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Abstract

In this study, the effects of two biological products including Biofarm and Probio96 based on some plant probiotic
bacteria (considered as two treatments in comparison with control) were evaluated on quality and yield of wheat. The
pilot was considered a farm about 5,000 m2 at Khenejin city (Markazi province) during 2015. A complete randomized
block design was used. The bacterial treatments were the company-recommended concentrations of Biofarm, Probio96
and corresponded amount of water as control. In this study quantitative and qualitative parameters were examined. The
results showed that Probio96 with 366.8 plants per m? resulted in the highest number of germination. The highest plant
height (47.33 cm) was related to treatment Probio96. Considering the tillering, Biofarm was recorded as the most
effective treatment with an average of 3.14 tillers per plant. Seed treatment by Biofarm and Probio96 improved thousand
seed weight to 41.1 and 39.8 gram respectively. This is despite the fact that control resulted in 37.2 g. The results showed
that wheat yield in different treatments has significant difference compared to the control. The application of both
biological fertilizer increased yield compared to control. Seed treatment with Probio96 and Biofarm increased wheat
yield about 44 and 64 percent respectively. The results showed that Probio96, Biofarm and control resulted in 1900.9,
1661.7 and 1152.8 kg of yield per hectare, respectively. Qualitative analysis of wheat production under three different
treatments showed that the treatments had no significant effect on wheat grain quality characteristics.
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Table 1- Analysis of variance mean square of the studied traits in wheat under probiotic bacteria
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Figure 1- Effect of application of biological fertilizers on wheat plant height.
A) Biofarm, B) Probio 96, and C) Control
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Figure 3- Mean comparisons for the effect of application of biofarm and Probio96
(as biological fertilizers) on seed germination of wheat.
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Table 2. Effect of Biofarm and Probio 96 on some qualitative parameters of wheat grains. Seed protein
percentage (PROT %), Zeleny number (ZEL), (BV), water absorption percentage (WA %), gluten percentage
(W.GLUT), gluten index (GLUT.I) and SDS

WA% W.GLUT GLUT.I SDS

Treatments PROT % ZEL B.V
Biofarm 10/77 a 27/00 b 504/33 b
Probio96 10/97 a 29/67 a 495/33 ¢
Control 10/90 a 28/33b 517/67 a

62/03 a 22/00 b 54/00 b 43/67 c
62/37 a 23/67 b 56/00 a 48/33 b
62/07 a 27/33 a 52/33 ¢ 50/00 a
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