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Figure S1. Comparison of shoot and root length obtained for the inoculated (D14-T45) and uninoculated plants (CNT)
without salt stress induction (A—0 M NaCl L) and under different salt stress concentrations (B—0.25 M NaCl L1; C—0.5
M NaClL7; D—0.75 M NaClL; E—1 M NaCI L) (n =3).
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Figure S2. Comparison of shoot and root ash-free dry weight (AFDW) obtained for the inoculated (D14-T45) and
uninoculated plants (CNT) without salt stress induction (A—0 M NaCl L) and under different salt stress concentrations
(B—0.25M NaCl L, C—0.5M NaCl L-; D—0.5 M NaCl L;; E—0.75 M NaCl L; F—1 M NaCl L) (n = 3).
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Figure S3. Comparison of Chlorophylls a, b and total (Chl a, b and tot) obtained for the inoculated (D14-T45) and
uninoculated plants (CNT) without salt stress induction (A—0 M NaCl L) and under different salt stress concentrations
(B—0.25 M NaCl L-1; C—0.5 M NaCl L-1; D—0.5 M NaCl L-1; E—0.75 M NaCl L-1; F—1 M NaCl L-1) (n = 3).
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Figure S4. Comparison of proline accumulation obtained for the inoculated (D14-T45) and uninoculated plants (CNT)
without salt stress induction (A—0 M NaCl L) and under different salt stress concentrations (B—0.25 M NaCl L-'; C—0.5
M NaClL7; D—0.5M NaCl L; E—0.75 M NaCl L;; F—1 M NaCI L) (n = 3).



