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Abstract

A novel organic sodium-modified zeolite-filled polyurethane sponge biofilm carrier was developed
in this study to improve ammonia nitrogen (NH; - N) removal efficiency. The results showed that

a modified biological carrier (MBC) had approximately twice the amount of microbial fixation com-
pared with an unmodified polyurethane sponge (BC). The average removal rate for chemical oxygen
demand in a sequencing batch biofilm reactor (SBBR) using the MBC (the Z-SBBR) was 8.89% higher

than in the SBBR using the BC (the S-SBBR). The average removal rates for NH; -N and total ni-

trogen (TN) of the Z-SBBR were also 5.18% and 5.58% higher than those of using the BC in a se-
quencing batch biofilm reactor (the S-SBBR), while the average concentrations of effluent TN and

NH; -N were 19.98 mg/L and 13.67 mg/L, respectively. The average effluent concentration of total

phosphorus in the Z-SBBR was also 2.52 mg/L-lower than in the S-SBBR. By conducting a microbial
community structure analysis, Proteobacteria, Bacteroidetes and Actinomycetes were found to be
the dominant bacteria in the MBC and BC, while the number of Proteobacteria was greater in the
MBC. The MBC evidenced not only greater microbial diversity but also more denitrifying bacteria.

Accordingly, the modified biofilm carrier had improved NH, -N removal performance for ammo-
nia wastewater.
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B TR BNt IRTTiS K HE R IE . fESFEFWH, SRR A A D)
TERER S, FOREAN . RSB W P A S e R, A E R N E R —
[1]o HEFLANEE(NH, -N). WAEREEZ(NO,-N). MR A (NO; -N)YAIE LA [2]. Hrf NH, N £
KR E B SR BB AR[3], [FIRX SRR A AP B A B [4]. &0 NH; -N 2858 K A B K Al s
B, WamFEKAEMMALMESE, SURAE. Bk, R TSR, SBOUVEKZES. ER
BN, BHEETUFBUKAE AR KEILTE[5] (6]

DA ) R — AN SBR[ R, PRI, SEE =4y 2 USRS 2 B S B RIS S, 82%
DA b 1) 22 BT RN 85% I8 v PRI RE FBOL & 1 UM I I & 5 R4 . & R K R AR AR HHEK . FREE R K |
SR I AL TTEOK . BOKAIBRIBIBUEIR[ 7] [8] [9] [10] [11]. IXLEPK I HEBOR: NH; -N 1 R
P, WRERIAY, B ERAMEKSIEBUKTR AR, FExt N B pE U 12] [13].

SR, BEE LSRRI R, A0 PR ORI VR SRR RS2 B A Bl I R4S,
M &P E BRI ZREAREAT T Z R, AL [14]. REZEN[15]. BT H[16].
EEPTHE[17] AEIE[18]. AR BSTE[19]s WRBHE[20]. HAT, 5K FZR AL E R . 1X
BN TG KA B] ) B 22 G (b B 7
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g fE G R RN, TSR, MELLSRIL S A SR . SR, AR VIR C A Re g T
MRIX —kif. Bk, iR ARBOREZ A Ti5K AR, GG EMRIEsS. ik, AviEmEt T
i BB A W S N S AR S AR I R (21] [22]. Ferb, FRAt AR I N 25 (SBBRS) & Tt
U2 (SBR)FE A F A= 1ron JROK BEAT AL BR A AE W) AL B T2 (23] IR LG5 2 75 /K AR P Ak 324 1 PR B
BHEYMBEZ . Hlesd . HBAERRRIE, AR ER BN SRR 1) Z MW R R [24] [25]

A ) R TR R A B R () S B 2L RS 43, BT FE R AR DRI LR TR AR S /K P AN o r M S5 1 I
SO 15K AL B . AE IR AR I B R AR o T BB AT DAV R, T LIRS R E T AE IR
JEEEFISLBREE ZE[26]. SBBR EAGIE AL . M BEARHFIBREF 4E) I HLCR A LM . R LI AN & R)
MEH27]. RABBARE WRIFK, SHMEVISERIELF . Uil e b iR 557 (28], +& SBBR fJH
BB SRR B R AR IERE, ARy HOR RS R T B G IR A I R T, A
HBONTE AP T 0) RAFRE shak A, 1 H BT H S R G5 AT LU= AR — B OURE RV R SE(DOYRR B, 1%
JEE R 6 SR S R A (R P 1) P, i e 20 )20 A A S A AL (SNDY),, A A T2 10 708 e SR A8 A P 8 PR 4E0IR
50281291

IR SBBR 7EACH 3 K FE IR 7K U7 T CARE B2 BRI, (RAEMDIE ) et B T — PR R G da e
PER T 2R 7). 24 ik, RZH09 T # A i e oot SR BR R K RS Bt e b, fnt ok SR e i L
RIMNARRIFFARR D . ha R FLBRAR A HERTAUR, W RELF . B 7SS He e J1 iS50 S [30]. &
RSB AT B T 25 #e, O 2N TR KA I T2 A 78K F AN A WL ES I o A 3 70 SR i
IEARVE R B E D EAA[31], $2m T SBBR WA BL KM ZFRMERE . SHALA WL A A S T 3 &
(IFLBREE R, 808 T W AR B I PH B T ac e, T LGN 1 SRS BRI 48 (0 R IALRE B [29] [32] [33]. AW 5T
DA EAR B LE VDB TE B A% /5 S B (COD) AW NH, -N) LR SA(TN) R B (TP) 2 B 2Ll
X O EARIEAT VRN o ASHIE 72K Tllumina MiSeqTM Wl /745 AR, e S R oA o0 1 2R A P Bl A= eV AT
THE, FERHARAERIAT T o 0[34]. S5 RERH, WAL A E R R A BRE A A B A B W
A e, Ty HLAE i R T B IR B A

2. MRIFIFTE
2.1. ARt

S 01 SBBR W H HVL CathayRIPE 358 TR A IR A R], H 2 A NS TAEBR N3 L,
BN 16 cm, FEH 25 cm. FANEWARIEARN 3 x 3 x 3 em. AR, 40 R FIAR B4k va i (4t
> 98%) M H H E BB Rr TR PR A R . B, S BEER AU R ER R A R R AN (2
& > 98%)I v [ [ 245 SR L 2R R A 7 o V2 HAl RS SRR A o i 4. By AR
K B 2B = KL R S5(18.2 MQ em ™', Smart-S15UVF) B4 7K 1] 4 o [B]I5) K F $9 38 Hi 48 (Sigma 300, Zeiss,
M ENIEERTIES, KH6 B (XSP-BM-3CB, BM) [35| W &AM 1 AE K .

2.2, BRI EIHIE

FREL 15 g N A7, N 1 mol/L EhFRVATR 100 mL, 2 24 h J5 31 28050, B F 25 70K
MR, BET 105 CHRAEF T, ShIRERIZIEAT LR, HRILM, B EEE 1. R
Jei PR EDOE B i (i A O ST UBE AR T 150 rpm 3538 FEEE Y 24 h J5FF L850, S
Wppe bk, FRETE 105°C, BRI T8 3 h, IR A, ZERAE, . SRR
FEA 1.0 mol/L, WL 15:100, SeEmtAlA 24 ho 78 40 mL ABZEK T, BN EI A 51/ ke dk = 3
RALE HDTMA) R AN, K 0.4 g KB A MBI 0.5 g i HDTMA . BfJE7E 25 CIE#E, 150 rpm %
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R EY 24 he 24 h J5, BIFWAE 8000 rpm K0 15 min, I 20 mL (2 B F/KBUR_EiEH . BIF R
Pk =%, pHZIAN 8. BJi, HDTMA MUPEBEATE 85 CHUAG T T45 24 h, JERANTIAE ML A [33].
R A HRIE, ZE SR A AT DG I BH B 1 AC e i, OB LA, AN B NH, -N B /K Ak 21
[29] [32] [33].

W SR ACER: TR I R E R 40 SR N TR S T Z(PEL K53 (1 mg/mL)H 10 min,
BT 7K LR, LAZEBRER B B2 . ARG TE & R EE(IPA) (50%)/H,0 A7 43 #6#(0.5 mg/mL)
HIZA 10 min [36], A BORE AR 12 h, REHEEF KRR AR SOH G AR IO SR
YIEAAMBC), 4 ARIE TR A I EUA R N E VAR BC).

2.3. BREK

MR AT, SeB0E % SBBR AR5 /K M FERR UL 11:1 23] 5258 % A UK /K[37] COD (LA
%K) = 600 mg/L; NHj-N kB (LLAL# ) = 100mg/Ls TP i B (LABERR —Z81t) = 15mg/L. ¥
B & R LR IR E N 1 ml/L [38]. THEITCEAAMNZE 1 [39].

Table 1. Composition of trace elements in laboratory synthetic wastewater

1. SRESREKMETEAR

LY C (mg/L) Lyl C (mg/L)
AICI, 0.05 H;BO; 0.05
CoCl,-6H,0 0.05 ZnCl, 0.05
NiCl, 0.05 CuCl, 0.03
(NH,)¢Mo70,4-4H,0 0.05 MnSO, -H,0 0.05

24. FREVERER MR RG R ERERERF

3 AN E AR SBBR NV ARIELLIEAT 31 K, AWIEEARIAF RN 13.5%. 1SS R A T
FATLIX E oA A PR /5 KA FR T it . V5 YR UTRE LR 30%, JEH 3750 mg/L, V5YEFEECH 80,
P b A K R R 4 A W34 (1) SBBR fRi#K Z-SBBR, % FH JE#h R & e 45 £V # 4A& 1) SBBR A #K
S-SBBR, LLiEMEG e A= A ) SBBR f#% A-SBBR.

[ Fef R P vk B R R AR AT 7 2 IRk o RBABUR K A7AE 25 Ltk IR /KE L id 5h 3%
FINRRE, HEKHN 172, FATTH SBBR BB A - IFANTBL 20010y 6 h IREBT Bt 14 h BB B
2 hJUiER B 1 h BEKBYBE. 1 h /KB B, 24 h ov—JEHH[40]. BEAN L FE TR il S(DO)4EFRTE 5 mg/L
Fedi, HKEN 16.67 mL/mine — MEAMISATE WG, UK, JHE N IR

2.5. DRGE

AHIFFER ALK K Ak 2 7 A B (COD), & A(NH]-N), fHSZE(NO;-N), TAASE(NO,-N), W&
Z(TN) LA S B (TP) S48 A gt 47 M, 355K F [ b e 7772:(TN: GB 11894-89, TP: GB 11893-89, NH; -N :
HJ 535-2009 &) HEAT A

IRAE AT [41 AT T A EDE RS . REITIRIEITIG, B RIEFE— AT HAR T AR
#H; SRR, BEMERRREAT. HEAXWT:

IRM = m, [m, x100% (1)
Ax =m, —m, 2)
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o IRM OB R E AL (%), Ax BRI RT IR BB ZE (), mo AT my 73 3 AT E ] 5
ARIG /T S5 B R I

2.6. WEMRES

TEPN AN S B2 AN R B (B 15 RAIER 31 RO AW IERE A, I i sl & 00 5 2 AT i A4
FRAES BT WP SRR LR B0 1) IREEREA T DNA 121G 2) RAMEE R ; 3) PCR Y10 € &
M 4) MiSeq £HEEEE ¥ 5) MiSeq MIJ/F. 1 514X} 338F (5°-actcctacgggaggeageag3’) Al 806R
(5-GGACTACHVGGGTWTCTAAT-3") M4 16S 2 HEAAZHEAZ B (RN A)ZE K [ 5 A2 X (V3-V4) . T
SERUE , AL UPARSE 84, X OTU HEAT R LL R4y K504« BEUE 5 BE4RECH ACE. Chao.
Shannon. Simpson %%, JH motherur 3 115[42]. PAESEE, FAIYLE P E LSe35 AW R A & #
B kAT
3. &R5i4ie
3.1. WEYEEL ST

N T HE— DR R AN BARHIRE AT 9, FATH SBBR S Wi g3 A=W AA b AV AT 1R
IREIE MBC AR 82 5T BC. XeE¥r 2T MBC ISR, S8 MK R I H H L
MBC KA V2 BRI EGAL, ORI AR SR ARG T R B SCREIAE(E 1),

gt e < W
0KV 12:8mm 2 5Pk SE(UL) o~y 20.Oumg2 J| 50KV

Figure 1. SEM images of BC (a), (b) and MBC (c¢), (d)
1. BC (a), (b)F1 MBC (c), ()49 SEM E&

W 2(2)ff7R, FERT 10 K, R DOWEEBIERAHLE E A BORHT M TR i gk, HARR A
EHR R T REUNE SRR L. R RN AIHEAT, SR AE R R B i B (RS PR ST 417, T
BC BIMAMAERAES 1~2 R¥EAH MR . XA KDY BC 2 5 2 K [ RE M R ST AR, S
SBBR f % ) i St #2 LE B A T K. fE R BITT RIS, MBC BRI BC ERAEKEFRZ
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MBC 7E35 6 Kik i KIEK2(24.1%), 1 BC 7E55 9 RIAFH KK H(21.1%). 10 KRG W KFE
Vi, MBC Al BC LRIRCEYIE & 255k F] 370%M1 190%. [FIFE, BC 1 MBC )5 & 22 57 [ 2E 52
TixEegER, MBC #£5 5~6 R EZERA, N0.16g, 1fi MBC 7£55 9 RIUFEZER K, N0.12g.

Wi 2(b)FTaR, IR G2 A T DA A oW S B AE R R FE N, JF B TR A RRE A 2 1L
GER, AR R R AR S CE A . BhAN, MBC RIRTHAS RS . AR, A4 5 R 3
TG T LE VDR EAR N S AR B T A, ({3t T SND I FRFI &R 2:Fk . MBC Al BC [AE )&
%7 AL AT RESS I SBBR S SIAR I PR . ix et R B, MBC HARGRMFEYIMERES), A
VIR R, 4605 30 I, O NH -N (19 L BRI R A1 SRR

(a)

T T T T T 2.5

400 - B Microbial immobilization ratio of BC
[ Microbial immobilization ratio of MBC

—4—Quality difference of BC

—e—Quality difference of MBC

Ax (g)

Figure 2. Microbial immobilization and the quality differences of BC and MBC in different time periods (a); biofilm growth
of MBC and BC in different time periods (b)
2. WEYEE UM ERE BC. MBC FRE%E 5 (a)lAK MBC # BC 77 1818 B A S B < (b)

3.2. ZHMFH R E MR R R 2SR R BR1EHE

3.2.1. UEFTEENER

S-SBBR. Z-SBBR fl A-SBBR 7Ef & LA 11:1 ML Fig4T 31 K. S-SBBR. Z-SBBR Al A-SBBR
FEBATH Bt COD. NH;-N. TN. NO,-N 1 NO;-N [1j L gean & 3 K 4 fiog .

WK 3 s, fERMAIE 5 K, S-SBBR. Z-SBBR Al A-SBBR V-2 Hi/K K EEFI COD 2= 4% 737l
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N 284.08 mg/L. 229.68 mg/L F1213.84 mg/L Al 63.57%. 70.55%K1 72.58%. i M A (80, %%
i 3% A G H 7K COD WK E R 2 P#1ik. S-SBBR. Z-SBBR Al A-SBBR 7E% 17 KM H /KW E A COD %
KA HIN 129.6 mg/L. 57.6 mg/L F1 50.4 mg/L A1 92.6%. 70.55%F1 93.5%. M 5 KENE 17 K, WEY
KGNS, EVIIEE DT T — /N AW V& A A K 193t 72 . Z-SBBR [ COD £ Fr%##45 S-SBBR 1 A-SBBR
ANFl. HERZAE Z-SBBR 1, COD [ LB MR R I FaE i) BT, 1M7E S-SBBR H IR I H 5K 1)
FEREAMATRE M. FERMNABATIE B, A RBSMAEMRAEKE T e . £ 18~31d, S-SBBR.
Z-SBBR F1 A-SBBR [f1°F-3 i /KiR EEF1 COD % B4 5l 221.93 mg/L. 120.76 mg/L 1 224.54 mg/L,
71.55%. 84.52%AH1 71.21%. fHAFFEE M2, 5 S-SBBR #1 Z-SBBR #itl, A-SBBR 7E#ANEATH B#FAE
wARE, HENTRE BTG RIZNK . £ AN 217 WA, S-SBBR Ml Z-SBBR 135 /K FE il COD %
B350 509 191.46 mg/L F1122.17 mg/L, 75.45%H1 84.34% [43]. {EBAMEIESFE T, Z-SBBR X COD
M EBRF I E ST S-SBBR. X 1] G842 T HH AN AT WL I b A M PR A8 1 TR R i 4 (VR R 1, 3
Iy AR, g E T AP 2R

700 T I 1 I 1 od I 1 100
- o 8 e
600 »Rp000000888°" po R B 00
i 8ofo Py 2 Oigy o %o 1
L o S oOP0 b o o o-80
o ° g > 00 o O o ]
500 [ 8 Qg >4 i > > 70 _
: I 8 [ S-SBBR effluent > - > d e\c
o 400 H I Z-SBBR effluent B, 460 <«
g e [ A-SBBR effluent =
~ O S-SBBR removal P 450 =
o) 300 L < Z-SBBR removal g
O A > A-SBBR removal d40 @
@) ~
200 H 430
1 120
100 1
i 110
0 0
0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32
Time (d)

Figure 3. Rremoval performances of COD in S-SBBR, Z-SBBR and A-SBBR
3.S-SBBR. Z-SBBR #1 A-SBBR ¥} COD HERR 4 4E

3.2.2. EEYER

S-SBBR it &M RE WA 4(a) T k. X TN A1 NH N () LBREAERT 17 d K. BERCRES 17 K
W2, HEEEHE . H7K TN M NH, -N P25 5059 25.57 mg/L M1 18.29 mg/L, S-SBBR Xf TN
NH; -N B ZBRF 735009 74.44%F1 89.98%. fERMNAFIZATHIHI(HT 7 K), Z-SBBR H1HJ NH, -N ¥ &Z W] &
fi& T S-SBBR. VEFHHEMIZX W] e TWb A A& ekt e 7 KBS Fagsa &, BoR 70 NH, -N 1)
W PP RE -

[FFf, 5 S-SBBR ALK, Z-SBBR [t & ERERS A e/ . BEARMXI M AXT TN F1 NH; -N ) L fr#% s
S-SBBR Jx NasAHALL, {HEHA [ S [a] RS, HoAR € PR T S-SBBR X Bids . Z-SBBR #i7K TN, NH,-N
SPYIREE /M 19.98 mg/L 13.67 mg/L, TN. NH;-N 2R354 80.02%. 95.16%. {HAEZENZ,
P B2 H 7K NO; -N Fl NOj -N iR B2 22 Fl/INT4f 48 B B NH -N IR B2 (1] 4(a)F01%] 4(b)), KB SND 1.2
AT AR A6 R BB . TRk, TN FZEI@EE . AR SND Zifk[44]. 7EIXHE, REERILMENH
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T2k, EREM BT RAE. NO;-N7E S-SBBR AR, HKE L Z-SBBR m%) 1.0 mg/L.
A EHIA R AT E Y BB AR . 25 R 3R], Z-SBBR X TN 1 NH,-N f1~F1) LR ZF 73t
S-SBBR i 5.58%M1 5.18%. AEFEHEM, 38 plix — 45 511 J5L 5 AT BE 2 i A0k 5 0% 1F N SR BB 40 1) Bt
M S T HELR I LE R AR, Rk 1 5 22 1) S A 2 15 (DNB) [ RS B«

1.00
o] o]
S-SBBR = S-S
382 (a) o0 o 7-SBBR %D 075 (b) ° o 7°ShBR -
> o g, v > A-SBBR g oo > A-SBBR
E 28, ¢ > ®9p0°8 80. 1 Zz 050f g ° P .
E °°g‘5> zo gobibg ogeggeﬁgzgggg E"’ : DOB oy ° . (}oo(> N 1>1>[>
o DD > p
141 T00,680 5 1 =z 0.25->> N o°°g§3>§g>>9>g>z 2330886
0 1 0.00 3880 I I <Q ol g? !
2 3910° oy | 9 189F  SISeR >
2 > > A-SBBR % &> A-SBBR >
E o [¢] E > D>
Z 269 > Boo §8° ; 12.6 - 0000 ° §> > 5|
e °g o Ppgertoy g > °s o 0 °8opobo
[as] L BB B 8 1 L« > [} by gof 8 < )
z 13 68,080°0° 288685858588 S 6.3 >g;§g2838§o>° 0%o s
0 1 lo 1 1 1 1 1 00 88? 1 1 <>l 1 1 1
0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32
Time (d) Time (d)

Figure 4. Removal performances of nitrogen in S-SBBR, Z-SBBR and A-SBBR (a: TN and NH,-N; b: NO;-N and

NO,-N)
[ 4. S-SBBR. Z-SBBR #0l A-SBBR M@ LM M E(a: BREAMER; b: WEEMIHEESSR)

3.2.3. BEROERR

Kl S(a) gl T TP FEISAT WA RS BRI BE o S 2R A 7E PR SR BORE TR, 75 LF S B BB SC Tl o 7E b 1]
SAF AL 40T (DNB) LA SR B =) BRI, AEPRASRAT T 08 NH, -N /K i I ER S L4 <, TR R R
IR FE A5 B 5(a)R 1, S-SBBR Al Z-SBBR (1)1 H 7K TP K 5 %14 6.08 mg/L #1 3.56 mg/L.
Z-SBBR Ak TP WA 5%) 0.5 mg/L. 5 S-SBBR #flt, Z-SBBR X} TP (LB E A rfem. i
RIS, £ A-SBBR Y, S EBRAE WA M &, AT RBEREERN 4.77 mg/L. & BEX FE L
JERFTRE R, TERMNHEIERIZIT Z 80, WAEY) A EM R SLI0R B & F ROk, X Fhm] ge ksl i/ (E 15
RFE . WFINA TP B2 522 B EY(PAOS) MWL) 56 4+ 1520 . (T DNB M1 PAOs 7 R &M Bt
GrFBdE, NO; -N ] DL AR B TP R TBUSCR F R BRI b R A7 At [45]. SR, AR 11 KRB 13
K, Bf% NO;-N7E Z-SBBR R, TP B LEFRAT NEA EAl, 1EREM B A & MR L. S-SBBR
RIMHAFMAT N, XATHe S AHi PAOs HI'E 46 K.

T RE AN g A R 7K [ R S0 ot A 32 BH R ) — AN EE TR AR [46] . FE R B RE T, R B T =
A28 28 il FE AR AL (B 5(b))o E 55 N 3%, Z-SBBR R 25 B R0 R B o b B 9 3h 88 K 9 A-SBBR
X7, {ERRBEES RSN T, A EDBEAARN R e e RS . AN R4 ik BE % 307N 1) D
DK A] e A2 % R Gi A € M B, TR RS 7 [ e E8UA b, 9D T B A . [\, TR
/N, VGRA G KAEZIRBIK. o, FATKI Z-SBBR I E L S-SBBR ik, XAl & H T HHE
YA AR BE R, B I AR IS 2 B AR IS . A, AR AR AR I AR KO AR R AR A
EAVIEPS). EATRT LA BB G el it — D ARV R A AR 8 AR VI I B2 o Rl & K &= 1Y EPS
Al LB AR AN Z, B RS W B 77 FRATTZ 11 5% T3 A 0 1 5 A ) SIZ 56 TR) 2% 1 R X A4
ARG TIEYE .
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20 500 -
18 Il S-SBBR I S-SBBR
Z-SBBR Il Z-SBBR b
16 - = A-SBBR (a) 400 - [ A-SBBR ( )
) E 300 -
] Z
g 2
& 5 200
H .-
=
=
= 100}
0
0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32
Time (d) Time (d)

Figure 5. Rremoval performances of TP in S-SBBR, Z-SBBR and A-SBBR (a); Rremoval performances of turbidity in
S-SBBR, Z-SBBR and A-SBBR (b)
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33, WEPEES T

AP REER AR P (10 A 2 A TR T A 5 I I 8 1 B 11 2 DR R (471, AN TR AR AR I 38 A 2 5 BICAS TR R 1)
A2 R FRATT 23 ) AR AN A= P B I 2 HH 38 AN [ B 1 B (15 1 31 R AE IR &, il v oA
BC: DI5A #1 D31A, MBC: DI5B fI D31B. #AJ5, FAEH 16S rRNA i & I /7 i ix e 3 R gk 4T 1
SMTe W 2 B, FRATM 4 MREARF 353/ T 45976+ 52441, 55617 Fll 58373 2 &A% JT 4, iR
T 97%. S5 FRFRW], 4 DFES T KE AN 16S IRNA FFHIERIEAE, FIEE 1551 SO SO 1 i ek
I RENE . T IX sy R, BATIE] T 416, 499, 530, 543 4> OTUs, I} alpha ZFEMESET T
itk 7r (i Shannon. Chaol 1 Simpson f5%0), VLUFALEEA YR BN AR 2% 1%[23]. Shannon
B B T SRAL THRE S B E D 2R, 2SRRI S5 AR MBC AR Z RS T BC. W ACE M
Chaol FRELVFNRAEYI AR B4, 58 15 K, MBC AW ACE Hil Chaol 48404524 410 1 433. BC
(9539 328 F11339, WA M R n T SR & R 4R P ) A S 4. Simpson alpha 2 FEETREH T
A B RIAR N . R R NS EACEE 31 K), BC A MBC [¥] Simpson FE414) 71l 0.081
F10.137. X1 MBC HA R &R Z FEP%E. Shannon. Chaol A Simpson FE#UE 7N, AEWIRFE A4
W REVE NS 15 REIE 31 RE LTHAS, S5kMEaRGERE—2.

Table 2. Biodiversity evaluation of BC and MBC at different time points (A: BC, B: MBC)
2. TREIREEZEY BC F1 MBC HYRUEMZHMITN (EH A X% BC, B X%k MBC)

Sample Sri?rl:g:ecre OTU number Slilr?g:;n ACE Sample Srfl(llrlrllebnecre OTU number
DI5SA 45,976 416.39 2.390 328.031 339.935 0.997 0.186
DI5B 52,441 499.89 2.843 410.318 433.778 0.998 0.121
D31A 55,617 530.07 2.686 408.117 396.518 0.998 0.081
D31B 58,373 543 3.261 422.168 418.428 0.998 0.137

3.3.1. TKEZHEESH
M 2R 4 A BC I MBC AR, JESEl 7 177 20 JB. Wi 6 Ais, ks
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(Actinobacteria)~ W |l (Proteobacteria) UK |l (Bacteroides);& BC f1 MBC HHIFEANE, X2
HIFIVF 2 W90 C R E [48] [49]. X =P B S A ¢, B2 FIRE. I At ap,
CATAT DL AR A R BRI LTS G o ST T2 — Pl 22 R 1R, ReA R s K h e R A LA . 8
SFIREHHEA RIFEMIEE ), BIRE T S E5MAEYRE RS RAE R Bk, eA7EE K
AR, Ak, JERER TR A A IR AR EEL T AR TR BRI R TR S IR,
TR TH F 2 R 2 B4R, XA EAVRE 5 & AR BAR I LT [50]. A2 TE B [ 1(Proteobacteria)
£ BC A WA 15 KRB 31 RE T REP(DISA: 27.14%, D31A: 8.05%), MUFFEII(D15A:
4.87%, D31A: 21.99%)FHZH [ T(DISA: 38.85%, D31A: 49.65%)M15 i U & R 15~31 d,
MBC A E T 1(D15B: 62.29%, D31B: 29.51%) AL HE [ 1(D15B: 17.78%, D31B: 13.99%)/1 /3 4i &
TR#a, ATETT(D15B: 0.63%, D31B: 27.35%)F1EEEE [ 1(D15B: 15.12%, D31B: 25.42%)(F] 4>
i 2 TS BT EAE MBC H 4046 53 KT BC (D15A: 27.14%, D15B: 62.29%; D31A: 8.05%,
D31B: 29.51%), % 15 RAIZE 31 REIZE R 735008 35.15%HM 21.46%, KU MBC it B AR E LT -
PATHEN Proteobacteria FEFRAEI 8] (1) J5 2 BT B AT B8 5 i AE M E A W IR o R 00 AR s B A K
SN PRAECTRT R AR I o B AR K Bk B H AT, BRI REIA RIS E RS . TR RAE MBC A K
5N 5 ARG B RE—E. fERTH, Proteobacteria WK BAEEAEG ML IEREE T B3RS, 1M
TEJG 1, TAED R FR E A KA A S A I S B A T AR . Ak, FRATIEAE BC 1 MBC HORHL T s
B [ 1(Desulfobacteria) (D15A: 0.14%, D15B: 0.05%:; D31A: 1.14%, D31B: 0.53%)M%:25 [ [ 1(Chloroflexi)
(D15A: 1.32%, DI5B: 0.06%; D31A: 0.13%, D31B: 0.18%), {HE &5 miil. Kk, ZBHE]
(Proteobacteria) TN & |1 (Bacteroidetes)% 8 MBC MLHEE ], BB RIGFIIMANERE.

Community barplot analysis
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Figure 6. Analysis of phylum level diversity of microbial communities

Bl 6. MEMBEI VKSR

3.3.2. WEMBEPEIEDER

TEJEIK- BEAT 0, TRAE R AN [ RRE R AE AR AE S RGP ) DhRe, WlE 7 Fos. w2550
fEJE K AR, AR AR K J& (unclassified Saccharimonadales) #4325 HIAZE A &
(unclassified Paludibacteraceae)FN A5 W)U B J& (norank Bacteroidales). X3, 7£ BC f1 MBC H#,
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JEIRAE, i

VFZ 3 BBERE R EN I . VF 2 90T 8 O E N BC Al MBC LA E B, B0+ /R # 8 (Raoultella)
(D15A: 21.89%, DI15B: 55.77%; D31A: 2.21%, D31B10.70%). R % i & (Propioniciclava) (D15A:
32.78%, DI15B: 10.14%; D31A: 23.18%, D31B:5.67%). AK4rJWEL}E (unclassified Saccharimonadales)
(D15A: 19.21%, D15B: 3.62%; D31A: 16.52%, D31B: 1.11%)F1E JE %41 1 J& (Raineyella) (D15A: 4.73%,
DI15B: 5.44%; D31A: 3.03%, D31B: 3.13%)%%.

AW BN BIE A E RIS ER . — B0l 2 B R G i R P R . AR
A A R 7 LA BB 98 TR 388 4% 1€ S, (AR 5 B8 & (Pseudomonas) T2 WA B J& (Alkaligenes) Fl 5i B
1A IR B J (Klebsiella) #3A0 ¥ 1l R SR B MR #8148 )5 R 70 T8 BN RE 70 $1 5 /R B e 9002 e v A IR 1 —
B, JERE RS RE, X PR AR R . E T DUHAR . TR S AR S N
M RIEAE K, A RIREAAE SRR, IXAEZ AT T RaEE [51]. FATRI, MBC o
4 SR @ B s T BC, XA AR Ur o TATBERIL T —FPFFAREE 22 IRIIVE R, i 44 BT
B (Sphingobacteriia) (D15A: 2.20%, DI15B: 3.84%; D31A: 1.01%, D31B: 3.62%), &% 5% COD
AR ZE[52]

Br DIRE#EA, FATEAE BC 1 MBC R ILT /> & 1 XU AT 1 (Bifidobacteria) 1 v 75 A FK B
(Klebsiella), BAMWEZE TR PIEWARIELETE. £ MBC o, FRATTIE 4 b U 52 21) 73Kk 1 F1 70 %) Bk
B AFIE . XS AR R A G . FLEKEE R T AR 8 . 2B LR B A BOs I R A AT
JIF B B AL TR, RIS A AL R SR M e . 4 BE IR 4TS (Gluconacetobater) J& T8 I
58 H R 2L MR J5E T (Rhodospirillales), T LRI CBE . & FEAI CBR ERAE B o Bt PRk e )97 i il A6
REFE, SIS R R S 0 e e RIORR RN O R . X 5 8 MBC B as A R I BRI B8 T I 4 SR

— ¥
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Figure 7. Main functional microorganisms at genus level in BC and MBC
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R, i

FAVIE @ TR B (] 8)RfE 1 AR A M AE RN FE A 1 B A DA AN FIREAS Z TR R 3 AT o S5 R K
I, MBC #1153 (Gammaproteobacteria) (D15A: 23%, D15B: 57%; D31A: 4.2%, D31B: 15%).
¥ (Bacilli) (D15A: 5.7%, D15B: 53%; D31A: 1.8%, D31B: 39%)F1Fi /K EAL I [ (Alphaproteobacteria)
(D15A: 15%, DI15B: 17%;: D31A: 15%, D31B: 53%)MI0 A B & T BC, X U401 7E K B e 1)
EE BB . MR W] AT BRI bR, s OCHAE I A MUBE A AR I 2R . 2. IS5
=, WERET N REELE/EN, HKEHEAE W ERRHA53]. FEMER WHER RS A B R
BEARRCR, FEXTA LTS Ge i o0 A E R . BT ZRVE AR T 1 P] DK MRS IR #h S8 SR 2R, AT R I I Al
TORE T o IR LA B R IR A S R AL FR 48 1) 2 B S S AL TR A [53] [54]. X — S5 R E W Fl R B HE RS2
TR — 8. 45K, MBC AU R Z MRS, T H A B E s % .
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