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Abstract: The unique hydrogeochemical process of the river-groundwater interaction zone can seriously affect microbial
community distribution. Studying the microbial distribution characteristic can provide a new understanding of a series of
biogeochemical cycles. In this paper, the microbial community diversity, species composition and relationship with environmental
factors in the two-dimensional sediment profiles of the interactive zone are analyzed by high-throughput sequencing of 16SrRNA
gene. The results show that the microbial community distribution is more heterogeneous in the profile where river water recharge is

the main water flow direction. Microbial diversity in the hyporheic zone has a remarkably substantial negative correlation with
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NH, , As, and has a negatively correlation with TOC, Mn. Below the water level near the river distributed an area with high
microbial diversity where the oxidative NO, , Fe(Ill), and SO,” were accumulated, the abundance of a large number of
chemoheterotrophic microbes decreased, and that of microorganisms related to phosphorus-accumulating, ammonia oxidation and
methyl-phage increased. The marginal areas of the interaction zone show less biodiversity , with relatively high TOCs, NH,", Mn

and As. In conclusion, the interaction of river and groundwater determines the distribution of DO and TOC in the interaction zone

sediments, thus regulating the changes of the microbial community and the biochemical processes of various elements.

Key words: river-groundwater interaction zone; high-throughput sequencing of 16SrRNA gene; microbial community;

environmental factor; redundancy analysis; biogeochemistry; environmental geology.

T 7K — MR 7K 28 AT 4R AR ISR B3 T R
M 7K 5 H R 7K TR 4 19 X 3k (Liv and Chui, 2019) ,
TE b 35K 5C B i ) B 406 B v oy A A TR K A
FE B W R A (DO) I R A ML B B W
(DOC) LA KAl L 732 4K, H 5 DO . DOC 3% &
It VB 2 M T R KR A T Y 22 B A
FEAEE B 2K JIER AR ) it 78
b2 N A B A L R OB B BE I Y A 2= FAE B R
BE BN 2 AR ) M sk Ak S R X B (Ren ez al.
2018; Sackett ez al., 2019). X /K 5 1o F /K AEAC H.
WHAT AR REMIRAR RS A LT A
T 5 el B R A 3 U Y 5 A 4R RB BE (Fischer e al.,
20053 Lin ez al., 2012) , A HLBR AR 55 8 W S
A= Wy AE AR o8 3 B A 8 B0 0 R 0 A S R
JE ¥ Tk (Benner ez al., 1995; Feris et al., 2003).

2 HL A AR W) R I S A AT BE A2 2 R IR Y s
M), G r A DR 3R X Ak 2B ) B i 04 52 i K T 5 (] R
B (O B WA, 2020) . UURRM BA M BRI FLBL,
R A HLA A ) B AR R A L S ) (R 2% R %
[, 2003) . Gl A= W0 9 2 o 49y BRI A ) b Bk AL
2 W R WA b+ 4 88 (Allison and Martiny,
2008) , A It A2 B A7 B sk A= ) T Vi 2 A I ) A s
[a] A 47 € 19 50 A5 122 4k (Sliva and Williams, 20053
Lowell ez al., 2009; Febria ez al., 2010) , @ #y i &
T A W) 2 T e CBEEE A 55, 2020) . U B
75 PR I URL G HIL ) o2 455 1 Gl AR ) 235 A AT R 1Y O
[N % (Gayraud and Philippe, 2003; Olsen and
Townsend, 2003; Nogaro ez al., 2013). 38 B4y F 4fl
OB T B 1Y 3 0 AR 1E 25 88 I R W b iy AR )
J# (DeFlaun and Mayer, 1983; Bott and Kaplan,
1985; Nogaro ez al., 2010). 38 B 4 Wy 7 V% 4544
5 DOC W4 1284k A5 5% (Stegen et al., 2018) ,H #l
e mT LA SR8 0 A ) A R R R DT R0 v A
JC I AH 5G4 A= ) M KK 22 05 8l (Lee et al., 2012).
7 3 [0 32 B X, AHEE T IR Z U0 , ) K M 3%

F4) 15 A= ) T V% BB N 22 K 4k (Febria er al., 2010). 8%
7, B0 1) 52 F A A AR W 0 T U Al R R T A
TR R A

A Wy 5 1 5 A B 0 o3 (5 2% rh R 2 T
P, 2003) Fl 4% 250 K 191 R (Benner et al., 1995;
Harvey and Fuller, 1998; Fischer ez al., 2005) , H
HE T& 09 W) F 45 7 5 B 8] B OC R UeE B AR W) ek
A2 B AR SC AUV TR I 0 ) 52 AT A AR X
TE 43 0 LATRT 7K #b 25 b T 7K - 7K HE TR K A
PR A ) T ek SR A T B R TR O W R R AN [
TR FE Y 4338 — TR AE o, R T v 3 122 DU P 0 A F
GEWA ZE HL T B R TR Z R Y R SR
oA LRGN FRXR, AR B ITR
5500 5T 1) A ) b R A A e R R L A S AR

1 MeST5k

1.1 ARXER

WF 58 XA F i1 A6 8 KT 2 5 45 1 e S8 8T A
B3, b &b TUVE R i I RN S R, 2 4R TR AE 6~9
H 8 T SR S A 2 KU DUTE R Ui E B
DX P IR 2 LB K K )2 B e 48 Qhg A
TH 40 (Qp's) b3 (4 b W R 4 41, TR B R 10~
20 m, A MR AR H AP 2 F L FLBR K R 2
S JEIX [ 7K B D 4 R I 9 A 8 T R 4 F AR
TN I (A T & AR I BT £ E2 I W13 9% & < |
TR — 2RI, UUF 5513 I T ARSI . 52 )
b A R IR A5 I 32 DX 3R A L VTR KR MR K
A H A AR BLSR BN %I 5 o B B A S A R
FEFI T CE 1), — 5 3 | (PMOD) 7 F 2% B K3 |
i, DURR Y £ B b A+, 0 5 30T K AL 2
290 7 m. i T ORI E KA, PMOL K RLaf 7K
ALK O F L R AR RN TP R AR,
VU ZE Rl A /N S ARAE Y . 5 (PMO2) i T 2%
R KR i, SV BRI TR AL 2 b, A ) 18
URRY Ry A0 ST, T 7K K AL 3EAIG , 32 KK 1 5%



3834 HERBL2E  http://www.earth-science.net

30°63'N

2l P

RN SN

30059!

30°54'
T

112°59" 112°63' 112°68' 112~72' 112°76'E

FE(m)

=]

FE(m)

=]

PR R 25 (m)

1 S I MR A A &
Fig. 1 Study area and sampling point layout
LLLL N RAE AL, IR GO R K

M), Y] 7K K Vi A %
1.2 HREMEXESKRE

FE R 4 B[R] S 2018 4F 8 JT K, kb FIIT.E K
970 KT A v A R A 8 X IR A A EORE B
HL(SD-1, 3 K F| ) 78 PMO1 1 PMO2 # 18 | 4% %
£ 3MR 4~5 m B ULAEE , DEARE |4 50 cm BL— A4
B, TE KA 2 BRI in %5 R A, 2SR A 40 A TIE R
FE il B SRR AL R BE KON N 45 A ] 1T R
SR AR VTR FE B A AL IR 09 TR 0 B AR
(33 mm X 1 m (1 338} 45 ) W iy 7. BRI filf O 5 e
e 5 i B e A B A A0 AL b — 2 ) 6 4Tk
L Z A RALS s RiREmELR=E,
RAFEFNIEAT 5 TR 28 R & 53
e B PREAS P I B A KA W SRR AR L
T H AL 48 B 0 BT B9 RE S 2 T B 3 100 H
.
1.3 #HmPuE
131 W ZFIEHEME B S pH K £ &
2.5 1.0 A2 5 20 2 40 IR B i I s A
Bl (TOC) i A2 2 [\ 47 % BT 3% AL (DtltaV Advan-
tage, USA) I % ; Fe (11) A1 Fe (111) { FH 3 2 F1 & 91
P2 ¥= B2 I AR AE 2 ik i A 3k e s Fe Mn 560 R &
It 2 ) i TR R T S 1 LR S SR S R R

&5t 3% 1% (5100ICP-OES, USA) ¥ il ; NO, .
SO/ . Cl &8 7 H & T 3% (Metrohm 925
ECO IC, Switzerland ) £ I . & 4> & 2k 3K, 45
I8

1.3.2 16SIRNAEEFFEENF 575N 401
Y E 0.4 gFEdh BB 3R, LT 120 MR, R
FH £ B DNA 2 BUR 5 & (Power Soil®DNA) # Bt
DNA. # L 16SrDNA ) V4 X, #:47 PCR Y3, 519
FE 5 T 515F (5'- GTGCCAGCMGCCGCGG
TAA -3") Fl 806R(5- GGACTACVSGGGTATC-
TAAT -3"). ¥ B4 {K & & 25 pL: 5X reaction buffer
5 pl., 5XGC buffer 5 pl.,dNTP (2.5 mM) 2 pl.,
Forward primer (10 uM) 1 pL, Reverse primer
(10 pM) 1 pL.PCR Y"1 24Ky : 98 CHIAE £ 3 min,
98 ‘CA P 155,50 ‘CiE k 30 s, 72 “CHEAH 30 5,72 °C
A SEA 5 min, 4 “CZ b R H iR 25~301K .
At 2% By B B L Yk s PCR 3™ 3 7= # ke ), ok
I AxyPrepDNA #E & 8] i i 71 & (AP-GX-250,
Axygen, USA) #E47 [\ it , PCR " 18 [8] 05 7= ¥ 2¢ 5
& F FH Quant-iTPicoGreen dsDNA i 7] & (Invitro-
gen, P7589, USA) 4t H | I 7£ B b5 1X (FLx800,
BioTek, USA) F#F 4790 & 1 AR 48 45 R |, 1%l 5
AR (0 DU 5 5 5K, X 45 E AR 45 R N7 L 451 32 A7 TR



5510 3

TR A K — M KA 5 A8 BT (AR R 0 A AR R AR IR T 3835

& 2K Tllumina 22 & A TruSeq Nano DNA LT Li-
brary Prep Kit il #5 I J7 SCHEE . %F bRy 38 7= ¥ # 47
7N R i g 52, 4 170 & Y End Repair Mix2 )
Fx DNA 741 5 siig (4 5 g8 5 , [8] 0 % o — > w12
FLPT ADFE 37w Y B O B S s 7E DNA JF 91 19 37 diig 7%
A B LA RS 1k DNA J7 BE A 3%, [ i OR 3IE H A5 ¥
S fig 5 0 42 S A 3% (DU P 423k 37 o A3 — 2 Hh Y
T H& L) s 765 51 57 i 4 /i 2 A SC R4 S M A 28 (HJ)
Index J¥ 51) (9 )3 82 3k , i DNA 4 F 68 9% [& & ¢
Flow Cell I ; 5k § BECKMAN AMPure XP Beads,
T ok R R R e S PR Sk F O R B, Ak i Sk s
B SCPEAR & 5 % 1R % b 2 Sk i DNA R Bk 17
PCR Y™ 14, AT & 52 00 ) SC R AR L I % 1 BECK-
MAN AMPure XP Beads 1 ¥ 4l fb 3C i & 4 74 ;
3E A 200 Byt B b 5 s LUK, R SO AR AR A e B
B5aifb Al H AW FF & 8 illumina miseq, I 7
152 PE250. b LI 7 1, 77 22 56 % SO 7E Agi-
lent Bioanalyzer I #47 i % , >& i Agilent High Sen-
sitivity DNA Kit. &8 19 SCFEA B H A — g, |
gk 25, Quant-iT PicoGreen dsDNA As-
say Kit 7£ Promega QuantiFluor ¢ )¢ i€ 15 & 4t I %}
SCEHEAT E BB GRS S LI R SO (Index J7
GIASAT A ) B R R RS IS AR S P 7 O A
e BR A, JF 28 NaOH 728 Py 5% i 47 LI T 5
il MiSeq M 77 4 38 47 2> 300 bp i1 X3 I ), A
W57 MiSeq Reagent Kit V3 (600 cycles).
1.4 BESH

FIH QIIME %% 14 (Version 1.9.1, USA) Xt 7 #f
T ALEE AT B L A R B P 2 B IR T 20, H
B 27 AN BE /N T 150 bp B JF 31 5 8K )5 A H Flash
B P 9 R AT 3 R W AR PR T 9 1) S
FER T 10 bp, B A VF G FEH T 5 76 Mothur £ 44
iz i UCHIME 75 ¥ 5 Gold database B4 2 L %t 2%
it & 44, 45 200 Ty 51 . ok H UCLUST /) 7 ¥,
PL 97 %6 B AR ALV K D0 BT 5 91 3R 26 B AT 454 3 2K B
JL(OTU) ; 3K GreenGene £ JE X OTU k47
Wy Fh e B A HT (RE R 0.8) . fE R I ¥y — L b P )5
i QUIME # {4 (Version 1.9.1) 1 %] & OTU % .
iz | Mothur (version 1.35.1) it 5 £ #¢ 1 8 %
Chaol .ACE .Shannon fil Simpson. iz F R # {4 (ver-
sion 3.2.3, USA) H i “Vegan” 1 5 WA 5 I 1 5
T A Wy B V% 19 T 4% 40 B (RDAD) FIAS [] 4 18] 6 26
HET% B2 HEME 22 57 M Anosim £ 5 .

i Fi OriginPro (Version 2018C, USA) %4 i 32
AR LR YA S A8 br ] 28 HL AR DLAR Y A2 ) alpha
22 FEE A3 A B R 38 B A LA 0 i A W AR G 3 B A
Bods R W CF ¥ E . IBM SPSS (Ver-
sionR24.0.0.0) 58 MLl 2E W) alpha 2414 5 S 55 H 5
9 AH SC M By

2 55

21 ZEHGRRYERLZFHE

WFFE X TR I B A AL 2 R A 5] 2. PMOL Y
A UURURE pH 22 5 5K, PMO2 B UL B pH 4 4
i 553 B A T A NTHL R R AR ARG . A T
g Fe Il ) & 2 B M % 5507 A Fe A — B, PMO1
B Fe( D) & &4 4/ T PMO02. PMOL H it BL4 (1)
TOC A F(Cl \NO; .SO,” ) FH#E F(Fe . Mn,
As) i = T PMO2.
22 GAK—HTKZEHRAEY SHED HIFE

AR 120 S FE 5 19 16STRNA 5L PR =5 3 & ) )5
S5 GBS B MR Y alpha 2 REVETE 5L, 2 R
e AR (R 3) . Her Ace Fit Chaol 45 #0t 3%
A= W0 #E 9% 19 F & &, Shannon 45 2l Simpson 15
BACR M E YRR 1 2 FE M 1B 345 AR A 1)
] M 2 B ) B R 2R R KA R Rk
[ FI T PMOL B fCAE ) 22 FE PR AR T PMO2 5 R A #
T 5 I ) KA 4R R 2 m 2 45 (PMOT R G 1-
1-5F11-1-6, PMO02 & 2-1-4 Fll 2-1-5) #RAF 1 B3 4k
Y =E 5 R R 2 R S s 1 X, LR A T R
BB I AR, PMOL i E 1-2 5 55 47 1-2-5 F1 1-2-
6 B il s I 22 A PR B 2 AR A, PMO2 H 2 2-3 5 i i
2-3-6~8 ¥ fitr £ B 2 BE 1 B 2 B AR .SPSS A K 1
SRMTEE R (R D ERW4THEH 5 TOC  Mn i &
FHMK, 5 NH, As T EE B & AR .
23 AK—MTASTEFHEVHEZDMEN
5 1E

R 5 B A7 RE A B9 16S 38 1] 5 31 40 #r , A6 T )
6 0424 OTU, %58 H 42417, 1344149, 3454H
570 EL, 9844 & , Hoh A5 194040, 12041~ H L 2534
FEL 4114 8@ AR BR B Horb 85.81 0 77 41 Al LA R
FIRL K, A B T 0 40 b b Btk B S A . R
KB ACE A T — 2P e K A5 T
PR A~ F T PN A5 R i 8 o B A e 1 20 A RE AT
AW A ZE DL BT 28 B A AS [ 5007 A P A 28 40 A
B X T 5 R TURR AR T B R



3836 HiEkF#  htp://www.earth-science.net 9 48 5
pH TOC(%) NH, (mg/kg) No, (mg/kg)
04 0.6 0.8 00 07 14 2.1 28 0 9 18 27 36
T y = T T T T T T
—o—1-1 6% ——1-1 s A ——1-1
——1-2 ﬁ> ——1-2 \ S ——1-2
——1-3 ) ——1-3 ——1-3
——2-1 8r \j& - | 8 . )
——2-2 % ——2-2 é}\ ——2-2
——2-3 i ——2. ——2-
opd Bl 10-/& rd
= A - g . ~
g g g E
F 12 g oL12r Eo12f o2
2 = iz 2
o ')
14 14 F / 14 F
16 - 16 16
I
18 F 18r 18
SO, (mg/kg) Fe(mg/g) Fe(Il)(mg/g) Fe(Ill)(mg/g)
30 60 90 120 150 20 30 40 50 5 10 15 20 25 12 18 24 30 36
— T T T = T T T T T T T T T T
6k I ——1-1 6 V ——1-1 6F & ——1-1 6k ;!f ——1-1
‘[ —_——1 ——1-2 ) ——1-2 ——1-2
| ——1-3 ——1-3 ——1-3 \ ——1-3
sk ¥ ——2] sk ——2-1 8T ——2-1 gt A ——2-1
X ——0 . ——2-2 ——2-2 4 ——2-2
) —2-3 ——2-3 ——2-3 ——2-3
10 10 K 10 [ I .
- — =, ) = - 7
E ‘ ) Gh )
&= 12} W12 o122 F W12
biing 2 2 2
14 14 14 14
16r 16 16 16
18T 18 18 18
Mn(mg/kg) As(mg/kg) CI'(mg/kg)
300 450 600 750 0 2 4 6 0 8 16 24 32
T = T T I\/ T T T T o T T T
6k & ——1-1 6 st ——1-1 6k ——=1-1
2 —0—1-2 4\ ——1-2 ——1-2
7 ——1-3 % ——1-3 ——1-3
Sk . ——2-1 8 ;‘é ——2-1 8 I ——2-1
Yo —o—22 Ny —0—2-2 —0—2-2
; —+2-3 4 ——2-3 ——2-3
101 10 10 F
= ' = ¥ .
= | £ E
& 12f = o121 & o12r
hE e hE
14 |
16/
18

P 2

EH A UL AL 2 5 45

Fig. 2 Chemical characterization of sediments in the interaction zone of the study area
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Fig. 3 Distribution of microbial alpha diversity in sediments of the hyporheic zone
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Table 1 The correlation coefficient between microbial alpha diversity and sediment chemical indicators
pH TOC NH," NO, SO,? Fe Fe(ll) Fe(lll) Mn As Cl
ACE —0.130  —0.500%x* —0.369* 0.174 —0.239 —0.167 0.128 —0.293 —0.404** —0.394* —0.058
Chaol —0.135  —0.493%x* —0.366* 0.182 —0.231 —0.158 0.132 —0.285 —0.403** —0.390% —0.057
Shannon  —0.217  —0.436%* —0.389* 0.337*  —0.126 —0.018 0.210 —0.163 —0.426%* —0.361* 0.016
Simpson  —0.074  —0.630%x* —0.492%* 0.191 —0.324*  —0.173 0.182 —0.336%  —0.534%* —0.488**  —0.015
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Fig. 4 Relative abundance of micro-organisms in the sediments of hyporheic zone
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BT R 49.93%, Rhizobiaceae . Pseudomona-
daceae. Caulobacteraceae F ¥ T [f& T 1.38%~

3.78% , 1M Sphingomonadaceae , Gemmatimonadace-

ae, Methylomirabilacea , Nitrosomonadaceae - ¥ |+
THT 2.28%~4.10%.
5 PMOL A H , PMO2 #F i [6] ) b 20 B 22 57t 2
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Fig. 5 Redundancy analysis (RDA) of environmental factors and microbial communities
a. N RFEA A S0 B 45 5 5 b. R A 0 4 43 45 2R . 1. Burkholderiaceae; 2.Caulobacteraceae; 3.Sphingomonadaceae; 4.Pseudomonada-
ceae; 5.Rhizobiaceae; 6.Gemmatimonadaceac; 7.Xanthomonadaceac; 8.Methylomirabilaceae; 9.Nitrosomonadaceae; 10.Enterobacteriaceac;

11.Bacillaceae; 12.Xanthobacteraceac; 13.Moraxellaceae; 14.Rhodocyclaceae; 15. TRA3-20; 16. Pseudonocardiaceae; 17.Nitrospiraceae; 18.

Anaerolineaceae; 19.Muribaculaceae; 20.Sphingobacteriaceae

AN TR ) 2 AR AR AR A 2-3-6~8 R HERT 4 7Y
% Burkholderiaceae, Caulobacteraceae, Sphingo-
monadaceae , Pseudomonadaceae ¥ ¥4 3= i 43 51| 5 34
31.56%6.23.8706 .12.7996 M 8.99% ML Z T , ZH
P 5 v B RE S S 2-1-4 5 2-1-5  Burkholderiace-
ae ., Caulobacteraceae . Sphingomonadaceae . Pseudo-

monadaceae FH %F F B TR T 1.08% ~4.79% , Gem-

matimonadaceae , Methylomirabilaceae , Nitrosomona-
daceae #Xf FHE BT+ T 1.05%~1.15%.
24 WEMBELSHEREEFZENXER

K o3 A R e 58 ELA A WU RE TR B FAE I L
Tl KT R i RV AR B 26 2 BRI TN 1 R AT
T RDAZMH7 , &5 R W 5 B IEIEPF)T/TE’HTP‘I
TR YIS & R I8 B KT (P <<0.05) 5
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Table 2 Monte Carlo permutation test for redundancy analysis (RDA)

WEE AT TOC Fe(lll) SO* NO, Fe Mn pH As NH,
v 0.619 8 0.420 4 0.387 7 0.3738 0.357 0 0.346 5 0.297 2 0.254 8 0.217 3
P 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.006 0.011
R3 WMEVBEEMPIHEEZRERR 3 iﬂLi/I:f

Table 3 Dissimilarity tests for 8 diversity of microbial com-

munity structure

W14 5141 52
éﬂﬁ‘] s e P
5240 534 5 340
R 0.8957 0.701 9 0.840 8
) 0.001 0.001 0.001

RIS 2 Bl o3 0 AR T RS SR 22,1196 R 18.87%.
SRS BRI (3R 2) 45 R WoR | FREE R X
S HAFUURR W S A W v 45 M R 2 e IR S TOC >
Fe(IID>SO,” >NO, >Fe>Mn>pH>As>NH, " .
Hop  TOC Fe(lll) SO, [Fe Xt 944l 1] ) 25 5 1
A BTk ; Mn  NH, 1 As %F RDAT %l ) fi# B 57 ik %
K ;pH.NO, Fl Fe %I RDA2 %l ) it # 57wk 5 K . &
SaZb R, PMOL il PMO2 A BE S AL T 341 : 56 1
2H BN AR W 2 A v Y M R AT PMOT HR K i 2
N2 R BORE AL AT, EEZFINO, (Fe Fe(IID) |
SO/ W IESZ W 55 2 20 F 2 5 PMOL h i B ¥ 2 4%
PEAR A RE bl 81, T 252 8] Mn (NH, ™\ As fl TOC 1
TEFE I FLARRE S U R AESE 341, B pH AL, 5 H A 2R
Be R T R AMAHSCOC R 3 3 A [ 41 8] 1 Ak ) B
7% 22 5% Anosim X} b 45 5%, 1 25 40 4 R H Bray, 341
AR W) R v 4 0 35 R TR CELAH LB p (B X
0.001).

32 P58 PR B 52 0, A ) T R 6 R R4
i 20 I R4y R T 444 41 1 5| NO, (Fe,
Fe(II) .SO,” & &A%, £ L 4% Gemmatimona-
daceae . Nitrosomonadaceae . TRA3-20 ., Nitrospirace-
ae Al Anaerolineaceae. 4 2 58 & &% & /Y TOC .Mn .,
NH, HI As #6% , 32 % 4 % Burkholderiaceae , Rhizo-
biaceae, Xanthobacteraceae Fl Pseudonocardiaceae.
H: A Bl 40 Caulobacteraceae . Sphingomonadaceae
Pseudomonadaceae I Xanthomonadaceae 55 3J 5 &
3, m 2 RES L B pH B & Ah, HAbFE bR 1
Bk

3 XEGFMEYSHEERYTAERK S T

DOTTAN 1) 22 BT P A~ &) T e AR 35 B 3 2
Burkholderiaceae ., Caulobacteraceae. Sphingomona-
daceae fil Pseudomonadaceae. J& T I {11 & UL A4
o ) R A W o3 A i R UL AH DG iR 18 . 28 A ] SOk, R
PR3 ] ) G U AR A A S T 32 22 Xanthobacte-
raceae B i Flavobacterium .Pseudomonadaceae F} ]
Pseudomonas J& #1 Comamonadaceae £t (Lu et al.,
2016) , 5 A5 Hh B9 D6 3 B 22 AR A SR U
AN 6 DX 3 5N 1] 52 B A 55 ) 3 0 AR b AR W
7% ST BEAFAEAR K Y 25 57

A SCHIF 5T 45 F R W TS 0 T O T A K AL TR
2 m &2 AR — A B AR ) 2 R A A X
H B BT R I KnT R AR . 5 A ) 2R R Y
DXBRAR L, K AL R 2 MR i i X R
Burkholderiaceae . Caulobacteraceae . Pseudomonada-
ceae [ F & T % Fl Gemmatimonadaceae , Methylo-
mirabilacea . Nitrosomonadaceae [/ = J& Jt 1 .

Burkholderiaceae J& — 38 75 4= 2& bl H 2 #E 4
A= W), B 45 LT Y A5G 4 T (Coenye, 2014)
HB o T W Ak e 5 % (Wilhelm ez al., 2020).Caulo-
bacteraceae H1 1 Gl 4= ¥ o 5 == IR B 4 S SR 1
IR B CBESD , AP T fBE R R B TR AE S
Pl A= BE i, EERKAEM AW AAAE T L3 (Abra-
ham ez al., 2014).Pseudomonadaceae H 9 i3 4= ¥ J&
2 G A (Pascual ez al., 2015) (I H
AL 5 Y ALRE R 3% .Gemmatimonadaceae H 1 f
Az by 2 TR G AR R M R AR SR TR R A
(Takaichi ez al., 2010) , Nitrosomonadaceae H' [ {3
AWk A IGB PR LA AR 4 TR (Chain er al.,
2003).Methylomirabilacea A I A J& 18 . 31X 26 34 A= W)
F B By 22 A n] BB 5 TH AR 23 R 1Y E SR WA K Burk-
holderiaceae, Caulobacteraceae, Pseudomonadaceae
HEAAHE T IR e, KT 2 RE R Y XD
I TOC & HEAH X 8AK

S5 S s 1 N TG B TR 1D N VA5 8 N A
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Yy 22 M 1 e 1 DX 08 32 22 Ak g 5% 97 1 Burkholderia-
ceae, Caulobacteraceae, Pseudomonadaceae JH #E
TOC T =F BT B s [ i, BoA R w4 A 1 A
F 3 31 E 1) Gemmatimonadaceae . Nitrosomonadace-
ae ,Methylomirabilacea 3= & T} & . A 3¢ 1 70 M 45 &
BRI Z NS TOC Motk B F M, 5
NH, \As 2 & A
32 XEGTMEYMBEEENMNERNMERF

& Sa 1) 45 5 R B, PMOT 1) 1 oK 47 26 F i A
W) ETE A9 AR AL B KT PMO2. PMO1 i T 24 B k301
T AR KA R, T AR KRR 25 T K L A
FELAF A R B N L JF B AR |, D = oAy /N 22 S5 A A
Y PMO1JLAR Y EZ N R+, TOC R .
W5 IUF @YK AL 25290 7 m . PMO2 5 T 2% K40
T, BIVLEE I TR AR 2 b, T 18 T 7K K
LA, 52 KINTEAK B 52 ), o] 7K 5k I 40 26, AR
FHAP T, TOC & Al . BT A B R W, DI Y8 %
PR FURE A BIL ) 2 42 G ) 5 R R T P Y OC B
# (Gayraud and Philippe, 2003; Olsen and
Townsend, 2003; Nogaro et al., 2013). 38 H. 7 4l
UKL & St 0 3 A1 1 2 3 U RR W h oA W 3
(DeFlaun and Mayer, 1983; Bott and Kaplan,
1985; Nogaro et al., 2010). 3¢ T4 (A W BE T4 45 7
5 DOC W4 4816 F % (Stegen et al., 2018) , A HL
e P LA S0 JEA Tl A 0 0 A R R I P, DTG el A s 4
BCAAH OC Y A Py Bk AL 27 6 3l (Lee e al., 2012).

AR ITCR AT RS R BoR , A8 BAF LR Y
AR B R Z 2] T BUR Y h TOC (Fe (11D
SO,” \NO; .Fe Mn.pH . As fl NH," [ 81 . 78 /K
L2 A W) 2 /PR o 19 b AR NO,
Fe(1ID) .SO,” % & , v B 32 X 3l AL T 40 X 47 5000 4%
BRI T 2R M A K BT KM LT
SR S S L VAT & I Rl == Wi R I/ e O (1 A
T RUEY Z AR A 500 Mn NH, "\ As Fl TOC
=L BN SE 3R BT, YK S bl R K FE 28 B R AT
AR EMIRA M, LA BT L H R R H
B KA 3 R0 T AR SRR B (Fischer et al., 20055
Lin et al., 2012) . % fif SE 0 BEAR S A W) F &
TR NI TE FE TOC Ay 38 232 5618, PRI A 1] 7K 5 b
K S H A S A 2 I BUEGE F B R TOC. i 1
Z ML DO & i B, B R K R 1Y 38 S
fife A5 19 Mn Fl As 763X B8 24 AWK, T & A=
SEATUTE NH, EZRIE TR K, T DOA L, TE

12 X 35k 1) S fb ok A 27 B PR e 4

UL AT O, 28 oAl AR I RE VR S5 0 R B 2 T
FH 7K 3 22 B3 A& i i R DO At TOC 19 22 55 . (A
BF 3K A AR TR A5 A B A A R IE R E T C
N.S.Fe Mn . As I E BIIE R 1L .

4 #Eie

AR SCWFFE T PG A AS [6] /K 3 38 B 1) 1) 38 B A
A W 22 R R A R A A R )
Br T iCAE iR S M GO &R IR R 45 R
FW] (1) FXE T30 7K 55 MR KO8 8 58 1 (% il ) 58
B A ) T, DAV K R 25 bR K Ry 32 0 1) A I
A W B 9 45 0 5 A 25 SR AR (2) 38 BoAR AR
WZFMS TOC Mntk &% A, 5 NH, (As
LT 15 S i N B i B V> s o =
AR W) 22 B e A X3, 2 R A fiR R R TR T AR
TOC S FE T R, R B 2R 6 R &k | 22 48 Ak il
L TR ) BB B 0 =F B T L (3) 28 B T, B
R[5 T 1) A ) 2 R M e 1) DXSBORE ) A AR, R
FAEABHNO, (Fe(Ill) SO, | 1fi i 7K 5 #b R 7K
2 B3 G X SRR ) 2 RE AR, TOC \NH, ™ . Mn Al
As FHXTRE R B2 K A8 BAE U e T 38 Bl L
P DO FTOC #9434, T 4525 Hh i A
TV 2 FEPE RV Fh 4L 0 A8 Ak I — 25 o £
Filt 70 2 A AR W) i 3R Ak 2 7
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