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Cloning and analysis of drought tolerance function of the LpDREBY9 in Lilium

pumilum
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College of Landscape Architecture, Northeast Forestry University, Harbin 150040, China

Abstract: The AP2/ERF transcription factors are plant-specific transcription factors. Among them, those in the
DREB subfamily have been widely reported to improve plant resistance to abiotic stresses. To explore the roles of
DREB family members in Lilium pumilum, we identified correlations between the transcript levels of DREB
transcription factor genes and drought tolerance. We isolated the cDNA of the LpDREBY9 gene from the roots of L.
pumilum, and then conducted bioinformatics and subcellular localization analyses. This gene was then introduced
into the model plant Nicotiana tabacum to elucidate its role in drought tolerance. The open reading frame (ORF) of

LpDREBY9 gene was 462 bp, encoding a protein of 153 amino acids with a relative molecular weight of 17. 054 kDa,

Wi H 1 - 2024-03-26 5 2111 H 3 : 2024-05-08

eI BRIV A RPHA R ST H (LH2019C004) Bt 1) .

FE#FA 50 L (2001—) , 5B, W R PH N PR+ . E-mail: loongyihe@nefu. edu. cn
* il {F/E# Corresponding author. E-mail: tdeqtgzy@126. com



162 ACTA PRATACULTURAE SINICA(2025) Vol. 34,No. 1

the fat index of 73.46, and a pl value of 4.89. It was an unstable and hydrophilic protein. Subsequent analysis
revealed the nuclear localization of the LpDREBY protein. In an alignment analysis, the LpDREB9 gene showed the
closest evolutionary relationship with its homologs in Lilium regale. Seeds and seedlings of wild-type (WT) tobacco
and transgenic tobacco expressing LpDREBY were exposed to abscisic acid and drought stress. Phenotypic and
physiological parameters of the seedlings after natural drought stress and subsequent rehydration were determined.
The results indicated that the LpDREBY9 gene enhanced drought tolerance in transgenic tobacco plants, particularly
under prolonged drought stress. The activities of superoxide dismutase, peroxidase, and catalase, as well as
chlorophyll and proline levels, were significantly higher in the LpDREBY9 transgenic tobacco than in WT (P<<
0.05). The malondialdehyde content was markedly lower in transgenic tobacco plants than in WT (P<C0.05) ,
indicative of a lower level of membrane lipid peroxidation. These findings underscore the heightened capacity to
scavenge reactive oxygen species in transgenic tobacco expressing LpDREB9, leading to enhanced drought
tolerance. Hence, the LpDREBY gene plays a pivotal role in augmenting the drought tolerance of transgenic
tobacco. These findings provide the basis for further research on stress resistance at the molecular level in L.
pumilum.
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Y AE A A R ok A rh £ 32 31 Z2 P ERBE 300 (9 52w, A0 1 5 R BN A it R B AR AR I Sy T R X
SEE LR Yy 30 BT Y ST e R A 0 A e B A A RN A3 LR O B e LT M o Rl L Y BN R O
— ZR A N A S S R i e ik, e HORBE SR IR T, B4 IR T (transcription factor, TF) A Sk 5 R 3 3k (19 op AX I8 5 1A
5 AV R ) LA D RE 7 T K 4 A T SRR o DA i A R DG B S 1, WF S AR AL RO B A
LR THRARFETHEY R BA EEE L,

J 7K Wi 157 G AF 45 4 2 1 (dehydration responsive element binding protein, DREB)/E A — F A8 ) 45 5k 5% 5%
F, B3 o R 5 A A I K R T4/ C-FE &2 )7 51 (DRE/CRT) i 3 I 44 42 ) R Ui 56 DA 9 35, DA T 384 56 A% 9 %oF
A A Wy Wl 3 T A2 PR . B R, BOR AR 2 ) A P ) DREB 28 5% 5% IR 7 Bk % 58 O o A7 D BE 4 A, 81 n o 00 R O
(Arabidopsis thaliana)'" /K F& (Oryza sativa)” /N (Triticum aestioum)" | K (Zea mays)'" . % i (Solanum
Zyﬂ'()l)@fsié‘um)m%%ﬁEP%K%%%?UTKEJ%&@E’JDREB%W [7] Fof HC ) B 1) 22 A PR Bl W A . AR T S

i %3k & B (Sorghum bicolor) DREB2 1) %% 55 P K R = it B i w3 F 97 A= BV . M AE (Gossypium hirsutum)
DREB%[EIE/J\i*J;%LiﬁT*ﬁﬁU@jFﬁE:\ﬂiﬂ{é\ﬂﬁ&_ﬂ@ﬁﬁx‘f 0 1 FRIK SIDREB2 K G5 T R AL 1
Bk Mo, 5 A TR AEAH LE B B DA AE b B3 175 5 35 N (A0 GADREB 1B M GhDREB 1A ) FI4T AL B P Y 3=
KK 5, R B StDREB2 i 32 3k vl 3l o 5 S AL W AR W i AR A R PR G A BE 1 06 1 & (reactive oxygen
species, ROS) ¥ Bk BT E AL B IG PE 98 35 V815 0 bir 260 A O 32 DR %) 3 2K f 386 5 A 46 10 T 2 ks

gt 5 A (Lilium pumilum) X207, EAGFHE A8 A A FA . HAE R 920, 2060 ff #0050 (8 =, %
ZEAT A M AR O OL SRR, B A i e, X A RO A € T AR A, T TR R S P E A Y
FERARY AR, N E A AR T — S S, R e T R AE R R R B b Al AR I aE o
LpNAC 13 5 R 1) 52 26 3k 58 % 3 2 5 B TR IR B ( Nicotiana tabacum) W BT EL BRAE 71, (0080 55 1 %% 3k R & A i 52
F1 5 LpNACS F LpNA C21 H P e b IR IR AR S5 A M it . 4l & A LpPEXT7 3 A U/ I v ik, mT
PR 55 5 BE D0 g I M B SR B AR 0 SR ZE AR | S b 0 VR 2 A I I B Sk X it R BEAT B 9E , DREB
f/ﬁ)ﬁ*%ﬁ%&ﬁE@%%*ﬁ%?fiﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁ% AEFE R 5 i R R AR IR W 38 04 23 B v B R AR
AT H 20 2 B 6 ER 8 R gl S R sk A B A 124> DREB SE R TR AR A Wy Wi T F by o p , A IR A
W 45 LpDREBO K P 5T S AR G, HLAEAR AR P W an T 25 S e sk W 1000 {320 R EL A X A 4 1 e 1 4t oo A
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ol £ R (E AR B ST (0 e R, PRt A 58 A i 5 Th e B T LpDREBY JE R, I FHAHT A T 14 L 5% A4
FLARAT 1 F 3Kk LpDREBO (1) % 5 PR FER PR | 3 2ok b 55 BT A= R R0 2 5 DXL R R 7 B 7% 1R (abscisic acid , ABA) AT 5
JolR 38 A 10 A 2 AR A RS A R DL R R TE F AR T S E S K S B SR B R A R bR, & L LpDREBY
5 R A v ) e R A T I R DR R A TR R X O ik — 2B BIESY DREB % 5t R 74 5 0 T 58 R 4
HLHI B 5E T B

1 MR5FE

1.1 X3 A HAe it A

SRR . AR IR E AR GV1300(PCAMBIA1300: : GFP) FkL B A= %1 (wild type, W T ) & - Al
AR T, 358 T 2021 4F 3 7 76 B e VLA W ZR B T AR LMl R 2 i AT
1.2 LpDREB9 % B # % s

FIH NCBI ORF Finder # #% LpDREB9 % [X 5% % 1t JF i 7 32 HE (open reading frame, ORF ) , F} Primer 5. 0%
% 8 M 5 ¥ (LpDREBY9-F:  GGAAACGCCCTCCTATCGG,  LpDREBI-R:
CACGGGAACTTGCCCATCTG), A4 i A AR cDNA AR FE4T PCR Y5, 7= 4 11 1. 5% (195 I v vk A
I, A OMEGA (D2500) Get Extraction Kit a7 &% 7= ¥y 3#E 17 [l K g4k, 5 pEASY -Blunt 5B 4k (420 4)
B, T AL TOR AL K KT DH S, Pk BCRA T 7% UE 4T PCR BRI , XoF BH 4 74 7% 1 47 18 581, BRI 31 S22 B P ) T 38 0
JF o 492000 45 R )5, DNAMAN (LynnonBiosoft, 3¢ [ ) #4444 I 1y 45 5 -5 5040 Pe (49 )5 50 2R 17 HL T, 6 05 31 1E
%) TR VR A AT B IR 4
1.3 EHEEF oM

i | Protparam (https://web. expasy. org/protparam/) X} DREB & [1 {8 A % 4 F it & HLE 55 i 5 FUOR F2 e
2B AT 50 5 4l A ProtScale (https: //web. expasyorg/protscale) X} DREB & H #F 17 3% /5 /K P& #5005 ff A
ProtComp (http://linux1. softberry. com/berry. phtml? topic-protcomppl&.group=programs&.subgroup-proloc) %}
DREB % % () 25 (4 ¥E 47 0 40 B 5 2 #0588 F] NCBI (https: //www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/) #J Blastp ) fig %}
LpDREBY i [ #4172 2L 12 F7 51 S AR SY S5 A 000 B, JF 3 — 2D I MEGA 11, 0 947 22 5 15 4] LE X A 2t 2% 456
R
1.4 ﬁ%#ﬁ%ﬁﬂk%kLﬁDREBQ‘%%E]?Fﬁ#*é’]z 7+

HR P ) 22 T8 2R GV 1300 1 &35 F 7 81, 38 1o v MEREAE 2k 51 )11 T H (https: //www. vazyme. com) & it
A TCEE RS TS

TY-LpDREBI-F:5'-TTGATACATATGCCCGTCGACATGAGGGGCTGGGGT-3'

TY-L/)DREB9-R:5’-CCCTTGCTCACCATGGATCC CGGGAACTTGCCCAT-3'

PLE B By 56 A ks R B A, 38 e 2R A i B X I N (polymerase chain reaction, PCR) 24 H 14 3 PRS2 44 [7]
P o H Sal 1 A1 BamH 1 Y] GV1300-GFP %8 # A& 453 3] GV 1300 M AL 8488 5 5 U 7] 98 )y 51 LpDREBY
K B Y F B R N R 2 FURL , 6 44 8 GV 300-LpDREBI-GFP ., ¥4 £H 5 dr £ FH o fih 2= % {k EHA 105 (M
Mo, BV K PCR ™1 56 50F 1F 8 09 TR R A Tt 56 Ak oSR5SR FLRATF TR A 2 1 it B e AR 1 (R e I o fif
F 25 mg-L " 1% & (hygromycin, Hyg) #E 47 % B PR AR 2 0% 36 o 5 0 1 HH A B0 1k 2R 4K 1 3~4 )y BLnF )5, 2 JRRR
i DNA 42 BUs ) & (CW2528S, YL I3 48 M) 15 W 5 48 JL W T Rl % 56 IR 55 () DNA L, GV 1300 3@ FH 51 9 #E 17
PCREIE . ZJ5Z B OMEGA /A Al RNA $2 B0 & (R6827, 46 57 ) U B 45 42 HC W T A DNA A I BH P4 48 vk 19
RNA, 1 GV1300:8@ ] 51 %) #: 47 PCR gk — 2 8 UFE LpDREB9 3 X 75 54 52 [ MR 75 b il 26k 5 00 . SR 5 85 R U 3iE
FIRRPEM A R =8 R b IR TR P E & 25 mg- L' Hyg 9 1/2 MS 55 32 36 [ E 25 h - il R 4
(KNO,) fifi 2 # (NH,NO,) B iR — &8 (KH,PO,) iR EE (MgSO,) (S5 (CaCl,) (AL B (KI) 5 ], 4845 FH
PEA v AR S 15 SR, W S 0 2 3R AS T AR B R R bk ] T U5 26 3 A A 4R ARl o

o
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1.5 TLap i

K FH % B 2o 2% 38 A QR L 09 O W AT S 40 B A2 467 o ¥ GV 1300-LpDREB9 3% ik 48 A4 5 41 i ki Al GV 1300 %5
BRI ) 5 ANAKT T EHAL05 . 1 8 16 AL A AT B L, 22 J5 R JH TR 998 i 05 e A A TR 0, 5 9% 2~3 d 5 filf
PG R £ WA (Zeiss, 8 1) WA Fh 0 55 0E 7 (92015 5 )R 40 I I AT 3 AE ¥ A .

1.6 %55 B A 3 64 i ih 4 22

1.6.1  ABA [ % K& AR 52 i) A R 4l i Bhp P REE B T&0.1.2 umol-L ' ABA i 1/2 MS ;57 3%
o BEAREFEMLR & R 355 L AR R (Tr 9-2.Tr 9-3F1 Tr 9-5) Fl WT ¥k & , &4k R 5 Bl 20 R Fh 7, B4~ b B
R 3W, Z KRG E AL R E PR GRE 20 °C 16 hEIR/S h B ) IR K TR TFRIE /28 E
ERRUE, 14 dJF BN T 8 R G LI G R ZF R P A RN R 2R (V) =5 14 RIEH K 7 8/ 4L Fh 7
Hx< 1001,

A TH B IO L L DR R RN WOT I B R 7, 8 TR R R SR AR (1/2 MS B FR Bk +25 mg- L' Hyg) f1 1/2 MS K
Fedkrh, AL E PR R B RRER SRR H - £ 0.1.2 pmol- L ABAY 1/
2MSKHFRFE PR ER . B MEL 3K, 14 dJa, FE R E 56401 /AR M T 5 2 — K7 I 2 45 7k
0 0 B AT 3K AR WA T W A5 R DL E R R
1.6.2 Fhr ML TEMpa s A R EE A H 88 5% (0.100,200,300 mmol- L) X 4% & K AT W T 4
B A% 20 KLAP T 0 3 MR AN HEAT TR AL N b B A 3R . 2R MR T RS LIRS & R TE A
e BT IR 14 dJF e SRR K R F 0 i EAT 3IR A A
1.6.3  JHT T 230 A3 R A FRAE AR I BE 3L WT M REAR R R0 S o0 A% R T o B R
(1/2 MS ¥i 32 3 +25 mg-L ' Hyg) Ml 1/2 MS Bi 32 Jevh | Z JE A 85 37 %5 (25 °C, 16 h G IR /8 h JBHG ) K5 37 3, Ao
KB WO EAE(ER - BEHR A B a=3:1: DR E4H ] TR T 2B,

JHT B9 T S0 D7 AR : LpDREB9 e SR W T JH R4k 3R 0838 /K, 17 46 8 K 90 T )5 457 1k DK 4T A
SR X BRI R IE R PR RR LR D SR A ORI . W e AL SR AR AR FE SR 7 R I AR 14 K2
SRR N R DR AR AR B AR 0.7 V14 K B HIURG L DR AN WT M A ()AL R B AR A SR R AE T — 80 °C
VKA T F G G200 B4 A AR bR, AR 3. T R A A 14 dJ5E K 5 d, I A Ak e A

T BB S 0.7 14 K, % Bk R Ko WT 40 B0 AR [R50 (4 o R 64T 3 IR AE W) 2 T R IURE o S RO N A B
T AW B AT BR 2N 73R ) & (GO103F M GO105F, 75 41 ) 156 B 45 0 5 #8 4801k 9 17 AL i} (superoxide dismutase,
SOD) i A AL Al (catalase , CAT) G, S I E 2420 1 05 vk, & i A ALY i (peroxidase , POD) 1 14 I T —
[ (malondialdehyde , MDA) | Jifi & & (proline, Pro) LA & I F i i 4% 2 (chlorophyll, Chl) £ &, DA _F 4§ br il 2 3 1F
I3mEY¥HEL .

1.7 #¥pEam
I3 FH Excel 2019 &b P 56 804 , SPSS 25. 0 #EAT 508 43 H7 , Origin 2023b #4742
2 RS54

2.1 BMIRR L%

LLZR T G AR cDNA SRR s e H 19 i B, 3145 — A~ KB 600 bp £ 47 9934 v B, S5 R SRS 1 04 14 1y
FEYERE K 541 bp — B (B 1A ) o SRJEKEH 38 7= W) 1 IR1 e A K B A B v, 3o LS A T 72 6 A 1 6 174 BT Y 2E A7
W o W 45 SR %« LpDREBY % DR (9 FF 0 B 152 HE 7 462 bp , A% 153 4~ 5 6 MR (18 1B) o 45 5% 5 %% 55 4 B —
BRI v e T LpDREBI & K 4 i X 5 31, 0] L itk — 25 Ay A 4 6 ik 2 1
2.2 LpDREBY9 & & ¢4 £ 412 & F 57

Xf LpDREBO 25 11 &9 B Ak Pk B gk 47 #5000 ( 2% 1) /T %0, LpDREBO # 11 48 % 43 7 i & Jy 17. 054 kDa, H:
LpDREBY 4 F 19 55 i . (isoelectric point, pDE/N T 7, IR TEE A BT, I AT E RO 43,6, A A RREHE A E
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A B ATGAGGGGCTGGGGTAAGTGGG TG TCGGAGATCAGGGAGCCCCGCAAGAAATCACGCATA
] MR G WG K WY SETIRETPRIEKTIKS ST RTI
TGGCTCGGCACATTTCCCTCCCCAGAGATGGCCGCCCGAGCCCACGACGCAGCTGCCCTC
M 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 21 ¥WLGTFPSPEMNAARAHDAAA AL
AGCATCAAGGGCGCCTCCGCTATCCTCAATTTCCCCGACCTCGCAGCCTCCCTCCCCCGA
FRE S 00X © A S /A gL IR R om I A A SRR
CCTGCCTCACTCTCACCCCGCGACATCCAGGCTGCTGCCTCCAAGGCTGCTGCAATGGAC
61 P A SL SPRDTIQAAAST KA AAANTID
CATAACCCCACCGCGATACTCTCCCCCGATGAGCTTG TAGAGG TTG TGGAGCTGCCCCAT
81 H NPT ATILSPDETLTVYETVFYVETLTPH
CCGGGTGATTGCTTCTACGACAATGTCAGTGAGTTTGTG TACCAAGACTTCATTGACCAA
10] P 6DCFYDUNVYSETFVYQDFTITDRQ
TGGACATATCCTCCCTGGAGGATGAGCGTTGAAGG TGAGTATGATATCTTTGTGGAAGCA
121 BT Y P OPOW RN M SU¥ EL G UELY DT E ¥ ELA
ACACTGGGGACGTACGAACCTCAGATGGGCAAGTTCCCGTGA
141 T L 6 T YEPQMNGEKTFP *

PCRY" 3~ ¥) LpDREBIIEIRZ AT BR T3 S & SRR T 51
PCR amplification products Nucleotide sequence and amino acid sequence of LpDREBY gene

E1 LpDREBYEREZE
Fig.1 LpDREBY gene cloning
M: DL2000 marker; 1~8: LpDREB9 % [ f§ PCR 4" 14 7= #) PCR amplification product of LpDREBY gene; JK {445 1 N 4% % 1% J¥ %1 Gray marked as

2000 bp —>
1000 bp —»
500 bp —>

amino acid sequence.  [i] The same below.

#&1 M EALpDREBIHEREFEN RS
Table 1 Physicochemical properties analysis of LpDREBY transcription factor in L. pumilum

SEHAFR TF R A K BB AHX 53T 4k ATEREC MR E HARERA RKIER A0 5 L

Gene Open reading Number of ami-  Relative molecu-  Instability ~ Fatindex Proteinisoelec- Hydropathy Subcellular
frame length (bp)  no acids (aa) lar weight (kDa)  coefficient tric point index localization
LpDREB9 462 153 17.054 43.6 73.46 4.89 —0.293 YA #% Nucleus

FITT Y 2R K8 H0C — 0. 293, 2 26K 8 F o AR 7 22 802 25 1 0 R M 005 o5 26 7 J5 A9 AF G 25 4t bl 2 10 0T rh N R
(alanine, Ala) .8l & 2 (valine , Val) 5% 5% & R (isoleucine, Ile) Fl 5E & R (leucine, Leu) i & P E . 1M LpDREBY
HEA MR RECH 73,46, UL W] LpDREBO 4 11 IR I 6 2 5L 1R 75 i i o 20 i o A2 5000 43 A R W, LpDREBY 3 A
FEAL T A%

I NCBI ¥ 3l Blastp Hj i % LpDREB9 % 1 £ 11 )37 81 #F 47 Lo %, 38 B 7 4> 8] 51k 48 & 19 )% 91, 38 i
DNAMAN 7 #47 BRIP4 (E 2A) , 40 5 & W) LpDREBY 3 R S5 IR VT H & (Lilium regale) W R TR M s, M
83.81%, b X R i (K 2B) .
2.3 it RiA LpDREBO# & B8 ¥ ¢4 3% 1%

FH VR Rl 4 2 4 1) GV 1300-LpDREBI-GF P AE W) 32 3k 2844 (1 3A) e AARKT 18 T, SR 5 ) i 45 vk e Ak

TEHUA: K R 0 5% L R B FR B DNA R RNA, F GV 130038 H 51 9 #E 47 PCR B IE , 3% 5 H 6 R 5 35k DX 4

BL(EI3B) o 2 J5 i B A A 0 e 0 A B DAL e R R T O e B R L (1/2 MS 5 R B+ 25 mg- L Hyg) #11/2
MSS 55 95 ik b, BT 18 85 % Bk b P A R0 2 b - E WY A (H T B AR BT T T A R PR AR ROIR S R, R
TE WK gt 1 Tr 9-2. . Tr 9-3 F0 Tr 9-5 34 3 PR 0 i bk R 47 J5 2 19 A2 31K 56 (181 3C) o ] I S 40 Jf &5 2R 3%
W1 (& 3D) , LpDREBY 3 PR 5 v £ 20 i A% , 5 15000 25 3K o9 br — 34
2.4 WRIELPpDREBIR T 4 K R JAFE AT Fo 40 x5 ABA 09 HC R E

JC ABA WA, WT FlAE 5L bR R 0 R 28T 3% 22 5% (P>>0.05) . R0, 76 1A 2 pmol-L " ABA Ab 3 1]
] B LD bR R0 R F R B EMRT WT Y (P<<0.05). X#EW LpDREBI 8 T M B fp 7 XF ABA A U
Mo BEAE 1/2 MS B33k L85 9% 7 d BRSNS 8 A WT SRS % B 854 0.1.2 pmol- L " ABA K 1/2 MS
i3 45 35 b R 3R 14 d S, R BRAE O pmol- L' ABA ARG 35 56 b, WT A8 B R 56 DX bk 28 A0 AR < i e 0 1
%225 (P>0.05) 5 Mi 7€ 1 Al 2 pmol-L " ABA &b 38 b 5 5 DR AH Bk 40 v 19 MK R 6 & 3% 3%/ T WT (P<<
0.05, 1 4A~E).
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4 F A LpDREBY 2 [
A LpDREBYProteiii Of L PUmiiliiin iz sommias o amias st s s st et s it s s e e e s St s Sionstes 0
IRITEHA L regale «eeeeeeeeeennnnd ERSINPLFSPSSSAINPS.SSNDSA......... 24
M- Cocos nucifera ««eeeven.. MASSETETSGNLMPCP. . .NYSPPLSPXKRKG......... 28
1 Phoenix dactylifera «««««..... MASSETETRGNSMICSSSSNSSESPSPKENG. . ....... 31
WM Musa troglodytarum -« ««vveeeeaieanna.. MGRCR...QSAPALSKTSG.......... 16
RI LK Nothapodytes nimmoniana  « « « « « - MSSKACNSEITASS . SNSPLSSSSSSSALKETKPAREED. . ... 38
R Elaeis guineensis —«««veeeee MAASETETSRNSMSCSSSSNSSBSPSPKENG. ... ... .. 31
= LBk Quercus lobata MGECEPVNSEYESSTNSSSSPSTRTESTSSSSSGLAQAQNPSEDNEMGSP 50
41 4 LpDREB9 & H 23
LpDREBY protein of L. pumilum " Loz sxSTHTIENCEREE TR
UELFT TS L regale | trGcee umARDOSKHE . YRGYRH: %
R @Kj’ C. nucifera . LTGGGGGKRARDGTRHE . V¥RGV. 77
Jg' X P dactylifera | GSVPGKRLROCRSSHTSAYRGV 62
itlg M. troglodytarum  spor sxxuxnTBOKTNSRHE . VYHGY 87
RY Iﬁ%}g;”’z’z’;:e’fw”ii .. .LTGGGGEXRARDGTHKHE . V¥RGV 77
b L. gU DPDPDPXGEXKRARDSSKHE . VYRGV 99
] IJ_I*/JQ Q lobata S .
4l A LpDREB9 K [ 73
LpDREB? protein of L. pumilum 120
IRV EH & L. regale 123
BT C. nucifera 127
W P dactylifera 111
Wil M. roglodvtarum 137
KGR N. nimmoniana 127
WS E. guineensis 149
=LAk O. lobata
gt H S LpDREBOEH 5 B o SENR cTRTERL i s v b e ED 101
LpDREB? protein of L. pumilum g 2Tz BADIR cocinen e P 148
WL EHA L. regale & B TR BT TATABDES - < < e o s o P 156
MW C. nucifera a . ...IHS. .BATAAREDEP........... s 160
/_iﬁﬂ,i P. dactylifera 3z B....PSACKEPPVAAPAD........cc... S 145
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Fig.2 Protein sequence analysis (A) and protein evolution analysis (B) of LpDREBY in L. pumilum
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