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Growth and Metabolism Kinetic Research of MDCK
Cells in Stationary Culture

BAO Yan-min', WANG Jia-min', MA Qi’, LING Shi-xin', MA Wei-guo' , MA Zhong-ren’,

QIAO Zi-lin'

(1. Gansu Engineering Research Center for Animal Cell, Northwest University for Nationali-
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Abstract: In order to research growth and metabolism dynamics characteristics of MDCK cells,low cell density

cultured method was used to determine cell density and viability every day. The content of Gluc,Lac,Gln and

NH, "

in medium were determined by multi-parameter biochemical analyzer, and the specific metabolic rate

were calculated. The results showed that the growth curve of MDCK cells was “S” type, the largest density was

53.8X 10" upf+mL" and the doubling time was 24. 2 h. Specific consumption rate of Gluc and Gln were

—2.20 mg*(10°cells*d)™ and —3. 85 pumol+(10°cells*d)" in logarithmic phase,and specific generation rate of
Lac and NH, " were 2. 25 mg- (10°cells+d) "and 2. 22 pmol+ (10°cellsed) .

Keywords: MDCK cell; growth characteristics; metabolism kinetics
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Table 1 Analysis on comprehensive comparison
of resistance to SO, of three landscaping

tree species

o sk R EUE
firkr Value of subordinate function
Index
FERY L] Z it
SOD 0.2342 0.4201 0.2925
POD 0. 4476 0.3653 0.4556
MDA 0. 5555 0.2706 0.4412
i & 2 Proline 0.5565 0.4687 0.6479
ERONRS 0.7079  0.5004 0.4218
Relative conductivity
LB T E 2 0.5618  0.5855 0.4518
Comprehensive comparison result
% Order 2 1 3
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Comparative Test of the Resistance to Sulfur Dioxide
of Three Landscaping Trees

DENG Ming-jing' ,ZHU Mei-qiu' , WANG Cai-fen' ,LI Yan-hui
(1. Baoding Vocational and Technical College,Baoding, Hebei 071000;2. Agriculture Univer-
sity of Hebei, Baoding., Hebei 071000)

Abstract: In order to study the resistance to SO, of landscaping tree species, taking Catalpa ovata G. Don, Bux-
us sinicia Cheng, Ligustrum quihuoui Ait. as test materials,and they were in the open top chambers by means
of fumigating. The results showed that with SO, concentration increasing, the superoxide dismutase(SOD) , ma-
londialdehyde(MDA) , proline content and relative conductivity gradually increased, but the Peroxidase (POD)
content decreased. The order of resistance to sulfur dioxide of three landscaping trees were that Buxus sinicia
Cheng>>Catal pa ovata G. Don>Ligustrum quihuoui Ait. .

Keywords: landscaping tree; SO, ; resistance to pollution
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