normally designed to infect the nucleus, the bacteria need to be eliminated using antibiotics,
and the host range must be sensible to infection. Moreover, the presence of Agrobacterium may
alter the activity of several plant proteins [68]. So, this aspect should be considered when using
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Agrobacterium‐mediated system to study stress signaling components [69]. In addition, this
method is often associated with a high level of nonspecific autofluorescence and is difficult to
be used for fluorescence‐based analysis, such as subcellular localization [70]. In addition, the
waxy cuticles of some plants organs can limit observations using a fluorescence microscope.

A. tumefaciens is a soilborne bacterium and a plant pathogen causing crown gall disease in
angiosperms and gymnosperms [71]. Agrobacterium‐mediated gene transfer methods were
developed in grapevine in the early 1990s. Baribault et al. [72] first succeeded in the transfor‐
mation of cell suspension cultures of Cabernet Sauvignon. Presently, transformation methods
based on the Ti plasmid of A. tumefaciens are the predominantly employed protocols for grape
transformation worldwide [73] and are compatible with the regeneration of transgenic plants
from a variety of cultivars [74]. It has been widely used as a versatile tool for development of
stably transformed model plants and crops. However, the development of Agrobacterium‐based
transient plant transformation methods attracted substantial attention in recent years.

The most significant applications of transformation with A. tumefaciens include functional
genomics by reverse genetics. In grapevines, this technology has been recently applied to
analyze the function of several genes such as VviAdh [75], VviPIP2 [76], VviCCD1 [77], and
VviWRKY33 [78]. Likewise, this method has been proved to be very useful for transgenic
complementation [79–81], technical studies [82–87], promoter analysis [88–91], subcellular
localization analysis [92], and protein production [69, 93] in grapevine. Nonetheless, the
genetic background and plant growth conditions are key factors in performing successful
Agrobacterium‐mediated transformation. For instance, the compatibility of A. tumefaciens
strains with the plant species represents an important variable to be considered in this kind of
assay. Thus, the strains most efficiently used for gene transfer into grapevine are probably
C58C1 (pCH32) [69, 78, 86] and EHA105 [75, 77, 82, 83, 85, 88, 90], which contain extra copies
of vir genes that make them hypervirulent [61].

3.1.1. Agroinjection and agroinfiltration

Transformation and regeneration of grapevine plants have been achieved via organogenesis
[84], embryogenesis [83, 93], or from nonembryogenic cell cultures [86, 94], demonstrating that
grapevine is not recalcitrant to Agrobacterium infection but this approach is time consuming
and takes several months to produce transgenic plants suitable for analyses. In some cases, the
production of whole transgenic organisms may not be needed if a large number of cells within
a plant can be uniformly and consistently transformed. Indeed, direct Agrobacterium‐mediated
transformation at the plant‐organ level has proven very useful when the recovery of transgenic
plants is not required [95]. This is particularly interesting for species like grapevine, where the
regeneration of transgenic plants is difficult.

A. tumefaciens can be infiltrated into plant leaves using a syringe or vacuum, allowing different
origins of the target material (greenhouse‐grown plants, plantlets grown in vitro, green
cuttings, or in vitro shoots). The bacteria enter the intercellular air spaces within the leaf and
transform a very large percentage of the internal mesophyll cells. The agroinjection method
involves a needleless syringe that can be filled with the bacterial suspension and then pressed
against the underside of a leaf to infiltrate the suspension by active pushing through the
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stomata [92]. This method can be used to rapidly and simply generate a chimeric plant, where
a large number of leaf cells contain the gene of interest. Using this technique, Urso et al. [80]
developed an efficient agroinjection‐based gene silencing assay of specific genes likely to be
involved in resistance to powdery mildew in grapevine leaves of in vitro plantlets.

Similarly, the agroinfiltration method consists of plunging detached leaves [69, 79] or whole
plants [81] into the bacterial suspension. As the flow of bacterial suspensions through stomata
and across the epidermis is impeded by the high surface tension of aqueous solutions, transient
transformation is obtained through the rapid release of a vacuum to introduce the bacterial
suspension into the mesophyll cells. Nowadays, this method represents an easy and nonin‐
vasive technique that allows gene expression in the whole leaf [67]. Agroinfiltration is usually
performed on tissues of young plantlets grown in vitro, as greenhouse grown plants have often
been described as recalcitrant to this technique [67, 92]. Santos‐Rosa et al. [69] transiently
overexpressed stilbene synthase genes in detached grapevine leaves in order to study the
influence of stilbenes on downy mildew infection. Bertazzon et al. [79] assayed the transient
downregulation of a grapevine defense‐related gene by the agroinfiltration of the constructs
for the expression of dsRNA. Interestingly, Ben‐Amar et al. [81] established a protocol to
agroinfiltrate leaves of greenhouse‐grown plants using a vacuum device. In their work, they
delivered the first evidence of GFP gene silencing in grapevine achieved for the first time using
in planta agroinfiltration method.

3.1.2. Cocultivation

This method is used to introduce bacterial suspension into intercellular spaces within plant
tissue, simply by submerging above‐ground parts of the plant into an Agrobacterium solution
for a few seconds or inoculating the plant material (cell culture) with bacteria cocultivated on
a solid medium. The technique involves the preparation of a diluted bacterial solution that
incorporates the addition of a surfactant, the preparation of the explant, the dip of the material
in the bacterial solution, and the cocultivation in the presence of the antibiotic. The method
facilitates high‐throughput transformation at ambient pressures and considers that vacuum
infiltration or syringe pressure is unnecessary as long as a suitable surfactant is used. For
instance, Lizamore and Winefield [87] used the organosilicone surfactant Silwet L‐77 to
increase transient transformation in grape without the need for vacuum‐ or syringe‐based
method for infiltration of leaves. The transformation efficiency was achieved by measuring red
pigmentation of cells, transiently transformed with the transcriptional activator of anthocyanin
biosynthesis, VviMybA1.

Cocultivation with A. tumefaciens is normally used to perform transient expression assays [87].
Likewise, it is the most common method to obtain stably transformed grapevines [83, 86, 88,
90, 93]. The cocultivation of cell suspension cultures of Gamay Red with EHA105 strain of
Agrobacterium was used for studying the expression of the grape dihydroflavonol 4‐reductase
gene (VviDFR) and the analysis of its promoter region [88]. In another work, Li et al. [90]
cocultivated somatic embryos of Thompson Seedless with EHA105 strain of Agrobacterium
harboring a construct of VviMybA1 as a reporter gene and a vast number of grapevine
constitutive promoters from various genotypes. Cocultivation has been the transformation
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method chosen for stable transformation of embryogenic and nonembryogenic cell cultures as
well. Cheng et al. [93] used proembryogenic masses of the grapevine cv. Thompson Seedless
for genetic transformation via Agrobacterium with a gene involved in the defense system.
Martínez‐Márquez et al. [86] applied the same method to stably transform nonembryogenic
cell cultures of two V. vinifera cell lines with the GFP gene under the control of pCaMV35S. This
study was relevant for those interested in bioactive metabolite production.

3.1.3. Agroinoculation

Agroinfiltration was classically used for introducing gene constructs driven by a Ti plasmid.
Additionally, this technique has enabled the introduction of virus‐derived vectors into several
V. vinifera cultivars [96, 97]. Agroinoculation, first developed as a simple tool to study plant‐
virus interactions, is a popular method of choice for functional gene analysis of viral genomes.
It also serves as a mean for disease control via RNA interference (RNAi)‐enabled vaccination
against pathogens or invertebrate pests. It uses a live virus to attain desirable traits via either
expressing a protein of interest or knocking down gene expression via RNAi. The latter is an
attractive approach of virus‐induced gene silencing (VIGS). Muruganantham et al. [96]
developed a VIGS vector based on the Grapevine virus A (GVA) that is a member of the genus
Vitivirus, family Flexiviridae. Their described an Agrobacterium‐mediated method for inoculat‐
ing in vitro‐propagated V. vinifera plantlets via their roots with the GVA‐derived vector for
silencing the endogenous phytoene desaturase (PDS) gene. Similarly, Kurth et al. [97] gener‐
ated a virus‐derived gene expression and regulation vector based on Grapevine leafroll‐associated
virus‐2 (GLRaV‐2). This relatively benign virus of the family Closteroviridae is spread through‐
out grape‐growing areas worldwide. The GLRaV‐2 vector expresses recombinant proteins in
the phloem tissue that is involved in sugar transport throughout the plant, from leaves to roots
to berries. This avenue provided a tool to track virus infection through the entire pathway of
sugar transport. Furthermore, the vector provides a powerful RNAi capability of regulating
the expression of endogenous genes via virus‐induced gene silencing for disease protection.

3.1.4. Sonication‐assisted Agrobacterium‐mediated transformation (SAAT)

A number of grapevine cultivars have been stably transformed using Agrobacterium‐mediated
procedures and most progress has been achieved using embryogenic cell masses [82, 83, 85,
93]. Sonication‐assisted Agrobacterium‐mediated transformation (SAAT) was first reported by
Trick and Finer [98], who used this technique for the production of transgenic soybean (Glycine
max) and Ohio buckeye (Aesculus glabra) plants from SAAT‐treated embryogenic cell suspen‐
sions. Chu et al. [94] recently reported the effect of different times in a sonication bath while
infecting dedifferentiated nonembryogenic grapevine suspension cell cultures with A.
tumefaciens. Plant tissue damaged by sonication allows the tissue to be much more easily
transformed by A. tumefaciens. This pioneering protocol significantly increased the number of
cells expressing the reporter gene that consistently produces transgenic microcalli that can be
converted into transgenic cellular lines.
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3.1.5. Hairy roots

A. rhizogenes is a soil pathogen that elicits adventitious and genetically transformed roots. This
leads to the production of so‐called “composite plants” comprising a transgenic hairy root
system attached to nontransformed shoots and leaves. While grapevine roots have been
successfully transformed with A. rhizogenes [99], the regeneration of transgenic plants via A.
rhizogenes‐mediated transformation was only obtained using embryogenic calluses [100].

Hairy root technology has already been used in several functional studies relative to grapevine.
Secondary metabolism investigation associated to flavonoid analysis of hairy roots overex‐
pressing VviMybA1‐2 determined that this transcription factor is specifically involved in the
last steps of anthocyanin biosynthesis and transport [101]. Moreover, ectopic expression of
either VviMybPA1 or VviMybPA2 in grapevine hairy roots induced qualitative and quantita‐
tive changes of the proanthocyanidin profile [102]. Localization studies, also using this
technology, showed that anthoMATE transporters play their role in the tonoplast [103].
Regulation studies of stilbene biosynthesis demonstrated that ectopic expression of MYB15 in
grapevine hairy roots resulted in increased stilbene synthase gene expression and in the
accumulation of glycosylated stilbenes in planta [104]. Other studies dealing with pathogen
interaction used hairy root methodology to enhance nematode resistance in transgenic grape.
For this purpose, a biotech‐based solution was designed for controlling root‐knot nematodes
(RKNs) by introducing RNA interference to silence RKN effector gene [105].

3.2. Direct gene transfer methods in grapevine

Due to the difficulty of transforming plants through the use of Agrobacterium, direct gene
transfer methods were developed based on chemical, physicochemical, and mechanical
procedures. The principle of passing DNA molecules through large pores or holes in the cell
wall or membrane are very efficient in the introduction of DNA but inefficient for the recovery
of transgenic plants. Taking this into consideration, direct gene transfer methods in plants
require one of the following techniques for transformation: permeation of protoplast mem‐
branes by a chemical (PEG) treatment or by electroporation to allow direct DNA uptake, or
cell bombardment of plant tissues with microparticles coated with the DNA of interest.

3.2.1. Polyethylene glycol (PEG) treatment and electroporation of protoplasts

Due to the rigid cellulose wall, it has been relatively difficult to handle plant cells. Several
methods based on mechanical removal of cell walls and on the use of solvents have been used
to degrade cell wall for the obtention of protoplasts. However, the methods involving the use
of hydrolytic enzymes have been the most popular ones [106]. The protoplasts used for
transformation are usually isolated by enzymatic digestion of mesophyll cells from leaves
[107–109], berry mesocarp [106, 110], roots [111], stems [112], embryogenic tissue [108, 113,
114], and from fast‐grown suspension‐cultured cells [115–117].

Although the generation of transgenic lines represents a powerful research tool for character‐
izing plant gene function, protoplast‐based protocols for grapevine stable transformation have
some drawbacks. The production of polyphenols and phytoalexins is induced at a high level
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during the digestion process and the corresponding genes remain activated during the
culture of Vitis spp. protoplasts, diminishing its viability [118, 119]. Despite this, some progress
has been reached in obtaining whole plants from protoplast regeneration [113, 114]. However,
plant protoplasts constitute a versatile system for transient gene expression and have been
widely used for the functional characterization of genes [109], virus inoculation [107, 108],
protein subcellular localization [109, 117], promoter analysis [115], protein‐DNA interaction
[116], and protein‐protein interaction [109].

PEG‐mediated transient assay utilizing protoplasts has become a powerful tool for rapid gene
functional analysis that can be readily carried out using ordinary lab supplies and usually has
high transformation efficiency. Wang et al. [117] described a rapid and efficient transient
expression system for PEG‐mediated transformation of protoplasts derived from grape berry
suspension‐cultured cells. The system was applied for subcellular localization studies of
flavonoid biosynthesis enzymes using GFP as a reporter gene. In the same way, Zhao et al.
[109] reported a simplified and highly efficient method for the isolation of mesophyll proto‐
plasts from grapevine leaves and a modified transfection protocol using PEG. This transient
transformation of protoplasts was developed to characterize the function of a heterologous
plant defense gene through its gene expression, and was regarded as suitable for the study of
protein expression, protein subcellular localization, and protein‐protein interaction.

In electroporation, cells are permeabilized by the application of very short, high‐voltage
electric pulses to introduce DNA into cells. As mentioned before, the use of electroporation is
restricted to stable transformation in species whose protoplasts are regenerable. Thus, the
primary application of electroporation to plants has been for DNA uptake for studies of
transient gene expression. As an example, protoplast electroporation has been used for virus
inoculation [107, 108]. Valat et al. [107] used the mesophyll protoplast electroporation as a rapid
screening technique of transgenic grapevine clones expressing the viral capsid gene or the
movement protein gene of grapevine fanleaf virus (GFLV) to identify material that reduces or
inhibit the accumulation of viral proteins at the cell level.

3.2.2. Particle bombardment (biolistics)

The most commonly used method for direct DNA uptake (or naked DNA introduction) is
particle bombardment. Also known as biolistics, the technique consists on the acceleration of
high‐density carrier particles covered with genes that pass through the cells, leaving the DNA
inside. Although it is mainly reported as a stable transformation method, it is also convenient
for transient expression assays. However, it requires expensive equipment and causes severe
tissue damage, and usually yields low transformation efficiency. The advantages of this
technique are that it has no limitation on species ranges, genotypes, or subcellular organelles.
In grapevine, it has been assayed with the use of circular plasmids [89, 91, 104, 120] and minimal
cassettes [121, 122]. Moreover, it has let cotransformation with multiple genes [61, 121].
Likewise, particle bombardment has allowed the manipulation of organ sections such as
leaves [91], embryos [91], and suspension‐cultured cells [89, 104, 120–122] as targets for grape
transformation.
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Due to its versatility, the technique has been applied for several functional studies such as
promoter analysis [89, 91, 120] and the regulatory function of some transcription factors [104].
In their work, Höll et al. [104] demonstrated via transient gene reporter assays that the
cotransformation of cell suspensions with transcription factors (MYB14 and MYB15) and
promoter sequences specifically activate the promoters of STS genes. Without neglecting the
technical aspects, the work of Vidal et al. [121] is worth mentioning. In their work, they
compared the efficiency of the method when an embryogenic cell suspension culture was
cotransformed via biolistics using a minimal gene cassette and a traditional circular plasmid.
The stability of the plant phenotype compared to nontransgenic lines after its regeneration,
confirmed the effectiveness of the minimal cassette technology for genetic transformation of
grapevine cultivars. Later studies [122] demonstrated the importance of 3′‐end cassette
protection for successful protein expression using the minimal cassette technology. Protection
of the minimal cassette upstream promoter and downstream terminator may be necessary due
to the nuclease activity of target plant material.

4. New tools for genome editing

The dominant genome editing tools before 2013 were zinc finger nucleases (ZFNs) and
transcription activator‐like effector nucleases (TALENs) [4]. Both are artificial fusion proteins
comprising an engineered DNA‐binding domain fused to the nonspecific nuclease domain of
the restriction enzyme FokI. While these nucleases have generated efficient targeted mutagen‐
esis and other genome editing applications [123, 124], the design and construction of large
modular proteins are both laborious and expensive. For instance, the utility of ZFNs is limited
by their long synthesis time and their high rate of failure [125]. These nucleases generate the
introduction of targeted DNA double‐strand breaks, stimulating cellular DNA repair mecha‐
nisms. Two different DSBs repair pathways have been defined: nonhomologous end joining
(NHEJ) and homologous recombination (HR) [126]. Subsequent cellular DNA repair process
generates desired insertions, deletions, or substitutions at the loci of interest. The newest
technology for genome editing is based on RNA‐guided engineered nucleases, which seems
to have a great future due to their simplicity, efficiency, and versatility.

4.1. The CRISPR/Cas9 system

Clustered regularly interspaced short palindromic repeat‐associated Cas is an adaptive
bacterial and archaeal immune system that uses antisense RNAs to control invasions of phages
and plasmids [127]. CRISPR loci are short variable spacers separated by short repeats that are
transcribed into noncoding RNAs. The noncoding RNAs form a functional complex with
CRISPR‐associated Cas proteins and guide the complex to cleave complementary invading
DNA [128] (Figure 3).

There are three CRISPR/Cas system types (I, II, and III) that uses distinct molecular mecha‐
nisms to achieve nucleic acid recognition and cleavage [129]. In genome editing, type II
CRISPR/Cas system has been developed as a new gene‐targeting tool. The Cas9 endonu‐
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clease, from Streptococcus pyogenes, forms a complex with two short RNA molecules called
CRISPR RNA (crRNA) and transactivating crRNA (transcrRNA) that guide the nuclease to
cleave DNA on both strands at a specific site. A prerequisite for cleavage is the presence of a
conserved protospacer adjacent motif (PAM) downstream of the target DNA, which usually
has the sequence 5′‐NGG‐3′ [4, 130, 131]. The dual tracrRNA:crRNA was then engineered as
a single guide RNA (sgRNA). This structure maintains the 20‐nucleotide sequence at the 5′
end of the sgRNA, which determines the DNA target site by Watson‐Crick base pairing
(crRNA), and the double‐stranded structure at the 3′ side of the guide sequence, which
binds to Cas9 (tracrRNA) [131]. Given the sequence specificity conferred by a 20‐nt se‐
quence in the sgRNA, CRISPR/Cas system can be retargeted to cleave virtually any DNA
sequence by redesigning the sgRNA. These techniques could induce several DSBs and gen‐
erates genomic modifications such as deletions, insertions, or gene replacement [132–135].
These genomic modifications will depend on the repair pathway. If NHEJ is taken, small
deletion or insertion will occur; if homology‐directed repair (HDR) is chosen, DNA seg‐

Figure 3. A typical structure of CRISPR/Cas9 type II locus. It includes a tracrRNA section (pink box), a family of Cas
genes (light blue boxes), a CRISPR section that is an array of alternating nonrepetitive spacer (green hexagons), a short
palindromic direct repeats (beige rectangle), and a leader sequence (orange box) that is an AT‐rich not conserved se‐
quence. The leader sequence always precedes the clustered regularly interspaced short palindromic repeats.

Figure 4. The mechanism of genome editing using CRISPR/Cas9. The genomic DNA target must lie adjacent to a pro‐
tospacer adjacent motif. Cas9 protein associates with the sgRNA and binds to the target sequence, cleaving both
strands of the DNA upstream of the PAM. Cleavage results in a DSB that becomes substrate for endogenous cellular
DNA repair machinery that could catalyze nonhomologous end joining or homology‐directed repair.
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ments with sequences homologous to the break site will be inserted (large insertion) or gene
replacement could happen [136] (Figure 4).

4.2. Applications in plants

Although CRISPR/Cas system has not been applied on V. vinifera, it could be harnessed to
achieve a great progress in grapevine functional genomics. This technique is an interesting
alternative tool to induce DSBs in plant genomes. In 2013, several reports were published
discussing the first applications of CRISPR/Cas9‐based genome editing in plants [137, 138].
Different species were used for these studies such as Arabidopsis thaliana [139], tobacco [140],
rice [141], wheat [132], maize [142], sorghum [133], and tomato [143]. Jiang et al. [133] dem‐
onstrated that three slightly different versions of the Cas9/sgRNA system delivered by A.
tumefaciens or polyethylene glycol‐mediated transfection are functional in four plant types: A.
thaliana and tobacco (dicots), and rice and sorghum (monocots). Jia and Wang [144] made the
first report on targeted genome modification in citrus using the Cas9/sgRNA system. They
used agroinfiltration to deliver Cas9 along with a synthetic sgRNA targeting the CsPDS gene
into sweet orange. Another important finding was made by Woo et al. [145]. In their studies,
they achieved the edition of plant genomes without the introduction of foreign DNA into cells.
Instead, they transfected protoplasts of A. thaliana, tobacco, lettuce, and rice with preassembled
complexes of purified Cas9 protein and guide RNA.

With CRISPR/Cas9 system, efficient NHEJ‐mediated targeted mutagenesis was detected in A.
thaliana and tobacco protoplasts. Positive HDR events were documented in tobacco protoplasts
as well [146]. Rice and wheat protoplasts were also studied exhibiting efficient mutagenesis
frequencies [137, 138]. Besides of being a very promising tool for generating modifications to
the genome, the CRISPR/Cas9 system could generate genome modifications that could be
present in the germ line and be segregated normally to the next generation of plants without
new mutation or reversion [139, 143, 147]. This encourage the system to be a very promising
tool for generating modifications in the genome that can be present in the germ line and be
segregated normally to the next generation of plants without new mutation or reversion [139,
143, 147].

The fact that the CRISPR/Cas system allows multiplexing gene editing is particularly valuable
[141, 148]. Xing et al. [149] developed a system where several sgRNA could be generated from
one construct. Subsequently, simultaneous multiplex mutageneses were analyzed in maize
protoplasts, transgenic maize lines, and transgenic Arabidopsis lines exhibiting targeted
mutations. This kind of studies could be very helpful in the future to understand different gene
functions or biosynthetic pathways. An additional potential use for CRISPR/Cas9 system is to
confer molecular immunity against DNA plant viruses [150, 151].

The CRISPR/Cas9 system can be used for several purposes in addition to genome editing.
Disabled nucleases (catalytically inactive version of Cas9, dCas9) can still bind to their target
DNA sequence, so they can be expressed as a fusion protein with the transactivation or
transrepression domain of a transcription factor and be used to regulate gene expression [152,
153].
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Besides all the great applications of this system, a major concern when using an RNA‐guided
Cas9 is the off‐site target activity. Off‐site targeting is defined by the tolerance of Cas9 to
mismatch in the RNA guide sequence and it is dependent on the number, position, and
distribution of mismatches throughout the entire guide sequence [154–156]. The technical
decision of using a 20‐nucleotide motif complementary to the target DNA in the sgRNA may
leads to the possibility that it cross‐hybridizes to highly similar DNA sequences in other
genomic regions. So, the use of genome‐specific designing tools for guide RNAs [157] in
CRISPR‐Cas experiments is a strongly desirable prerequisite.

Although the CRISPR/Cas9 system has been thoroughly investigated in the past three years,
there are no experiments made on grapevine yet. The first advances need to mention that Wang
et al. [157] computationally identified and characterized five different types of CRISPR/Cas9
target sites and developed a user‐friendly database for upcoming editing projects of grapevine
genomes. These novelties provide an encouraging future perspective for genome editing by
the use of the CRISPR/Cas9 system.

5. Conclusions

A major challenge for grapevine research is the identification of genes and gene variants
responsible for important agronomic traits and to assign biological function to annotated
sequences. Demonstration of biological function requires genetic approaches that deal with
genetic variation. During the last two decades, different molecular techniques have allowed
the fine characterization of the natural genetic variation underlying QTLs for traits of agro‐
nomic interest, and in few cases, identified the responsible genes. Along with QTLs, the
development of new methodologies of gene editing such as CRISPR/Cas and gene transfer
methods, the detailed genomic, transcriptomic, and proteomic studies have been performed.
Nowadays, these techniques are constantly evolving and becoming more and more simple,
efficient, and precise. These set of tools will soon help promoting the progress in knowledge,
both in functional genomics and biotechnology, for its subsequent application.

Author details

Constanza Chialva, Estefanía Eichler, Claudio Muñoz and Diego Lijavetzky*

*Address all correspondence to: dlijavetzky@conicet.gov.ar

Instituto de Biología Agrícola de Mendoza (IBAM), Consejo Nacional de Investigaciones
Científicas y Técnicas (CONICET), Universidad Nacional de Cuyo (FCA‐UNCuyo), Chacras
de Coria, Mendoza, Argentina

Development and Use of Biotechnology Tools for Grape Functional Analysis
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/64915

89



References

[1] Jaillon O, Aury JM, Noel B, Policriti A, Clepet C, Casagrande A, et al. The grapevine
genome sequence suggests ancestral hexaploidization in major angiosperm phyla.
Nature. 2007;449(7161):463–467.

[2] Bouchez D, Ho H. Update on genomics functional genomics in plants. Plant Physiol.
1998;(118):725–732.

[3] Gambino G, Gribaudo I. Genetic transformation of fruit trees: current status and
remaining challenges. Transgenic Res. 2012;21(6):1163–1181.

[4] Bortesi L, Fischer R. The CRISPR/Cas9 system for plant genome editing and beyond.
Biotechnol Adv. Elsevier B.V.; 2015;33(1):41–52.

[5] Gaj T, Gersbach CA, Barbas CF. ZFN, TALEN, and CRISPR/Cas‐based methods for
genome engineering. Trends Biotechnol. Elsevier; 2013;31(7):397–405.

[6] Martínez‐Zapater JM, Carmona MJ, Díaz‐Riquelme J, Fernández L, Lijavetzky D.
Grapevine genetics after the genome sequence: challenges and limitations. Aust J Grape
Wine Res. 2010;16(s1):33–46.

[7] Lander E, Kruglyak L. Genetic dissection of complex traits: guidelines for interpreting
and reporting linkage results. Nat Genet. 1995;11(3):241–247.

[8] Lander ES, Botstein D. Mapping mendelian factors underlying quantitative traits using
RFLP linkage maps. Genetics. 1989;121:185–189.

[9] Houel C, Chatbanyong R, Doligez A, Rienth M, Foria S, Luchaire N, et al. Identification
of stable QTLs for vegetative and reproductive traits in the microvine (Vitis vinifera L.)
using the 18 K Infinium chip. BMC Plant Biol. 2015;15(1):205.

[10] Nicolas SD, Péros J‐P, Lacombe T, Launay A, Le Paslier M‐C, Bérard A, et al. Genetic
diversity, linkage disequilibrium and power of a large grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.)
diversity panel newly designed for association studies. BMC Plant Biol. BioMed
Central; 2016;16(1):74.

[11] Battilana  J,  Costantini  L,  Emanuelli  F,  Sevini  F,  Segala  C,  Moser  S,  et  al.  The
1‐deoxy‐d‐xylulose  5‐phosphate  synthase  gene  co‐localizes  with  a  major  QTL
affecting  monoterpene  content  in  grapevine.  Theor  Appl  Genet.  2009;118(4):653–
669.

[12] Mejía N, Soto B, Guerrero M, Casanueva X, Houel C, Miccono M de LÁ, et al. Molecular,
genetic and transcriptional evidence for a role of VvAGL11 in stenospermocarpic
seedlessness in grapevine. BMC Plant Biol. 2011;11(1):57.

[13] Nadeau JH, Frankel WN. The roads from phenotypic variation to gene discovery:
mutagenesis versus QTLs. Nat Genet. 2000;25(4):381–384.

Grape and Wine Biotechnology90



[14] Alleweldt G, Possingham JV. Progress in grapevine breeding. TAG Theor Appl Genet.
1988;75(5):669–673.

[15] Kuksova VB, Piven NM, Gleba YY. Somaclonal variation and in vitro induced muta‐
genesis in grapevine. Plant Cell Tissue Organ Cult. Springer; 1997;49(1):17–27.

[16] Khawale RN, Singh SK, Yerramilli V. Molecular marker‐assisted selection of in vitro
chemical mutagen‐induced grapevine mutants. Curr Sci. 2007;92:1056–1060.

[17] Cabezas JA, Cervera MT, Arroyo‐Garcia R, Ibanez J, Rodriguez‐Torres I, Borrego J, et
al. Garnacha and Garnacha Tintorera: genetic relationships and the origin of teinturier
varieties cultivated in Spain. Am J Enol Vitic. 2003;54(4):237–245.

[18] Doligez A, Bouquet A, Danglot Y, Lahogue F, Riaz S, Meredith CP, et al. Genetic
mapping of grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.) applied to the detection of QTLs for seedlessness
and berry weight. Theor Appl Genet. 2002;105(5):780–795.

[19] Adam‐Blondon AF, Roux C, Claux D, Butterlin G, Merdinoglu D, This P. Mapping 245
SSR markers on the Vitis vinifera genome: a tool for grape genetics. Theor Appl Genet.
2004;109(5):1017–1027.

[20] Lijavetzky D, Cabezas JA, Ibáñez A, Rodríguez V, Martínez‐Zapater JM. High through‐
put SNP discovery and genotyping in grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.) by combining a re‐
sequencing approach and SNPlex technology. BMC Genomics. BioMed Central;
2007;8(1):1.

[21] Cabezas JA, Cervera MT, Ruiz‐Garcia L, Carreno J, Martinez‐Zapater JM. A genetic
analysis of seed and berry weight in grapevine. Genome. 2006;49(12):1572–1585.

[22] Mejia N, Gebauer M, Munoz L, Hewstone N, Munoz C, Hinrichsen P. Identification of
QTLs for seedlessness, bBerry size, and ripening date in a seedless x seedless table grape
progeny. Am J Enol Vitic. 2007;58(4):499–507.

[23] Doligez A, Bertrand Y, Farnos M, Grolier M, Romieu C, Esnault F, et al. New stable
QTLs for berry weight do not colocalize with QTLs for seed traits in cultivated
grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.). BMC Plant Biol. 2013;13(1):217.

[24] Lijavetzky D, Ruiz‐Garcia L, Cabezas JA, De Andres MT, Bravo G, Ibanez A, et al.
Molecular genetics of berry colour variation in table grape. Mol Genet Genomics.
2006;276(5):427–435.

[25] Walker AR, Lee E, Bogs J, McDavid DAJ, Thomas MR, Robinson SP. White grapes arose
through the mutation of two similar and adjacent regulatory genes. Plant J. 2007;49(5):
772–785.

[26] Fournier‐Level A, Le Cunff L, Gomez C, Doligez A, Ageorges A, Roux C, et al. Quan‐
titative genetic bases of anthocyanin variation in grape (Vitis vinifera L. ssp. sativa) berry:
a qtl to QTN integrated study. Genetics. 2009;183(3):1127–1139.

Development and Use of Biotechnology Tools for Grape Functional Analysis
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/64915

91



[27] Carrier G, Huang YF, Le Cunff L, Fournier‐Level A, Vialet S, Souquet JM, et al. Selection
of candidate genes for grape proanthocyanidin pathway by an integrative approach.
Plant Physiol Biochem PPB/ Socie´te´ Fr Physiol ve´ge´tale. 2013;72:87–95.

[28] Huang YF, Doligez A, Fournier‐Level A, Le Cunff L, Bertrand Y, Canaguier A, et al.
Dissecting genetic architecture of grape proanthocyanidin composition through
quantitative trait locus mapping. BMC Plant Biol. BioMed Central; 2012;12(1):30.

[29] Battilana J, Emanuelli F, Gambino G, Gribaudo I, Gasperi F, Boss PK, et al. Functional
effect of grapevine 1‐deoxy‐D‐xylulose 5‐phosphate synthase substitution K284N on
Muscat flavour formation. J Exp Bot. 2011;62(15):5497–5508.

[30] Guillaumie S, Ilg A, Réty S, Brette M, Trossat‐Magnin C, Decroocq S, et al. Genetic
analysis of the biosynthesis of 2‐methoxy‐3‐isobutylpyrazine, a major grape‐derived
aroma compound impacting wine quality. Plant Physiol. 2013;162(2):604–615.

[31] Carreño I, Cabezas JA, Martínez‐Mora C, Arroyo‐García R, Cenis JL, Martínez‐Zapater
JM, et al. Quantitative genetic analysis of berry firmness in table grape (Vitis vinifera L.).
Tree Genet Genomes. 2014;11(1):818.

[32] Correa J, Mamani M, Munoz‐Espinoza C, Gonzalez‐Aguero M, Defilippi BG, Campos‐
Vargas R, et al. New stable QTLs for berry firmness in table grapes. Am J Enol Vitic.
2016;67(2):212–217.

[33] Doligez  A,  Bertrand  Y,  Dias  S,  Grolier  M,  Ballester  JF,  Bouquet  A,  et  al.
QTLs  for  fertility  in  table  grape  (Vitis  vinifera  L.).  Tree  Genet  Genomes.
2010;6(3):413–422.

[34] Riaz S, Krivanek AF, Xu K, Walker MA. Refined mapping of the Pierce’s disease
resistance locus, PdR1, and sex on an extended genetic map of Vitis rupestris x V.
arizonica. Theor Appl Genet. 2006;113(7):1317–1329.

[35] Correa J, Mamani M, Muñoz‐Espinoza C, Laborie D, Muñoz C, Pinto M, et al. Herita‐
bility and identification of QTLs and underlying candidate genes associated with the
architecture of the grapevine cluster (Vitis vinifera L.). Theor Appl Genet. 2014;127(5):
1143–1162.

[36] Hwang CF, Xu K, Hu R, Zhou R, Riaz S, Walker MA. Cloning and characterization of
XiR1, a locus responsible for dagger nematode resistance in grape. Theor Appl Genet.
2010;121(4):789–799.

[37] Barba P, Cadle‐Davidson L, Harriman J, Glaubitz JC, Brooks S, Hyma K, et al. Grapevine
powdery mildew resistance and susceptibility loci identified on a high‐resolution SNP
map. Theor Appl Genet. 2014 ;127(1):73–84.

[38] Zyprian  E,  Ochßer  I,  Schwander  F,  Šimon  S,  Hausmann  L,  Bonow‐Rex
M,  et  al.  Quantitative  trait  loci  affecting  pathogen  resistance  and  ripening
of  grapevines.  Mol  Genet  Genomics.  2016;  291(4):1573–1594.

Grape and Wine Biotechnology92



[39] Costantini L, Battilana J, Lamaj F, Fanizza G, Grando MS. Berry and phenology‐related
traits in grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.): from quantitative trait loci to underlying genes.
BMC Plant Biol. 2008;8(1):38.

[40] Grzeskowiak L, Costantini L, Lorenzi S, Grando MS. Candidate loci for phenology and
fruitfulness contributing to the phenotypic variability observed in grapevine. Theor
Appl Genet. 2013;126(11):2763–2776.

[41] Coupel‐Ledru A, Lebon É, Christophe A, Doligez A, Cabrera‐Bosquet L, Péchier P, et
al. Genetic variation in a grapevine progeny (Vitis vinifera L. cvs Grenache×Syrah)
reveals inconsistencies between maintenance of daytime leaf water potential and
response of transpiration rate under drought. J Exp Bot. 2014;65(21):6205–6218.

[42] Duchêne E, Butterlin G, Dumas V, Merdinoglu D. Towards the adaptation of grapevine
varieties to climate change: QTLs and candidate genes for developmental stages. Theor
Appl Genet. 2012;124(4):623–635.

[43] Ledbetter C, Ramming D. Seedlessness in grapes. Hort Rev. 1989;11:159–184.

[44] Ledbetter CA, Burgos L. Inheritance of stenospermocarpic seedlessness in Vitis vinifera
L. J Hered. 1994;85(2):157–160.

[45] Bouquet A, Danglot Y. Inheritance of seedlessness in grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.). VITIS
—Journal of Grapevine Research. 1996;35:35.

[46] Adam‐Blondon AF, Lahogue‐Esnault F, Bouquet A, Boursiquot JM, This P. Usefulness
of two SCAR markers for marker‐assisted selection of seedless grapevine cultivars.
VITIS—Journal of Grapevine Research. 2001;40:147.

[47] Boss PK, Sensi E, Hua C, Davies C, Thomas MR. Cloning and characterisation of
grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.) MADS‐box genes expressed during inflorescence and berry
development. Plant Sci. 2002;162(6):887–895.

[48] Diaz‐Riquelme J, Lijavetzky D, Martinez‐Zapater JM, Carmona MJ. Genome‐wide
analysis of MIKCC‐type MADS box genes in grapevine. Plant Physiol. 2008/11/11 ed.
2009;149(1):354–369.

[49] Moroldo M, Paillard S, Marconi R, Fabrice L, Canaguier A, Cruaud C, et al. A physical
map of the heterozygous grapevine “Cabernet Sauvignon” allows mapping candidate
genes for disease resistance. BMC Plant Biol. 2008;8:66.

[50] Lund ST, Bohlmann J. The molecular basis for wine grape quality—a volatile subject.
Am Assoc Adv Sci. 2006;311: 804–805.

[51] Mateo JJ, Jiménez M. Monoterpenes in grape juice and wines. J Chromatogr A.
2000;881(1–2):557–567.

[52] Luan F, Wust M. Differential incorporation of 1‐deoxy‐d‐xylulose into (3S)‐linalool and
geraniol in grape berry exocarp and mesocarp. Phytochemistry. 2002;60(5):451–459.

Development and Use of Biotechnology Tools for Grape Functional Analysis
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/64915

93



[53] Duchêne E, Butterlin G, Claudel P, Dumas V, Jaegli N, Merdinoglu D. A grapevine (Vitis
vinifera L.) deoxy‐d‐xylulose synthase gene colocates with a major quantitative trait loci
for terpenol content. Theor Appl Genet. 2009;118(3):541–552.

[54] Emanuelli F, Battilana J, Costantini L, Le Cunff L, Boursiquot JM, This P, et al. A
candidate gene association study on Muscat flavor in grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.). BMC
Plant Biol. BioMed Central; 2010;10(1):241.

[55] Le Paslier MC, Choisne R, Bacilieri R, Boursiquot JM, Bras M. The GrapeReSeq 18 K
Vitis genotyping chip. In: Ninth International Symposium on Grapevine Physiology
and Biotechnology, La Serena, Chili, 2013.

[56] Chaïb J, Torregrosa L, Mackenzie D, Corena P, Bouquet A, Thomas MR. The grape
microvine—a model system for rapid forward and reverse genetics of grapevines. Plant
J. 2010;62(6):1083–1092.

[57] Lacroix B, Citovsky V. The roles of bacterial and host plant factors in Agrobacterium‐
mediated genetic transformation. Int J Dev Biol. 2013;57(6–8):467–481.

[58] Janssen BJ, Gardner RC. Localized transient expression of GUS in leaf discs following
cocultivation with Agrobacterium. Plant Mol Biol. 1990;14(1):61–72.

[59] Finer JH. Plant nuclear transformation. pp.3–18. In: F. Kempken and C. Jung (eds.),
Genetic Modification of Plants, Biotechnology in Agriculture and Forestry 64, Springer‐
Verlag Berlin, Heidelberg.

[60] Dhillon T, Chiera JM, Lindbo JA, Finer JJ. Quantitative evaluation of six different viral
suppressors of silencing using image analysis of transient GFP expression. Plant Cell
Rep. 2009;28(4):639–647.

[61] Vidal JR, Gomez C, Cutanda MC, Shrestha BR, Bouquet A, Thomas MR, et al. Use of
gene transfer technology for functional studies in grapevine. Aust J Grape Wine Res.
2010;16(Suppl. 1):138–151.

[62] Jelly NS, Valat L, Walter B, Maillot P. Transient expression assays in grapevine: a step
towards genetic improvement. Plant Biotechnol J. 2014;12(9):1231–1245.

[63] Broothaerts W, Mitchell HJ, Weir B, Kaines S, Smith LM, Yang W, et al. Gene transfer
to plants by diverse species of bacteria. Nature. 2005;433:629–633.

[64] Meyers B, Zaltsman A, Lacroix B, Kozlovsky S V., Krichevsky A. Nuclear and plastid
genetic engineering of plants: Comparison of opportunities and challenges. Biotechnol
Adv. Elsevier Inc.; 2010;28(6):747–756.

[65] Chandra S. Natural plant genetic engineer Agrobacterium rhizogenes: role of T‐DNA
in plant secondary metabolism. Biotechnol Lett. 2012;34(3):407–415.

[66] Bartlett JG, Alves SC, Smedley M, Snape JW, Harwood WA. Agrobacterium‐mediated
barley transformation. Acta Biol Szeged. 2008;52(1):49–51.

Grape and Wine Biotechnology94



[67] Wroblewski T, Tomczak A, Michelmore R. Optimization of Agrobacterium‐mediated
transient assays of gene expression in lettuce, tomato and Arabidopsis. Plant Biotechnol
J. Wiley Online Library; 2005;3(2):259–273.

[68] Pitzschke A, Hirt H. New insights into an old story: agrobacterium‐induced tumour
formation in plants by plant transformation. EMBO J. Nature Publishing Group;
2010;29(6):1021–1032.

[69] Santos‐Rosa M, Poutaraud A, Merdinoglu D, Mestre P. Development of a transient
expression system in grapevine via agro‐infiltration. Plant Cell Rep. 2008;27(6):1053–
1063.

[70] Zhang Y, Su J, Duan S, Ao Y, Dai J, Liu J, et al. A highly efficient rice green tissue
protoplast system for transient gene expression and studying light/chloroplast‐related
processes. Plant Methods. BioMed Central Ltd; 2011;7(1):30.

[71] Smith EF, Townsend CO. A plant‐tumor of bacterial origin. Science. 1907;25(643):671–
673.

[72] Baribault TJ, Skene KGM, Steele Scott N. Genetic transformation of grapevine cells.
Plant Cell Rep. 1989;8:137–140.

[73] Perl A, Ofra L, Abu‐Abied M, Holland D. Establishment of an Agrobacterium‐mediated
transformation system for grape (Vitis vinifera L.): the role of antioxidants during grape‐
Agrobacterium interactions. Nature. 1996;14:624–628.

[74] Iocco P, Franks T, Thomas MR. Genetic transformation of major wine grape cultivars
of Vitis vinifera L. Transgenic Res. 2001;10(2):105–112.

[75] Torregrosa L, Pradal M, Souquet JM, Rambert M, Gunata Z, Tesniere C. Manipulation
of VvAdh to investigate its function in grape berry development. Plant Sci. 2008;174(2):
149–155.

[76] Perrone I, Gambino G, Chitarra W, Vitali M, Pagliarani C, Riccomagno N, et al. The
grapevine root‐specific aquaporin VvPIP2;4N controls root hydraulic conductance and
leaf gas exchange under well‐watered conditions but not under water stress. Plant
Physiol. 2012;160:965–977.

[77] Lashbrooke JG, Young PR, Dockrall SJ, Vasanth K, Vivier MA. Functional characteri‐
sation of three members of the Vitis vinifera L. carotenoid cleavage dioxygenase gene
family. BMC Plant Biol. 2013;13:156.

[78] Merz PR, Moser T, Höll J, Kortekamp A, Buchholz G, Zyprian E, et al. The transcription
factor VvWRKY33 is involved in the regulation of grapevine (Vitis vinifera) defense
against the oomycete pathogen Plasmopara viticola. Physiol Plant. 2015;153(3):365–380.

[79] Bertazzon N, Raiola A, Castiglioni C, Gardiman M, Angelini E, Borgo M, et al. Transient
silencing of the grapevine gene VvPGIP1 by agroinfiltration with a construct for RNA
interference. Plant Cell Rep. 2012;31(1):133–143.

Development and Use of Biotechnology Tools for Grape Functional Analysis
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/64915

95



[80] Urso S, Zottini M, Ruberti C, Lo Schiavo F, Stanca AM, Cattivelli L, et al. An Agrobac‐
terium tumefaciens‐mediated gene silencing system for functional analysis in grape‐
vine. Plant Cell Tissue Organ Cult. 2013;114(1):49–60.

[81] Ben‐Amar A, Cobanov P, Buchholz G, Mliki A, Reustle G. In planta agro‐infiltration
system for transient gene expression in grapevine (Vitis spp.). Acta Physiol Plant.
2013;35(11):3147–3156.

[82] Franks T, Gang He D, Thomas M. Regeneration of transgenic shape Vitis vinifera L.
Sultana plants: Genotypic and phenotypic analysis. Mol Breed. 1998;4:321–333.

[83] Torregrosa L, Iocco P, Thomas MR. Influence of Agrobacterium strain, culture medium,
and cultivar on the transformation efficiency of Vitis vinifera L. Am J Enol Vitic.
2002;53(3):183–190.

[84] Mezzetti B, Pandolfini T, Navacchi O, Landi L. Genetic transformation of Vitis vinifera
via organogenesis. BMC Biotechnol. 2002;2(1):18.

[85] Li ZT, Dhekney S, Dutt M, Aman M, Tattersall J, Kelley KT, et al. Optimizing Agrobac‐
terium‐mediated transformation of grapevine. Vitro Cell Dev Biol Plant. 2006;42(3):
220–227.

[86] Martínez‐Márquez A, Morante‐Carriel J, Ramírez‐Estrada K, Cusido R, Sellés‐Marchart
S, Palazon J, et al. A reliable protocol for the stable transformation of non‐embryogenic
cells cultures of grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.) and Taxus x media. J Biol Methods.
2015;2(2):21.

[87] Lizamore D, Winefield C. The addition of an organosilicone surfactant to Agrobacte‐
rium suspensions enables efficient transient transformation of in vitro grapevine leaf
tissue at ambient pressure. Plant Cell Tissue Organ Cult. 2014;120(2):607–615.

[88] Gollop R, Even S, Colova‐Tsolova V, Perl A. Expression of the grape dihydroflavonol
reductase gene and analysis of its promoter region. J Exp Bot. 2002;53(373):1397–1409.

[89] Torregrosa L, Verriès C, Tesnière C. Grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.) promoter analysis by
biolistic‐mediated transient transformation of cell suspensions. Vitis. 2002;41(1):27–32.

[90] Li ZT, Kim KH, Jasinski JR, Creech MR, Gray DJ. Large‐scale characterization of
promoters from grapevine (Vitis spp.) using quantitative anthocyanin and GUS assay
systems. Plant Sci. Elsevier Ireland Ltd; 2012;196:132–142.

[91] Joubert DA, de Lorenzo G, Vivier MA. Regulation of the grapevine polygalacturonase‐
inhibiting protein encoding gene: expression pattern, induction profile and promoter
analysis. J Plant Res. 2013;126(2):267–281.

[92] Zottini M, Barizza E, Costa A, Formentin E, Ruberti C, Carimi F, et al. Agroinfiltration
of grapevine leaves for fast transient assays of gene expression and for long‐term
production of stable transformed cells. Plant Cell Rep. 2008;27(5):845–853.

Grape and Wine Biotechnology96



[93] Cheng S, Xie X, Xu Y, Zhang C, Wang X, Zhang J, et al. Genetic transformation of a
fruit‐specific, highly expressed stilbene synthase gene from Chinese wild Vitis quin‐
quangularis. Planta. Springer, Berlin Heidelberg; 2016;243(4):1041–1053.

[94] Chu M, Quiñonero C, Akdemir H, Alburquerque N, Pedreño M, Burgos L. Agrobac‐
terium‐mediated transformation of Vitis cv. Monastrell suspension‐cultured cells:
Determination of critical parameters. Biotechnol Prog. Wiley Online Library; 2016. DOI
10.1002/btpr.2246

[95] Orzaez D, Mirabel S, Wieland WH, Granell A. Agroinjection of tomato fruits. A tool for
rapid functional analysis of transgenes directly in fruit. Plant Physiol. Am Soc Plant
Biol; 2006;140(1):3–11.

[96] Muruganantham M, Moskovitz Y, Haviv S, Horesh T, Fenigstein A, Preez J du, et al.
Grapevine virus A‐mediated gene silencing in Nicotiana benthamiana and Vitis
vinifera. J Virol Methods. 2009;155(2):167–174.

[97] Kurth EG, Peremyslov V V, Prokhnevsky AI, Kasschau KD, Miller M, Carrington JC,
et al. Virus‐derived gene expression and RNA interference vector for grapevine. J Virol.
2012;86(11):6002–6009.

[98] Trick HN, Finer JJ. SAAT: Sonication‐assisted Agrobacterium‐mediated transforma‐
tion. Transgenic Research. 1997;6: 329–336.

[99] Guellec V, David C, Branchard M, Temp J. Agrobacterium rhizogenes‐mediated
transformation of grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.). Plant Cell Tissue Organ Cult. 1990;(20):
211–215.

[100] Nakano M, Hoshino Y, Mii M. Regeneration of transgenic plants of grapevine (Vitis
vinifera L.) via Agrobacterium rhizogenes‐mediated transformation of embyronic calli.
J Exp Bot. 1994;45(274):649–656.

[101] Cutanda‐Perez  MC,  Ageorges  A,  Gomez  C,  Vialet  S,  Terrier  N,  Romieu
C,  et  al.  Ectopic  expression  of  VlmybA1  in  grapevine  activates  a  narrow
set  of  genes  involved  in  anthocyanin  synthesis  and  transport.  Plant  Mol
Biol.  2009;69(6):633–648.

[102] Terrier N, Torregrosa L, Ageorges A, Vialet S, Verries C, Cheynier V, et al. Ectopic
expression of VvMybPA2 promotes proanthocyanidin biosynthesis in grapevine and
suggests additional targets in the pathway. Plant Physiol. 2008;149(2):1028–1041.

[103] Gomez C, Terrier N, Torregrosa L, Vialet S, Fournier‐Level A, Verries C, et al. Grapevine
MATE‐type proteins act as vacuolar H+‐dependent acylated anthocyanin transporters.
Plant Physiol. 2009;150(1):402–415.

[104] Höll J, Vannozzi A, Czemmel S, D’Onofrio C, Walker AR, Rausch T, et al. The R2R3‐
MYB transcription factors MYB14 and MYB15 regulate stilbene biosynthesis in Vitis
vinifera. Plant Cell. 2013;25(10):4135–4149.

Development and Use of Biotechnology Tools for Grape Functional Analysis
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/64915

97



[105] Yang Y, Jittayasothorn Y, Chronis D, Wang X, Cousins P, Zhong GY. Molecular charac‐
teristics and efficacy of 16D10 siRNAs in inhibiting root‐knot nematode infection in
transgenic grape hairy roots. PLoS One. 2013;8(7). e69463.

[106] Fontes N, Delrot S, Gerós H. A method for the isolation of protoplasts from grape berry
mesocarp tissue. Recent Pat Biotechnol. 2010;4(2):125–129.

[107] Valat L, Fuchs M, Burrus M. Transgenic grapevine rootstock clones expressing the coat
protein or movement protein genes of grapevine fanleaf virus: Characterization and
reaction to virus infection upon protoplast electroporation. Plant Sci. 2006;170(4):739–
747.

[108] Valat L, Toutain S, Courtois N, Gaire F, Decout E, Pinck L, et al. GFLV replication in
electroporated grapevine protoplasts. Plant Sci. 2000;155(2):203–212.

[109] Zhao FL, Li Y‐J, Hu Y, Gao Y‐R, Zang X‐W, Ding Q, et al. A highly efficient grapevine
mesophyll protoplast system for transient gene expression and the study of disease
resistance proteins. Plant Cell Tissue Organ Cult. Springer, Netherlands; 2016;125(1):
43–57.

[110] Fontes N, Silva R, Vignault C, Lecourieux F, Gerós H, Delrot S. Purification and
functional characterization of protoplasts and intact vacuoles from grape cells. BMC
Res Notes. 2010;3:19.

[111] Reustle G, Alleweldt G. Isolation and culture of grapevine protoplasts. Vitis. JKI‐
Institut Rebenzuchtung Geilweilerhof, D‐76833 Siebeldingen, Germany; 1990; pp. 423–
431.

[112] Reustle G, Alleweldt G. Callus formation from protoplasts of grapevine (Vitis spp). Phys
Plant. 1991;82:97.

[113] Reustle G, Harst M, Alleweldt G. Plant regeneration of grapevine (Vitis sp.) protoplasts
isolated from embryogenic tissue. Plant Cell Rep. 1995;10:238–241.

[114] Zhu YM, Hoshino Y, Nakano M, Takahashi E, Mii M. Highly efficient system of plant
regeneration from protoplasts of grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.) through somatic embryo‐
genesis by using embryogenic callus culture and activated charcoal. Plant Sci.
1997;123(1–2):151–157.

[115] Saumonneau A, Laloi M, Lallemand M, Rabot A, Atanassova R. Dissection of the
transcriptional regulation of grape ASR and response to glucose and abscisic acid. J
Exp Bot. 2012;63(3):1495–1510.

[116] Marchive C, Léon C, Kappel C, Coutos‐Thévenot P, Corio‐Costet MF, Delrot S, et al.
Over‐expression of VvWRKY1 in grapevines induces expression of jasmonic acid
pathway‐related genes and confers higher tolerance to the downy mildew. PLoS One.
2013;8(1):1–8.

[117] Wang H, Wang W, Zhan J, Huang W, Xu H. An efficient PEG‐mediated transient gene
expression system in grape protoplasts and its application in subcellular localization

Grape and Wine Biotechnology98



studies of flavonoids biosynthesis enzymes. Sci Hortic. Elsevier B.V., Amsterdam;
2015;191:82–89.

[118] Commun K, Mauro MC, Chupeau Y, Boulay M, Burrus M, Jeandet P. Phytoalexin
production in grapevine protoplasts during isolation and culture. Plant Physiol
Biochem. 2003;41(4):317–323.

[119] Reustle G, Natter I. Effect of polyvinylpyrrolidone and activated charcoal on formation
of microcallus from grapevine protoplasts (Vitis sp.). Vitis. 1994;33(3):117–121.

[120] Harris NN, Luczo JM, Robinson SP, Walker AR. Transcriptional regulation of the three
grapevine chalcone synthase genes and their role in flavonoid synthesis in Shiraz. Aust
J Grape Wine Res. 2013;19(2):221–229.

[121] Vidal  JR,  Kikkert  JR,  Donzelli  BD,  Wallace  PG,  Reisch  BI.  Biolistic
transformation  of  grapevine  using  minimal  gene  cassette  technology.  Plant
Cell  Rep.  2006;25(8):807–814.

[122] Sanjurjo L, Vidal JR, Segura A, De la Torre F. Genetic transformation of grapevine cells
using the minimal cassette technology: The need of 3′‐end protection. J Biotechnol.
2013;163(4):386–390.

[123] Palpant NJ, Dudzinski D. Zinc finger nucleases: looking toward translation. Gene Ther.
Nature Publishing Group; 2013;20(2):121–127.

[124] Joung  JK,  Sander  JD.  TALENs:  A  widely  applicable  technology  for  targeted
genome  editing.  Nat  Rev  Mol  Cell  Biol.  Nature  Publishing  Group;  2013;14(1):
49–55.

[125] Puchta H, Fauser F. Synthetic nucleases for genome engineering in plants: Prospects
for a bright future. Plant J. 2014;78(5):727–741.

[126] Wyman C, Kanaar R. DNA double‐strand break repair: all’s well that ends well. Annu
Rev Genet. 2006;40:363–383.

[127] Makarova KS, Grishin N V, Shabalina SA, Wolf YI, Koonin EV. A putative RNA‐
interference‐based immune system in prokaryotes: computational analysis of the
predicted enzymatic machinery, functional analogies with eukaryotic RNAi, and
hypothetical mechanisms of action. Biol Direct. 2006;1(1):7.

[128] Zhang F, Wen Y, Guo X. CRISPR/Cas9 for genome editing: Progress, implications and
challenges. Hum Mol Genet. 2014;23(R1):40–46.

[129] Makarova KS. Evolution and classification of the CRISPR–Cas systems. Nat Publ Gr.
Nature Publishing Group; 2011;9(6):467–477.

[130] Gasiunas G, Barrangou R, Horvath P, Siksnys V. Cas9‐crRNA ribonucleoprotein
complex mediates specific DNA cleavage for adaptive immunity in bacteria. Proc Natl
Acad Sci USA. 2012;109(39):E2579–2586.

Development and Use of Biotechnology Tools for Grape Functional Analysis
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/64915

99



[131] Jinek M, Chylinski K, Fonfara I, Hauer M, Doudna JA, Charpentier E. A programmable
dual‐RNA‐guided DNA endonuclease in adaptive bacterial immunity. Science.
2012;337(6096):816–821.

[132] Upadhyay SK, Kumar J, Alok a., Tuli R. RNA‐guided genome editing for target gene
mutations in wheat. G3 Genes|Genomes|Genetics. 2013;3:2233–2238.

[133] Jiang W, Zhou H, Bi H, Fromm M, Yang B, Weeks DP. Demonstration of CRISPR/Cas9/
sgRNA‐mediated targeted gene modification in Arabidopsis, tobacco, sorghum and
rice. Nucleic Acids Res. 2013;41(20):1–12.

[134] Zhou H, Liu B, Weeks DP, Spalding MH, Yang B. Large chromosomal deletions and
heritable small genetic changes induced by CRISPR/Cas9 in rice. Nucleic Acids Res.
2014;42(17):10903–10914.

[135] Zhao Y, Zhang C, Liu W, Gao W, Liu C, Song G, et al. An alternative strategy for targeted
gene replacement in plants using a dual‐sgRNA/Cas9 design. Sci Rep. Nature Publish‐
ing Group; 2016;6:23890.

[136] Voytas DF. Plant genome engineering with sequence‐specific nucleases. Annu Rev
Plant Biol. 2013;64:327–350.

[137] Shan Q, Wang Y, Li J, Zhang Y, Chen K, Liang Z, et al. Targeted genome modification
of crop plants using a CRISPR‐Cas system. Nat Biotechnol. 2013;31(8):686–688.

[138] Xie K, Yang Y. RNA‐guided genome editing in plants using a CRISPR‐Cas system. Mol
Plant. 2013;6(6):1975–1983.

[139] Feng Z, Mao Y, Xu N, Zhang B, Wei P, Yang DL, et al. Multigeneration analysis reveals
the inheritance, specificity, and patterns of CRISPR/Cas‐induced gene modifications in
Arabidopsis. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA. 2014;111(12):4632–4637.

[140] Nekrasov  V,  Staskawicz  B,  Weigel  D,  Jones  JDG,  Kamoun  S.  Targeted
mutagenesis  in  the  model  plant  Nicotiana  benthamiana.  Nat  Biotechnol.
2013;31(8):688–691.

[141] Miao J, Guo D, Zhang J, Huang Q, Qin G, Zhang X, et al. Targeted mutagenesis in rice
using CRISPR‐Cas system. Cell Res. 2013;23(10):1233–1236.

[142] Liang Z, Zhang K, Chen K, Gao C. Targeted mutagenesis in Zea mays using TALENs
and the CRISPR/Cas system. J Genet Genomics. Elsevier Ltd; 2014;41(2):63–68.

[143] Brooks C, Nekrasov V, Lippman ZB, Van Eck J. Efficient gene editing in tomato in the
first generation using the clustered regularly interspaced short palindromic repeats/
CRISPR‐associated9 system. Plant Physiol. 2014;166(3):1292–1297.

[144] Jia H, Wang N. Targeted genome editing of sweet orange using Cas9/sgRNA. PLoS One.
2014;9(4). e93806.

Grape and Wine Biotechnology100



[145] Woo JW, Kim J, Kwon S Il, Corvalán C, Cho SW, Kim H, et al. DNA‐free genome editing
in plants with preassembled CRISPR‐Cas9 ribonucleoproteins. Nat Biotechnol.
2015;33(11):1162–1164.

[146] Li JF, Norville JE, Aach J, McCormack M, Zhang D, Bush J, et al. Multiplex and
homologous recombination‐mediated genome editing in Arabidopsis and Nicotiana
benthamiana using guide RNA and Cas9. Nat Biotechnol. 2013;31(8):688–691.

[147] Pan C, Ye L, Qin L, Liu X, He Y, Wang J, et al. CRISPR/Cas9‐mediated efficient and
heritable targeted mutagenesis in tomato plants in the first and later generations. Sci
Rep. Nature Publishing Group; 2016;6:24765.

[148] Lowder LG, Zhang D, Baltes NJ, Paul JW, Tang X, Zheng X, et al. A CRISPR/Cas9 toolbox
for multiplexed plant genome editing and transcriptional regulation. Plant Physiol.
2015;169(2):971–985.

[149] Xing HL, Dong L, Wang ZP, Zhang HY, Han CY, Liu B, et al. A CRISPR/Cas9 toolkit for
multiplex genome editing in plants. BMC Plant Biol. 2014;14(1):327.

[150] Ali Z, Abulfaraj A, Idris A, Ali S, Tashkandi M, Mahfouz MM. CRISPR/Cas9‐mediated
viral interference in plants. Genome Biol. 2015;16(1):238.

[151] Chandrasekaran J, Brumin M, Wolf D, Leibman D, Klap C, Pearlsman M, et al. Devel‐
opment of broad virus resistance in non‐transgenic cucumber using CRISPR/Cas9
technology. Mol Plant Pathol. Wiley Online Library; 2016.

[152] Gilbert LA, Larson MH, Morsut L, Liu Z, Brar GA, Torres SE, et al. XCRISPR‐mediated
modular RNA‐guided regulation of transcription in eukaryotes. Cell. Elsevier Inc.;
2013;154(2):1–10.

[153] Piatek A, Mahfouz MM. Targeted genome regulation via synthetic programmable
transcriptional regulators. Crit Rev Biotechnol. 2016;8551:1–12.

[154] Fu Y, Foden J a, Khayter C, Maeder ML, Reyon D, Joung JK, et al. High‐frequency off‐
target mutagenesis induced by CRISPR‐Cas nucleases in human cells. Nat Biotechnol.
Nature Publishing Group; 2013;31(9):822–826.

[155] Hsu PD, Scott D a, Weinstein J a, Ran FA, Konermann S, Agarwala V, et al. DNA
targeting specificity of RNA‐guided Cas9 nucleases. Nat Biotechnol. Nature Publishing
Group; 2013;31(9):827–832.

[156] Doench JG, Fusi N, Sullender M, Hegde M, Vaimberg EW, Donovan KF, et al. Optimized
sgRNA design to maximize activity and minimize off‐target effects of CRISPR‐Cas9.
Nat Biotechnol. Nature Publishing Group; 2016;1–12.

[157] Wang Y, Liu X, Ren C, Zhong GY, Yang L, Li S, et al. Identification of genomic sites for
CRISPR/Cas9‐based genome editing in the Vitis vinifera genome. BMC Plant Biol.
2016;16(1):96.

Development and Use of Biotechnology Tools for Grape Functional Analysis
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/64915

101




