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Table 1 Carbon sources in MT8 plate

B Fig 54:3.3:
wE mE 25 Stock Vol Target
No. Carbon source Classification concentration ?‘i‘;‘e concentration

(mol L™") s (mmol L™")
Al = H
Bl B LS 0.5% 60 4.00
cl L- RIT&% HER 0.5% 60 2.94
D1 Kk 0.015 150 2.96
El Gk * 0.015 150 2.96
F1 B 0.015 125 3.56
Gl BEILFE® 14 0.015 130 3.42
H1 p- OH X H & 0.015 150 2.96
A2 EHE 0.015 165 2.69
B2 NG ER okl 0.015 90 4.94
(7] LR g4 0.015 80 5.56
D2 131404 0.015 75 5.93
E2 A5 ) 1 0.015 80 5.56
F2 T4 Nk 0.015 75 5.93
G2 QAT A& i de 0.015 75 5.93
H2 ¥ 5K BE 0.015 75 5.93
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Wi, BEERBARAEEERELE 1 AV ENREERE Y T EEE YR EM B TR E AR sk EMm
R MT8 &P KB fl(wel) EHF—EWERBE, B THAEDAABREFELERNFQNT, AR
BEFER AN NG, B — E R AR (R R R KRB R 590 nm) Hit MT8 £ )5 7™ 4 8
F& % B {H (optical density, OD) K/PRFEHBEHTE R NMHERREFHAWEE., BEBER,FR
1058+, MABEAE 100ml KEEHF/AN250m ZARF AFEAIRGN L 2ERD 10 min, B
Sml ERIEBEBRMA S al RKEEZEFKPHGUE 10BRFINHBRE 0°RBE. . REHEL
10 43 # (1500 r/min,15°C , brake9) , /N> Hu7E MTS A A E TR 150 FHE W, L3, RAERBHE
FHEHEE 25CTHMAEDREFED, FHERR K S E B A 590 nm & B K, 7ERXE Crawley £ # VMAX
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Fig.2 Utilization of carbon sources by three kinds of soils
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Fig.3 Loadings of canonical variates for three kinds of soils
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APPLICATION OF BIOLOG METHOD TO STUDY ON MICROBIAL
FEATURES IN URBAN AND RURAL SOILS

Yang Yuan-gen' Paterson 2 Campbell (2

(1 Instituse of Geochemistry , Chinese Academy of Sciences, Guiyang S550002)
(2 The Macaulay Land Use Research Institute , Aberdeen, UK, AB15 8(QH)

Summary

Biolog method was applied to studies on microbial community and functional diversity in soils in and
around Aberdeen City. Results show that compared with rural soils an obvious changes in microbial com-
munities and functional diversities can be observed in urban soils under the press of heavy metal accumula-
tion in the urbic environment. Microbial consumption of carbon sources in urban soils is much more and
faster than that in rural soils. And their major carbon sources have shifted from sugar, amino acid in the
rural soil to phenolic acid in the urban soil. Further more, canonical variate loadings in different incuba-
tion time point give the obvious discrimination of cluster distribution between urban and rural soils.

Key words Urban soil, Soil micreorganism, Biolog, Carben sources



