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Abstract: Using pyrene-contaminated saline-alkali soil as the test soil, the microbial community structure in the process of
bio-electrokinetic remediation (BIO-EK) of pyrene was monitored by high-throughput sequencing technology, combined with the
variation characteristics of pyrene concentration and microenvironment, the correlation among microbial community structure,
pollutant concentration and soil microenvironment during BIO-EK remediation was analyzed. The results showed that the pyrene
concentration in BIO-EK decreased from 288.03 mg/kg to 73.40 mg/kg after 91 days, while the bioremediation (BIO) and
electrokinetics (EK) reduced the concentration of pyrene to 114.23 and 150.27 mg/kg, respectively. The degradation rate of pyrene
was higher in the early stage, but gradually decreased with the extension of the treatment time. Meanwhile, the application of electric
field caused obvious changes in some soil environmental factors (temperature, moisture content and pH) and microbial community
structure, and the change of microbial community structure was the main reason that pyrene could not be degraded continuously and
efficiently. Therefore, BIO-EK remediation process could be controlled by regulating soil microenvironment and constructing
high-efficiency degrading bacteria, which is expected to achieve the aim of continuous and efficient degradation of pollutants.
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Table 1 Initial characteristics of the test soil

TR R ZHUH
pH 8.5
R (%) 0.17

BH 85 128 e (CEC, cmol/kg) 10.87
SAPEK(OC, g/kg) 3.48
A (TN, mg/kg) 350

H R (mg/kg) 19.49
B AU (mg/kg) 4.26

5K (EC, pS/em) 1008

T ERLAR ST (um, %)
< 13.9
2-20 29.7
20~2000 56.4
1.1.2 V7G3Y) H(LERE>98%, il Tk ARl

AR D) ST bk e AR, L 300mg/kg LG
BN L3 7o oA, SR TR 14d, 0075
FESEBRPIAa R Ry 288mg/ke.
1.1.3  Befie CAAT A s e I b 4 B
(1) 4 BRATREAR S 2 B 05 K N SR SYP-1.
SYP-2. SYP-5 FIl SYP-11 Jyftik 4 &, SYP-1
AR KREE g (Delftia sp.),SYP-2 Fl SYP-11 Jhyifi
T8 JE (Marinobacter sp.),SYP-5 Jj 2f i ¥ T )&
(Bacillus sp.)" T2 A8 25 (IR A8 7R 38540 )G,
FER T R R AR 77 56 0,30°C |« 140r/min K%
7% 3d,8000r/min 2.0 Smin, 725 _EiE, T CHLER R
TR TR O ik, 3RS ODgoonm THZT 0.25
(BRI, R T S IR B SR 108 5%,pH. (6
N 8.6, il 7 15 T R .
1.2 RIRE BT

RIS E WA 1 Rz B4 PVC hifE=
(20cm>10cmx>8cm). WY ELU YR kLA, HLR
FEH AR R 5 A, L AN B HE A (20emx
Tem) 6] 1398 5 il A7 3R S0 &0 5 LABI 17K 2 280K,
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Fig.1 Schematic of the experimental set-up (a) and sampling positions (b)
a FEEb kridtie T3S, e bl o UFEAT Hal, a2, bl A b2, Hbitibscl A1 o2, WAt S i ki i IR);e3 1 o4 WA IF) AR rEAR b fiseS, 6 Ff s

TRIFHEE B 2 A HL A - B A 12 5 (bio—
electrokinetics, BIO-EK). HLZ/J{& & (electrokinetics,
EK). 1E#15 & (bioremediation, BIO). LAk, 5 & T
X HE4H(CK). HoH, BIO-EK il BIO ¥5 4 -3 Fh 75 in
WG R 3% At T P B v A g b R i e ) R s
] 10’~10°CFU/g, -3 5 0 Rl pH A 5351 4 1% 8.0,
R A 5 KK B 67.5%; EK R CK Hs i
AHIF R ML ER B TR A LR . pH (L RIK 73 5
i 5 BIO-EK F1 BIO #4f[F]. BIO-EK il EK 7E /&
la Pros g g A7, it Bim s 1.0V/em,
R AR 14 & 30min P4 —k; BIO A1 CK 7E5 EK Al
BIO-EK AH [F] () + 18 & v AT (H AN Jili i i 3. 4%
1.5kg AbIGF I 585y RN TR R — RSy
S DA /N TR) BRI L R 91d, e i 1) 3R N
2T K DR RE T 1K 47
1.3 RE ik
1.3.1 WA SR I E  BIO-EK H )
HoL 370 B B A FL R R 1 5 Smin i sg 1 Ik BERSE
3% 6 UG IEERAGE I E 2 I Ak A 2
Sk Ul el G ol vl oA s, K
Iy LA 125 (WY 33 5 ) - Sl 5 v o R
MWE—UG T3 pH Hil pH P10 5E, 3Kty
1:2.5 (WIVy; 38 8K it FH RS0 5 ; - 33K i v
0 SR FH B T s P 2 A e i R &4
PREEINE ; LI R AN S R S IR A &
I ;I VRS R L VT R, DL I A
D 5 e AR FH B 07200 5 - 498

R AR AP L (200 52 5 - R0 A% 43 A SR B
FIEE.
1.3.2 TS EME  BIO-EK. EK. BIO
Jo CK ORI R A 7d BT 16 FT7R 1R 9 AN 5L
FE, BRI T 5, 0T BRI (40 D) A A 5 AR 7S
I3RS Ja PEEUEE, SR i OB A 15 (HPLC) il e
FE B R FH MR IR AT 58 B, T4 B B 5 BB I
[ () AR A AR ARG B3 T — R (91d), bRl sz VR AT 5 1A
TS AN E 9 AN s T B, A
75 B EE S =B 2 ) (1) AR AL BRI U 2 & HPLC
BAESAT R
PR RT J5 1 HRE 7e A 0 B 3 40 H 7,
FREX 1g F S0mL (¥, 0o A, N\ 74 A A0 — G FR
TRA WA ) 30mL, 75 L7 i 56 P 3 88 20 J5 8 e 24
I 30min(7K i <35C) i 20 2min(8000r/mim),
A OCE R HETE R, FE ] 30mL PR S e
TR (11 LU ) 1) 5 YRR D0 3 B v, &
TP IR P Kk 46 22 T H (i 2l £ G
il FEE A A ImL,H 0.22pm A HLIEM IS 38 2 ER
FR/ANB AR HPLC $AE 433l SIS RK,
BAEEEE Ay : Z15/7K 90:10, Omin; ZJ15(100%)1min; Z,
/7K 90:10, 9min; FH:3 4 25.0°C ;734 4 1.0mL/mim;
HEFEARFRA 10.00L.
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1.3.3  GAEMREE T X 0,7,21,63 F1 91d BIO
H1 BIO-EK A FIAIIL 10 A 34 5 L 91d BIO-
EK AbPEZAN[RIERE 551 4 A B3R AT
REE B 2L, BIO-EK 41N [FIHURE A1 4 ANFE
Je ¥ 9 AL (B Ib)FE il & I J5 A, ARk o al
a2, bl I b2 &I, E RN ath; el Fl 2 B IF KRN
cl+c2;c3 Fl ¢4 &I, KRN ¢3+cd; ¢5 FPhKIR.

ATt 4% DNA 42 Bl 7 & (QIAGEN GmbH,
Germany)$& U 1340 iR 2L 41 DNA J, R 514
338F(5’~ACTCCCTACGGGAGGCA-3’) F1 806R
(5>-GGACTACHVTWTCTAAT-3")¥ # V3-V4 [X
f¥] 16S rRNA FEP.FHIFE 724 98°C A 2min;98°C
APE 308,50 C AL 30s;72 CARPE 60s, 1 5 30 1X;72°C
FEMH Smin.PCR =4 H DNA i4Lik5 £ (Omega,
America)Zlifk.,#8 J5 K H NanoDrop 2000 (NanoDrop
Technologies, Inc., Wilmington, DE, USA) € & .1 H
Tlumina ff)] NEBNext Ultra DNA 3 il #-35 &
(NEB, USA)EE S SCIE 4 TR 5 4% 1) S Tl
Illumina HiSeq2500 -~V &5 (Biomarker Technologies
Co., Ltd., Beijing, China)i47 iy i I /3 45 15 2111
J E G B SO IR ) (Base Calling) 70 AT s
1 K I s I 2 7 51 (Sequenced  Reads), 3E 47 £ 4 Tl
AEFR 45, KM FLASH v1.2.7 3 overlap %44
FEATR reads #EATHH#2,79 254G Tags %(¥i(Raw
Tags); Ho X, R ] Trimmomatic v0.33 XFHFE1S 211K
Raw Tags MEAT I 38,15 21 5 T 1) Tags Hi#f (Clean
Tags); f¢ i il ik UCHIME v4.2 %5 3 2B ik &1k 7
G, 15 B B 2 3 84 (Effective  Tags). il i
USEARCH v11.0.667 {E 97% HJAH LA 7K - LX)
Tags BEAT HIK, K13 73 LK AE A7 (OTUs), Hf 2 T
silva 73 JE2EHAIR PEXT OTU MEAT 4 2824148, /] Venn
KIS FE i 2 )3T B ) OTUs K OTU (4K
TP 90 5 AW 2 25 Kl P kAT LU X 15 3 B A
OTU X N (A 73 A5 L BE T 7 % 7K - (phylum.,
class. order. family. genus. species)Z¢ il & &
ARG QUME B A BAN R 73 287K 7 L)
PR AH R BT LRZHIRE & 2K K
R RETE 45 K R Mothur(v. 1.30)%) K 5 ) ACE
F1 Chaol (P F %) Shannon 1 Simpson (¥)Fh%
FEME)SE o ZFEMEFREOHAT IR A qime (v1.8.0)
XF B 2R BCAT 23 B, S 5 AT (PCA)

FAFR D HT(PCoA)FIHEFE B2 4k ] 4 T (NMDS).
A He A %) Y 43 #r (Canonical — correspondence
analysis, CCA)Z 1A= W)V &5 K %) - 3 2 44 [H
ERLTINA
1.4 Hdlantr

BN R IE R BB AR B 2R
SRR AT R R 55 TR (v, 3.0.2) 2 i, FLAt &
JERHA] Excel 2019 Zxl;J5 7270 MR SPSS 17.0
(SPSS Software, USA)™ “Duncan’VZ:;Beta % #{4
T Bray Curtis 5E347 53 #7.

2 ZFR5WE

2.1 R R AR

i8] 2 740, 91d J5 BIO-EK. BIO. EK £l CK
FREE R S TR 1) 288.03mg/kg 43 HIFEZE 73.40,
114.23,150.27,256.09mg/kg (& 2(a)). K — 2 5h 112
PRI DL AN ) Ak B8 3ok 8 v o 3 1D BB A, R U 7 R )
IR RN 0.9678~0.9827 IR KA U AE 91d 1)
Ab BRI FE 1 BIO-EK  H EE IR 8 At 6 500 K,
0.0151d ' 23314 45.90d, 111 BIO Al EK 71 (1) B Al
HARFEE BN 0.0111 A1 0.0078d 2 TE W53 4
62.45 FlI 88.87d,if1 CK H LI A o i B0
0.0012d " LWL 577.62d(F% 2). DL 45 B0
BIO-EK W& 18 5 A F 1 (2 b T ¥ B g A 20
+.BIO. EK Fll BIO-EK At F2 o 1y 8 T 1) Bt
AR, ST B A Ak IS TR P S K, 5 i Sk % 30 3 o
(1 22), 5 RIS 45 S AU CK 1 BIO Hh, 1k
WA (als a2, bl. b2y cl. c2. c3. c4 Fl ¢5)
) I3 AR 2R TI5 W & 25 5 (P>0.05), 1] EK Al BIO-EK 41
rh B FE AR A I BORE si(al s a2+ b1 Fl b2) AR
T HAdAT £(P<0.05).EK Fl BIO-EK 41+ al. a2.
bl F b2 IR ZIE 200 49.3%~49.6% 11
79.1%~80.5%;c1+ 2. ¢3 Fl c4 fifRIBRAR TG 2
AN 45.3%~48.5%F1 69.9%~76.9%:; 125 Hi # 1 12¢ [
S 1 BRI AR, 20 ) 43.5%F1 65.2%(F& 2(b)). HL
508 A 2 ) b 1) 2 e o 5 | RS Vg Y ) o i 6 11
AN [, A e i 5 v L) I A 2 B E AR OG, X
L% CAERT I RORIE S b e sz e 2 A+
BB AR A DL K i 0 5 RS ) B A 0 v A AR
SR =P i i e ) Ty o Tl 1 ok S
(10 o 22 L A
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Fig.2 The variation of pyrene concentration with time in 100
different treatments and the degradation rate of pyrene 50
at different sampling sites by day 91 0
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Table 2 First-order kinetic equations of pyrene degradation in

different treatments

wm OTEIRBRREEAC b o)
In(Co/C)= K(d"
BIO-EK  0.0151+ 0.0084 0.0151 0.9793 45.90
BIO  0.0111¢+0.0135 0.0111 0.9782 62.45
EK  0.0078+0.0007 0.0078 0.9678 88.87
CK  0.0012¢+ 0.0027 0.0012 09827  577.62

T CO LR 8 1A b IR 7).

2.2 BIO-EK AbFE R e AR 4L,

€ 3 24 BIO-EK 56 ik 2 A F gt A8 4 A5 100 it
M7 1d J5 g A ER(th 240mA _EFF4E 247mA),
I J D)L AR, 7 MR B0 e Rt BAR T K
()R 78 FL I A BT 0] - (E 3 A | R R A A
91d I, FF&ZE 23mA WY 135 5 K m (1%),
i BIO-EK A (#y Ha i b fed v 1 Hee o™ o e —
ANFEE [ R BR SR LR 18 Ak S B T R
AR LT R A S RIS K B TR A
SR PIAR PO AR I W1 L AT BT BT AT el T

I 17 (d)
K3 BIO-EK iRE i Fe b i A fb

Fig.3 Changes in electric current during the experimental
period of BIO-EK

2.3 hREEKA TR

TER A Y- B B8 52 b 3 4 1 I
LA 27 I IE AT DL A Ak A ) DR 5 A v A U
FI I EEARAEL I 4 AN [F] A B 5 B I 1)
FIAN ) RAE i AR AR 56 I FE 7 ,CK AT BIO
(1) - 38~ S50 R A AR SE /N, i) by e R R /K
1 63.1%~69.0%F1 60.3%~72.2%, 1 EK F1 BIO-EK
e S BT A it 0 H 37 i BT el T R AR AR T B
T B, 14d Ja HEBCRRRK R 68.9%F1 69.0% 7 11 T
[ 42 40.7%F1 40.8%(F 4a), AR & B 1) L3 b xb 78
ARGy I S U1 W 5 R P AH K 2 T FE W oK T
AR 5% 45 2027 AT i il F AW 9T L 3 Eh e i
(1%), FL L 3 P52 38K, DR 1 i 75 A 1 P A 2 S N 3 i
PS8 oK o B w2 S 30 i B OR,
FL YA 9 /0, A T e B 2 4 0 9 7 2 i % i U120,
91d Ji7,CK HI BIO &b P 358 o AN [R] HIORF pii - 39890 1
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e @A 1k(P>0.05), 1] EK #1 BIO-EK 4bF +3g8 rr,
B s 22 T SR AT AN A R A B Aok
AT (al s a2+ b1 A1 b2) 13 T He e AT
H(P<0.05)(K 4b), 7T fE i T HL B /R 5 P (H
H T ) 30 70 e r A R e, 5 A5 N R AR )
HAR R AR AL

80
70
60 |
sOf (a)
i) a
= 40 f
B®
H 30 F —e—CK —a— BIO
20 F —o—EK —a— BIO-EK
10 |
0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 4 14 28 42 56 70 84 91
i} i) (d)
80
(b)EIal Ha2 bl Nb2 BAcl Bc2 Bc3 Bc4 Bcs
BT Y7 §t?§
_ N
S o0 HINY Wi ,
] N W 23
# N 0 1
z 0 iy Wi 3
i Z N z
= 0 N Wi é
N Wi é
o N R
Z 3
5o LN Wi ’
CK BIO EK BIO-EK
R b
Bl 4 AN A2 4 0 1 B IR ) A2 4k (a) B 91d AN TR BORE s+
R IE (b)

Fig.4 Changes in soil moisture content with time in different
treatments (a) and the soil moisture content at different

sampling sites by day 91 (b)

2.4 HEREARN

Bl S Dy AN ) Ak 2 e A S8 5 B e 1) 7 7 .
D&k 2R 0, A S I A B A TR) SR B R B I
FE A AR SR A7 P AN Ti) e o v 3 13X 56 4 (EK
1 BIO-EK) 5 AJiti i F iz (15 2 (CK. FI BIO)i
JEE e S TE 3 09k 26~32°C A1 27~37°C N 37 1
EK Al BIO-EK 41 (1) >F-#453fL B2 Lt CK F1 BIO 41111°F
Y9 S v 1~7°C i mir SR 5 A Bt o v 3 455 A it o
HL 37 1 A 56 4 2 1) L 9 e W 8 25 R ) Acar
2 DOVRIE 5% 2 B, Ao L s A6 064 T Ao 42 I £
Pl A - S3EE E THE 10~20°C SO FSY 6 B s
JE NI AEAE WA B Pk b P A A g b, il
A% R P PR B AL, A A A T W A L AR

. S S0 4 T R, T R T A L B
PIRIIEIRGS . S LSS I DTS B B e AL
R 2, THI T £ 388 3 5 W B A BV 4 A T
AN YT S e

39
.- @ - CK
37 —a—3BI0
o35 —o—FK
& 33 o —8—BIO-EK
ut
Z 3
29
27
25
0 10 20 30 40 50
a1 (d)

K5 ANIRI AL 2R 4B AR A

Fig.5 Changes in soil temperature in different treatments

2.5 3 pH HAML
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T 8> 2
Q.
_E’_i%’ »
H 80 _e k  —a—BIO
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70 \ \ \ \ \ \ \
0 4 14 28 4 5 70 84 91
N E] (d)
10.0
(b) Hal Ba2 Bbl . L
95 Nb2 Bcl B2 | \
Bc3 Bcd4 Bes | §
1 9.0 F : §
= : g‘
T \
BN Z .
£ 2 1R T
1 Z ¥
\ 4 N
] % ER
] Z L
5o LN Y 0
CK BIO EK BIO-EK
TR b B
Kl 6 ANl abEE 18 pH (EBE I (AR () & 91d A [ 55
3% pH {H(b)

Fig.6 Changes in soil pH with time in different treatments (a)

and the soil pH at different sampling sites by day 91 (b)

b1 ¥l 6 7T Ja1, TR 0 Tk e 25 Adh 1398 pHL
FERL /NG B N 950 (8.42~8.67).CK. Al BIO ki,
5 KA U 1] pH AB A B 2 22 7(P>0.05), 1T EK Al
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BIO-EK 414N 5 pH {2 [0 {hli BE R, LR
A F AR B i FARk A EK AT BIO-EK. H, HL AR B
WL alva2.bl F1 b2 ,pH (AL 435k 7.59~
9.70 F17.60~9.67,1M cl~c5 s [Al ) pH {H A4 i
BNk 8.22~8.55 i1 8.48~8.60(14] 6b). 24 [1) 115
w37 I R R AR R E AR K S Y. 2 A R A
BT -39 pH AF K 26 I 3 AR A6, i 1248 Ak — Dy T
A DU I 5 g b 5 R B S AR DTiE S
S T 35 W FELYZ JAE 140 7 I R 5, 3 v % 3 v v
YIMAEAETEAS . AL AR A SR N TR R 55 = A TR
g 35 1, T RS B R L KR
2 FE I S T 4 ) S5 10 T Y G ) B AR AR 7 AR
P AHESE I A 30min P4 — K B P
J5 3 R T R AR B I A it pHL L PR A (H AR R
TR 45 57 EK Fl BIO-EK HUBR BT 133 pH
E AT A R 5 () A8 4, 1T e 5 A o L U 5 LR R 2
S PR AR 27 BN A S, T 1% 28 Ak 1T g 5 R T P R
T S 1 3 TR Gy R R 2 R A R T
2.6 THAEMIREEA
14 MR 3E3RA 1,119,259 % Reads, X

Reads Pf%. i385 3724 1,018,506 4% Clean tags,
BANFEN S /D=4 49,213 4% Clean tags, V3= 4
72,750 %k Clean tags. 7t 97% AL 7KV X tags
AT R K RS OTU %, fir 7 L Ff
16STRNA W 3 37 7 Z2 35 KT 99%, Bt W R
FEA B 3).
2.6.1 TEERCEMIZAYERMER ST kR 3]
HLBEE S T BIO 4 3k OTUs LK
ACE FI Chaol FRHFEAS 5L 18 #1445, i i +
BEGAE ) = B B A 0, A Simpson A1 Shannon $544
AR KA, L 43 1) S 36 3 9 2> AR I T 48 K 1)
R UL B A 18 S T, BIO Ab 3 - 3 A )
ZFEPEAR BT ;i BIO-EK H1, M\ Chaol fil ACE

FHLL & Simpson F Shannon $RECKRE ALPE 7d J5
TR 0 BN 2 FEER IR B B K 454 Venn
Kl 7a)HEAT 3 47, BIO-EK H 385 4= 2 AL v A
FERE AR ¥y T BIO, U6 L At 84 n T+
B A 1) 22 RE AN S P A F Bl ) 2 1 g vk ]
PRIV B ) 55 5l A= 2 TR P A A Y AT A 330
SRR A D0 G 1 A A R R A A AR
75380 50 35 20, IH W BRI 1 2 0 H AR B 2R

A R O P A0 D R O e % D3 3 s gy g
S - R AR W1 2 R I R TR B 5 A A AR
th,BIO-EK 35k E 8 BIO Tt 1~7°C Al fig
AT RS SR A A 1 22 P R S R G o )
Ja R 12 24 BIO-EK #1,Chaol F1 Ace LLJ% Shannon
H1 Simpson 7EAS [RIHURE fi 2 [A] AR A AN K AT 46 W
ANTFJIBURE: R TR A 4 = R 22 R AR A 5 /) .pH
R K 235 B2 S 0 o 25 A B 1) i TR PO T,
ABH T T H AR AR M 1 B S v D4 pHL LRI ZK 43
5 I A R A W g A A, DR T X 2 40 1) 22 R R
F RN,

®3 TEHRNEVFEESSEN
Table 3 Richness and microbial diversity indices in soil

samples

OUT ACE Chaol Simpson Shannon 3CJ# 7
AN IEE B0 BB IRBL &R
od 157 221.45 210.04 0.27 1.74  0.9991
7d 192 24328 232.83 0.23 1.99  0.9993
BIO 21d 203 239.71 231.28 0.18 246  0.9993
63d 240 26490 25550 0.06 3.63  0.9993
91d 251 304.69 260.33  0.04 4.15  0.9999
0d 228 292.16 281.82 0.14 2.60  0.9989
7d 388  446.72 469.85  0.02 4.65 0.9942
BIO-EK 21d 179 300.28 229.00 0.38 2.24  0.9996
63d 211 255.12  224.00 0.07 4.06  0.9998
91d 259 361.87 34220 0.13 2.68  0.9988
at+b 265 289.59 289.24 0.11 295  0.9992
cl+c2 240 29220 28593 0.16 2.47  0.9993

R L
c3+ed 257  275.09 275.00 0.13 2.89  0.9996
c5 251 289.70 29632  0.14 2.81 0.99%4
26.2 WUEMIREE AT AR T o B

(Principal Component Analysis, PCA)( 7b),BIO
0~21d FERhECAHEF,63~91d B, B 0~21d
TP VE ST, T 63~91d R4, ] I 5 B
WA RS AR T EER AR 63d JTTtn T HLA
BIO-EK  ZH % WUFEIN R FE i 20 AT 8L o L, DLW s
RTINS T 2 e G AL B R T W R AR A [ I,
BIO-EK AN RAT iU ity FEAR A — 2, Ut W] AN R X
FE R IR i S R AN SRR 0 i (] Te)
g5 Ridk— PR BIO TP MR AR B R
£ 63d Jri, il BIO-EK 21 il E YR SR 78 7d )i
BRIV AR T W] A PR AR AR AR AR 25 ) L R AR AR /DN
K] 7(d) s T AN RIS TAFIAN [ A7 i A A
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WIRR AL T 17K b R 20 SRR 6T 3 BE 6 4 il i
10 FPA AT 1T AR = BEREAT 73 B, 45 SR 3K I, )R B
['J(Firmicutes) “ZJETR [ 1(Proteobacteria) T2k
I"J(Actinobacteria) MFUFT 18 | 1(Bacteroidetes) = J&
B, AR )RR ST Y IR B 5 7 T i &
PP BIO b3 380 Firmicutes 7E7T 63d i
o7 U 55 15 (42.7%~52.2%), 91d I FEAEZE 19.0%,
Proteobacteria 1EHT 21d [1F/%(39.1%~48.7%) LK
T Firmicutes, 5 3B & FA%, 22 91d B 42 12.9%;
Actinobacteria F Bacteroidetes ) =F J& F A I bt A #
i R) ST T, A 91d I, 4l W46 1)
0.5% K1 0.2% 14 N & 34.1% Fl 23.4%. FH B0 5,
BIO-EK Kb 3 -3 rh i = Wi 4k 7d Ja RV A T
W W A4k o Firmicutes R Proteobacteria )23
ST EIHE S B AR BT 21d TR
58.8%F11 31.4% 73 I 45 11.5%F1 11.2%, 4% 91d B L
30 B A 45.3%A1 22.1%; Actinobacteria = b
AL BN ) 52 28 T 1 I () 359 1d J5 FL L9 FHAT4a 1)
6.5% 42 28.6%; H5 BIO AN[A )&, 76 7~63d 1)1
FEFROR I 21 T 88 vy = B 1 #E 5 1] (Cyanobacteria), 3t
FREBE R A RIS B R RRRES, 21d s
62.3%. 1157 % W ,Cyanobacteria W] 4= 35 7E M it 340 35
RIS A kS . PAHS 2576 N 2 FE ML
e,

WA (E] Te) AR AEE— 20 13509 BIO Ab2E -
WP AE YRR HIAE 63d Ja kAT W B IARL,
M T 3% BIO-EK 4, H 30 vk 45
FAEA I B sk, 7d J B A T B S AR A 6T 5
HI 10 FROLFA B A AAHRT 32 B2 40 BT 22 81, BIO. Hh A TR
N(Bacilli)F y—"% T 5 M (gammaproteobacteria) {E Aij
21d FRE R, 5 4 37.6%~50.3%F1 38.9%~48.6%,
Jei WIMPRTE B 45 8.6%~13.3%A1 2.4%~5.0%:; K £k 14
4 (Actinobacteria) TN 18 2N (bacteroidia) 7 J5 bifi
Ab BRI B AR b LW 0 Ry, 2 91d I AL
Bl A6 1K 0.5% A1 0.2% 73 il 1T+ & 34.0% Al
23.2%.BIO-EK ' Bacilli f1 gammaproteobacteria F
JEAE 7d Ji B S FAIG, 2 1d Ji5 20 501 FHRIT AR 1) 58.8% Al
31.4%F 2 11.5%F1 11.2%,J5 W1 g 17F,91d J5
ORI A 45.2%F1 19.9%;7~63d I TAEFRL IS T
B8 1 PR SO 4l B M (Oxyphotobacteria), Yo 7E
21d HIF L 62.3%.

AN TRV EURE R 2 TR G0A ) B v A AR AL H 25 4
A A — R AR T TR, B AR 1) 5
R, Actinobacteria (14.9%) 2 BE AR T HoAth A7 5
(20.8%~41.9%), 1 Firmicutes(41.7%)~Proteobacteria
(29.0%)H! Bacteroidetes (10.9%)7 IR v T Hof:
BLR(EAWTTFEE 0 30.4%~41.4%. 19.7%~
28.0% FI 1.3%~6.4%). I\ 4 7K - F , AN 7] HUFE A
Bacilli =EJEARVE RN 30.3%~38.5%; AR B 1T (a+b)
+FEH gammaproteobacteria (16.8%)7 5 FEAR T-H:
"BV R(22.7%~23.8%), 1T atb Fll c1+¢2 £ Actinobacteria
(34.1%~39.8%) 4= BE A iy T-H B A7 18(13.8%~18.1%).
XA e R ZE R T R S RIS K E (8] 4b)Hl pH
18 (& 6b) Jir &A= (k4% ) [ty A8 Ak A7 oGP0,

A [F) A2k BN 1) B AN [) SR A A v A 3508
FIAZ AR 7€ Frs. BIO B SRk v 1 21d A3
J&(Marinobacter). %% EK % J& (Staphylococcus)~ #
LEAT 1R )8 (Virgibacillus) RV 2 F AT B & (Bacillus) N
3w g, b Marinobacter 1 Bacillus ik 54
YRS 0 PR AU TR PR, ] A Y G R A g
FLAT BRI 56 4 g R R 1 [ B (1 AR 2R
1R 8 (Delftia) Ff AT W 2, 30 B 2L 55 5+ ) S [
PEELSS. Marinobacter 72— #5585 Jeg, 3 ] )
Z A R e &AL A WA R i RD fig & ) E — ok
PR Bacillus S — Ry AR S AK 5 ) B i
JBYLHESAUEW] Staphylococcust™ . Virgibacillus™"
¥ HA5 PAHs [¥fi#RE ). BIO 18 & 5 I A & s R A
T AR A, HLFE R B A PR, S ,63d AN HY
/S & h
Muribaculaceae FIFLAT 1 J& (Lactobacillus), 1 91d &
21 3K 1 J& (Rhodococcus) 18 0 AL 3504 I, SR UE B AT
77 A A 2 TG T, e A i 2 Bl AR A T,
BIO-EK &b B #271 , W45 L B 8 4 Bacillus
Marinobacter R Staphylococcus,7d J& W& 2L T W i
(AR, 7~63d FEMPLABEE N Lactobacillus-
Rhodococcus Fluncultured_bacterium f Muribaculaceae,
91d Jii Bacillus ! Marinobacter = J5 W it [AFF, i It
AN B I Staphylococcus T &
(Halomonas) R < 14 1 J& (Aeromicrobium). 3 71,
Halomonas % JATTH A E, JF H AT PAHs 4R fig
jJ[SOJ, Aeromicrobium ) SE R Fh A EL AT R EE B
PP IEHA PAHs B AE )R FIBURE st 3

uncultured bacterium f
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J&N Staphylococcus~ Aeromicrobium- Marinobacter -

& Halomonas F! Bacillus.
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Fig.7 Changes in soil microbial community
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2.7  IEIMEI T S TEYIRER S5 R R G R

g8 by G R () FRAR DL B R T 1 7
FEAT 15 4908 IR L Ap) i AR AR Ak, T e B AR P B
Vi GER AR [ b 2 Ah BIO-EK & 42 ik B v Fi 37 1)
s R S ST pH (. SRR RS
AR Ak A ] g T BT SRR PR ) S 38 1T S )
B35 Y i) B 2 R BT 43 M BIO A BIO-EK
VOBEBUW Sl L o 57 S AP I RS K G Y/ b ST TIPS
2L IR . pH (H. RS K
oty d K RE KRR I R ) M D A B AR
DA WA 0 A T8 7K b B A 6T = B2 P £,
A BRI 43 Hr (CCAY (B 8) M4 ] 8a, i M3~
oy B AERE T BIO AbHE I3 rh R Wi A2 b
[¥] 48.5%AH1 40.5%, i IS LR T 89.0%, 4l 1
KW EEAR L« W E ke, 5 Staphylococcus
Bacillus AR 2 F 4 pH EHITAERE, 5
Rhodococcus 5 1EAH I AR ) 8b, 11 94N HE 74l 43
WAERE T BIO-EK AbHL A3 rh i A W e R AR AL 11
45.4%H124.1%, il 4B IEARRE T 69.5%, 0 A
FEV& AR s dpe R R 3 Oh H3% pH E, H OOk T
w3 E, 5 Marinobacter
Staphylococcus Bacillus Aeromicrobium 5 1F-FH %,
S BIO-EK 1 - 388 B A ORI B 1 3 (H 3L
X TSR A WDV G AR A AR B R R ) 4 SRR W,
3% pH (L BB T DL AR FE AR AR 2 51 BIO A
BIO-EK &b 3! 4 38 i = W e v 4 4 A2 AR AL 1)
= I DAL T A D 8 A 1) AR A ST B R 3 ik
BEAN R 5 252 v 280 1 A ) 2 D A

(a) BIO = BO

4 B7

* B21

® B63

2- v B91

Akkermansia
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Fig.8 Canonical correspondence analysis (CCA) of microbial

community composition and soil environmental factors in the
treatments of BIO and BIO-EK
&3 BIO,BE f{#* BIO-EK

3 %it

3.1 BIO-EK (& BEEAR T L3 ke
fif A5 91d AL Bt F v BIO-EK M 6 1) [ Atk 2 5
$h 0.0151d ™ 22 80] 04 45.90d, 1M 4 1 BIO A1 EK
1653 v L I A AR 5 4043 3 b 0.0111 110.0078d
E WISk 62.45 F1 88.87d; K FH— 24l )y 274yl
0L B3 A [ Ak 8 3 v S A A, 0 U 7 e PR A G
REH 0.9678~0.9827 IR F ALY

3.2 BIO-EK AbHf il F2 b EE 1 B AN b e 82
M HEAT .CCA 43 K13 W1, v 1 140 it Jon e 5152 1) 1 338
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