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Abstract 

Background: Mosquito-borne diseases (MBDs) cause a significant proportion of the global infectious disease bur-
den. Vector control remains the primary strategy available to reduce the transmission of MBDs. However, long-term, 
wide-scale and large-scale traditional chemical pesticide application has caused significant and increased negative 
effects on ecosystems and broader emerging insecticide resistance in vectors; therefore, the development of a novel 
alternative approach is urgently needed. Mosquito densoviruses (MDVs) are entomopathogenic viruses that exhibit 
a narrow host range and multiple transmission patterns, making MDVs a great potential bioinsecticide. However, the 
application process has been relatively stagnant over the past three decades. The major obstacle has been that viruses 
must be produced in mosquito cell lines; therefore, the production process is both expensive and time-consuming.

Methods: In our study, two wild-type (wt) MDVs, AaeDV and AalDV-3, and a recombinant rAaeDV-210 were used to 
infect the Aag2 and C6/36 mosquito cell lines and the 1st–2nd-instar and 3rd–4th-instar larvae of Ae. albopictus, Ae. 
aegypti and Cx. quinquefasciatus. Viral titers and yields in cells, media, larvae and rearing water and total viral yield were 
evaluated. Three kinds of virus displayed higher maximum virus titers in vivo than in vitro, and they displayed higher 
maximum viral yields in rearing water.

Results: The three viruses displayed higher total maximum viral yields in C6/36 cells than in Aag2 cells. The three 
viruses displayed higher total maximum viral yields in Aedes mosquitoes than in Culex mosquitoes. Higher viral yields 
were produced by 1st–2nd-instar larvae compared to 3rd–4th-instar larvae. The recombinant viruses did not display 
significantly lower yields than wt viruses in nearly all samples. In summary, by using 100 1st–2nd-instar Aedes mos-
quito larvae in 200 ml of rearing water, more than  1013 genome equivalents (geq) MDV yield can be obtained.

Conclusions: Considering the lower production cost, this in vivo method has great potential for the large-scale pro-
duction of MDVs. MDVs exhibit promising prospects and great potential for mosquito control in the future.
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Background
Mosquito-borne diseases (MBDs), such as malaria, den-
gue fever, yellow fever, chikungunya, Zika, hemorrhagic 
fevers and lymphatic filariasis, cause a significant fraction 
of the global infectious disease burden; indeed, nearly 
700 million people worldwide are infected with MBDs 
each year, resulting in over one million deaths [1]. Vector 

control remains the primary strategy available to reduce 
the transmission of MBDs. Synthetic chemical insecti-
cides have been traditionally used as a standard method 
for vector control and play a key role in public health as 
part of integrated mosquito management (IMM) pro-
grams for disease control and prevention and dramati-
cally reduce the risk of MBDs, particularly in the case of 
malaria [2]. However, long-term, wide-scale and large-
scale traditional chemical pesticide application has cer-
tainly shown significant and increased negative effects 
on ecosystems [3]. Additionally, the broadly emerging 
insecticide resistance of vectors poses a major threat 
to effective prevention and control of MBDs. In view of 
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these pending issues, the development of novel alterna-
tive approaches that can be applied to mosquito control 
is urgently needed. Biological control of vectors using 
insect specific pathogens or symbiotic microorganisms, 
such as fungi, bacteria or viruses, can reduce vector pop-
ulations or vectoral capacity, and hence disease transmis-
sion, and be produced as eco-friendly, highly effective, 
specific, economic, biodegradable bioinsecticides [4].

Entomopathogenic viruses have been identified in 
more than one thousand species from at least 13 different 
insect orders [5]. These insect pathogenic viruses can be 
divided into two categories: those that produce occlusion 
bodies in the insect host cells are occluded viruses (OVs), 
whereas those that are not occluded in protein bodies 
are no-occluded viruses (NOVs) [6]. The most common 
OVs of mosquitoes are the nuclear polyhedrosis viruses 
(NPVs) (family Baculoviridae), such as Culex nigripal-
pus nuclear polyhedrosis virus (CuniNPV) and cyto-
plasmic polyhedrosis viruses (CPVs) (family Reoviridae, 
genus Cypovirus) [7, 8]. The main NIVs in mosquitoes are 
mosquito iridoviruses (MIVs) (family Iridoviridae, genus 
Chloriridovirus) and densoviruses (DVs) [9].

Mosquito densoviruses (MDVs) are currently included 
in the genus Brevidensovirus of the subfamily Densoviri-
nae in the family Parvoviridae. The virion is a small ico-
sahedral, non-enveloped DNA virus with a diameter of 
20 nm. The viral genome is a linear, single-stranded DNA 
(ssDNA) molecule approximately four kilobases long. 
MDVs exhibit strong host specificity that is restricted 
to members of the family Culicidae in the order Dip-
tera. MDVs can invade and proliferate in multiple organs 
and tissues of mosquitoes, and infection with MDVs can 
cause larval death or deformation [10]. Moreover, MDVs 
extend the larval stage and decrease the lifespan and body 
size of adults [11]. Furthermore, their pathogenicity can 
be significantly improved by genetic engineering tech-
niques, such as altering the vector used to express the 
insect-specific toxin, gene or specific shRNA or artificial 
miRNA that targets genes essential for the development, 
growth or physiology of mosquitoes [12–14]. MDVs can 
be transmitted in mosquito populations through hori-
zontal transmission in larval habitats and/or by vertical 
transmission. Thus, these biological and pathogenic char-
acteristics confer the potential for MDVs as biological 
control agents [11]. Considering that the Biokiller Cock-
roach Killer Bait Gel, the first densovirus biopesticide 
product, which mainly contains Periplaneta fuliginosa 
densonucleosis virus (PfDNV, genus Ambidensovirus, 
family Parvoviridae), was commercialized in China [15], 
the use of MDVs and/or recombinant MDV biopesticides 
is within reach.

Despite promising application prospects, the standard-
ization of the large-scale production of MDVs remains a 

major barrier for the progression from laboratory to field. 
In this study, we analyzed the accumulation of wild-type 
and recombinant MDVs in mosquito cell lines, including 
the Ae. albopictus C6/36 cell lines and Ae. aegypti Aag2 
cell lines, as well as in three different species of mosquito 
larvae, Ae. aegypti, Ae. albopictus and Cx. quinquefascia-
tus. The maximum virus titer and viral yield were evalu-
ated and compared. Finally, we developed a novel and 
more economical method for the mass production of 
MDVs in mosquito larvae, which will provide sufficient 
amounts of virus for bioassays, future moderate-scale 
field testing and even large-scale field application.

Methods
Mosquito cell transfection and virus production
pUCA and pUCP were the infectious clones of AaeDV 
(GenBank: M37899) and AalDV-3 (or APeDNV, Gen-
Bank: AY310877) that contained the full genomic DNA 
of AaeDV (3981 nt) and AalDV-3 (4006 nt), respectively, 
and were kindly provided by Professor Erica Suchman 
and Jonathan Carlson (Colorado State University, Fort 
Collins, CO, USA). pUCA-210 is an infectious clone of 
non-defective recombinant densovirus vectors that can 
express endogenous miRNA-210 in Ae. albopictus. The 
construction of plasmids has been previously described 
in detail [16, 17].

Wild-type viruses AaeDV and AalDV-3 and recombi-
nant virus rAaeDV-210 were generated by transfecting 
the corresponding infectious clones pUCA, pUCP and 
pUCA-210 into C6/36 cell lines according to the manu-
facturer’s protocol. Before transfection, cells were plated 
at a density of 2.5 × 106 cells per 25  cm2 flask. The cells 
were incubated at 28  °C until the cells were 80 to 90% 
confluent. The transfection of plasmids was performed 
using Lipofectamine 2000 (Thermo Fisher Scientific, 
Waltham, MA, USA), according to the manufacturer’s 
protocol. Supercoiled plasmids used for transfection 
were prepared using a GeneJET Endo-Free Plasmid Max-
iPrep Kit (Thermo Fisher Scientific). Cells were typically 
harvested 5 days post-transfection using cell scrapers, 
lysed by repeat freezing-thawing treatment, and then 
centrifuged for 10 min at 1000×g. The supernatants were 
kept as viral stocks.

Viral accumulation in mosquito cells
To explore the proliferation capability of AaeDV, 
AalDV-3 and recombinant virus rAaeDV-210 in mos-
quito cells, C6/36 and Aag2 cells were seeded in 24-well 
plates (C6/36 cells: 1 × 105 cells/well, Aag2 cells: 1 × 106 
cells/well) and incubated with 1 ml of media containing 
virus at a final concentration of 3.00 × 109 genome equiv-
alents per ml (geq/ml) at 28 °C. After incubation for 24 h, 
the medium was removed, and the cells were washed 3 
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times with fresh RPMI-1640 medium (Schneider’s Dros-
ophila medium for Aag2 cells) to remove residual virus. 
Then, 1 ml of fresh medium was added, and the cells were 
returned to the incubator for regular culture.

Viral titers in the cell culture supernatant and in the 
cells themselves were determined by quantitative real-
time PCR (qPCR). First, to determine the titer of the 
extracellular viruses, samples from the cell culture were 
collected at serial time points post-infection [0, 2, 4, 6, 
8 and 10 days post-infection (dpi)] and then centrifuged 
for 10 min at 1000× g. Supernatants were used to extract 
viral genomic DNA using a Viral DNA Kit (Omega 
Biotek, Norcross, GA, USA). To determine the titer of 
the intracellular virus, the supernatants were removed, 
and the infected cells were washed 3 times with 1× PBS. 
The cells were collected at serial time points post-infec-
tion (0, 2, 4, 6, 8 and 10 dpi); the genomic DNA was then 
isolated for qPCR.

Larval infection and densovirus detection
To explore the percentage of infected mosquito larvae 
when exposed to MDV, the 1st–2nd-instar and 3rd–4th-
instar larvae (n = 100 per group) of Ae. albopictus, Ae. 
aegypti and Cx. quinquefasciatus larvae were infected 
with AaeDV, AalDV-3 and rAaeDV-210 by exposure to 
1 ml of sterile water in a beaker containing virus with a 
final concentration of 2.00  × 1010 geq/ml. After incu-
bation for 24 h at 28   °C, the larvae were washed three 
times with deionized water and then transferred to pans 
containing 200 ml sterile water. After 1 dpi, larvae were 
washed three times with deionized water again, and the 
DNA was isolated using a TIANcombi DNA Lyse&Det 
PCR Kit (Tiangen Biotech, Beijing, China). PCR ampli-
fication was then performed using Maxima Hot Start 
Green PCR Master Mix (Thermo Fisher Scientific) 
with gene-specific primers. The final washed water was 
used as a control. Ae. albopictus ribosomal protein 7 
gene (AalRpS7, GenBank: JN132168), Ae. aegypti RpS7 
(AaeRpS7, VectorBase accession number: AAEL009496) 
and Cx. quinquefasciatus RpL8 (CquRpL8, GenBank: 
XM_001841875) were used as controls, respectively.

Viral accumulation in mosquito larvae
The 1st–2nd-instar and 3rd–4th-instar Ae. albopictus, 
Ae. aegypti and Cx. quinquefasciatus larvae (n = 100 per 
group) were exposed to AaeDV, AalDV-3 and recombi-
nant virus rAaeDV-210 at a concentration of 2.00 × 1010 
geq/ml in 1 ml of sterile water. The blank control group 
was exposed to virus-free C6/36 cell culture medium 
under conditions identical to the treatment groups. After 
incubation for 24 h at 28 °C, the larvae, along with water, 
were transferred back to the pans, and then sterile water 
was added until the viral concentration was 1.00 × 108 

geq/ml; larvae were fed regularly. The 1st–2nd-instar 
larval rearing water was collected at serial time points 
post-infection (1, 3, 5, 7, 9 and 11 dpi), whereas the 
3rd–4th-instar larval rearing water was collected at 1, 3, 
5 and 7 dpi. The virus in the rearing water was titered by 
qPCR. The larvae were also collected at the same time 
point, and the virus in vivo was also titrated by qPCR.

Quantitative real‑time PCR
Non-encapsidated genomic DNA was removed by treat-
ment with TURBO DNase (Ambion, Austin, TX, USA) 
at 37  °C for 1 h. The total encapsidated genomic DNA 
was extracted using a Viral DNA Kit (Omega Biotek). 
The virus genome copy numbers in cell culture media, 
cells, rearing water and larvae in vivo were determined 
by a SYBR green-based real-time quantitative PCR assay 
with FastFire qPCR PreMix (Tiangen Biotech). A series 
of known concentrations of linear plasmids with pUCA 
were used to construct a standard curve. The set of prim-
ers used annealed to the conserved region of the viral 
NS1 gene. These procedures were performed essentially 
as described previously [18]. The sequences of primers 
used in the PCR and qPCR are shown in Additional file 1: 
Table S1.

Statistical analysis
Comparison of the percentage of infected larvae between 
groups was performed using a Chi-square test. Virus titer 
and viral yield in cells, cell culture media, larvae and rear-
ing water and total viral yield at different times and in dif-
ferent groups were compared using one-way analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) followed by Fisher’s least significant 
difference test (LSD). Student’s t-test was performed to 
determine differences between two groups. The P-value 
for statistical significance is defined as P < 0.05. SPSS soft-
ware v.19.0 (SPSS Inc. Chicago, IL, USA) was used for 
data analysis.

Results
The accumulation of the MDVs in mosquito cells
The proliferation capability of the AaeDV, AalDV-3 and 
recombinant rAaeDV-210 viruses in Aag2 and C6/36 
cells was determined by titer values of both the extracel-
lular viruses from culture and intracellular viruses. The 
absolute copy number of viral genomic DNA was quanti-
fied using SYBR Green I dye in a quantitative PCR assay 
with MDV-specific primers. The copy numbers of viruses 
were detected every two days from 0 to 10 dpi (Fig. 1)

In Aag2 cell culture medium, all titers of AaeDV, 
AalDV-3 and rAaeDV-210 clearly increased from 0 
dpi. Both AaeDV and AalDV-3 gradually reached 
a maximum of 5.32 × 109 ± 1.56 × 109 geq/ml 
and 8.92 × 108 ± 4.08 × 108 geq/ml, respectively, 
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at 10 dpi, whereas rAaeDV-210 reached a peak 
(4.92 × 109 ± 1.36 × 109 geq/ml) at 6 dpi and then showed 
a slight drop. The maximum viral titer of AalDV-3 was 
significantly lower than that of AaeDV and rAaeDV-210. 
There was no statistically significant difference in the 
maximum viral titer between AaeDV and rAaeDV-210 
(t(4) = 0.26, P = 0.810). In C6/36 cell culture medium, all 
titers of AaeDV, AalDV-3 and rAaeDV-210 were rapidly 
elevated from 0 dpi and reached their maximum values 
(2.69 × 1010 ± 8.84 × 109 geq/ml, 1.20 × 1011 ± 1.81 × 1010 
geq/ml and 4.96 × 1010 ± 1.55 × 1010 geq/ml, respectively) 
at 10 dpi. The maximum viral titer of AalDV-3 was higher 
than that of AaeDV and rAaeDV-210. Moreover, AaeDV 
showed higher maximum viral titers in the C6/36 cell 
culture medium compared to that of Aag2 cell culture 
medium (t(4) = 4.13, P = 0.046).

Intracellular viral titers of AaeDV and rAaeDV-210 
in Aag2 cells increased rapidly then reached a 
peak at 8 dpi (2.87 × 1010 ± 5.32 × 109 geq/ml and 

5.13 × 1010 ± 1.03 × 1010 geq/ml, respectively) and sub-
sequently declined; however, AalDV-3 displayed a 
slight growth trend compared with that of AaeDV and 
rAaeDV-210, and the maximum titer was observed at 4 
dpi (6.78 × 109 ± 1.03 × 109 geq/ml), which then gradually 
decreased. Intracellular viral titers of AaeDV, AalDV-3 
and rAaeDV-210 in C6/36 cells showed a sustainable 
growth model from 0 dpi to 10 dpi; the highest titers were 
5.59 ×  1010 ± 6.98 × 109 geq/ml, 3.97 × 1011 ± 5.54 × 1010 
geq/ml and 9.77 × 1010 ± 3.71 × 1010 geq/ml, respectively. 
The results showed that AaeDV (t(4) = 5.351, P = 0.006) 
and AalDV-3 (t(4) = 12.165, P = 0.001) showed higher 
maximum viral titers in the C6/36 cells compared to the 
Aag2 cells.

Comparison of viral yields using cells
The total volume of each sample (1 ml of medium and 
0.2 ml of cells per sample) and the maximum amount 

Fig. 1 Growth curves of intra- and extracellular MDV titers. The cells were infected with AaeDV, AalDV-3 and recombinant rAaeDV-210. Each time 
point represents the average titer obtained from three independent experiments with the respective standard deviations. a Titer of extracellular 
virus in the Aag2 cell culture medium. b Titer of extracellular virus in the C6/36 cell culture medium. c Titer of intracellular virus in the Aag2 cell. d 
Titer of intracellular virus in the C6/36 cell
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of harvestable virus in the medium and in cells at a 
certain time points were calculated and compared.  
As a result, for all three viruses, AaeDV, AalDV-3  
and rAaeDV-210, the maximum virus yield was  
detected in medium (Aag2 medium: 5.32 × 109 ±  
1.56 × 109 geq/ml, 8.92 × 108 ± 4.08 × 108 geq/ml and 
4.92 × 109 ± 1.36 × 109 geq/ml, respectively; C6/36 medium: 
2.69 × 1010 ± 8.84 × 109 geq/ml, 1.20 × 1011 ± 1.81 × 1010 
geq/ml and 4.96 × 1010 ± 1.55  × 1010 geq/ml respectively) 
and not in cells (Aag2: 2.35 × 109 ± 4.65 × 108 geq/ml, 
1.36 × 109 ± 2.06 × 108 geq/ml and 1.03 × 1010 ± 2.07 × 109 
geq/ml, respectively; C6/36: 1.12 × 1010 ± 1.40 × 109 geq/ml, 
7.94 × 1010 ± 1.11 × 1010 geq/ml and, 1.95 × 1010 ± 7.41 × 109 
geq/ml respectively) (Fig. 2a–c), which indicated that a large 
amount of densoviruses were persistently released from 
infected mosquito cells and continuously accumulated in 
medium.

Moreover, the yield sums of three kinds of viruses in 
cells and medium were quantified. For virus production, 
viral yield reached a peak at 6 or 8 dpi using Aag2 cells, 
whereas viral yield gradually increased over a prolonged 
time in C6/36 cells. The total yield of AaeDV, AalDV-3 
and rAaeDV-210 in C6/36 cells was nearly 5, 115 and 5 
times higher than that of Aag2, respectively. In addi-
tion, the maximum yield of recombinant rAaeDV-210 
virus did not exhibit a significant difference compared 
with its original wild-type AaeDV (Fig. 3) both in C6/36 
cells (t(4) = 1.58, P = 0.189) and Aag2 cells (t(4) = 1.95, 
P = 0.124).

Proliferation capability of MDVs in larvae
The proliferation capability of the AaeDV, AalDV-3 and 
recombinant rAaeDV-210 viruses in Ae. albopictus, Ae. 
aegypti and Cx. quinquefasciatus larvae was determined 

Fig. 2 Comparison of the total viral yield in different mosquito cell lines. Total viral yields from 1 ml of medium and 0.2 ml of cells per sample were 
quantified at serial time points. Each time point represents the average genome copy number obtained from three independent experiments with 
the respective standard deviations. a The amount of AaeDV in cells and medium. b The amount of AalDV-3 in cells and medium. c The amount of 
rAaeDV-210 in cells and medium

Fig. 3 Comparison of the maximum viral yield obtained using Aag2 and C6/36 cells. The maximum viral yield obtained from cells, medium and the 
sum of intra- and extracellular viruses were quantified. Data are representative of three independent experiments, and values are expressed as the 
mean ± SD; bars represent the standard error (n  =  3). *P < 0.05, **P < 0.01, NS, no significant difference. a AaeDV. b rAaeDV-210. c AalDV-3
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by absolute quantification. The quantification method 
detected the copy numbers of viruses every two days 
from 1 to 11 dpi in 1st–2nd-instar larvae and from 1 to 7 
dpi in 3rd–4th-instar larvae.

In 1st–2nd-instar larvae of Ae. albopictus, the titers 
of AaeDV, AalDV-3 and rAaeDV-210 showed exponen-
tial growth from 1 dpi. Both AaeDV and rAaeDV-210 
reached their maximal titers (2.30 × 1012 ± 7.29 × 1011 
geq/ml and 1.56 × 1012 ± 6.86 × 1011 geq/ml, respec-
tively) at 9 dpi and then decreased slightly at 11 dpi, 

whereas the AalDV-3 titer reached its highest level 
(1.82 × 1012 ± 4.4 × 1011 geq/ml) at 11 dpi (Fig.  4a). In 
3rd–4th-instar larvae of Ae. albopictus, all the viral 
titers also displayed an obvious growth trend with 
time, and the maximum viral titer of AaeDV and 
rAaeDV-210 (1.02 × 1012 ± 3.24 × 1011 geq/ml and 
1.05 × 1012 ± 5.62 × 1011 geq/ml, respectively) were 
detected at 7 dpi. The maximum titer of AalDV-3 
(6.01 × 1011 ± 2.36 × 1011 geq/ml) was detected at 5 dpi 
(Fig. 4b).

Fig. 4 The accumulation of MDV in mosquito larvae. The 1st–2nd-instar and 3rd–4th-instar larvae of Ae. albopictus, Ae. aegypti and Cx. 
quinquefasciatus (n = 100 per group) were infected with AaeDV, AalDV-3 and recombinant rAaeDV-210. Each time point represents the average titer 
obtained from three independent experiments with the respective standard deviations. Viral titers in Ae. albopictus 1st–2nd-instar larvae (a) and 
3rd–4th-instar larvae (b); Ae. aegypti 1st–2nd-instar larvae (c) and 3rd–4th-instar larvae (d); and Cx. quinquefasciatus 1st–2nd-instar larvae (e) and 
3rd–4th-instar larvae (f)
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The proliferation of viruses in 1st–2nd-instar and 
3rd–4th-instar larvae of Ae. aegypti displayed similar 
characteristics to that in Ae. albopictus. Both AaeDV 
and rAaeDV-210 reached their maximum values in 
1st–2nd-instar larvae at 9 dpi (4.67 × 1012 ± 2.49  1012 
geq/ml and 7.70 × 1012 ± 3.48 × 1012 geq/ml, respec-
tively) and AalDV-3 (2.06 × 1012 ± 5.38 × 1011 geq/
ml) at 11 dpi (Fig.  4c). In 3rd–4th-instar larvae of Ae. 
aegypti, the titers of AaeDV, AalDV-3 and rAaeDV-210 
reached their maximum values (6.83 × 1011 ± 2.56 × 1011 
geq/ml, 5.80 × 1010 ± 1.12 × 1010 geq/ml and 
1.02 × 1012 ± 2.37 × 1011 geq/ml, respectively) at 7 dpi 
(Fig. 4d).

The growth trends of viruses in Cx. quinque-
fasciatus larvae were almost identical to those in 
Aedes. The maximum concentrations of AaeDV and 
rAaeDV-210 were 3.03 × 1011 ± 1.71 × 1011 geq/ml and 
5.50 × 1011 ± 3.48 × 1011 geq/ml, respectively, at 11 dpi 
in 1st–2nd-instar larvae; however, AalDV-3 at 9 dpi 
showed a distinctive trend, decreasing by more than 
one order of magnitude (1.68 × 1010 ± 1.26 × 1010 geq/
ml) (Fig. 4e). In 3rd–4th-instar larvae at 9 dpi, all of the 
vial titers of AaeDV, AalDV-3 and rAaeDV-210 reached 
their highest levels (2.64 × 1010 ± 1.97 × 1010 geq/ml, 
1.61 × 108 ± 2.55 × 108 and 3.03 × 1010 ± 2.32 × 1010 geq/
ml, respectively) at 7 dpi (Fig. 4f ).

The trend of viral titers in infected larval rearing water
The viral titers in the rearing water of three species of lar-
vae were also quantified, and the samples were collected 
at the same time points as described for larvae. The result 
is exciting; the virus infection was prolonged, and all 
three viruses showed a similar consecutive growth pat-
tern in both 1st–2nd-instar and 3rd–4th-instar larvae to 
that of all three species in vivo. Although the highest con-
centration of virus in the water was slightly lower than 
that in vivo, viral titers still presented the highest values 
at 11 dpi in rearing water of Ae. albopictus 1st–2nd-instar 
larvae (Fig.  5a), at 5 dpi (AaeDV) and 7 dpi (AalDV-3 
and rAaeDV-210) in rearing water of 3rd–4th-instar 
larvae (Fig. 5b); at 11 dpi in rearing water of Ae. aegypti 
1st–2nd-instar larvae (Fig. 5c), at 7 dpi in rearing water 
of 3rd–4th-instar larvae (Fig. 5d); at 11 dpi (AaeDV and 
AalDV-3) and 9 dpi (rAaeDV-210) in Cx. quinquefas-
ciatus 1st–2nd-instar larvae (Fig.  5e), at 5 dpi (AaeDV) 
and 7 dpi (AalDV-3 and rAaeDV-210) in rearing water of 
3rd–4th-instar larvae (Fig. 5f ).

Comparison of the viral yield with the in vivo production 
method
Regarding overall viral yields, the total amount of obtain-
able virus in larvae and larval rearing water were calcu-
lated by multiplying the sample volume (1 ml of larvae 

and 200 ml of water, respectively) and viral concentration. 
To evaluate the trend of virus yield growth, the total virus 
yield at different time points was calculated. The total 
viral product showed a notable growth trend in infected 
Ae. albopictus 1st–2nd-instar larvae where the amount 
of AaeDV, AalDV-3 and rAaeDV-210 reached a peak 
(5.10 × 1012 ± 1.74  ×  1012 geq, 4.44 × 1012 ± 7.85 × 1011 
geq and 5.01 × 1012 ± 3.67 × 1012 geq, respectively) 
at 9, 11 and 11 dpi, respectively (Fig.  6a). In both Ae. 
aegypti and Cx. quinquefasciatus, infected 1st–2nd-
instar larvae, the AaeDV, AalDV-3 and rAaeDV-210 
amounts reached a maximum at 11 dpi (Ae. aegypti: 
6.27 × 1012 ± 2.05 × 1012 geq, 3.19 × 1012 ± 5.39 × 1011 
geq and 3.09 × 1013 ± 6.31 × 1012 geq, respectively; 
Cx. quinquefasciatus: 4.56 × 1011 ± 3.47 × 1011 geq, 
4.89 × 1010 ± 1.96 × 1010 geq and 7.36 × 1011 ± 3.83  × 
 1011 geq, respectively) (Fig.  6b, c). Compared with Ae. 
albopictus 1st–2nd-instar larvae, viral yield showed a 
relatively slight increase when using 3rd–4th-instar lar-
vae to produce virus. AaeDV, AalDV-3 and rAaeDV-210 
reached a maximum (1.37 × 1012 ± 4.64 × 1011 geq, 
6.69 × 1011 ± 2.10 × 1011 geq and 1.55 × 1012 ± 3.05 × 1011 
geq, respectively) at 7, 5 and 7 dpi, respectively 
(Fig.  6d). In both Ae. aegypti and Cx. quinquefas-
ciatus infected 3rd–4th-instar larvae, the AaeDV, 
AalDV-3 and rAaeDV-210 amounts reached a maxi-
mum at 11 dpi (Ae. aegypti: 1.59 × 1012 ± 9.50 × 1011 geq, 
1.31 × 1011 ± 3.12 × 1010 geq and 1.99 × 1012 ± 2.14 × 1011 
geq, respectively; Cx. quinquefasciatus: 2.12 × 
 1011 ± 1.03 × 1011 geq, 1.43 × 1011 ± 1.93 ×  1010 geq and 
2.24 × 1011 ± 3.52 × geq, respectively) (Fig. 6e, f ).

Regarding the total product, the maximal viral yields 
in the 1st–2nd-instar and 3rd–4th-instar larvae of all 
three species of mosquitoes were compared. The results 
showed that for all viruses, significantly higher viral 
yields were obtained using 1st–2nd-instar larvae rather 
than 3rd–4th-instar larvae, regardless of whether in vivo 
(Fig.  7a), in the water (Fig.  7b) or the combined total 
(Fig. 7c). Moreover, when comparing the 1st–2nd-instar 
larvae of the three mosquito species, higher yields were 
detected in Aedes mosquitoes than in Culex mosquitoes 
in vivo, in the water body or combination. However, we 
did not detect significant differences between Ae. aegypti 
and Ae. albopictus, except for the rAaeDV-210, which 
showed higher yields using Ae. aegypti 1st–2nd-instar 
larvae.

Comparison of the infection percentage of different 
mosquito larvae
To explore the infection percentage of mosquito lar-
vae that become infected when exposed to MDV, the 
genomic PCR method was used to analyze the infection 
percentages of AaeDV, AalDV-3 and rAaeDV-210 in Ae. 
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albopictus, Ae. aegypti and Cx. quinquefasciatus larvae at 
24 hours post-infection. The infection rates in 1st–2nd-
instar and 3rd–4th-instar larvae were also compared to 
confirm the relationship between developmental stage 
and infection rate. For the 1st–2nd-instar larvae, Ae. 
aegypti showed greater susceptibility to rAaeDV-210 
than Ae. albopictus (χ2 = 16.60, df = 1, P < 0.0001), and 
greater susceptibility to rAaeDV-210 than Cx. quinque-
fasciatus (χ2 = 10.22, df = 1, P = 0.001) (Fig.  8). For the 
3rd–4th-instar larvae, Ae. aegypti showed a greater sus-
ceptibility to AaeDV (χ2 = 12.00, df = 1, P < 0.001) and 
rAaeDV-210 (χ2 = 21.82, df = 1, P < 0.0001) than Ae. 
albopictus, whereas, no significant differences were 
observed between Ae. aegypti and Cx. quinquefasciatus 
(AaeDV: χ2 = 2.07, df = 1, P =  0.150; AalDV-3: χ2 = 0.35, 
df = 1, P =  0.554). These results indicate that the differ-
ent infection percentages in mosquito species were not 

an important factor affecting the viral yield, and it seems 
that Aedes mosquito larvae were more suitable for viral 
proliferation and release than Culex mosquito larvae.

Discussion
Chemical pesticides have been widely used over the past 
60 years in agricultural pest control and in response to 
epidemics [3, 19]. Today, over 2.3 billion kilograms of 
pesticides are used annually worldwide [20]. However, 
the excessive use of chemical pesticides is accompanied 
by a growing general concern for the negative impacts 
on the ecosystem and human health. Globally, chemi-
cal insecticides directly contribute to more than 100,000 
deaths and two million hospital admissions every year 
[21]. Additionally, intensive prophylactic application 
causes the pests to rapidly develop resistance to most tra-
ditional insecticides and causes widespread concern over 

Fig. 5 The accumulation of MDV in larval rearing water. The viral yields from larval rearing water were quantified at serial time points. Each time 
point represents the average titer obtained from three independent experiments with the respective standard deviations. The titer of AaeDV, 
AalDV-3 and recombinant rAaeDV-210 in Ae. albopictus 1st–2nd-instar larval rearing water (a) and 3rd–4th-instar larval rearing water (b); Ae. aegypti 
1st–2nd-instar larval rearing water (c) and 3rd–4th-instar larval rearing water (d); and Cx. quinquefasciatus 1st–2nd-instar larval rearing water (e) and 
3rd–4th-instar larval rearing water (f)
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chemical pesticide abuse [22–24], resulting in the imper-
ative requirement of alternative and ecologically friendly 
biocontrol approaches.

Entomopathogenic viruses have a narrow host spec-
trum, are non-toxic to humans and non-target organ-
isms, have a long shelf life and are eco-friendly; these 
favorable properties make entomopathogenic viruses a 
potentially great bioinsecticide. Currently, more than 240 
insect virus isolates have been isolated from 196 species 
from 35 families and seven orders in China. Since the 
first viral insecticide, Helicoverpa armigera nucleopoly-
hedrovirus (HaNPV), was registered in 1993 [25], a total 
of 69 products have been authorized as commercial pes-
ticides by the Ministry of Agriculture of China (MAC) 
through June 2018 [26]. In the last five years, it has been 
estimated that 1600 metric tons of viral insecticidal for-
mulations were produced annually, representing nearly 
0.2% of the total pesticide yield in China [27].

With the widespread use of viral insecticides in agri-
culture, the process of propagating viruses for vector 
control is tortuous, especially in mosquitoes. At present, 

the major entomopathogenic viruses that display patho-
genicity to mosquitoes are NPVs, CPVs, MDVs and 
MIVs. Although baculovirus application has been suc-
cessful for agricultural insects, the host specificity of 
CuniNPV is confined to species of the mosquito genus 
Culex [7]. Moreover, the virus’ slow speed of action lim-
its its application in mosquitoes [28]. MIVs showed only 
moderate infection in mosquito larvae, and mortality 
rates were typically lower than 25% in first- and second-
instar larvae [29]. Although relatively higher rates were 
observed in CPV-infected larvae, the weak pathogenic-
ity was the major obstacle for their development and 
application. For example, even heavily infected larvae 
could often survive to pupation and emergence [29]. As 
a result, the only prospect for potential commercial pro-
duction is MDV. MDVs have displayed several promis-
ing characteristics, such as a higher infection rates for all 
developmental larval stages, especially molting larvae. 
Furthermore, newly proliferated virus can be sustained 
and released into water from the infected and dead mos-
quito larvae, thereby persisting or increasing the viral 

Fig. 6 Comparison of total viral yield over time in different larvae systems. Total viral yields from 200 ml of larvae rearing water and 1 ml of cells 
per sample were quantified at serial time points. Each time point represents the average genome copy number obtained from three independent 
experiments with the respective standard deviations. The amount of AaeDV, AalDV-3 and rAaeDV-210 in Ae. albopictus 1st–2nd-instar larvae 
and larval rearing water (a); Ae. aegypti 1st–2nd-instar larvae and larval rearing water (b); Cx. quinquefasciatus 1st–2nd-instar larvae and larval 
rearing water (c); Ae. albopictus 3rd–4th-instar larvae and larval rearing water (d); Ae. aegypti 3rd–4th-instar larvae and larval rearing water (e); Cx. 
quinquefasciatus 3rd–4th-instar larvae and larval rearing water (f)
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Fig. 7 Comparison of maximum viral yield in different larvae systems. The maximum viral yields obtained from larvae, rearing water and the sum 
of the combination were quantified. Data are representative of three independent experiments, and values are expressed as the mean ± SD. a The 
maximum viral yield obtained from larvae. b The maximum viral yield obtained from larval rearing water. c The maximum viral yield sum of the 
combination
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titers and allowing for horizontal transmission to unin-
fected or newly hatched larvae. Additionally, MDVs can 
be transmitted vertically to their offspring by infected 
females [30–32]. We previously reported the develop-
ment of a non-defective recombinant AaeDV, which can 
express small interference RNAs using an intronic sRNA 
expression strategy that lays the foundation for further 
enhancing the virulence of MDVs for bioinsecticide use 
[12, 18]. AaeDV as a product (Viroden) was evaluated 
in small-scale field studies in the former Soviet Union in 
1979 [30]. However, to date, substantial progress has not 
been made. The major obstacle was that viruses must be 
produced in mosquito cell lines, so the production pro-
cess was therefore both expensive and time-consuming. 
A suspension culture of C6/36 cells in serum-free pro-
tein-free Sf-900 II media was previously developed by 
Suchman et al. [33], and a higher density of cells was col-
lected than that from the conventional process. However, 
the maximum AaeDV titer only reached 3.8 × 108 geq/ml 
for AeDNV contained in 45 ml of culture medium. More-
over, the price of commercial Sf-900 II was too high to 
mass produce for large-scale field applications. Consider-
ing the effect of MDVs on the mosquito larvae in a con-
centration-dependent manner, applied viral titers should 
also be taken into account [34–36].

In our study, two wt MDVs, AaeDV and AalDV-3, and a 
recombinant rAalDV-210 were used as “seeds”; two mos-
quito cell lines, Aag2 and C6/36, and the larvae of three 
species, Ae. albopictus, Ae. aegypti and Cx. quinquefas-
ciatus, were used as the viral production “factories”, and 
the viral yield was compared. Two criteria, virus titer and 
viral yield, were used to evaluate the production capacity 
of these “factories”. Considering that a feature of MDVs 
is that they can sustain release into the culture medium 
and rearing water from the infected cells, we also 
counted the two criteria in vivo, in vitro and combined. 
Our results showed that (i) the three viruses displayed 
higher maximum virus titers in cells and larvae than in 
culture medium and rearing water; (ii) the three viruses 
displayed higher maximum viral yields in medium and 
water; (iii) the three viruses displayed higher total maxi-
mum viral yields in C6/36 cells than in Aag2 cells; (iv) the 
three viruses displayed higher total maximum viral yields 
in Aedes mosquitoes than in Culex mosquitoes; (v) higher 
viral yields were produced by infection of 1st–2nd-instar 
larvae compared to 3rd–4th-instar larvae; and (vi) the 
recombinant virus did not display significantly lower 
yields than that of the wt viruses in nearly all the samples. 
In summary, by using 100 1st–2nd-instar Aedes mos-
quito larvae in 200 ml of rearing water, more than  1013 

Fig. 8 The percentage of MDV infected larvae. Viral DNA was detected by the traditional PCR method with gene-specific primers for the genomic 
conserved region. The percentage of MDV infected larvae was determined using AaeDV, AalDV-3 and rAaeDV-210 to infect the 1st–2nd-instar and 
3rd–4th-instar larvae of Ae. albopictus, Ae. aegypti and Cx. quinquefasciatus. The data are representative of three independent experiments, and the 
values are expressed as the mean ± SD. Different letters with the same color above bars represent significant differences in relative expression levels 
at the P ≤ 0.05 level
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geq MDV yield can be obtained. Considering the lower 
breeding cost (0.01 US$ per 5 g of turtle food pellet), this 
in vivo method shows great potential for the large-scale 
production of MDVs.

Conclusions
In this study, the three viruses we selected display simi-
lar infection rates in Ae. albopictus, Ae. aegypti and Cx. 
quinquefasciatus, and the lower viral yield may be a result 
of the higher death rate of MDVs in Cx. quinquefascia-
tus. As previously described, infectivity ratios may vary 
for different viruses and different mosquito species [11, 
36, 37]. It is still essential to test different species of mos-
quito larvae and to evaluate the most suitable candidates 
before beginning large-scale production. As a successful 
commercial reference, PfDNV (trade name Biokiller) was 
the first authorized commercial densovirus insecticide 
in China in 2008, with an annual output of 2000 tons in 
recent years [15]. MDVs exhibit promising prospects and 
great potential for mosquito control in the future.

Additional file

Additional file 1: Table S1. Primers and amplification conditions for PCR 
and qPCR assays.

Abbreviations
MBDs: mosquito-borne diseases; MDVs: mosquito densoviruses; AaeDV: Ae. 
aegypti densoviruses; AalDV-3: Ae. albopictus densoviruses-3; rAaeDV-210: 
recombinant Ae. aegypti densoviruses-210; geq: genome equivalents/ml; IMM: 
integrated mosquito management; IVs: inclusion viruses; NIVs: non-inclusion 
viruses; NPVs: nuclear polyhedrosis viruses; CuniNPV: Culex nigripalpus nuclear 
polyhedrosis virus; CPVs: cytoplasmic polyhedrosis viruses; MIVs: mosquito 
iridoviruses; DVs: densoviruses; ssDNA: single-stranded DNA; shRNA: short 
hairpin RNA; miRNA: microRNA; PfDNV: Periplaneta fuliginosa densonucleosis 
virus; qPCR: quantitative real-time PCR; HaNPV: Helicoverpa armigera nucleo-
polyhedrovirus; MAC: Ministry of Agriculture of China; SD: standard deviation.

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank Jonathan Carlson and Erica L. Suchman (Colorado 
State University) for kindly providing us with the plasmid pUCA.

Authors’ contributions
JG designed the experiments and wrote the manuscript. YS, YD, JL, ZL and YH 
were responsible for performing all experiments. Data were analyzed by YS in 
collaboration with YD, ZL, PL and YH. XC contributed to writing by providing 
suggestions and helping with the revisions. All authors read and approved the 
final manuscript.

Funding
This work was supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China 
(81672054 and 81871688), the Research Team Programme of the Natural 
Science Foundation of Guangdong (2014A030312016), the Natural Science 
Foundation of Guangdong Province (2017A030313120), and Science and 
Technology Program of Guangzhou (201807010005).

Availability of data and materials
The datasets supporting the conclusions of this article are included within the 
article and its additional file.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1 Guangdong Provincial Key Laboratory of Tropical Disease Research, 
Department of Pathogen Biology, School of Public Health, Southern Medical 
University, Guangzhou 510515, Guangdong, China. 2 Reproductive Medical 
Centre of Guangdong Women and Children Hospital, Guangzhou 511442, 
Guangdong, China. 

Received: 17 January 2019   Accepted: 16 May 2019

References
 1. Caraballo H, King K. Emergency department management of mosquito-

borne illness: malaria, dengue, and West Nile virus. Emerg Med Pract. 
2014;16:1–23.

 2. Hemingway J, Bates I. Malaria: past problems and future prospects. After 
more than a decade of neglect, malaria is finally black on the agenda 
for both biomedical research and public health politics. EMBO Rep. 
2003;4:S29–31.

 3. Liu N. Insecticide resistance in mosquitoes: impact, mechanisms, and 
research directions. Annu Rev Entomol. 2015;60:537–59.

 4. Carrillo D, Dunlap CA, Avery PB, et al. Entomopathogenic fungi as biologi-
cal control agents for the vector of the laurel wilt disease, the redbay 
ambrosia beetle, Xyleborus glabratus (Coleoptera: Curculionidae). Biol 
Control. 2015;81:44–50.

 5. Srivastava KP. A textbook of applied entomology. 2nd ed. New Delhi: 
Kalyani Publishers; 2010.

 6. Granados RR. Infection and replication of insect pathogenic viruses in 
tissue culture. Adv Virus Res. 1976;20:189–236.

 7. Becnel JJ. Prospects for the mosquito baculovirus CuniNPV as a tool for 
mosquito control. J Am Mosq Control Assoc. 2006;22:523–6.

 8. Andreadis TG. A new cytoplasmic polyhedrosis virus from the salt-
marsh mosquito, Aedes cantator, (Diptera: Culicidae). J Invertebr Pathol. 
1981;37:160–7.

 9. Marina CF, Arredondojiménez JI, Castillo A, Williams T. Sublethal effects of 
iridovirus disease in a mosquito. Oecologia. 1999;119:383–8.

 10. Johnson RM, Rasgon JL. Densonucleosis viruses (‛densovirusesʼ) for 
mosquito and pathogen control. Curr Opin Insect Sci. 2018;28:90–7.

 11. Carlson J, Suchman E, Buchatsky L. Densoviruses for control and genetic 
manipulation of mosquitoes. Adv Virus Res. 2006;68:361–92.

 12. Liu P, Li X, Gu J, Dong Y, Liu Y, Santhosh P, et al. Development of non-
defective recombinant densovirus vectors for microRNA delivery in the 
invasive vector mosquito, Aedes albopictus. Sci Rep. 2016;6:20979.

 13. Gu J, Liu M, Deng Y, Peng H, Chen X. Development of an efficient recom-
binant mosquito densovirus-mediated rna interference system and its 
preliminary application in mosquito control. PLoS ONE. 2011;6:e21329.

 14. Gu JB, Dong YQ, Peng HJ, Chen XG. A recombinant aedna containing the 
insect-specific toxin, bmk it1, displayed an increasing pathogenicity on 
Aedes albopictus. Am J Trop Med Hyg. 2010;83:614–23.

 15. Wang D, Wang YM, Wei CX, Zhang Z. Review of environmental-friendly 
public health insecticides. Chin J Vector Biol Control. 2012;23:485–8.

 16. Afanasiev BN, Kozlov YV, Carlson JO, Beaty BJ. Densovirus of Aedes aegypti 
as an expression vector in mosquito cells. Exp Parasitol. 1994;79:322–39.

 17. Azarkh E, Robinson E, Hirunkanokpun S, Afanasiev B, Kittayapong P, 
Carlson J, et al. Mosquito densonucleosis virus non-structural protein ns2 
is necessary for a productive infection. Virology. 2008;374:128–37.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13071-019-3509-5


Page 13 of 13Sun et al. Parasites Vectors          (2019) 12:255 

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your research ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

 18. Liu PW, Xu JB, Dong YQ, Chen XG, Gu JB. Use of a recombinant mosquito 
densovirus as a gene delivery vector for the functional analysis of genes 
in mosquito larvae. J Vis Exp. 2017. https ://doi.org/10.3791/56121 .

 19. Apaire-Marchais V, Ogliastro M, Chandre F, Pennetier C, Raymond V, 
Lapied B. Virus and calcium: an unexpected tandem to optimize insecti-
cide efficacy. Environ Microbiol Rep. 2016;8:168–78.

 20. Atwood D, Paisley-Jones C. Pesticides industry sales and usage. 
2008–2012 market estimates. 2017. https ://www.epa.gov/sites /produ 
ction /files /2017-01/docum ents/pesti cides -indus try-sales -usage -2016_0.
pdf. Accessed 13 Jan 2018.

 21. Michael E. Pesticides. Medicine. 2016;44:193–6.
 22. Czaja K, Góralczyk K, Hernik A, Korcz W, Minorczyk M, Ludwicki JK. 

Biopesticides-towards increased consumer safety in the European Union. 
Pest Manag Sci. 2015;71:3–6.

 23. Hardy MC. Resistance is not futile: it shapes insecticide discovery. Insects. 
2014;5:227–42.

 24. Chandler D, Bailey AS, Tatchell GM, Davidson G, Greaves J, Grant WP. The 
development, regulation and use of biopesticides for integrated pest 
management. Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci. 2011;366:1987–98.

 25. Yu H, Zhou B, Meng J, Xu J, Liu TX, Wang D. Recombinant Helicoverpa 
armigera nucleopolyhedrovirus with arthropod-specific neurotoxin gene 
RjAa17f from Rhopalurus junceus enhances the virulence against the host 
larvae. Insect Sci. 2017;24:397–408.

 26. World Agrochemical Network. Status of insect virus insecticide registra-
tion in China. 2018. http://nongy ao.jinno ng.cn/n/2018/06/12/15330 
93246 76.shtml . Accessed 12 Jun 2018.

 27. Sun X. History and current status of development and use of viral insecti-
cides in China. Viruses. 2015;7:306–19.

 28. Becnel JJ, White SE. Mosquito pathogenic viruses-the last 20 years. J Am 
Mosq Control Assoc. 2007;23:36–49.

 29. Federici BA. The future of microbial insecticides as vector control agents. J 
Am Mosq Control Assoc. 1995;11:260–8.

 30. Buchatsky LP, Raikova AP. Electron microscope study of mosquito denso-
nucleosis virus maturation. Acta Virol. 1979;23:170–2.

 31. Barreau C, Jousset FX, Bergoin M. Venereal and vertical transmission of 
the Aedes albopictus parvovirus in Aedes aegypti mosquitoes. Am J Trop 
Med Hyg. 1997;57:126–31.

 32. Kittayapong P, Baisley KJ, O’Neill SL. A mosquito densovirus infecting 
Aedes aegypti and Aedes albopictus from thailand. Am J Trop Med Hyg. 
1999;61:612–7.

 33. Suchman E, Carlson J. Production of mosquito densonucleosis viruses by 
Aedes albopictus c6/36 cells adapted to suspension culture in serum-free 
protein-free media. Vitro Cell Dev Biol Anim. 2004;40:74–5.

 34. Wei W, Shao D, Huang X, Li J, Chen H, Zhang Q, et al. The pathogenicity 
of mosquito densovirus (c6/36dnv) and its interaction with dengue virus 
type ii in Aedes albopictus. Am J Trop Med Hyg. 2006;75:1118–26.

 35. Ward TW, Jenkins MS, Afanasiev BN, Edwards M, Duda BA, Suchman E, 
et al. Aedes aegypti transducing densovirus pathogenesis and expres-
sion in Aedes aegypti and anopheles gambiae larvae. Insect Mol Biol. 
2010;10:397–405.

 36. Ledermann JP, Suchman EL, Black WC, Carlson JO. Infection and 
pathogenicity of the mosquito densoviruses aednv, hednv, and apednv 
in Aedes aegypti mosquitoes (Diptera: Culicidae). J Econ Entomol. 
2004;97:1828–35.

 37. Barreau C, Jousset FX, Bergoin M. Pathogenicity of the Aedes albopictus 
parvovirus (AaPV), a denso-like virus, for Aedes aegypti mosquitoes. J 
Invertebr Pathol. 1996;68:299–309.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.3791/56121
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-01/documents/pesticides-industry-sales-usage-2016_0.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-01/documents/pesticides-industry-sales-usage-2016_0.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-01/documents/pesticides-industry-sales-usage-2016_0.pdf
http://nongyao.jinnong.cn/n/2018/06/12/153309324676.shtml
http://nongyao.jinnong.cn/n/2018/06/12/153309324676.shtml

	Development of large-scale mosquito densovirus production by in vivo methods
	Abstract 
	Background: 
	Methods: 
	Results: 
	Conclusions: 

	Background
	Methods
	Mosquito cell transfection and virus production
	Viral accumulation in mosquito cells
	Larval infection and densovirus detection
	Viral accumulation in mosquito larvae
	Quantitative real-time PCR
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	The accumulation of the MDVs in mosquito cells
	Comparison of viral yields using cells
	Proliferation capability of MDVs in larvae
	The trend of viral titers in infected larval rearing water
	Comparison of the viral yield with the in vivo production method
	Comparison of the infection percentage of different mosquito larvae

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References




