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Figure 1 Image of comet assay on the DNA damage
induced by UV radiation in the mesophyll of Murraya
panicuata
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Figure 2 UV-induced DNA damage expressed in olive
tail moment (OTM) in the mesophyll of Murraya panicuata

Samples were harvested after 0, 2, 4, and 8 h of UV-A or
UV-B exposure. Data shown are means (x SD) of 3 in-
dependent replications.
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Table 1  Statistic analysis of the DNA damage induced by UV radiation in the mesophyll of Murraya panicuata
Olive tail moment (OTM)
Time (h) Comparison Mean difference P-value
0 Young leaves vs mature leaves 0.25219 0.47916
2 UV-A, young leaves vs UV-A, mature leaves 0.31491 0.66995
UV-B, young leaves vs UV-B, mature leaves 1.09728 0.41279
UV-A, young leaves vs UV-B, young leaves -2.10875 0.14463
UV-A, mature leaves vs UV-B, mature leaves -1.32638 0.01433
4 UV-A, young leaves vs UV-A, mature leaves 1.96044 0.01114
UV-B, young leaves vs UV-B, mature leaves 1.53549 0.37851
UV-A, young leaves vs UV-B, young leaves -2.11026 0.02886
UV-A, mature leaves vs UV-B, mature leaves -2.53520 0.10967
8 UV-A, young leaves vs UV-A, mature leaves 3.38529 0.00842
UV-B, young leaves vs UV-B, mature leaves 8.58622 <0.01
UV-A, young leaves vs UV-B, young leaves -11.99952 <0.01
UV-A, mature leaves vs UV-B, mature leaves -6.79859 0.00005
OTM ( ) (R2 uVv-B
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Abstract Comet assay or single-cell gel electrophoresis is now widely used to detect DNA damage in cultured animal cells, but
only a few reports describe the application of comet assay in plant cells. Here, the accepted animal cell protocol was modified to
adapt it to plant cells and the sensitivity to UV-B induced DNA damage was investigated in young and mature leaves of Murraya
panicuata. Both UV-A and UV-B irradiation induced DNA damage in mesophylls. The level of DNA damage was much higher in

younger than mature leaves, which indicates that young leaves are more sensitive to UV-B radiation than mature leaves.
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