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Isolating Cd Resistant Bacteria from Ramie Rhizosphere and Their Effects on the Growth and Cd Absorptional
Characters of Ramie
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Abstract This paper first reports five Cd resistant bacteria strains isolated from rhizosphere of ramie. Sequences of 16 S TRNA gene suggested
cdrland cdr3 belonged to Chryseobacterium, cdr2 belonged to A grobacterium, cdr6 and c¢dr7 belonged to Variovorax and Flavobacterium re—
spectively. The results of pot experiment showed that Inoculation of ¢dr6 and cdr7 increased biomasses and Chlorophyll contents of ramie in
the soil which amended 10 mg-kg™ Cd. And also, cdr6 and c¢dr7 could decrease the contents of malodialdehyde MDA in the roots, but have
no effects on the absorption of Cd both in the shoots and roots in this soil. The stem lengths which inoculated edrl and cdr3 were lower than
the control, but only the treatment which inoculated cdr3 reached static significant level. The means of biomasses and Chlorophyll contents of
ramie were lower than the control when inoculated cdrl and edr3, but these differences were not reached static significant level. Cd contents
in the shoots were significantly higher than the controls” when inoculated edrl and cdr3. There was no effect on the biomasses, Chlorophyll
contents, and Cd content when inoculated ¢dr2 in this Cd contaminated soil.
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16 S rRNA Flavobacterium johnsoniae Table 1 Effect of five Cd resistant strains on the growth of ramie in
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