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Fungal to bacterial ratio (FBR)
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Figurkilde: SoilKind, https://soilkind.co.uk/
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Forskellige kategorier af FBR

Table 1

The categories of fungal to bacterial ratios (F: B) in the current studies.

Classify

Characterissd

Methods

References

F: B biomass ratio
F: B biomass ratio

F: B biomass ratio

F: B respiratory ratio
F: B gene ratio

F: B growth ratio

F: B feeder ratio

F: B channel biomass
ratio

The ratio of fugal colonies to bacterial colonies

The length and diameter of the fungal hyphae were measured by the
membrane filter method, using optical microscopy and phenol aniline blue
as a stain.

Bacteria and fungi have different fatty acd compositions in their
phospholipids. PLEA 18: 26, 9 as a measure of fungal biomass and the sum
of 13 bacteria-specific PLFAs as a measure of bacterial biomass.

Using the streptomycin and cycloheximide antibiotics were applied alone or
in combination to the soil to determine the fungal and bacterial respiration
It is based on DNA and estimated using quantitative polymerase chain
reaction

Fungi growth was assessed using the Ac-in-erg method. Bacteria growth was
assessed using the thymidine and leucine incorporation. That can directly
estimate of microbial growth rates under natural soil conditions exist.

The relative flow of energy and nutrients through the bacterial and fungal
channel can be assessed by the fungal to bacterial feeder ratio (The ratios of
fungal to bacterial feeding nematodes)

fungal-energy channel was fungi and fungal-feeding fauna biomass, and
bacterial-energy channel was bacteria and bacterial-feeding fauna biomass
(The bacterial-feeding fauna included the enchytraeids, flagellates,
amochae, bacterivorous nematodes, omn. + pred. nematodes,
nematophagous mites, pred. mites + collembola. The fungal-feeding fauna
included enchytraeids, fungivorous nematodes, microbi-detritivores,

omn. + pred. nematodes, nematophagous mites, pred.mites + collembola)

Plate count method
Direct microscopy method

Phospholipid fatty acid (PLFAs)

Substrate-induced respiration (SIR)
qPCR (165 RNA/18S RNA)

Acetate into ergostero] incorporation
and the thymidine and leucine
Incorporation

Microscopic examination

Based on the soil food web and the
feeding preference of the predators

Olsen and Bakken (1987)

Shield et al., 1973; Hanssen et al.
{1974); Hobbie et al. (1977);
Nishio (1983)

Frostegird and Baath (1996)

Anderson and Domsch (1975);
Bailey et al. (2002)
Fierer et al. (2005)

Rousk and Baath (2007a);
2007b; Bapiri et al. (2010)

Ruess and Ferris (2004)

Holtkamp et al. (2008); de Vries
et al., 2012a
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Kilde: Wang et al., 2019, Fungi to bacteria ratio: Historical misinterpretations and potential implications, https://doi.org/10.1016/].acta0.2018.10.003
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Forskellige malemetoder giver forskellige resultater
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FBR og mikrobiel biomasse efter 4 ar med konventionel, gkologisk eller reduceret jordbearbejdning
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$ for @kologisk Landbrug and Reduced-Tillage Crop and Forage Production Systems.


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0103901

1.2 4

~ 21
g I a a
E 0.9
I %
£ g6 /
% 0.3 / o . .
207 (p) - / 0 Malt succession | FBR
) g 7/ [
3, 1.6 4 Er:' 0.0 . ; : o 7 - -
S , Y B4 s / « Tre jorde taget ud af produktion hhv. 2,
o 12 ] o . .
2 = 15 9, og 22 ar tidligere — og en hede som
2 a 2 b
5 08 - g / reference
E_ZJ g 124 ah ab / . . .
o g = / * FBR bestemt ved direkte mikroskopi
0.0 . , s B § , ] % _
Young Md € P d Heath « F:B channel ratio faldt, selvom
% g svampebiomasse steg
5" © v : ”"/' X - Bakteriel biomasse steg mere end
o oun| I [£H] .
- I svampenes biomasse
% 02 - § 124 be i : /
g a g ab /
@ 01 1 § o8 2 /
ool 1L Il § | 7
Young Mid a = ' Id Heath
E 0.0 /‘."I
Yaung Mid Oid Haath
m Fig. 3 - Standardised biomass of (A) root energy channel, (B)
$ Innovations funst ““:‘“l‘d‘*’ﬁ“'l’: fq:?“;:i“:l“h;';m?“ me?i““tg; 'Ef{; Kilde: Holtkamp et al., 2008 - Soil food web structure during ecosystem development after land
fOl‘ @kOlOng]' :f:;:;if?eren‘:le,t:;s nl:ll:muie :gﬁﬁ;n[tmd?;::;ms abandonment.

between fields at the p < 0.05 level.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apsoil.2007.11.002

Betydning af
jordbundsforhold

m Innova tionscen ter

$ for @kologisk Landbrug



Korrelationer mellem jordbundsforhold og mikrobielle samfund

Table 4 « Fire arealanvendelser: Markafgragder,
Land-use effects on edaphic properties and correlations between microbial com- ;
. . : afgreesning, fyrreplantage, blandet

munities and edaphic properties e on (E 19 ek )

Land-use Correlation coefficients 9 y

Main effect Bacteria = « pH betzd mest for bakterier, dernaest
pH T 0.47 015 bonitet og P
ASilt + clay 8.2 0.42 0.00
%Soil moisture 6.9 0.18 0.00 * C:N betgd mest for svampe, dernaest
Bulk density, gcm > 6.7 0.00 0.00 t”g&nge“ghed af P 0g N
C:N 6.9 0.16 0.73
< “Ek;_, 52 0.09 007 « Massefylde viste ingen korrelation.
SR g 012 054 litforhold méaske af mindre betydning?
Significant effects of land-use on soil properties were determined using the . Jordfugt kun (Svagt) korreleret til

Mann-Whitney U test for non-parametric data with land-use as the main factor.

The Mann-Whitney U test statistic is reported. Pearson correlation coefficients re- bakterier — Ingen Sammenh%ng med

late the calculated UniFrac community distance between each pair of bacterial and Svampe
fungal communities to the measured soil properties. Significant land-use effects and
correlation coefficients are noted as bold text where P < 0.05.

@ Innovationscenter Kilde: Lauber et al., 2008, The influence of soil properties on the structure of bacterial and fungal communities across land-use types.
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FIG. 1. Soil pH along the Hoosfield acid strip (A) and the effect of pH on organic C (B) and total N {C). Data for pHs less than pH 4.5 (open
circles) were not used in the regression analyses (see Discussion).
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FIG. 2. Effect of pH on bacterial growth as measured by leucine incorporation (A) and on fungal growth as measured by acetate incorporation
into ergosterol (B). Data for pHs less than pH 4.5 (open circles) were not used in the regression analyses (see Discussion). The error bars indicate
+1 standard error (m = 3). inc., incorporation.
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FIG. 5. Effect of pH on the fungal biomass estimated using ergosterol (A) and the relationship between fungal PLFA and ergosterol
( (B) analyzed using type II major axis linear regression analysis. The error bars indicate +1 standard error (n = 3).
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ion analyses (see Discussion). The error bars indicate =1 standard error (n = 3).
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Case: David Johnsons pastande

« BEAM: Biologically Enhanced Plant Succession Ladder as a Function of
Agricultural management Fungal:Bacterial Ratio (F:B)
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o o 0 D ‘B=1: . [7; -
° Pastaede eﬂ:ekter Bedre Splrlng, F:B=1:1 Late Successional Grasses, Row Crops (600 g) u?jg
hajere udbytter, bedre J’ S~ 23
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agroecosystems! Elaine Ingham- www. soilfoodweb.com

: _]ohnson PhD. davidcjohnson@nmsu.edu
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Case: David Johnsons pastande

Artiklen fra 2015 er stadig i pre-print
FBR undersggt ved direkte mikroskopi

FBR og C;, (R? >0,99) — ikke muligt at
skille effekterne ad

Jordprgver i 107-12” (25-30 cm) dybde
Ingen korrektion for massefylde
Ingen egentlig kontrol

Sammenligning af kontinuerlig
nedmuldning af efterafgrader (ingen hgst)
med konventionel bomuldsdyrkning

Jordbearbejdning varierer ogsa mellem
behandling og kontrol

Imponerende resultater, men ingen
direkte bevisfagrelse for betydning af FBR
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"PeerJ Preprints" is a venue for early communication or feedback before peer review.
Data may be preliminary.

Development of soil microbial communities
for promoting sustainability in agriculture
and a global carbon fix

. Agricultural Science Environmental Sciences  Soil Science

David Johnson™ ' Joe Ellington?2, Wesley Eaton?

Author and article information

Abstract

The goals of this research were to explore alternative
agriculture management practices in both greenhouse and

fiald triale that An nat rarmnira tha niea af eunthatir and/nr

Kilde:


https://peerj.com/preprints/789v1/
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Regenerativt landbrug er blevet et reguleert
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