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Effects of land consolidation on soil microbial diversity and community structure
around industrial zone

SHI Haokun, WU Cifang* ,ZHANG Maoxin, LIN Yaoben, HU Yiming
Land Academy for National Development( LAND) ,Zhejiang University , Hangzhou 310058

Abstract; In order to explore the effects of land consolidation on soil and microbes in heavy metal polluted environment, this paper comparatively analyzed
the microbial diversity and community structure inside and outside the land consolidation area around the industrial area by Illumina high-throughput
sequencing technology. The results showed that: (D In terms of soil properties, heavy metal pollution situation and soil quality in land consolidation area
were better than those in non-consolidation area. (2) From the perspective of community structure, Proteobacteria, Chloroflexi and Acidobacteria were the
dominant phyla in paddy soil; land consolidation may reduce the relative abundance of Proteobacteria, increase the relative abundance of Chloroflexi and
Acidobacteria, and concurrently increase the relative abundance of Sphingomonas and Geobacteria at genus level. @From the view of microbial diversity,
soil microbial diversity and function in land consolidation area were obviously improved, but the improvement was gradually weakened with the increase of
heavy metal pollution. @ According to Spearman’s correlation, Cd, Hg, Pb, pH and AP were main environmental factors affecting microbes, while
Thiobacillus, Bacillus and Sphingomonas showed significant positive correlation with various heavy metal elements. This study confirmed that land
consolidation could ameliorate microbial diversity and function, and improve soil quality.

Keywords: land consolidation ; heavy metal pollution ;soil microorganism;soil quality
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PP i me OIS O S SO NI B 7 A e =
FRAR S XA e A A AR BEAE 3 A Pk T
B b S AR BUTE G W R Vs 22 FEVE RN 25 A 1Y
254k | ( Djanibekov et al., 2018).

VAR BEE Tl Akt B b, SR 16 14 55
TE SR B R, (75 18 Y B 45 I 15 e ) il
Hi#a™ 5 (Chen et al., 2014) .2#H1C & 2R &
G Jm TG g LA IS B R, R AR
W, G ) e TP AR T S A R B Ay
B | AR AL AT A A SR AR A ) 1k B L T
1) - 18 8 4 @ V5 L WS I FE 5 ( Brookes et al., 1984;
Zhang et al., 2010) .5 TRV 5 48152
R R BT SE, B N Ah 2 © AR 1T AR R0 ik g
RIE B IG Y2 A s F 2
FEPE GER 2 L S D RE R T 2 A R W e T 1k A
H S H51F ( Harris-Hellal et al., 2009 ; Hamed et al. ,
2015 XRARHT A5, 2018) 1111 & R FMCE 42 42 il
TG R X SR Z B T AT
2RI, CAFERE Rl R B R R 2
Kb Nt it A AUBS: ( Yang et al., 2019) | [R]B A5 BF
FE 53 Tl DX 300 i e 3R A T T ORI K
SRS, A B Cd P As BRI R C & i
G FR B E N (Yang et al., 2018; He
et al., 2019) T H 45 7™ 08 1) 55 42 & 75 QeI 3, 3F
15 YR PR b 2 A 2 o i A )
152 BRI AT AR W) BTk A T B R T Yih B AR
AT T2 (Abad-Valle et al., 2016 ; 143 4k 5 %5,
2018; Ashraf et al., 2019) fH H FHXF 4 5 36 17
O R R NN M NS B - S 1 A N ]
TR EL TN X 321 A b A X A S A o
B A A IR I8 22 A6 A R 43 A, ST -
IR FIAH G A SR A - XoF I A M i 5

2 ##5 7% (Materials and methods)

2.1 ARREFERRESLHE

ARSI U AR HE B T X 1k F A Sy
BRI, Tl IX 2N A (8 B iR M it
PR T [ AR AR I 3 DXV = A O £
', HAT R SRS A R Al I s AR T
BIZHLIX (8 Al e Joe T i 35 1 22 MERSE . — 7 i, #F
MR AR 0 L S BT 7 R 2 2 Ol B AT AR
SRR I — 5, KA Ik D 55 B Tl X A7
TEALAN T 388 G b 52 5 o 40 S i R AR

T MU IR I AR T 24 b ol 36 + 3 | PR Al
R T BT B A HUREIR X SR £ MR
it E FA R A I | b LA B KR B
PERBFH AR A SIS P TR A

2018 4F 9 H fF iz b X 3 1 Tl X 55 K S B
92.1.0.5 km ZbAGFERD 3 BIFRIC A A1 A2 A3,
R MR XN (LR 3 a LU L), I B FE B
AN ML) 3 R PN 3 AR R A A b (AR 10 a DU
) VE XS BEZH (BRICH B1 B2 B3) . FrdE e LYY Hy
K AEYI KRS, I A3 BT AL, 340 55 kG
Pk AR M R A R B R EE 0~ 10
em [RZ 1 T bR H v £ 3k sl 5% B8 S Ho A 4%
WG K 2 05 LRI 5] B — A i, IR DR A 12 i
EHZE (Yu et al., 2018).

ZIEEA TR 20 ¢ FEAGE AT —80 °C UKAH
FHT DNA $2H, 53 BUH T + 8 Akt BT i 500
g TAERREAN [ S 5 7 5K 0 51| DA - AKX
PRAF. B LA BR)S SRR R IR AR AT
53 YA - S F AL A3 Hr I DNA 2 B (b vk i 4%,
2015).

22 TEEBEAERNE

A I 2 B AL 8 pH F KA
AR DA AR HCE e b ) 158 pH
PL V(3 :V(K) = 1:2.5 BURFH i i pH 30
A8, 8 E K i I L BVIE VRS 7E 105 °C I &R
THET 6 h EE. A B R E SRS
T L A A B R T 0 ) (Agilent 7800,
California, USA ) I &, & A B H 2l 2 K& & Y
(K9860) M2 , A %5l 58 0 73 MG BETHINAE | A%
B KA YEEETE (F-100) I %E ( Chen et al., 2015).
23 DNA RREESEENRF

HR¥E Fast DNA SPIN {7 & ( MP Biomedicals,
USA) B HBEIA , I 0.5 ¢ H3RE S (—3K 3 43)
FERCH T PCR 914 19 1 8 5L [ 4 DNA.3# 1 Nano-
drop 2000 4376611 ( Thermo Scientific , USA ) il
FEHCHY DNA 1) 5T £ AV B2 JF85 48 B DNA il 7
TE-20 °C 5&AF TS f ik — 251 1. 16S tDNA 514N
338F F1 806R ( Noah et al., 2005) .40 PCR ¥ 1%
H 20 pL LW AR Z s 4 L 5XPyrobest Buffer 2
L 2.5 mmol - L™ ANTPs 0.8 L 5 wmol - L™ 338F/
806R.0.4 pL FastPfu R 5. 0.2 pl BSA, 10 ng
DNA #5 #. 3 4~ it # 7£ PCR % ( ABI Gene Amp
9700) H 4T, FEF W T . 95 C F HAEHE 3 min;
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95 °C FAEE 30 5,60 °C Fil %k 30 s,72°C F ZE{H 45
s,10 MEF ;72 CF ZEAH 10 min. 8 J5 , 78 Hlumina
HiSeq4000 ¥ {5 b i 47 W /7, ffi H %k £ FLASH
Trimmomatic FEATELHE 22 22 FAL AL, DL fastq 4% =4
FEIR LG DNA 4%
24 W IERSAE
J5s DNA | 7 50 4 7£ Usearch “F- 5 ( version
7.0) EACER % RDP classifier D182 %F 97%
FRIKF-/ OTU REFSFFNIEAT 0220 b, Ge i 45
G322 K- 1 45 FE R BE 95 4K ( Tipayno et al.
2018) ;AR ¥E OTU Zr#rai s, M R &5 T HAERGT:
B B AL W RS 1 il 26, I 31 55 Sobs . Shannon
Simpson ,ACE | Chao , Coverage WA o ZFEMEFEEL,
iz NG FR BOL AL T 4 8 15 e e B, st )& H
R L D A0 7 FH i by 385 3 119 25 6 15 Y 4 B0 A
hZ—(Li et al., 2017; E 445, 2018) , iF 5 A
.
P, =C/ S, (1)

(P)*+pP, "
Py = [ (2)

K PoRE SR | TG RIEEGCoNESR T RN
SENAE ; S, hy A HE IR BT 5 bR (R AR
{E) (S RVE T I [ L HEA B B Ar ) (GB15618
=2018) A% FH b+ 1875 Y KU i 16 4H)) 5 Py W 25

BIGYAEEL; P o A5 Y RS Y 4R B - 3 E
P AT G s e e B i KA.

TEMCIEAS T8O 734, Af ] Wilcox FRFNAS
ik AT AN R 4 2 R) 22 S 09 8 3 Pk o b
PICRUSt #4254 7 40 & D) R T 5 3 3 R 15 5 iF 4T
PCoA GEit43 A1 AR &, F 58 4% A B 74 4 15 %) AR 4B
ok 22 5 P, JF B R pheatmap package i i
Spearman AHICE 43 M bF 98 IR 45 R 28 5 Tl A W i v
ZERI) 52 R (FHTRAE , 2018 ;Zhang et al., 2010).

AHBFFEH 16S rRNA JEF T 1% % GenBank,
T H %2 5 4 PRINAS48089, % 4 & id 5 &
SAMN12001121-SAMN12001130.

3 ZEHR 545 H(Results and analysis)

3.1 TEREEF

FRRT 6 4K AY 4 38 BEAk P 0 e 2
Ak B 20 E Y TE 35% LA b HA R B A0 45 R
BAEE (pH) . A W (AP) B LA (AK) F1AE A
(TN) ,Ha @ Ie bRt 54 (Cu) A (Cd) H5 (Pb) |
B&(Cr) SR (Hg) JVBE(Zn) . [AIF iz I P9 A 2 48 #iok
VAL 4 5 Yo B 3 AR i N Mg 2 25 5 T Y AR 4K
K R A B Y 5 A ER (R 2) (R,
2013; B IRFSE, 2019).

R1 IEEUMERMEESFREN

Table 1  Physical and chemical properties of the soil and pollution appraisal indexes

. BB/ (mg-kg™") TN/ AP/ AK/

Fe Cu cd Ph Cr Hg Zn (mg-kg™')  (mg-kg™')  (pgkg™) Pt "
Al 29 1.88 31.4 209 0.177 87.6 2.981 51.01 30.70 6.99 2.9
BI 41 1.99 34.9 220 0.227 103.0 1.678 48.77 16.05 701 243
A2 25 2.01 27.7 195 0.318 81.1 3.282 37.45 31.00 726 245
B2 35 221 30.1 215 0.365 120.0 1.441 65.48 17.35 6.69 270
A3 49 2.37 36.1 205 0.695 158.0 27.700 21.56 22.70 773 2.92
B3 38 2.47 420 219 0.791 127.0 48.300 30.32 17.20 6.17  3.04
S, 100 0.60 140.0 300 0.600 250

£2 NIESHETMEMTMNRE TR 1 SR DUE B, 25 Tk X A9 A1, B1

Table 2 Evaluation criterion of Nemerow index ﬁéﬂﬁ pH IVJE 7 EE , ﬁ% 1& ﬂ: ':F"l‘i j:i% , ﬁzﬁ% % ]Ej T
TR ABURR DOTRREEER Ml IBE S 045787, %4 AL 1) ) pH 2% 5 25 748 0.
R 1+ SR AP TO T, M A K B TN AK AP
- 10<P,<2.0 AR FHOE T ARG X8, 36 B L M6 mT REAT B Tk
v 2.0<P,<3.0 S 2 IR 5 Tl X R S ) ) TR 4 4 R
i P;>3.0 ERGEY PR T R A sE e R I (A A T R P

fiE s — AR MR X A A E S RE b KZE
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T ARLZ - HEIEH B 4LAH N X BEA] ; — JEFf ik
SEIE TP X, 43 i B o ey DA 4 S T e R ok
A, FEHL AT B1 A2 B2 A3 IYZRET5 YR8 P IITE
2.0~3.0 Z 0], J& T rh TS 4y, i B3 AYI5 4485k Py
L 3.0, TG Yy, Hoh B A R bR
HEME R FE bR Cd, Hk oy He, HARZE G5 Y fe
H:A1<B1<A2<B2<A3<A3; 5 Tl X B B #kc , 5
PRSI HAEE A Y M 5T, b 3EYh
X5 YL B B AL AR R X

32 NMEFEER

6 ZH - BEAFE o L AG I 1 S 8383 > OTU, 2k 53
AT 134 490 272 A H 502 AR 947 AT AT 2172
AFL6 ALY Sobs F BE 2 18 T30, 3R W
FPEE B A B, 3 8 A5 B00T DL A 43 R AR AR B AR
HE.

PATIWE R 532528k 40 M 6 AE S T E R
TEEER Y BN 1% T TH A others, WA 1
Jim Ao 3 10 T4, KEGS ST TKF55
FEEYIR 90% . SRR 6 LIRS £ i 2 1Y
SIS FE 1 ( Proteobacteria) (30.57% ) (SRS H ]

100% -
90% |- l

80% - ‘

70% - '

60% F 121860, 16414% 1527%

'l e 24IA30%

40% | 2283%
30%
20% -
30557,% 0, 3IR24%

10%

10:90%
50%

FHX

19575/

20045 26¥44%

25884%

( Chloroflexi ) (22.35% ) . & #T B ] ( Acidobacteria )
(12.86%) JHZE T 1] ( Actinobacteria) (6.91% ) . f5 1k
BETE A ] ( Nitrospirae ) (4.97%) , & & 4% 75% L) 1)
OTU. AR SR, ARG = B e s T 2 A I 1
P77, HARXT R B34 N A2(26.44% ) <A1(29.45% ) <
B2 (28.78% ) < Bl (31.24% ) < A3 (3271% ) <
B3(32.80%) ; 1 &% %5 T 7] (% A0 X 4= B 43 4
A3(19.25% ) < B1 (19.77% ) < B3 (20. 91%) <
A1(24.30%) <B2(24.01%) <A2(25.84% ) ; BR AT 1# ]
AAE XF 2 BE 43 Aii A B1(10.90% ) <B3 (11.11%) <
B2(12.79%) < A3 (12.96%) < A2 (15.27%) < Al
(16.14%) oMK E ,E IR = F A dIFEH
AL TRARRTEBE Y/ N TR S8R 1Y B 4 FEHE, A
L LR I AER AT P 1T AR X 3 B R F AR iR +
M B 20 ;3 LK 5 Tl X BE B A0 45 4, 5 YL Re i in
TR, ARTE AT TR AR 32 B SR 388 0, % 25 BT 1 B AR G
2SI S U, TR AT TR D R X = R 2 R AR e A
AT AL B, Bl T4 8 15 YRR B AR, 3 Fh F2 22
B 1AE A & 36 X6 BEZH 22 (8] A AR G = 5 22 BE B
4/,

12499%  12.96%

M Proteobacteria

B Actinobacteria

M Bacteroidetes

m Chloroflexi

m Nitrospirae

M Latescibacteria

m Acidobacteria
2091% 5 Gemmatimonadetes
B Firmicutes

24019 192500

28%78%

Total Al Bl A2

B2 A3 B3

B 1 IkFELETEMEAN

Fig.1  Composition of soil bacterial community at phylum level

VUBAE ] 53227 K- 2047 7047, #F 2 F B /N
T 1% EBITA others, U1 2 fi7n , F 4y 18 A
J& XN 2@ K R il AR REE R ( Nitrospira)
SEFEM TR XS ] T AR R
MR B 5 4l A3 (2.78%) <B2(14.30%) <B3
(14.61% ) < Bl (17.65%) < A2 (18. 81%) < Al
(28.72% ). 4 Hi6, # g % M )&
( Sphingomonas) B %5 1 J& ( Roseiflexus ) BT P&
J& ( Thiobacillus) . HiAT H J& ( Geobacter ) W AH X £ &

B TE 2% VLN T BRI A IEE, K B
HOBIR X A LA R B TR AT TR R A
MXTEE R T RKEIER B A M H, Gaella,
Defluviicoccus  Desulfobacca W) & 7 317 + Hb 4 36 +
b b B LATS YR B O AR A, A B A MR e T
JB H16 B TR S5 AR X = B Ja 2R B L B S e AR
ST ek 2 B4 B, i i B TR R | Gadella 55D
HRS [T o R 95 e A B b vy, 7 L b BB L A
AL E B Jam 2K 22 S A B
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Fig.2 Composition of soil bacterial community at genus level

33 TEREVMSHMEST

AEY) o ZREEFE BN 3 BT/, Sobs SRy S
OTU % H , Chao 1, ACE 5 $CN B & = & B H6 4K,
Shannon , Simpson fi§ 804 B ¥ 2 FF 1 45 £ £ 10
N EREE R E S SRRSO I A A
YIRTF B4 (EAESEUT Tolk X 5 4 J 75 e 45 ™ F A

B2 A3 B3

BT ETBAEER

A3 B3 XI, ZHEVEFE B 0T RE 2 [A] 19 22 B B 10 4
W 5 — 7 B T A JE TS YR R G N, 3R
YR ZREPETRBCA 25 W W 1 R B X7 T M RRR
XA MIH R (A1>A2>A3) X FE ARG X, BT ]
REAEAE AR R T, XA SO ELB .

®3 TEREY o SRR

Table 3 a-diversity indexes of soil bacteria

FEHD, Sobs 54X Shannon 8%k Simpson 154 Ace 1851 Chao 1 8% ik
Al 4369 7.578 0.001687 6154 6207 0.9460
B1 3436 7.194 0.001089 4822 4985 0.9296
A2 4141 7.515 0.001607 5915 5973 0.9327
B2 3838 7.292 0.001115 5609 5642 0.9357
A3 3695 7.288 0.001590 5221 5200 0.9488
B3 3499 7.296 0.001357 4705 4737 0.9417
iz R H 21T PCoA GEit 43 M AR ( o10F .
3) ,PCoA M7 BVl 3 4 1 98 4 BRI RE: S 32 91 1] ) i ° AR
T BRI ETRE Gl B s TR R @iz 50 s s
TRTRETE AT IX 43 LA WL SRR 4 22 1 (0 AR (DL 5 2 57 2 ot -
PRSI Pl PC2 b F I = | T
BEAR S P 42 A B A TT R I X 26, o, P AN
PC2 ) T RE il A0 TR TRV 40540 2 5711 54.22% -010f .
F116.92% .73 531 LA - 3 8 36 A TN X B A Sy 73 21 == ; o &
BER AR AT LXKy AR P 45 R 7R PCT AT PC2 il PC1(54.22%)

Jrte) b f 2 S P R] X AR A0 Y 22 S B AT

B3 ETF PCoA MAHEEEB SHMESIT

Fig.3 B-diversity analysis of bacterial communities based on PcoA



134 it 34+ b MBI Tl DX 1 b SR W) 2 A P I Vi 45 A8 R W 23 A 217

25 RARARLYE . 3R Y A b 6 R0 Tl DX 5 7 o 22
RATE—E R FR2 MR A0 T R TR O A5 A 2

331 THMESRMIRE N LHECGRIAE LR,
BARRE TR L, & 3 E X FTEE 336 X2
WV Rl LU IR 1] S BT R AT T
VR 1R 3 ABAE PR 2H v A ) 4 Fof ) ~F- 34 40
S A A2 0 40 25 5. 33 Wileos BEATRR 3077
¥ (Wilcoxon rank-sum test) , 7 [ 17K SEAH X4 3 5
KT 190 W) Fh 47 20 18] 22 53 W 25 PEAG 56, 45 2R 4
Kl 4 fros. AT HL, A (BRI hERAF IR T
HONF B T B A CREEIRIX) (p<0.05) , AT
PR T THARS F R BT B 41(p<0.01) , 3REA -3
OGS T BRAT 1T A AR X = B RS I, AT

Cl#R X WRERX

Proteobacteria
Chloroflexi
Acidobacteria
Actinobacteria
Bacteroidetes
Nitrospirae
Gemmatimonadetes
Cyanobacteria
Latescibacteria

Firmicutes

0 10% 20% 30%
Proportions

Cl#a X mRERKX

Nitrospira
H16
Sphingomonas
Roseiflexus
Thibacillus
Geobacter
Gaiella
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Haliangium
Bryobacter
Anaerolinea
Anaeromyxobacter
Desulfobacca
Leptolyngbya

11 24
1 1 1 1 1
0 1.0% 2.0% 3.0% 4.0% 5.0%

Proportions

P THAR XS = BE A

e R K- b, G35 Al A U252 T s | 45 1R 5 e
VA BURAS TR R S5 AE N 770 ) 20 TR ZE P 4
SRl — [R] A I 2 | R 22 %8 )& (Aerosakkonema) |
Dyadobacter M2 1 J& ( Geothrix ) | Silanimonas ., 7% Bk
B AR ( Pleurocapsa ) 55 AXAE A 20 b ¢ A I 2],
Angustibacter . Wi #i BR B J& ( Desulfococcus ) .
Skermanella  Sulfuriferula . Umezawaea S5 {XAE B 41
Bl AN ] 5 [l 26X B R T 1% 19 @ 7KF
Ze 5 WEVERL S P (& 4) B 5 S TR s | AT
J& BRI E AN 22888 | Haliangium S7E A 41
H AR R T B AL, TS AL SR E TR | Gaiella |
Defluviicoccus ZE MK T B 4H.

95% confidence intervals

l —@ i 0.4183
. © | i 0.5427
——] ¥ 004816
l—%’—i 02358
——r— 06092 2
L | N =
b |. i 0662 %
U
oA 0.03356
N ]
i o i 0.5039
:I-Q'i **0.007327
o 0.8503
L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
-10% 6% 2% 0 2% 6% 10%
Difference between proportions
95% confidence intervals
1
f —@ 06625
—&— 0.6625
I
—e— 0.6625
HoAH 0.3827
HH I
(S 0.6625
}
HOH 0.1904
Q
FI-Q—i 0.1904 =
e
(S 0.1904 &
}e: 0.08086
S ] 1
IIOl 1
H® 0.6625
I—e—{i 0.6625
(S]] 0.08086
L 1 Il 1 1 1 Il Il Il Il I
5% 3% -1%0 1% 3% 5%

Difference between proportions

4 IHERARERBEERE

Fig.4 Examined significant differences between the land consolidation groups
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40 %

WL 16S DIRETI AT LA 4B - MR 36 X 4 s R
K INAEZE SRS .32 ] PICRUSE X OTU = J¥ =i
TrtnifEdl SR )5 3 2 51> OTU X[ Greengene 1D,
Fe X #] COG H KEGG J&, k1% OTU XJ R i COG &K
AE B KO 15 B, S 2515 2 Yy fig 3 B2 3 4%
IIREZE M F2 B (Langille er al., 2013) M4 MG 4 +

200X 1041

HERE T T R T 25 3R, & B RE R A 7 R e A
SRt AR A0 RE/ B AE ) kA S5 L
e P B T AE. [, A 41 B 414N B e
ZIRITFAES .35 25 5 (p<0.05) , A 4L 4 T BESS
BIRFEREZRT B 4L, KWt A 35 % 41 B R
T Y REZEHE (1 52 ).

A RNA fin A&

B Yuta R4 MIFIZh ) %

C ABIR 7= Fudk e

D 2 s Ja S $ kAo
Yt (R4 it

N 41z h

O BHFEHAL

P JCHLE T H0B fnRi
Q R E Bz i
R — R IhRETHIm

S RuNIhAE

T {554 FHLH

G WARILEVIBMBEAH U dHEP9E5H .

H $filga 4 Rigt S FNREAIZ 4

E SEREZ RIS
F B ERR s AR

I Jig prsiAniis VBl
T BOREREIEM AR W s
K 5% Y KL
L S, EdfesE Z HEER
M ZfRE / JE A R A

5 THERX (AL S5RBEX(B4) LSS PICRUSt #HETHITHEEEE

Fig.5 Abundance of functions inferred by PICRUSt in the soil samples under land consolidation( Group A) or not( Group B)

nEGAX  ORERKX

160 104
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ABCDEFGHIJKLMNOPG QRSTUVWY Z
Theg
332 IMEEZEMFI 404 dn i s S

PRI AR AR | AR T 58 2 BRI A KT 0.05%
Y 405 4~ OTU , 38 H Spearman 451171243 My 145 K]
R MBERETE AR OCHE , Horp BRI 3R 45 6 Fh
GJBILE (Cu,Cd Pb Cr.Zn Hg) 3 FEFRILR
(TN AP AK) Je TIERRBEE pH, & BILA 234 1
FRSRIEER L IEAE 127 4, 5k 56 107 4.
FHABEE RN, 5EERE Cu.Cd.Pb .Cr.Zn Hg nE
AHICHY OTU 405390 14 35.25.20,13 .32 4>, i
Bl Cd Hg Pb J&sZ AN H AETK I EEE SR TR,
pH X 20 R A 5 B 52 0 fe o W I A 3 FRE JR 0 R
e, AP UK A0 A v A B R, 0 AK TN )
A LSl 8

Hix 2 5 PR R B ARG OTU J32 471 e
ZJEKF, KA 35 4~ OTU BE LY & @ K F, 4 &
6N 11.22 M@ (£ 5) . Hrh iR E 8 Hl6 |
RB41 , Desulfobacca , Pseudolabrys , Defluviicoccus 5 %
PR 2 R R I 1 2 A SRR DG OC 2R | U ] 3X B T4 T
Xof T 4 Ja ¥ e R MU R | 2R AT TR
P R D 2 I 5 2 o 4 R ) 8 E A G OG
F,RMIX U I Jm 0 H 4w 9 A2 58 ) Bk, A

I, A A 2/ OTU RILH X pH 52 i BUEE |
ORISR e A , R I B AA R (p<
0.01) ,MZIEH I 1/a-BIE W W T K2R IEAH
FXKRALEIRICE B, AP D)2 5% 0 40 T 7 7% 28
i FEHN R, JF HHS pH IR B & B A9 AH G
KRR

&4 OTU KFHIFEREFEEMRXLGIT

Table 4  Significant correlation statistics of environmental factors at

OTU level
W R R T Gt
NN i:PS ubiiPS
Cu 9 5 14
cd 17 18 35
Pb 17 8 25
Cr 19 1 20
In 13 0 13
Hg 15 17 32
pH 13 27 40
AP 22 15 37
AK 6 0 6
TN 9 3 12
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4 1% ( Discussion)

4.1 KHETEMEDERAR

FET K b, BT AT FE M 4 358 00 £ 5 B 1T AR D
B AS IR 1T] S S ETT RRFF BT, R X LR ]
2 T DX 70 P A 48 %) L 3 PR V% B 4 i Vs
BT A2 PR, I LB 2 4 J ¥ e R B O TR
ST T 1T AEGT = B 20 1A, S5 B 1T 1 AR G 3
JIE S FE Uk, TR AT TR 1 A A R 2 5 32 i R A1 7 At
ARBTG5 2 5 AR L T Nlumina = 38 20 77
FAR B IUAE T 4 I8 15 P A BE T RS H 4 557 35 A0 %)
FER T MR R TE T S E ] RAT
ITCHTN: ) 2018; Luo et al., 2019) , 3 WA 7] 1 34
W K 3 R S BT Yesg ) ™ B & H
LT R T5 4544
4.2 THESEXRIE YRR ARKN

+ ML A N TR ) 2 A R RN R TR A B
A BT B 5 & B, 7E - HE R A M T
TR ARSI - B SR TR LU e
F 4 Jm i, YR el s YRl e
A= YRR R S R KR R A 2 3
TIEFAEY I RE L FEME (p<0.05) (Zhang et al. ,
2012; Chartin et al., 2013) , X Fi L 5 76 6 4 @ 15
JUAR BRI AR I W S AT R L bR R
JUT SR B8 43 B 3 15 it 1T BB ELRE AR T - HE A
BRI A5 3503 ) IR T g A T 7K 43Tk SR R Ol
(Zhao et al., 2019) , i & KX 38 P& R4 9
REIREBAEAEE EAE RS2 5 b P B S iR 36 + 4
A, 1 TR A XA R B R 2 MR A &
FRN I pH K (Wu et al., 2019) , 3111 5% 0 %
pH R P RE R AR ; 4D, - M F- R 2 i
R T RURLAR KT 30K 25 52 i 1 s R
JCER N TN S50 5 BT 34 ( Bai et al., 2012) ;2]
AHUIEA By T M YT se 2Bk, —
1A AL RE 0% & 25 38 + 39 p 40 B | BB iR
BB P2 0 IR W Z R, 5 — T R A Pl
N & R DI RE MR, HE A 35 W] A R
Tk T 1 A B AR 0T, R AR I B E SR AR
P, P dr A Y B B 1 M (Guo et al.
2017 ;7 2 HRAE, 2019) 5 0% LI P AR W AR T AR
(@R G WINTE R 5B 5 22 ok W ]
X A W TE B R 5 e g L B A R B R R
(Palese et al., 2014) , 3L BB W) 5 4 3 2 £b P

JE B UIAR O, A2 5 W ol A ) e v 2 W B 28 IR 3
Z—.

XTEARGUAE TS, R R X A 4
HR AT R[] ARG 0 2 R T AR X B 21 (p<
0.05), UFFE TR AT F R FEMT B H (p<
0.01) , KW + M B yA 23 (i f5 I P BRAT R 1] A AH X
F R, AT B 1] A A G 3 B R AIC. 1 7 JE K P
e DR B Sy N RN T L AT TR R BOR S
J& \Haliangium T 1 30 # 36 D ARG 32 B2 & TR
IR X, M AE AL IEE I & | Gaiella , Defluviicoccus WA
B35 Z AT B A5 5L (PRI 45, 2019) AH
1R, © A UH9 R WIS NG SR M o s | s AT
B B ABEE ALY S S8 TS G g 7,
R A 228 B A BN L (Wu et al., 2006;
Zhou et al., 2016;Xu et al., 2018).

T R, BAR LIRS TR Y
TR, (HIX Fh s e T BB 2 A IR, BE G = &R 15
JUFREE AN, i W22 1) 1Y) 1 1 6 X6 B 20 22 T 3%
ARV 1 22 S BN B ) T - AR R R R

DR ZR i 52 Wi ol A 400 A 6 A S0 LA X B 2
k.

4.3 NERTFRREMEZARNOZME

EE RS P o AU YRR ) Z R (A
G J@ TG Y 5 BEVE 2 REPE Z IR AN R B A 1 £
MRKR(F2)  EEERIG YRR R EN B3 HE A
ZAEMEE BT BT ARYE A ST, 7RSS T B 4
JE 5 Y SRS Z R 22 18] 2 B 44 1 6 &R (Xiao
et al., 2017) ,iX A] RS PR Ay A W R A0 N ek i
IO T 4 5 G B s i AR BIRCHR S A 45 B Vi 2 AR 1
TR AR A R b B A A TR N AR S
YL (5 BT N, % 4 e R ) AR LA R e
ZH B REEAC (Tipayno et al., 2018) , ffifg ZREME
H BB FF (Sheik et al. , 2012; Berg et al., 2012) ,3X
ATLAAE— 5 TR JE F R REAR SO o ZFE MR B0
sl

A USSR, AR S R e A
eV 20 R 3E Y W) (Sun e al., 20135 Wu er al.
2018) , M ASHF FT K 4 3 DL 0 X kg s o 0 47
K153, RIRE A B0 4 43 v 1 B & R O R U
B R B R JUHE Cd Pb Hg ZEAFSY
H,Cd Heg ¥WSAIEHETT T I o8 T8 B K 8 3 15
K (p<0.05),5 B AL W HAH I, M5 8- @
YN y- AT AN TC I A SC K &R, o i 22 ST g



134 it 34+ b MBI Tl DX 1 b SR W) 2 A P I Vi 45 A8 R W 23 A 221

JER TSI BT 1R [ B s R 98 R T 9 A AL
JEEANIR] Rl 2300 i 4 Jes A0 R A ) %) I 38 s i A 3R
95 4f 19 28 355 38 N % ( Bouskill et al., 20105 Li
et al., 2017) [}, Cd Hg U5 W4 AL B2 e 1] 8.3
TR, W P E T Y SR R Cd Hg & &
(A BE T /L I ELAS Ak 8 5E B X Hg Bk SR
(p<0.01).Pb W 5 84T 1 J& | 2F T 147 )8 . 2 1EAH
K (p<0.01) , Horp 75 B B A0 2, & /K P b i A T
FE A B AT S I 4R R A
K(E2),MEAFZHITUESE T 2E A 3 X 2
4 T 2P, H 7 ARG As PRItk
55 EEAEH (Kelly et al., 2000;Ruta,2011).

AIE B AR AR rp B R 0 1T TR B
F A AR5 R 0 b e L (Liu
et al., 2014; Li et al., 2017) , 1 XF 1 3] J& 7K F 1
OTU 431 2 B #5 N5 e o a8 2 AR TR B 11 b R 2211
W AE, JF HS5 2R 4 8 R IE A 56 56 &R . Guo 55
(2017) BIABEVE A F B 4 A>52 8 4 Jm 15 YL i A H
HH I PALRE B 0 AR G B v T AR B ] R oAt
PR, 3K 5 AR SO 98 4518 254, 5 T PR v ) X
& JE G Y B B B i 52 1 5 Ak B A 2R IR
SET RGN T N R R ALY B — )
I]ﬁlz(fif'ﬁﬁjj(Tangaromsuk et al., 2002) ,ﬂéﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂg‘iﬂﬂ
B SR A 4 B 15 YA BT AT AR 5 B R B8 7.

Wi T H 4 Jm R R LA F A PR R Gn 4 e
b PP T A 5 ) 2 A W VR L, o R 2
BRENT pH H2 R UK (Tang et al., 2019) .4 W55 %
B, pH 252 + 38 p 1 45 8 13 N 8 FR )
VRS [l 23 el s o 4 Ja it IR AR T S 5 A
BTGB o — 20 3 BUHUE YR VR 4510 1 22 Ak
(Wang et al., 2012; XV VD4E ) 2018) . 5 Z AL, 76
AT & B pH SE0 G G PR TE AL, Ho
i PR TR s 2 B 18 X pHL A AR T A A1 i
A i U 2% 0 X ek 1 B 85 1) T 32 14 ( Menon et all. ,
2019) . [AIEFEAM T AP 5 pH I T & B
TR (p<0.01) RIS Z HIBFSE, X & th T4
RUBEAE R R 25 10 T 2 T8 3 M RIOR KO (R R =2
4, 2015) , FOXT A+ SO W TE VR B9 R e AR B Ry
JEZ.

5 512 ( Conclusions)

ARSCUA TN XS i1+ B 3 X R AR R XN
WFFEIX. 30 2ok %o v A S A v o R S A R

VR LA A ZREPE R X FE o BT, B 4 B0 X 1 4
AR o SR AR Wi v 2 SR AT T 2 . T ST 4G
SRR, IR BY T s AR M
JETTRARDL , RIS L e AR W ke vie AU B A 5
SO (LR <5 R 9 T A R A T R X R IR 2%
MRS AEAMT I, 1 SRR L S XA i
SR f R W SR A BRIE DR 4 i B DR R I el
Ytk EEE SR OTR, WAL, i KB T
A0 B 4 S Y R T B B B2 P VA BEER
S5 Y7 MAFAE BRIV 1 BT 5 2 AP FEIR R
7 e MR A X R T ) R B S, RS A AR AR
SRR A B T R A W A v 2 N B
HAEPE R AR AR T IR MW 5+ iR
i + SR ) S A A LB, 5 2B R
FER TR FEE X Y T2 5
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