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W OE N TR BE A BRI K T FR G A T D A GRS B FEE oK ML, Ok, SR
TS [E) B A 45 S A P Ut R AN B RIS 2540, AT T & A IR K TR S B K b B . S5 SRR SLYG T
e 37 ANTTAI SI3 AR, 56 3 RAEW IR B IR A YRS F MRS T L RO 2 Yk
o, 552 GUREE 3 A YR E MRV AR B o ETTAKOT b, R R EETE W T (Proteobacteria) . 55 T
I"] (Chloroflexiy. HAKT 117 (Bacteroidetes); FEJ@/KE I, % BT # Al fbAE F A9 W6 1k 20 M0 5 )& Nitrosomonas 1l
IR VB Nitrospira; SLEE & B R G A Y B ] REAEAE D AR DR 2RI G . ARG A B VR 45 A R g
WRERE, YR YRR AR K A — S B B AW N, Muricauda. Maribacter =5 S At 4H 1 ] i 4
R FE 0 AR ARAE AN B .

KHBEIE  mE DY AW SRR AN JE MK FRIE (RAS)

Bt A1 (Oplegnathus punctatus) £ SR 08 J@& () —Fp 0248, BLAT 52009 52 FH (B AT T St
Fe E LB A B9 P Oy Wk D e, BT, EECR M LT AR K IR, TR R OK R G SR B A
8 10 A 0 A R R ) o R IRE X T IR A PR K 5 58 AR 8 TP Y 2% 0 0 D v ) K Ak B AR
VL K B A 0 A 9 X8 5 L o R v KB 9 0 25 i 107 A9 A 5 o DL T . A D B K Ak BRASCR 5 AR
YIRE A AL IR OG , U RER A A8 A, FRAA IR BT BT 25 7 AR AH L A 28 A6 FEIF S8 i A= )
ﬁ%%ﬁ%ﬁ%¢ e 3 P R T AR R N R T, N T B R Sk, BB A [ XS L

SFALIR Gy HEATIN T, AT A RS M o A AN TR T A A R B, R AE ™ i ) 16S rRNA 5 il

i@F?&Mﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂm%%%amw¢wi%ﬁﬁ mAL O B DA B I 8 b AR T 2 7R 2 A
PEFE B RRAR S TH i, 724 P usil b ik B bR il o SRR AR i il i U BRI 1 AR Wi Ak
PREERE I FORS E I O AR PR T V% . ARt AR IR I R A6 A T E 22 R 28 TIRZE T
W HER: 2019-10-16; R HEA: 2020-01-13
EEWB : 5 BT AR K 3558 0 HER R 5 R B 4 R 2=l AL vz FA 33T H
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R T RRAS DA R K AL, 75 2O AR Pk s 1T S B SR RIEOE R A B G PR K
FEH R G s YRR — 8 B R SCHF, ANHIFIY i3 s 3l a3 R 25 58 T BE A SR AIE 2R K IR 5
2G5 W08 R W VR R B AR A RO SRR AR E R, S A K BIE ARG, 1SR4
TV 728 Ak X K 5 1 2 25 e O R, Sk BRE A 5 B Al [R] 2880 7K 44 5t £ 0 PR K SR 5 15 K A BRI S %
1 #MRl5R*%

1.1 FEZRS

BEA7 G IR K 75 58 R G0 T 10 AR S M BRI K = A BR A B f 7 SR B 42 0], K AL BE R 4 ik 3R
Bt . SIOBG . A . RAKAS . mATSEGS . SAMOEE . AR ITA R (LE 1),
RS REBTHERS, BKEA N 320m®, HEKE S EKER 5%, HHBEN 16 K-d'.
AWt UE AT SRR XA g . 51K

S A Py ug R, R WA R 296 mPm”; 5 P it

QYN P E WAL, F Bl 200 mPm Y gy FT e

553 GO MR, H R 380 mPm . ﬁmgwﬂw%+ N
- " E

ZRGAEYIE MR H H AR, 2018 4F 3 A JF % ) ) )

N B S

B BT ), 3 5 A o W B A 0 1 e ST

B Ol 5w A £ BP RL), B IR % B 20 ok =

kg'm™>, 4K 07:30 F1 16:30 £ FEME 1 v, $me & B1 s#ERGREE

Kt R R 4%, iR KN BT Fig. 1 Diagram of recirculating aquaculture system

1.2 KRN T E

AW REBOREIAR], & 15 d il 1 IR HAED I N KR . WA, pH, &340 1 kE
gt K O R ER . UAESA . AR . WA S SR R AR v N A
45B5y . WEKAHT ) (GB 17378.4-2007) ¥4k, /Kilk . WA . pH I AGI, I Ah 48 bR AE 7K 3z ] 52
5% Je r BRI . RN E AR N 3 R, S5 R BCEME . KR . WA . pH R YSI 280K i
SERTACHEATIN E ;. S AR I UGRIR 3 S A AT e 5 WAHS AR A & Mo et Bk AT
DAE 5 AR B IE Ik AT I 5 5 Ak~ e 4 1 SR BB v e PR 1 kA T D
1.3 #MREFI DNA H2E

W 3 R B A YR M AR A T U AR NS 1. 20 3 AR . 4 N 3 A b A= )
FERE S, E REAS U8 P S S A SRAE A (B 4 M AT ) BT BGERLEE S, BNIR AR Y
15g, 5HA S0 mL AR, BAWRE P RAE. 7E2 AW, & 15 dBUEY RS, BURERT ]y
IR 1, 160 31, 46, 61 K, FEELS K, 53] 15 RS, 5 1 HEW IR 5 A B ]S
A W) BERE i 5 BURE B[R] JG 5 R 4R 5 A al, a2, a3, ad. a5, 2 HAEWNE M AR N g R bl
b2, b3, b4, b5, 3 HAEWIEMMFENA S N cl, 2. 3. c4. c5. FEMREZMIG, A
WA IRAE . 76 DNA $2HCZ /T, B 10 g BE 5L B T 100 mL TG R A BRER K, A 100 L i 80 ¥
VRV, WABENR Y 10 min J5 , AR T R AR R BR 2 98 4% (0.22 um, Millipore, MA, U.S.) i iE,
FEAE S R OE W g T R AR R IR D R L, DLiEAT 5 22/ DNA 2B, ] EZN.A. DNA {5 &
(Omega Bio-Tek, Norcross, GA, U.S.) #E/7FE AL [H 4] DNA $2H0, Fr#H DNA i i 1% B 6 B GE i B
VIR B
1.4 PCRY¥ B EENF

K 40 s FH 514 338F(5-GTACTCCTACGGGAGGCAGCA-3") il 806R(5'- GTGGACTACHVGGG
TWTCTAAT-3") % £ i 16S rRNA (1) V3~V4 X 5 # 17 PCR ¥4 . PCR Y™ HI{A Ry 25 uL, S 4%
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4. 94 °C HAEE Smin, 94 °C ZEPE30s, 50 °C Bk 30s, 72 °C ZEff60s, 25 PMEHR, 72 °C ZEMf 7 min,
RHIE 4 °C. i ] AxyPrep DNA % i 18] G 57 8 (AXYGEN 2 F]) X PCR P= 9t 47 81, Tris HCI
VEWL o K338 7= 08 ] 2% SRR BE FL VKA I A3 A7, A& G ROCR . KT Yk 2 T AR AR R
A PR/ BAE Mlumina-MiSeq “F- & b #E47TI0 7207 .
1.5 BELIESH

K i Microsoft Excel 3K FXF /K Bi 04 45 58 1F 43 M, f FH SPSS 22.0 3k R 47 L PR R Oy 2543
Mr, b H B 2R (e B0.05). RIE Index 751 X 70 2 AEA W 8, K5 H DL fastq #% X PRAFE, F
JH Qiime (version 1.8) X £ #4745 M If J: Btk A5 A& ¥ 515, FI AT Uparse X1 (version 10.0.240) $i Ff
97% FAUPEIFH], 4T OTUs B2 R & HFH), MEMCERTH, PR 437 51 #e B 97% FHALEE
Wit 3] OTUs |, i OTUs 41121, i RDP Classifier 295 % OTUs 1838 % 51 #E47 LL % o0 B, I 7E
A B P Rl BT

HTF OTU R H, FIH mothur M50F 1 il £k (rarefaction) 73 A1, I H R i 7 T H Hil4F th £&
P 331 5 Shannon 1 Chaol #5 %%, Venn & R F T H G i FE R, f# ] Qiime *F & 115
Unifrac 155, 48 UPGMA Ff & B2 .
2 HBRE5QH
2.1 3 AR ok AL IR BE 43 A

FEBEAT W8 250 R G ia AT W], 3 G2 I XA W Ukt T LU R 4k 4y R fR s is 7. AW
FRRE it 9T TR B AR DG K BT S 80 (N3 1 RS 2 R ), AR . TEAH S ARG 2 75 S 1 23 B R 43 il ik
5] 68.9% . 48.9% F1 15.9%, £&3d Y UE it b PR IS (0 7K B2 58 A 45 5 B A 5 1) 37 Al oK

x1 EWERELEKKESH

Table 1 Water qualities of inlet and outlet of biofilter

IKEE REE/C WRA/(mg L) pH  BEAE/(mgLl") THEE/(ngL") MEE/(mgLl") MAFHEE/(ngL™)
AEYIEHIEK 24,3208 6.6+0.3 6.8£0.1  0.200+0.033 0.013+0.004 8.31+3.38 2.53+0.31
HEYIIEM K 24.540.9 3.9+0.4 6.7£0.1  0.062+0.025 0.006+0.003 9.23+4.86 2.13+0.29

22 3 REVBAKEIERENRE RS
HIZ€ 2 AT, KO . AR AR pH ZESEI0 5 1. 46, 61 R m, FE5 160 31 REAK, XA[hE2

IR R ACOKR . SRR . pHZE MRS R SE IR . i 2 WAL, AR R K R K = A

WS 22 53 3 (P<0.05); AEWIIE M AR R AW B, M 0.137~0257 mg-L™', S4B, A=Ykt

K & A B BRI K, W N 0.035~0.139

mg-L’l o BARNERREL R, 238LET Table 2 Variation of average water quality parameters in

VS BT, A AR AT, biologieal filter

BRIGE 22 AU fd B AR W B It T 2 AR BRER VT

x2 EYEBTEYMKREHNT K

AT/ 7K/ C U (mg L) pH
KRR 2 R BR AT Ik 81.2%. A Si4 1 25.240.04° 5.48+0.3° 6.98+0.09°
HOZERAR I, POR A FR AR 6 AT AT 2R BRFRARUK 16 24.3+0.05° 5.16+0.5° 6.78+0.01°
PR BB FRUE . 31 23+0.05° 4.76+0.3" 6.695+0.03"
D3 AR, S R KON 2 e 46 25.0+0.07° 5.39+0.2° 6.925+0.03°
Bl 0.022mg L, JfiR{HY 0.005 mg L 61 25.540.05° SSIE0.5°  6.945:0.02"
AEVPUE A K LI R, SRR KOS T e g R o e SRR X

RWPEEAR T K o KA SR E RS EHN  (P<0.05).
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Fig. 2 Change of TAN concentration with the running time

0.017 mg-L™", #HK{EH A 0.003 mg- L. &k &
F14) SV i 75 20 2 5 1A L Y v ) I 0 B P 5 AL AR
FARMLLER T, FEAAEA, ST A
FEALEA AL, mA TR MIRT Y, &Y
U8 Tt X IVl A R S BRACR BAT  EA AE
it 3 1 TR AR g i KBRS AR, P
L ERFIRF 87.02%, ASLH ML REW, %G
TR A= 0 0t T SIS 2 R AT ) R BRI

FH ] 4 AT, 25 A0 AE 08 s 3 S K R
AR B ET R E S EAE A R Y R
2oy, FERI A S5 Ak AR 4 ) s A Y A
KGR TR R G h AR, XU NZE
WKFHARG NI T —ERENMERARE,
H A AN .

ER G st , AW uEM Y CoD i i K
A FE K 5 PR . #E7K COD 2 2.03~3.23
mg- L', H7K COD N 1.68~2.58 mg-L™', #FH/K
[T COD A5 i #& 22 5+ (P<0.05), COD %[ %K
15.9%. & SCFUVEREE T K I3 A X AR B R
# 22BR COD W5, & 324 7K J7 1 fap 34
i, COD EBRF5E T m AR, A S50 i 45
WL, HE AW UE i K 28 A W ad g S X
COD W LA —EEH, KRBT &
H 7K 73 S AT B AT S B

Hr 1 6 AT AT, 251 A Wk R R
WA AR Y EBRFE15.0% £, H2%4
Yy s iy S 2 AT R BRI 23.5%, WA AR
RO 2 B R JE 29.3%. 55 3 kW uk i L BR
MARAMUMERANLZRBERNEGT 5%, P&

NO,-NifJ&#/(mg - L)

0025 s ik —e— AppuEIIEK
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iaf7ifal/d
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Fig. 3 Change of NO;-N concentration with the running time

DI ek —— Ak
20 +

15+

10

NO,-N¥¢J#/(mg - L)

1 7 13 19 25 31 37 43 49 55 6l
B £ Rl/d

4 NO;-NKERMEE TR EIR L

Fig.4 Change of NO5-N concentration with the running time
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Fig. 6 Removal rate of pollutants in biofilters

RF2E 1 B 2 9L (P<0.05). JRIH AT REJE V5 Ye WIAE 450 | ANEE 2 A Wb ab BRS , & & A
WA AN O 8%, FECE 3 Y YE i msAb e AR &,
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23 H£YEMBETESHEMTE

X 45 AE i T DU 25 SR Ay A kB, RE S B PR B E B R T 35 000 4%, A5 4K OTUs S 947~
1749 Ao 15 A A= Wy IR b 4 ) 45 31 UG 17 0 LA 2% OTUs 236 3 iR .t 3¢ 3 nl AT, FEAREE
OTUs M\ K EI/NIFF K cl, c5. bl c4. a2, b5, c3. b4, a3, al. c2. b3, b5, b2, ad, Mfkk
Uh, FHECTFSE 1 GOREE 2 A UEM, A8 5 A8 ]SO A5 3 Ak W uk i i BE Y OTUs Bk T4
F K T H, R e S AN 3 N AE Y LY Chaol #8410 . Shannonts B AE LK B, 2 3 %
A R R R S M 2R A 1 O 2 SR

1 2% 3 1Y Shannnon $5 50 AT F1, (A= W) BE 0 22 MR 1 SR 0 R 55 2 RN R 3 G A g i A
WM Z RS LA 4, 5 AEE S8

. : , N ®3 TREHKEREENSHEM
e A S ] RO AR X AT AE S T K

Table 3 Microbial community diversities of different samples

CEI\\"/“‘\’ /:‘\ Hi"‘l/\ "‘4\ SAH“E),J—:_';
i AR pHAESS 1L A i 1] B R 9 (IO 918 A524O0TUS/ - Chao LESEC Shannondi

T 5 (3% 2) S8 . BOUWER™ 4l 5% & #1L

i 1 200 TR 1Y S 3 PUIR Ol 30~35 G, R E S voorTm o o o
s gL e " e g S A 17] 3 2300 el o o ”
éﬂ‘i ﬁiﬁj%m@é&llﬁﬂ@f’%?ﬁo %iﬁ[ ]jﬁ a3 62697 57 086 1177 1639 5.90
ﬁmﬁ%%%ﬁ&f{% ttﬁﬁi‘%éfﬂﬁﬁ%éﬁ% a4 137049 125005 947 1334 6.64
%?ﬁﬁ%*@ﬂ’ﬂaﬂﬁ’ kfm‘%%f%jéﬁzﬁ a5 144151 128 486 1023 1540 6.91
ﬁ[gégﬁlﬁjfﬁiﬁﬂjm;gﬁmf‘hﬁ%%Miéinﬁﬁf%“ bl 45900 41546 1475 2087 7.56
BT A1) T 1 AE%)Z@:%[ ]@?:i/\/};JEJFYﬁﬁKiﬁ% b2 50097 56324 1015 1458 5.13
09 pH, *ﬁ?ﬂl%%*ﬂﬂm?&ﬁﬁﬁwgﬁk b3 40465 37684 1122 1750 5.33
B, EAMABER A EOR B, WIS oon sse 12 1esr 731
FRRATAFAR TR pH IR T WARTAE o a6 05001 1385 1946 7.96
PRSI AL AR L EMBTREER A o oo 1749 2282 8.4
WFoe s IR 5, XFT5 1 gAY B e 2 88549 84 932 1134 1680 6.38
2T R R W MR RS g gau00 1293 1831 6.82
R, MR, PTRERIAES 2 MR A e 13456 1452 2051 7.72
WEERMFRE T U, HRXFMPSIFBEAERE o asa 15154 1528 1983 7.92

552 YRS 3 AUk .
24 E£YEAREVMEBEEAEARTL

K7 B T A EVRE S AN REVR T TS B84k, 15 AN RE S ek W ae 9% 45 0 2H A A, {5 g
A TS RS ANFE . FES R AEY FERIE T 14400, KPR AL E T (Proteobacteria,
24.3%~58.3%) i FEAH, HABDEHE 1094 Chloroflex (4211, 25.4%~47.7%). Bacteroidetes
AUFFHTT, 3.9%~32.3%) . Actinobacteria(iUZE 1], 1.3%~18.6%). Firmicutes(FEEER ], 1.1%~10.9%).
Planctomycetes(TF % W 1], 0.7%~9.2%). Gemmatimonadetes(% ¥ i1 ], 0.42%~4.0%). Acidobacteria
(FRFFHT], 0.75%~5.14%). Nitrospirae(fEALIRBER [T, 0.32%~4.79%). 45 H:= 40 i v 2 {4 A= 4y s 1)
A AET K B A 5 e ar il i 25 SR S R L. A A s r il B, & A
ME P A — 22k, WAL E ] (Proteobacteria) T [F]— /A Wy &t 1) 5 AN 8] 550 %) 200 B A 52
B SRR ke H, SR ] (Chloroflex) 155 1 9 WU s 3 ASIH ] AT DL KSR 2 FeE 3 W ig
b5 2, 3 AN HSR] A L S v A e ) A AN TR 1 A i ek 2 A A R R R T L
XA, W 2 PO 3 G Yt () A IE B 1] (Proteobacteria) AN A I 22 T4 1 %, AL IR jE B
I"] (Nitrospirae) W55 3 %A W0 DX e 41 TR AP E 22 T 50 1 SRR 2 B Wag it .

K8 R 1S NFEF R ILYIF 7l K F 1% IR KT8 i R R 53 98 Ruegeria(E 785X
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100 - = -
. ] || . . - . . . l . B Proteobacteria @ Acidobacteria

] .
80 - B Chloroflexi W Nitrospirae
B Bacteroidetes B Verrucomicrobia
60 B Actinobacteria B Fusobacteria
O Firmicutes B Cyanobacteria
40 B Planctomycetes B SBR1093
B Gemmatimonadetes B Other
0

_al a2 a3 a4 a5 bl b2 b3 b4 bS cl 2 c3 c4 5
FE s
B 7 £t EMREEERS T (TKE)

Fig. 7 Distribution of microbial community structure in biofilters at phylum level

AR 25/ %

o]
(=}
T

. I % . I . ! . . l m unidentified ® Pseudahrensia | Lautropia
so | = BE= == | L —— m Ruegeria B Akkermansia o Haemophilus
== = B = . . = m Maribacter m Rothia B Anderseniella
S | . || B m Muricauda B Roseovarius B Prochlorococcus
e 60 F @ SMI1402 m Filomicrobium B Solanum_torvum
il & Nitrospira O Lachnospiraceae B Faecalibacterium
Hr B Streptococcus _NK4A4136_group ® Tenacibaculum
& 40 B Bacteroides o Fusobacterium - Leucothrix
= ® Neisseria B Qceanicola = (V)Vte]issella
® Granulosicoccus B Blastocatella er
20 W Litoreibacter B Lewinella
® Methyloceanibacter ® Sphingorhabdus
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8 AYEBMENREERS S (BXTE)

Fig. 8 Distribution of microbial community structure in biofilters at genus level

HIE, 0.719~5.79%) . Maribacter(WitHTEE, 0.14%~14.4%) . Muricauda(0.42%~11.3%). SMA102(0.14%~
7.06%) . Nitrospira(TELIR TR &, 0.27%~4.78%). Streptococcus(BEEKTF &, 0.019%~4.12%). Bacteroides
UFFEEJE , 0.033%~1.81%). H:H' Ruegeria J& T o B W[ 1 ZLFF B B Rhodobacteraceae, f&—J5%
ARG AN B, AT AR SR B8 K AR b % Z2 Fho AL U5 1T S5 A A R Y, Muricauda 1 Maribacter
RAUFF TR T 0 AT L Flavobacteriaceae, — M R et DR AR AN B, AT LA FHAE 28 BAE A i 32 1Ak
TTICANE N, B S PE A E R AR, X il B U8t i AR e SO Ak et FR PO IR Ah, iR T Y — it
FEARR, HAEKA B REZEHNL
REPEAN B , W Nitrosomonas(WV i 1L 20l B )&
0.08%~0.93%) . BacillusCFHIAT R, 0~0.27%).
A U0 R A AV T A 4 TR S 4 R
AR SE AL T, A b P AH DG4 B A il AR IR
Ji€ B J& (Nitrospira) A3V fil§ £k ¥ it 1 J& (Nitroso-
monas)®". i Tk B2 E B XTI 85 H ) A S R A
BRI EBRIEH, H %58 % 7K 5 Ab 3 RCR
Jeh i 2P,
2.5 ESHAMEEBEEAEIYE SR

24 RLEL (1] 9) PI B0 R e 15 AN A= kit
FE 1) OTUSs £ H 20 WA IR K H o S 1 O
5~ H] £ Z [ A 1 OTUs 645 967 4>, 58
1 RAE A 1) OTUs 2 1114, 3 16 KA
OTUs Jy 854>, % 31 KA OTUs y 60 1,
55 46 RIMAH OTUs 2 96 1>, % 61 KJliA OTUs

TE s a~b g BURE R [R]85 BB O TUXH
9 5/ EtE R OTUs 4 &
Fig. 9 Venn diagram of OTUs at 5 points in time
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216 4~ 5531 KA ) OTU i /b, 5 61 KA 1 OTU $iie £ . b nl UL, #EVE £ 5 AR e
1) e S R S B T T

FF Unweighted Unifrac #2545 B 1l UPGMA J7 i RS, JHH R KGR 5 &AL M AT TKF
LR AT E SRR, R 10, RS A RIERE B R A R T o s 4L 2B 14l
(al Fl a5); 5 2 4H (a2. a4 fl bd); 2 340 (bl. c2 Al c3); 2F 440 (bS. cl. c4 Al c5); 25 5S4 (a3.
b2 Fb3). [iRSE R ULHISE 2 OREE 3 G E Wk U E W RETE A R B A, S 1 Gk
b N SR P R VR A A AL A o 5 1 R W UE I i A 1 SIS S ASIERL S, (al AT aS), A5 2 ASFNE
4ABFR] AT (a2 Flad) MHRUE B R, 56 2 R UE M 15 2 A FEE 3 B 8] A (b2 F1 b3) K & A4E B 3%
FIZS AL, 2 3 YU EWIE RIS 1. 25 4 FN5E S ANHERLAT (e, o4, oS) MIRIMER . X gl T3¢
SRR A G E W e A . WA A . COD S HM AR b F 2801 .

¢ [ B Pioteobacteria
| -]I W Chloroflexi
as _ | -]. [ Bacteroidetes
2 I [ (AWM g Actinobacteria
_i E (I B s
a4 | | 1 | [ Planctomycetes

b+ I [ [ TINE @ Gemmatimonadetes
E < I [T LI S0
;I [N [N O Fusobacteria
b5 W Cyanobacteria
@ SBR1093
_r‘: cl W Parcubacteria
c4 W Saccharibacteria
——— s I [T [ = Chlamydiac
W TM6_Dependentiae
o3 I [ M w Deinococcus-Thermus
— E > [ [l 5 5o acioc
o3 [ I [ =
—— N R
' YRS %
10 YR BHMENEZAMRETN
Fig. 10 Cluster analysis of microbial communities composition in biofilters
2.6 WMEMREELSHIIKRS BN
ARSI 1~16 RiC A T, 55 16~31 Ric A S Y, MKobIsHtE, 20 0%t n; 4 4~
W R KAEZEAG I BT, EA . WAEASE . COD 7E 8-S U0 1 I AR AL A2, 3k 3¢ B &4 556 1
Bpab A Yy ie e s A
P LT AT 12 23 5] J 7 1 2 G8RI IV i 285 G20 e 2 A8 A X A A= W i v AR AL B S ZS IR DL 20 o R
RO 25 RO AE PR /KI5 58 22 40 vh R A R 24 7= 2 1 E2ARME W™, 16 PR K 22 48 00 A ) Uk it 3 ot
A= DA P 3l PR 2 BR B AN S A TERHALVE T, 2 R S Bl U 4R A A T S Ak I
A, A AP AE R 5 A A AL T P SN A A P AR R S v R A A A A T
Vil Ak B PR & (Nitrosomonas), Al R £k 4840 2 fils 1k B2 5E 7 IR (Nitrospira). — R Uk, & A4k
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Dynamic response of microbial community to water quality change in biofilter
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Abstract In order to learn the bacterial community composition and water purification mechanism in biofilter
for recirculating aquaculture system of Oplegnathus punctatus, the high-throughput sequencing method was
used to study the evolution of bacterial community structure in the biofilters at different stages, and the water
quality parameters and water treatment effects of these biofilters were also analyzed. The results showed that
bacterial 37 phyla and 513 genera were screened out by the experiment. The overall microbial community
richness and diversity of the third-stage biofilter were higher than those of the first- stage and second-stage
biofilters. The microbial communities in the second-stage and third-stage biofilters had the highest similarity. At
the phylum level, the dominant bacteria were Proteobacteria, Chloroflexi, Bacteroidetes. At the genus level,
Nitrosomonas and Nitrospira were found to perform nitrifying. Morover, some functional waste phenonmena
occurred in the biofilter of the system. The analysis indicated that a stable succession pattern existed in the
bacterial community structure of this system, and a certain degree of dynamic response of the change of biofilm
microbial community to water quality also happened. Denitrifying bacteria such as Muricauda and Maribacter
had no obvious effect on the change of nitrate nitrogen concentration.

Keywords  high-throughput sequencing; biofilters; bacterial community; dynamic response; recirculating
aquaculture system (RAS)
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