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Different lowercase letters indicated significant difference under different drought stress time in the same variety (P<C0. 05). The

same below.
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Fig.1 Changes of malondialdehyde (MDA) content in leaves of plants in each group with drought time
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Fig. 2 Changes of superoxide dismutase(SOD) activity in leaves of plants in different groups with drought time
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Fig. 3 Changes of peroxidase (POD) activity in leaves of plants in different groups with drought time
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Fig.4 Changes of catalase(CAT) activity in leaves of plants in different groups with drought time
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tolerance of five tree species
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The average value and comprehensive evaluation of the physiological indexes of drought
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K& K% Membership fuction value

HEP by 3 2 5D

Plant species MDA SOD POD CAT TR OrdertFrom
Average value strong to weak)
EHW Populus tomentosa 0.95 0. 81 0.99 0.53 0. 82 1
5k Triadica sebifera 0.41 1.00 0. 27 0.42 0.53 2
W Melia azedarach 0.67 0.35 0.35 0.19 0.39 3
M Salix matsudana 0.63 0.17 0.08 0.58 0. 36 4
Kb Ulmus pumila 0.79 0.02 0.001 0. 39 0. 30 5
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Study on Field and Storage Fungal Community Diversity
in Japonica Rice of Heilongjiang Province

YANG Huan-chun',LI Yong' ,SHAN Hong’ , LI Li-1i’ ,LAN Jing’ , ZHAO Lin’ ,SUN Xiang-dong’

(1. Anshun University, Anshun 561000, China; 2. Quality and Safety Institute of Agricultural Products, Hei-
longjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin 150086 ,China)

Abstract ; In order to promote reasonable storage and quality safety of paddy rice in Heilongjiang Province, three
freshly harvested rice samples were collected in 2016 and stored for 1,2,and 3 years, then analyzed through
high-throughput sequencing of Illumina Hiseq to investigate the composition of storage fungal community.
These rice samples were conducted high-throughput sequencing of ITS region, species composition,abundance,
alpha diversity,and community structure were also analyzed. The results indicated that through three years
storage,the storage fungal community in rice samples changed to as follow: Ascomycota was still the absolute
predominant phylum,however the proportion declined from 94. 4% to 82.1% ; Eurotiales(25. 6%) and Capno-
diales (20.1%) were the predominant order; Aspergillus(24.7%) and Wallemia (7. 4%) were the predomi-
nant genus;Aspergillus penicillioides(14.3%) was the predominant specie. Fungal species composition of rice
samples stored for different times were abundant and differences of fungal composition structure existed among
these rice samples.

Keywords: ja ponica rice; field fungi; community structure; diversity; functional prediction
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Effects of Drought Stress on Leaf Protective
Enzymes of Five Tree Species

CHEN Yi-lan'* ,ZHAO Wen-zhong’ , LI Xin-jie’ , WANG Xiang-ping’ , ZHANG Sha' , LIU Dong-ming'
(1. South China Botanical Garden, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Guangzhou 510650, China; 2. College of Life
Sciences, Guizhou University,Guiyang 550025, China;3. The highway development company in Hebei qugang,
Dingzhou 073000, China; 4. Huizhou institute of forestry science, Huizhou 516000, China)

Abstract: Under the background of global warming and fresh water shortage, the drought resistance is a prima-
ry consideration for picking plants for public green space and road greening. In this article, we selected poten-
tially drought-tolerant Salix matsudana , Ulmus pumila , Melia azedarach , Triadica sebifera, and Populus
tomentosa for our drought stress experiments,and measured four physiological indices of leaf, including malon-
dialdehyde (MDA), superoxide dismutase (SOD), peroxidase (POD), and catalase (CAT). Then we dis-
cussed, based on response of leaf protective enzyme system to drought stress of these tree species, and evalua-
ted comprehensive membership functions. The results showed that Populus tomentosa had the strongest
drought tolerance among the five species, and Melia azedarach had better synergistic effect against drought.
The membership function values of Salix matsudana , Ulmus pumila, Melia azedarach, Triadica sebifera
and Populus tomentosa were 0. 36, 0. 30, 0. 39, 0.53 and 0. 82, respectively. The drought tolerance was
ranked as Populus tomentosa => Triadica sebifera > Triadica sebifera > Salix matsudana >Ulmus pumila.
Populus tomentosa , Melia azedarach and Sapium sebi ferum could be preferred in greening practice.

Keywords: drought stress; protective enzyme; membership function; drought tolerance



