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B2 s 2k 2 o DR A B g B A AL i
5t ) 5 ) 1 i KL 52 i e 0 14 1 R HEAT BT . A
PRI nosZ i DR 4 Bt 1) 480 A — R0 T R TH 2 I
WA B E G, H AT O A D BF 5 B B
5% nosZ 3 R 22 BF 1 SR 14 5 4 Ak 20 R 10 RE 9K 45
FORI 2 REPE, 2 B AR AT PCR 89 L 35 DR R A 2 42
PCR-RFLP.T- RFLP %, iX & 5} 5% % A~ [7] B 55 o 1
nosZ J R BEAT T 43 B 491 1 A% AR - 8 M i R VL
By B TN RS R PR R AL 40 T L AT W
ZREVE . AR 925 DL dE T A 05 o R R O A
DNA, % FH 5 53 51 9097 388 B2 AL 40 B nosZ B 1A, K
i nosZ-PCR-RFLP J5 3, W53 T 5 F ¢ 7 26 % 1 3¢
1 nosZ Y S A A B BEVE 45 K B i P . iR
Pl 5 i 49 T G % L R R AR IR 0 Y, A R
& 1 A FUE IR BRI R IR S

1 MRERITIA

1.1 HIERE R T IEHS

At A 8 A X 33 A b s M L i TR 4
E3 AL b L. LIy, B RN
HLJ5t 33.55 g/kg, B AR 73. 01 mg/kg, il & % 249.
46 mg/kg, W W% B 443.45 mg/kg, 4 M B 657.66
mg/kg, pH 6. 86, 40 b iy £ o4 & il - 2011 4F 8
F 2 H e 3 AN il = M L e 50g/m” ) ik

Hio T HERESCRFEI ] Y 2011 45 11 F 22 H, R H
XA LR EUREVEE 3 A KM 5 em — 15 em HHEFE N,
BEGRAET -20CH —-4C KM% H -
1.2 +1E5 DNA gyiRE 54

1385 DNA (¥ $2 U 4% i MO BIO 2 7] 42 77 1
3 DNA $2 B 7] & 20 BR 42 L. DNA $2 e H
2% JBE % FE 1) B 0 R o S P A I o A b B
3ANTELE, ARG IR A DNA 20 TR A7 T - 20°C ok
iR B
1.3 nosZ EEAFF 9
1.3.1 nosZ £ HF 9 PCR ¥ #: % 51 W nosZ-
1211 F: 5°-CG (C/T) TGTTC (A/C) TCGACAGCCA-
3°F1 nosZ4917 R: 5'-CATGTGCAG (A/C/G/T) GC
(A/G) TGGCAGAA3 " 1 415 nosZ JE X" . $ 19
&% PCR X N AE 0.2 mL PCR & h @E47, )X N IR &
¥4 :10 x PCR 2% o % i [500 mmol /1, Tris _HCI

(pH8.0) ,25 mmol /L. MgCl, 1,1.25U Tag DNA &
Mg, 51 W B 0.5 wm, i 480 K% Bl B% B iR 5 N
0.25 mmol /L, ] JC T4 (¥ W #% /K b hn 2] 50 pL. PCR
BN TR BR 45 fF A :95°C 5 min; 95°C 1 min, 55°C
30 5,72°C 1 min, 30 {KAFHA;72°C 7 min. PCR 471
F=4) k706 bp.

1.3.2 nosZ EFRFTEXERME PCR ¥ 1=
FH 3506 0% 46 Jie DNA- [= 50k 771 43 B e, 55 TA e e 44
A1 T-Vector FARIE B8 % 241 ki, H & 41 5kE
ALK Z A4 (E. coli TOP10) , F] 15 11 B 2% 10 45
T J7 V05 3% 3 N 706 bp nosZ JE B (1) BH 1 v [ 55 44
[ R T R A B e T S
50 pg/mL{¥) LB K578 5 bk 2, I 309% (¥ H il £ 5
1 = 70°C %% AF -

1.3.3 nosZ £ B F 5 &Y 5 47 F1 7E « 45 P11 v [
) nosZ K& N Jv BT N D) g Mspl Rl Rsal ) %1, H
2% [1) Byt H B 458 1 HL UK 7 v A ) S I 5 A R
W B VE D8 20 M Bk A 22 S i) e B, AP S B v
6 AR T B TR WU Y 5 DA B R %) R Ay AR,
H T7/SP6 J7- 31 hy 51 4 & B A 17 40 I N o )
P b A AR ) TR AR R 55 7 BR A W) 58 ko
1.3.4 nosZ BEFRFIHENMAZELE SN
SEBEAN B 1k 56 A v 1 B nosZ JE R FE A o K T I I
¥ % ) DNAMAN (Versiond. 0) {4 2 |4 5 S () 28 44
FF A, 43 2 7 25 706 bp [ 16S rDNA F¢ %1, H]
CHECK CHEMERA P2 /74 U A T Hik 5 17 51 9 50 B -
ANTE [ Fe 41 H] BLAST B 7 7E GenBank 48 22 AH AL
FEH, 48 56 )% %1 |l DNAMAN (Versiond. 0) #E47 Lt
X AT RGEKE 3 o

1.3.5 BEEEWMITEMARLEE S KA Shannon
LR ECH = -3 (Pi) (InPi) , Pi £-5 i Fhig
DR LB A, Pio= Ni/N, Ni O 55 1 Fh g 1 28 4
Pra & vl BE B N O B o FE . R R 4R
(Margalef) d =S = 1/InN, S Jy fif§ ¥ 7= 4= () 5 2 74
Y357 538 %t (Eveness) : Eveness = H /Hmax (I
Hmax = InS) "',

1.4 EF nosZ ERMKREHHAREESHEN MPN-
PCR %

XF A ER S DNA W HE AT 10 £ B JE 70 %, ik
YRUAN [R) 4 ¢ B2 (R R 20 il A 4 ASSFAT I PCR Y,
AR At 47 38 7 49 1 H Uk 5 SRk v B e A il 1 B 1 e
B o R IR bR o BCR AR AR i 3 AL AL il



T M A5 - YRR b T AT L S A AR T L mosZ TR S AES A A2 A R 4 R R L TR A 2 4R (2015) 55 (1) 75

KR 3 AN FRR E PCR S BH YE (0 BF 5 3. %
BRI — R BT N 4 ASPAT RN B A B £ B
R B . WA A 2 P B bR A MIPN 26 v 28 L A
IS (19 40 1 () AT ABL AR 4R J HE 7 4 e 1 R oP SR A 40
W Wy T R R = Gl
x BB bR — L BB AE K0 /T LT 4
b 1
L5 WEMEMERMNES

M T % L S R T K L e A LA R
(NH,-N) ) 1 % 6 e 2280 o 85 L3 )
R SR IO P 0 R B = e ke Y
1.6 RWLEHEONEMITE

IO R, 2R A SRR
TR R KR AR R S R Ak A 2 T
Er RS LA 7% 1 00 S R A o T
FLAR 7R IGE 2 mm 07 () 58 10 - 20 g, & T 25
(8 50) mL =i, i\ 10% 1) KNO, (1 3+
C/IN ZUNT7) 5 IS mL 280K VA » A 1 2245 3
VKR o W A E B TR, HhE S A
MR 2 U AT TR A N TE . TR K IR
T T2 T £ Y TR WA AR TR B
LW FIE R BT ReERRREER T
0 d-3 dHCHY bR, AT LR g v 0 RE 5 ob 38 4 1 A
Fo B9 A MW e R E SR 3 b Ak
(INTEGRAL Futura ALLIANCE INSTRUMENTS) .

2 HURAIr

2.1 BEERFIMIERBEUIERMMEVEDESR
B %2 )

VR VR ot T 25 508 - 1 S B A0 P IR S e ] 1
JIT 71 I R B 2 700 6f - 3 I A Ak A IR 5 5 x
M ZE R AEZE (P>0.05) o S 45 5 4t W] L
ot T FE ) B 2% 4 100 d 5 10 S R Ak A T R
B 5 6] FER R 1 7K

TP o B 2 50 0o - B A A A 2B R R B e
B2 firoi, 38 FF o B 25 50 ek R B AR o A M BRI
RS I L N . ST A R UL TR
EZEFEA 100 d 5 B8R R AEY Y &
REX IR EZR (P>0.05) .
2.2 nosZ ERA By RFLP 447
2.2.1 nosZ EFEH) PCR %55 : il i % 2k v I\ L H

98.10 -
£ 9800 a a
=4
R u
5 9790 -
& 9780+
97.70 L I
methyl bromide ck
Fumigants

1. BERFIM T EREEIERMR M
Figure 1. Effects of soil fumigants on the soildenitrification.
“Different small letters in the same column indicated significant

difference at 0.05 level. The same below.
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Figure 2. Effect of fumigants on soil microbial biomass nitrogen.

Jot P 28 L A0S I R U AE ) L DNA, DNA
PR L, N TIEP IR IR AN 10 peg/g T Eo M
3 DNA Sy BEA, 57 38 S A AL A0 TR nosZ BRI, 9 4
B FEAE 706 bp iy, HIWLH 6 3 25 L 3 F K B
713 O S e) Th B Be 9 3 nosZ JEIA

2.2.2 nosZ EAXEFRTEFHS T nosZ FH
FHAE 7E B 1) PCR 77 4R H N D) Bl Mspl F1 Rsal 1)
S (B 3) s 1 (1 Wl ) i S0 1 0% A ) 2500 O &
AT A [ (R 2 R Y, g — 5 A A % s SRR — A
OTU (Operational taxonomic unit, OTU) o FH ¥ 42
SE A B e A3 ) 120 AN BE M v B, dl D) g V)
F o B4R 8 A4 OTU, Horp g 2 4> OTU A& f —4
kT O S R 0.8%), &k W ¥ ot S
GenBank JE Xf tb 45 R 4 Uncultured Azospirillum,
Mesorhizobium, fH L1 91% 92% . 15 42 4> 75 B T
A=A OUT Hfr (i B Sg BE 1K) 35.0% ) 5 15 Ll Xk
25 By Uncultured bacterium partial AL 99% «
28 Ny B o — A OUT B fr (i 5% F# 10
23.3%) , Wl LL X 45 5k Rhodopsendomonas FHL %
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96% - 4716 NTEE T4 — > OUT Ay (5 & v B
B 13.3% ) , PP Lb ST 45 B 5 Mesorhizobium A1 AU P
96% - 47 15 NFEBE T A — > OUT Ffy (5 & 5 B
B 12.5%), W FF b % 45 B 4 pseudomonas
fluorescens AL 99% « H 11 AN FaL & — A
OUT # A7 (/& v BEY 9.2%) » W7 Lk Xt &5 3R
Bradyrhizobium. A{MRIPE91% « £ 8 AFalE T —
OUT A7 (/5 & v BEY 6.7%) » W7 L Xt &5 3
Herbacspirillum L% 97 % »

R VR e F 2 Ak B v 43 31 120 AN B e B 1
Onf JECPE &) 5 S8 A U MspT A1 Rsal §) 1 53 #1453
F 94> OTU, Horp Ay 28 N yg b 1 — 4> OTU Hifiz
(R FEREM 23.3% ) , &3 )7 70 1 5 GenBank 2
XL 45 B A4 Uncultured bacterium partial # L P
99% . 47 18 NFEkE T4 — /> OTU A (5 & 5 B
B 15.0% ) » M 7 LE X 45 5 & Rhodopsendomonas #f
Ak 96% « A7 17 A3 b 7 — A OTU AL (1 i
R 14.2% ) 5 W 3 L 45 S Ky Azospirillum A1 AN
PE99% o A7 14 A 3iBE T4 —A OTU Hfz (15 &g
BEM 11.7% ) » W 77> LX) 45 Rl Mesorhizobium: A 2L
PE96% o 17 14 A 3iBE T4 —A OTU Hfr (5 &5
BEM 11. 7% ) » I3 Le X6 45 5 4 Bradyrhizobium 1L,
PE91% « 47 13 AN 3ibE 74 —A OTU Hfz (5 &g
B B 10.8%), Wl v Lk % 45 B & pseudomonas
fluorescens ALY 99% . 5 7 DNk 1 —4 OTU
gpr Oy 8 50 B 5.8% ), P b ok 45 R oA
Herbacspirillum M UYE 97% « H 5 PN —
OTU #fi7 (dy S v B 1 4.2%) » W T3 B X 45 SR
Nitrosospivamultiformis #1 L VE 95% «» H 4 /B 7
A OTU SA7 (S se BE ¥ 3.3% ) 5 B Y bE X &5
W4 Rhizobium melibei #11LL1E 99%

LR R 78 L RS I 38 h B A7 AE Uncultured
bacterium  partial~ Rhodopsendomonas~ pseudomonas
Sluorescens Herbacspirillum~Mesorhizobium F Bradyrhizobium,
TR P o T 2% R BRI R R R LR T xR
TR R AR A b AR B IR B B L 2
B o WY 33 R SORE A A B OK 22 B0 AR B R
. XM A o kS W B Azospirillum Rhizobium
melibei F1 Nitrosospiwamultiformis, £ I3 F ¢ BE 7% + 4%
RGN B o Azospirillum 7 S 5 [ 1K) 14. 2% » & T
5 W T R (3.3% 4. 2% ) {E i 56 B T R B
flo T W ke TR & 3R K W B Uncultured

Azospirillum, Mesorhizobium £ X7 Ff 1 18 v S 6 0 31,
P T BET 0. 8% o

M 12 3456 7 8910111213 1415M

2000
1000
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250
100

[ 3. T2 H 16S rDNA £ [F RFLP 4 #f Y 2 ik B i
Figure 3. RFLP of clones of the 16S rDNA. Lane 1 —15: clones of
the 16S rDNA. M: DNA. Marker.

2.2.3 nosZ B FHAL B TE B A Al ot A0 BE R
ity Z FETEE T 2 RE MR SR BCBEAT VR (R DD
Shannon-Wiener it 82 B V& T (1) 4 Tl o FEAS 44 HOR
AR REEM LR & A8 bR o Margalef ¥ 50 W T 1
W LI ) Bl S B o Evenness $5 303K o8 1) Fi
FEIR B 73 AR DL 2 W P B0 H A3, 2 &
WO bE K kN X R BE Margalef fi H
Shannon-Wiener F1 Evenness 8 8t L i 7= % (P >
0.05) , 15 B W e 7 2 1 3 9 45 g on) R b A
v 2257+ (P >0.05) .

R 1 nosZ BEREDFEZHEIEH

Table 1. Ecological indexes of nosZ gene

Shannon-Wiener

Margalef

Sampie OTU Evenness
indexindex index

Methyl bromide 8 2.81 a 8.56 a 0.58 a

Ck 9 3.03 a 8.90a 0.61 a

“Different small letters in the same column indicated significant difference

at 0. 05 level. The same below.

2.3 MPNPCREXMTERBUAFNEEDN

HR
SEIOFE S Y MPN-PCR =9 1) sk 25 S LK 4,
H T ¥ CDNA (9107107210 .10~ f0

10 R B FE (1) 4 AP AT B RE S 49t DNA 4 1
435K 4.0.0.0 F1 0 (K 4-A) , $% MPN-PCR ¥ 1) Jii
PR AT G () B FE AR o 400, 25 MPN £ 15 10 7 B
FE B L DNA S 0 AH 0 8 1 R il 46 41 8 A 20k
2.5, SPHEAEM 107 1072010 7010 TR 10 T R
FERET 4 A AT AR S RES 1S H DNA 45407 169 43 0l 0
4.2.0.0 F10 (& 4-B) ,#% MPN-PCR % ) J5i B, iZ% 4~
B R R A Ol 420, #F MPN %43 10 3 B 104 L
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DNA 5 BAH T Y 1R BB AG 4l R A 50k 6.0 vk 5
25 LTS oR TR ZE T Onf B RO A 4 v 2 o
LR - 30 R 2.4 1%,

(A)b MI11122 2233334 44455556660

P

2000—
1000—
750 —

500—
250—

100 —|

(B) MI 11122 2233334444555566066

-Ii-g.g..... "-

4. iR MPN -PCR =4 1.2% IR i5 ¥E SR AQ 2
K EE

Figure 4. Soil sample MPN - PCR products 1. 2% agarose gel
electrophoresis. A: the methyl bromide soil fumigation; B: the

control soil.

3 itie

A R AE Y R SO A A B SR . T A
(PN HNFRIEIR N R EF P P IR N
HUAR I A= 0 A AF H ARGl E M 0 H 4 2K 3
B 51 (1) 00t 30 4 A Ak Al R 2 KT B B
A A A0 B BOREE A T o A R 5 R T v
7% L 100 K S i A 4N T AR L IR T 1. 4
. H5HT AWFSE 45 - — 3. Roux-michollet 25 ™ fiff
T 4T R e T 2% (15 - 62 ) A Ak i
B EAR T M ARG A R AT H R o AR
FEZE L5 (100 d) A Ak s P b on) I 1 0 B 3 O
S (P >0.05) , 51 A G T i H ot 58 28 0) 1 18 Al
AT FIAIE 5 B0 7 i A T 20 2 70 2% 3 Jim  o J
s A A T A I T AN [] 5 T 2% 7 T 2% 13 100 d J5 s 5
SABA A R M AE P 2 T Dh e is vk, LR BUE Y
AR R S IR W3 2 e R A IR A B IE S .
AR SIZIG 1) S5 R A 4 B B R LA nosZ KR R Oy vt B
FORE LD, 51k 1 3 S A A AF T B9 B AR 25 Pt B

nosZ K& KBS S il Ak 4 B H R A 9 2D R 5 1R S B A
TER 224k

M A nosZ-PCR-RFLP J7 ik W 53¢ 1 3 F 7% 7))
XF R H bR kAR A (OB Al 4 ) B VR 4 R
(Y 5% W) Y0 TR e T 28 0) 2 3B nosZ B I A A AN B R
W G 52w by o G 2 2 R MU E A R A
o, W E T e BE LB A, BTl 45 R
GenBank # 45 Fi i #3E 47 7 51 %8 bE, &5 2R 40 W] R e
FE K AR X TR 44 T ¥ £ 4E Rhodopsendomonas
pseudomonas fluorescens~ Herbacspirillum . Uncultured
bacterium partial~ Mesorhizobium F1 Bradyrhizobium .
WP B 28 R AR R IR S S s B L R T
MR AE o P Al Ak B g b AR R R T e B B 0 B
fe o YO b R P S i AL 4l oK 2 By AR B R
. XF M+ 3 b S I B Azospirillum « Rhizobium
melibei F1 Nitrosospivamultiformis, 7F & FF ¢ B2 7% +
b oR KW B RO ke AR R bk I B
Uncultured Azospirillum, Mesorhizobium , ££ %} 8 + 4%
R R 3] o Azospirillum Fl Rhizobium melibei & %
AN ) B Bl R s W B B AR R AR ) 2
Bt 4 [ % (association fixing nitrogen) , 2 H J2& 4L
Ak TR — Al A 05 AR B IR B 28 A Uy T B AT S R
MM, RESEREM . WA KDY L
BRAMWEME e EKKE RTE
Nitrosospivamultiformis j& 28 5 4k B, 7 57 4 8% % 1L
A R R S B R Ak R S 2 A A I A AN T
A HD R WRHY d T S b e ORI B e Rl
WA be TR 2Rt ME PR AR AR O R B om.
Stromberger ' FHl 354 FF 5 J L% Al T 7 1 98 L
b % 5 0k A LR 2D 55% LA b, Ho- HORF 4R )
TEJE 37 B R KA . AR 52 K A bk I 0
T8 AN AETE A Y W Uncultured Azospirillum
F Mesorhizobium , H. ft Mesorhizobium & #3988 % )& »
H. oG8 5 Azospirillum « Rhizobium melibei — ¥ . i
WY R e R 2K A T O — SR A B A s T A
3 55— R R A TR TR AR Gk AT A A
P oo i L (2 - s NP | R (RS
D] 5 B 28 B T B A R B A E R B T . )
FH o 325 K 56 Wi L 5 1) S A AR A D 2 A A L
i TR 75 AT RE U5 3BT I S A A0 Y Al e B BT R
ik 55 Tt SR
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Effects of methyl bromide fumigation on community
structure of denitrifying bacteria with nitrousoxide
reductase gene (nosZ) in soil

Pingmei Yan''’, Hongping Qiao', Wenjing Zhao', Yanfei Chen', Shuhua Shan',
Aocheng Cao >

" Department of Biology, Taiyuan Normal University, Taiyuan 030012, Shanxi Province, China

* Institute of Plant Protection, Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Beijing 100193, China

Abstract: [Objective] We studied the effect of methyl bromide fumigation on soil edaphic denitrification. [Methods] We
adopted nosZ-PCR-RFLP (restriction fragment length polymorphism) method, nosZ-MPN-PCR (MostProbable-Number—
PCR) counting method and soil nitrate elimination rate method, to explore the effect of methyl bromide fumigation on
community structure, quantity and activity of denitrifying bacteria in soil. [Result] After methyl bromide fumigating soil
for 100 d, soil denitrification did not change obviously (P > 0.05) . Margalef index, Shannon-wiener index and Evenness
index had no significant difference (P >0.05) in nosZ denitrifying bacterial communities between fumigated soil and the
control. There were Rhodopsendomonas, Pseudomonas fluorescens, Herbacspirillum, uncultured bactertum partial in both of
them. However, Azospirillum, Rhizobium melibei, Nitrosospira multiformis were exclusively found in the control, and
Uncultured Azospirillum sp, Mesorhizobium sp were in fumigated one. Moreover, the number of denitrifying bacteria in the
control resolved by nosZ-MPN-PCR (Most-Probable-Number-PCR) was 1.4 times higher than that of the fumigated one.

[Conclusion] After 100 d fumigating soil, the composition of nosZ denitrifying microbial community and the population of
denitrifying bacteria changed. Furthermore, there was no difference in denitrification between the fumigated soil and the
control.
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