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1.1 #hX ¢

4 gk 1 0 S - (1) 203 4 (K B i Al
Et) REFILVEE BT (116°55'30"E , 28°15'
20"N) 5 (2) 2L+ (i e s 2k 1) R E T
A5 HEVETT (116°53'00"E . 28°14'00"N ) ; (3) 7 41 3
(EABHEE L) RET RE KT (1120327
23"E 23°10"12"N) ; (4) ik 21 8 (WG 202 i kg 1) -
FETHE R4 M 017 (110°36"11"E ,18°5200"N) ,
JrA YR A ERZ (0 ~ 15 em) SRR TESE S
N 3t 2 mm i,

R T I BRAS A AR X S 2 SR ) Y T S
JITA - 98 5 50 i ¥ AT K B AL B, KB AR R B
10 ~100g KT+ & T 250ml 3% 55 = 1 i o, E i 28

HaiE O, BT KR 8 (LDZX-40BI, [ H
)WL AR E R 121°C JE 124 0.105 MPa 4 {4 F
MK 3 K, BIR KA 3 h, & HFE 24 h K 1
W, R Tl KR G O K T R
PITRE R o KT Ji 0 - 48 v 4 8 L 3 A 4k TR K
b R HR T RO A5 A 0, R B 7 1 R] L
IR B R 2 BRA: W1 B ROCR

ot K B - e A7 FE A BAL M BRI R I RE Ty vk
Sy pH R AT pH 3F (HANNA21T) il 5
K Ry 125 5 A AL BT R FH % 1R 0 9 0 5 ) i
PEA MU R 7K He 122 42 BG—TOC {0 22 ; +
BH 5 28 4 ik R FH EDTA-4 55 Dok 1 I 5 5 + 580
B A AL BRI B R AL R R B R B - A TR
B - T i R M R BUEE (DCB) W 7 5 338 T e AL A Ak ik
TG 7 T AR MK 8 SR FH 0 T i 4 BT I 5 L 3R
T PR R FH 28070 A6 T TR B 9 0 5 S AORE 2 R
W AE IR E o T E SRR 1,

F1 TEERBUAMER

Table 1 Physical and chemical properties of the soils
A A BB WAL BT Ac e s 4 Ak Bk e s S AL PV EER AN
e &Sy pH - .
oM DOC CEC Free Fe, 0, Free Al, O, Amorphous
Soil type (H,0) . . . »
(gkg™) (mg kg™") (mmol kg™") (gkg’l) (gkg’l) Fe,0;(g kg™ )
AR: 4.38 5.27 128.3 22.49 11.82 4.22 0. 67
aFE+ @ 4.36 4.36 66. 85 68. 31 33.19 7. 40 3.62
pigAR: 3.61 47.98 1 095 116.7 33.96 7.45 5.14
T @ 4.56 30. 94 566.7 69. 50 164.3 23.85 2.97
. T E B AL R Lo 2 T AR oL o3 hL Fhki
R . i
Amorphous Specific surface (2 ~0.02 mm)(0.02 ~0.002 mm) ( <0.002 mm)
Soil type . Textural class
ALO;(gkg ') area(m? g ') Sand (% ) Silt( % ) Clay (%)
AR Ea 1.02 8.21 39.8 50. 37 9.83 3 53 + Silt loam
an: ekl 2.75 30.21 35.62 25.45 38.93 HEJfi % + Loam clay
HoeriE® 1.37 10. 11 45.52 6.58 43.9 HE )% %+ Loam clay
i@ 4.06 52.5 25.93 19.1 54.98 Fi+ Clay

(DFerriudic Cambosols, @ Argiargiudic Ferrosols, @ Allitiargiudic Ferrosols,@Rhodiudic Ferralosols

1.2 #ilAH

L.2.1 407 J 8 57 26 HE Y 3 bR B AR
i F #8554 4o 0 (CCTCC) 4350
(1) PP. ( Pseudomonas putida , 3% 5 AR B H ) , 5 2%
ICHIPETR , 72 30°C 1Y LB 3 R BE (A 1. 0 g, B )
#y 0.5 g,NaCl1 1.0 g,7K 100 ml,pH 7.0 ~7.2) H &%
773 (2) PA. ( Pseudomonas aeruginosa , 5 %43 R 54 iy
B L B E B, 7 35°C 1) LB 85 35 36 b 8% 5%

(3)BS. ( Bacillus subtili, /5 5. ZF AT 1 ) , & 2% K H
PETE , 76 35°CH) PYG 35k (A 49 0 3.0 ¢, 85 F1 g
1.0 g, BERRHRY 0.5 ¢, B2 — S04 0. 45 o, BRFERSS 0. 2
g,7K 100 ml) HrdE 3% Pl A 55 5% 5L TE A 14 i Jom Bt
BH 1.5 ~2.0 g, AN,

1.2.2  Jffk K EPS 2 3K WAk 15 97 AR E
W (ARSI 25 R 1 3 bk T bR 9 A28 111 24 h)
B 2% T R B SR W, B I B 3R W) e 0 1S min (5 000
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2,4C) ARG H IE WAE = B0 ) &N L
30min(12 096 g, 4°C) "*' . YLIE W T A0 A 40
FHTC T AR BRER K vl ik 3 0k, LLIH 50RG B 76 40 M & T
() 5 S 5Lk BE 2% T, DN LA Wk B L AR 4°C IR AF
G

LWt EPS /Y 42 BR U7 34 R 4R Omoike FI
Chorover' " i 75 J7 #: 647, BIAE 13 W P 4 i 4°C
Ol HER OB FIHW R 31 ##47, R 5 7E -
20°C FEEYL 18 h, 5.0 30 min(12 096 g,4°C) , /3 &
WUVEY) . DIVEM M ZE oK IG , A g 4R
Ji ( cellulose membranes, 3 500 MWCO from Spec-
trum) AT A KB AT, KRR, G R B L
BT 72 h, R 12 h WG LK RS Uk T FR
&L, 4CHRIE

SIS R R AR 20 M VEPS KB T HIR A B
TG A A BRER K T 2 R OB B
1.3 mEREKGNFE

AW PENE R AR GX174 Jy 48759 B , B H 45
FZEARLT N2 i 3 9 5 10 B T2 T A& R S e ot
FE0R X174 (ATCC 13706B1) K 3 7 42 4 1
E. coli(ATCC13706) ¥ [ 3 [E b5 i 35 5% 4 08 8
L (ATCC) , $pX174 E— D HAEZ 23 nm By = 1A
PP DNA I B 0K, S5 A2 6.6 R A
BEP #5723 (NaCl 0.5 ¢, B 4 0.5 ¢, 4 A 7TF 0.3
g,7K 100 ml,pH 7.0 ~7.2) {5 3¢ o A SEH i 5 24
TE 4°CRAF , IR HDBUZ A i 2 1 DU, 2RI 5
IS ERKR " s,
1.4 AREAGEZWIERMBESHERTE

7 15 ml TR B0 8 43 5 A Gd 2 mm 5 1
4 MUK LI (1.00 g) |, 40 M0k (3 EPS ik 5 R
AEW) 1.0 ml, KA B KT REY 107
pfu ml ' X174 B 0. 1 ml, IR 5] 5 7 0 40
B EPS BRI A B i AL #5351 Cell (EPS |
Mixture 3% 7o % B8 4k 31 25 0. 1ml W5 B 1A B 0
1.0 mlJE 3 A 45 /K A1 1.00 ¢ 42, Fi] Control 35
MRo Z5FAALTE N 0. Tml W B R BN 1.0 ml TG
AR K, BOEE THEIR (4C) . 1E5 3 (300
rmin ") Z&F R AR % 55 3R 46 (HZ-9310K, H [ K
) PIELEEIRG A 3 h ARG MRS WS
> 30 min(12 096 ¢,4°C) . F| F X2V Mk ) |
TR T R RE . B T W (LRI T B B
NS AL RE U B S b R B R 25 E, I
B (R) AR N

R =[(C, - C)/ Cx100] (1)

KPR (C L C 5350 2 7 9 1 1 W BT L9 (% ) W25 E
Ab A5 7 e (pfu ml ™) 9258 A 3 S B0 BT AR
WO AR R U (pfu ml )

[vi] BF 300 5 72 9% 4% B Cell H1 Cell/EPS fb B o
iRV R SRR AR L o N g = I | R
F 2 SEAT FO B, LAPTAG 52 56 25 40 0 20 1 A B 15 18
EIsZm . 25 1 ARFE R 1. Oml 40 i B (s &
W) 0. Iml JERAEFEER K, 25 1 2 2 #E 2 1. 0ml
20 i B (BR B ) T 0. Tmldp X174 Bk,

DL B SC9  E AT 3 W A, SEgn 45 2R O 3
W 5 1) A
1.5 #iEaE

B IEAEA(S) R AL (B) (T BR A AR
g7, BNE AR EE EPS s B TMTR A (C) ENTZ EHY
THAEMH(SxB,SxC,BxC,SxBxC)H=J0)
22000, X FE IR SR (S) (MR B 4 (C) I
EATZ A EAERI (S x C) i ZJCJr 22 73 #r ¥4 %
1 SPSS17. 0 #4773 ¥, 2 & L8 R H] Duncan 4% i
17 F PR 5 (p <0.05)

2 4 R

2.1 REHEFREREEPS S8
2 SR RREE ) 3 BB A AT 5 R A R
£ PP. I BS. Bk Z 8] 22 5 PR A K, {H PAL BRI Bk 22
BEMRA R | ABEGH EPS 815 3 Wk
ZIEAREEER(ER2),
R2 BREHNBREHTEFRARREREEPS 28

Table 2 Concentration of culturable bacterial cells and their exuded

EPS at stationary phase

. AT e B EPS & &
Bacterial concentration EPS content
Strain
(cfuml™") (mgml~")
PP. 8.62 x10° b 1.397 a
PA. 8.05 x10° a 1.403 a
BS. 8.82 x10% b 1.373 a

T2 P R AR R 55 B R R AN 5] E k A E E 2E R (p <
0.05,Duncan test); PP. [ PA. | BS. 4l £ /R Pseudomonas putida,
Pseudomonas aeruginosa , Bacillus subtili. "I [ri] Note: Numbers in a col-
umn followed by different letters indicate bacterial species effect at 0. 05
probability levels based on Duncan s PP. ,PA. ,BS. stand for Pseudo-
monas putida , Pseudomonas aeruginosa , Bacillus subtili, respectively. The

same below
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2.2 AELTERAEEE

SR B A R A Y AN T G B Y Ak 3 S A
TEAN R b L, ARWF 58 T 1% A R A =
iRl R A P S S HE TR (R 3) .
S5 WR WA AE X AT 5T T Y 3 TR R R 22 1)
WAAEMIFZ R, X AT RE R T1% 3 WK AE X174 1
T ERATEC L O IR SR AN MR A R R A B A
B, TR SR R AR W] L R AW R S & A
Xof A LR A LE 1B 00 T A it By 2E 0], B
WABER EWXG(R3), B-EFZ, X3 HEKRES
it 3 h TR A - 1 - R s B AR + EPS- 3 TR

BRGIEARTERZEE O T BRI, M=
W A PR S TR A R Z H M AR B 2 e A 3 BSORE T /R
T 36 0% B B A SR A7 A I R, HL R R T S g
o5 11 LS B0 40 A SR (1 209% L 0F B R B R A
TE 40 M= AL B PP, FI BS. T Bk 5 o 21 38 Fn ik
AR RR T (£ 3) . PA. BHbRLE T A RS A
Z T SR B R 0 X IR B 25
VLH] PA. TRARTE 3 WAk TP PTE T e o, X 5
Hassen 25" > 3030 (9 PA. BEbR 4 104 8 40 11 A9 45 16
F—F, N A HESE BT 9 4 Fh L Fe 1 ALK
ks EM RS (£,

#3 FALHATHEEAASE

Table 3  Concentrations of culturable bacteria in different soils (cfu ml™")

sE S a8+ a5+ PR fit 41 43¢
AbFE Treatment T Ak Strain - - Ferriudic Argiargiudic Allitiargiudic Rhodiudic
Blank1 Blank 2
Cambosols Ferrosols Ferrosols Ferralosols
0 B PP. 7.83 x10% a 7.80 x10* a 7.37 x10* ab  7.33 x10% ab 6.33 x10% ¢ 6.77 x 10® be
Cell
PA. 7.31x10% a 7.27 x10° a 7.13 x10° a 7.10 x10° a 6.73 x10° a 6.93 x10° a
BS. 8.08 x 10% a 7.97 x10% a 7.47 x10* ab 7.53 x10* ab 6.77 x10* b 6.73 x10* b
BA B PP. 7.85 x10% a 7.87 x10* a 7.53 x10% ab  7.57 x10% ab 6.73 x10® b 7.23 x10® ab
Mixture
PA. 7.35 x10° a 7.30 x10° a 7.17 x10° a 7.17 x10° a 6.80 x10° a 7.03 x10° a
BS. 8.01 x10% a 8.00 x10% a 7.57 x10* a 7.50 x10* a 6.87 x10* a 7.07 x10* a

AT AR F R R R A 3R A B 25 (p <0.05,Duncan test) Note; Numbers in a row followed by different letters indicate significant

difference between soils at 0. 05 probability levels based on Duncan 5

2.3 AEEFEENARLESRS SN

TR (S) (B AR A (B) LB AR AL 4
R pR &k EPS SLEAITAIR A (C) (L BATZ M A
HAEMM =0 20 R won, & A W11
8 255 ) - MG B Y B (F SR bk 4
BB 43 B AT 0 38 HAE FH AR i R v 7 B AR S0
98.17% , R B AEA W 5T J5 1 T, 3 B AR X = 498 1
o EE S AL (R 1)

BT S5 R R 4 B 3 b, 2026 4 % 55 19 )
WA Ty feoik, LUk N AR T HE RG4S 4Tt AR
A AT Z 5 WA S B AT R B 0 I 4 )
%% 99.10% 95.71% .70. 82% 23.40% .,

Xof gl - ST, 4 DA AE AR T i IR B Y 5 e
AT B A 43 B < 55— 2 A Xt R R 0 40 i A b
LA AU EPS BORCRIR & B b B, Hoh

SRR N S T ., REAN
(B Control i Cell Z Ja] , EPS F1 Mixture 2 [&] ) {F %t
WL Mrfegit s E B ER HiZERS
ZH [R) Y 22 S AH L AR IO R TE (8T 1) o EZ0HE AN
file 2145 |, PP. FI PA. TR bR (1% 4 Jfd A2 g Ak 31 B 2
I TE W BN IR A B B e 22 S (T8 1) o 4 Fh 423 EPS
Aob TSV 357 [ AR 55 2 W BFF 36% 22 A, HAR R Ol 16% ~
T0% T S IR G Y Ak 31 247 B KGR 75 O B 30%
KA HARWE N 19%~53% , iR Z5 LR F g
T A 0 M A7 7 %ok 21 39 W82 A 5 5 52 MR AR /)N, 2 - U
FL 2 10 B I B AR B (BRI EPS S AR
BRI AL PR 2 A B I B A 5 T S PR O R
T A K HC 53 sy T) B A A, DR T 240 o A 7 AT 0 58 -
SJEXT s 1 10 W BRERE g, DR S AT g 32 eh A T Y )
W EPS 3,
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o 0O Control a PP.
@% 100 - @ Cell oF _3__2_
2 2 & EPS 2l b o
5] 80 . | C
= g- O Mixture :
i% 2 60
= &
X2 40
3 b g
2z 20
> 0 15 258 ) ] )
EAR: 3} AN iR}
Ferriudic Argiargiudic  Allitiargiudic Rhodiudic
Cambosols Ferrosols Ferrosols Ferralosols
120
ﬁo O Control a =
S E 100F mcen 5
ﬁ‘éso- @ EPS i .
2 O Mixture ] 3
VE 60
£ &
ESCES a
= E
&3 20t
> 0 a0 ki3 . A f g ,
AR S Ao yiFAR: iR ]
Ferriudic Argiargiudic  Allitiargiudic ~ Rhodiudic
Cambosols Ferrosols Ferrosols Ferralosols
120
9 O Control BS.
~ & 100} ama aa
S & Cell ] o
~ 5 g DEPS e HEnS a d
L O Mixture ] : -
RS 60
=
= é 40 | a
w3 -
= g2 20 [T+ bRb
= i % . B . i |
FAR: SN a1t AR} VAR S
Ferriudic Argiargiudic  Allitiargiudic Rhodiudic
Cambosols Ferrosols Ferrosols Ferralosols
kA Soil type
W AR R 3 ER R R R A BRI 22 7 B3 (p < 0.05, Duncan test); Controls Cellv EPS. Mixture
43 IR RAT HRAE AR N0 M B EPS B AR & &R AL #E Note:  Different letters affixed to strains of
bacteria in the same soil indicate significant difference based on Duncan 0.05. Control, Cell, EPS and Mixture stands
for treatment of control, cell suspension, EPS suspension, and combined cell/EPS suspension, respectively
Bl 1 A [) A 3 T - M 0 B B 1 2 )
Fig. 1  Virus adsorption by soils as affected by treatment
XT 905 5 W B RE D TE 4 Fb g rp R ARy A,
3 i ® S AT BF 5 3 W1 He AR Fe AL ALY & 1 5
96 15 B I IE L S A R, 20 B R R 40
3.1 TEMRZEME A3 6 5T A ) T R R (R 1), 55— 7 L 2L

ARG A T A0 4 b - 598 0% 99 75 W B R g P K 3
ANEJHEBI I 5 Sk 215 + Lo 21 4 ik 2148 214+
55 3 R L A b, 2T 3 B R A BRI, R
1 AU Hof 3 174 ~ 176, Fe Al B4R & R
HA HIEM 1/3 ~1/15(K 1), X T REH E S EH

B LW EARATE LA HLET (DOC) Fr & )2 5 8
A AT e IR (R 1) B $X174 K
AHXT SRR PR 3, DOC A7 7E P AE 55 9% 2 7w r - 00
L 2 THT 110 WA A7 s DAL T 5 800 5 114 TR fF o BRI,
X B 7K 9 5 0 = (LD MS2) , DOC 17 76 45 1 fig 44

http : //pedologica. issas. ac. cn



510 + b

¥

51 %

TG 7 W B A R 4T S Bk R L LR W
UK Fe Al ALY & 30 4 B B3 b e 1,
DOC Fmth M FARAEMAE L 2 (F 1), [HH
5 T W B BE T A TR L AL 2 e B S
WS ERIR AT G (F 1), R A] e 5 H
& pH A 56, ARWEIE I 4 B H3E b, JRAT B pH B
1, T il 21 43 Fe e, 3% pH BN O 2 S i o i BT
M FEN R Z —,pH Tk, — J7 1 R AR 7 W B &
53— J7 T A T RER I A
3.2 EPS &M

1+ -5 7 -EPS 1R & R 48 (R EPS 4b2) v,
I3 7 5 HEURL 22 18] 9 VR O i F IR 5] R A
463 T EPS 3 B i 5 LS B 5 A e
SALPIME R AN, 5 B T RE B EPS 3G (R
KRB S TE VLI A G EPS BB 00 i 0% R
K, R/s0 EPS o iy — 26 i X5 7 1 B B 308 AE
FIPOR L IR R G EPS A7 48— J5 1l B A
T B B, L P S R B b R A LR A
7 BELASH 9 25 W8 B A AL B AR DL, B S (1) 50
s A - 19 UKL 2 TR W B A S, (2) &5 T A B AR
FA00 55 1 B EPS i 5 5 K TG X4 T fE
PERBEMET . AU LSRR BoR, EsEn 4
FiHHEd 3 BRANE Y EPS ¥ 55 % BRI 5 W% Bt fig
(1), Ros EPS 06 2 W B 049 200 8 i EPS
AR B TE T8O, AT AR R B EPS B A £ 358 %
9o 75 1) I o

i T A B 58 B FH 0 £ 3% pH £E 3. 61 ~4.56 2
Ff Hw & Fe ALSALY (R 1), BEATAY S5 AL A4
AIATIK 2y 8.3 1 9.0, Jf i H & 5% 78 1 1 WUk &
5 — T T, 6X174 B SE L N 6.6 EPS
R FR 43 P AE AT AE pH <2 W57~ 4k , I Bl pH Tt
w A O B R e W B R I, TE AR BT 5 A% 1
T, EPS A LA e BE A Fe (AL ALY IE
fuf, JH PG B AT A9 I HL A Y %8R Fe (AL ALY IE
FLf 559 , X 3% B 3 o i R T B EPS A0 B T R 5 Bk
- HURL 2 1 1 4 A Ak W P R i — R T
EPS 41 ] -+ 48 0 B9 75 19 L 42
3.3 HEHEmBEm

TE - HE-G B - R A0 TR & R 40 (BRI Cell b3 )
97 R T 1 0 L 4 T i - SR g B
TBAEABFTE ST, B R 40 0l 4 S35 B Kk &2 5 ]
TR FFRRR SR AE S W R RS IR (3R 3) o AMFR T A
(5 B AT AT BERE PP. (PA. (BS. T A 40 i I B (oK
S B ) , 1B 95 B A7 7E X T A A AR T VA

SO (22 3) o 3 RN Y T R 200 0 78 R 0 1 oL T
Xf W B R AR A RE 2 R (1) LA
PIASATREBLEE . (1) T 14 40 B 700 28 =2 (8] LT A
TE A B AL s BB A A, (2) TR 0 S 7 = T
AT BRI T 4 W R AL AR T B ARG i BE B (H R
ARG TR 3k T A 40 AR B W B A 95 7 T RO L AT
() A A WL 3 IO Y T A 4 i Xk A 3 I RR T
AR o ARTELTSE T MGG 21 1 PP, Fl PA. 1A
2 AR 2F i 2 I B B 3 4 W) RE 32 B i T AR X A A
AR, T AR 40 A B 0 0 B AR A T
JIT S, B py MR - e T S B A i — AP R
3.4 AEEHKERNZM

SIUHESMEA R BN W AR SR RS
Y YA TR A [F] 48 43 14 28 B AR R - 9 i B v
BEMITTIRAN R 1% , U WA W58 B F Y 3 1 bk 2 28
XF - e W B BE A S AR /N X AT RE S 3 BBk HLA
T EPS &/ (32 2) . Subramanian 25" 0K
EPS & i AHIT , 327 AN ) B bk A s el R
BRI RITERE Y 3 WAk m w255 (R
2) AH FR T A 20 B X g e BEE A R Y 5 e AR
(1) T A W58 45 40 T B & 0 4l o vk BB 5 i
BE W BT Z TR] R DG R o

4 4 ik

AT 5T 45 S 3 W AS [R) 21 48 % 9 75 10 W A i
25 S8R ISR A B SR AEAE A B0 R 202G A
I 21 58 W B B RE T B SR, 43 il ik 99. 10% A
95. 71 % ; I fife £1. 3 F1 213 4 0] 43 5] A 70. 82% Fi
23.40% . FEE A TR A AR W AR AT N BE Y
W BfERE 7, B iR s 30% e A5, Herb 40 T A 1R A9 5 i
AR /IS B Z A R 4 39 1 A i 0t 21 39 W R 2 1Y
A AR B 4 W 10 AR 3R 5 ) (EPS) [ A7 78 ) &
T W AR T W PR o 25 TR 4 B A AR BRI
W R R LR E R EPS R, T AP
BEAF TE 38 H PE BE 40 B DL K — 26 n i A LR
(DOM) [A] it 77 7 , 1M B A #F 28 2 W DOM [d] k¢ A Al
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VIRUS ADSORPTION ONTO RED SOIL AS INFLUENCED BY ADDITIONAL BACTERIA

Zhao Bingzi' Jiang Yan
( State Experimental Station of Agro-Ecosystem in Fengqiu ,State Key Laboratory of Soil and Sustainable Agriculture , Institute of Soil Science,

Chinese Academy of Sciences, Nanjing 210008 , China)

Abstract Viruses usually exist simultaneously with various dissolved organic matter, inorganic colloids,and microbi-
al cells in wastewater, while little has been done on effects of microbial cells and their exudates on fate of viruses in the en-
vironment. In this study, bacterial cells were harvested and their exuded extracellular polymeric substances (EPS) were ex-
tracted from the media that had been used to cultivate three typical strains of bacteria. The aim is to (1) compare red soils
in virus adsorption capacity; (2) investigate effect of the presence of the bacteria on virus adsorption onto the red soils;
and (3) evaluate relative contributions of the bacterial cells and their exuded EPS to the effect. Results show that among
the four kinds of sterilized red soils, Argiargiudic Ferrosols and Allitiargiudic Ferrosols was the highest in virus adsorption
capacity , Rhodiudic Ferralosols followed ,and Ferriudic Cambosols lagged behind ,being the lowest. The presence of bacteri-
al cells did not have much effect on the adsorption, and in a certain kind of red soil it displayed a promotive
trend. However, the presence of EPS alone or of cells and EPS simultaneously significantly reduced virus adsorption capaci-
ties of all the four studied soils,by 36% or 30% ,respectively,,which indicates that the effect of the presence of bacteria re-
ducing virus adsorption by the soils is attributed mainly to the EPS bacteria exude. The findings demonstrate that it is es-
sential to take into account the presence of bacteria and its effect in assessing virus adsorption capacity of a certain
medium. Otherwise, it is very likely to have it overestimated.

Key words Virus adsorption; Red soil; Bacterial cell; Extracellular polymeric substances ( EPS)
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