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Table 2 Relative OD values of rhizobia at different SNP concentrations

SNP # & /(mmol « L71)
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QL31B 0.100 1£0.004 0%  0.137 74+0.014 0  0.356 0+0.249 3 0.830 1+£0.005 1**  0.619 440.020 4"
GL28 0.600 2£0.006 3*“  0.912 6+0.068 7*® 1,217 3+0.071 6™*  1.216 1£0.022 4™*  0.918 440.061 2"*
GA66 0.466 30.062 4%  0.5862 +0.055 3  0.857 5+0.036 2 1,285 4+0.012 8"  0.926 140.064 2"
TA34 1.112 84+0.014 5% 1.166 1+0.131 0**¢  1.414 7-40.101 3**®  1.460 140.020 4**  1.083 70.078 7
DA53 0.678 540.008 3“  0.696 1+0.012 4  0.992 840.081 6** 1,109 040.068 3**  0.903 440. 038 2"
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WA32 0.319 0£0.036 7 0.243 8+0.041 8"  0.462 0+0.014 4*  0.748 3£0.024 2**  0.666 540.022 4**
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WL68 0.259 6+0.012 6™ 0.216 37£0.042 7**  0.224 940.035 5**  0.398 5+0.105 5*  0.319 240. 029 2%
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Fig.2  Effects of NO treatments on the growth

of different rhizobia
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Effect of nitric oxide donor SNP on the
growth of different alfalfa rhizobium strains

CAI Zhuo-shan, YIN Guo-li,SHI Shang-li,ZHOU Xiang-rui,SU Jun-hu

(College of Grassland Science ,Gansu Agricultural University/Key Laboratory for Grassland Ecosystem
of Ministry of Education/Pratacultural Engineering Laboratory of Gansu Province/Sino-U. S. Centers
for Grazingland Ecosystem Sustainability ,Lanzhou 730070,China)

Abstract: In order to explore approaches to improve the nitrogen fixation ability of alfalfa rhizobia, the
effects of different concentrations of exogenous NO on the growth of rhizobia and the sensitivity of different rhi-
zobia to exogenous NO were studied by using SNP as the donor of exogenous NO to screen out the suitable con-
centration of exogenous NO for the growth of rhizobia and the rhizobia strains that can be combined with NO.
The results showed that when SNP concentration was 0. 08 mmol/L, the number of rhizobia was significantly
higher than that of other treatments, and its OD value was 0. 968 0. Exogenous NO promoted the growth of
TA34 significantly,and the OD value increased 46. 01% compared with CK,but it inhibited WL68 significantly,
and the OD value decreased 71. 63% compared with CK. Different strains showed different sensitivities to NO,
and WL68 was the most sensitive to exogenous NO, while GL28 was not sensitive,

Key words: rhizobia;exogenous NOj;concentration screening



