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Analysis of the potential remediation of oilseed

rape to soils contaminated with cadmium

FENG Gang , WANG Xin, BAI Jiu-Yuan, ZHAO Yun

(Key Laboratory of Bio-Resource and Eco-Environment of Ministry of Education,

College of life sciences, Sichuan University, Chengdu 610065, China)

Abstract: The pot-experiment was conducted to analysis the absorption characteristics of oilseed rape and
the change of soil microbial community structure under different Cd concentrations. Results indicated
that the absorption of Cd in the plant increased significantly as the rising of Cd concentrations, and the
content in the shoot was higher than that of roots. Cd concentration in stem was the highest, and Cd
concentration in seed was the lowest. The translocation factors (TFs) of Cd in oilseed rape showed a
trend of first increasing and then decreased with the rising of Cd concentrations. At a low Cd concentra-
tion, the translocation factors (TFs) of Cd in oilseed rape was higher and the remediation rate can reach
6.841%~7.752%. Soil microbial diversity analysis showed that Cd contamination altered soil microbial
community structure and reduced the relative abundance of some dominant bacteria, but cultivation of
oilseed rape can increase the relative abundance of them, and increase the soil microbial diversity. There-
fore, cultivation of oilseed rape is beneficial to the stability of soil ecosystem and can be used to remedi-
ate the medium Cd-contaminated soil.
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1 5 7

Bt & Tl A 30T Ak gl AR AR 18 & L R
Tl 2 AR AR 7 2% RS A Ak 2 A4
JIES %) R et Y 308 T A 955 95 AKORI S 3 Ak B X DL K
Tl =B A G B A A IR SRS e
TR A I R 5 A 0 5 Y £R S IR A5 e Bl
W, T A2 W G IS i A i AR 2500
hm? , 8 4 J& & & 8 br 1 & 4F 77 8 £ 38 1200 J7
Wi, T 22 BRIk 2 200 A2 e L AR B
T, 42 E 104 77 hm' 58 X P24 64. 820 Mk
b A [v) R b 32 B 4 VS e R B 4
IRER 2014 45 A %42 [ 630 J7 4 iy Ytk ol E Ak
SRS 48 M E A m I Y AR S S A AR 21,
70 Lk Cd s et oS i 2905 700, LHEE 4
A 5 G B Ay FR il A A 0y 7 g Rt S5 ) S B IR R L ik
A DL ) ) Y AR R N A R Y R W A Y S
L R R 18 A T Y e X TR R
15 4% RO AR 7 22 4 K A TR B A - o
%) B S5 R SO HT 5

Y15 2 5 A (Phytoremediation) & ] ] &
S Jm AR AE AR R s g R R A A
Y BT ZAE Y A8 @ I H bR IR A
rhAb B G S S AR X R AR A L A R R
Bt PR AN 3 1T 422 32 (1 7KSF D L DU R S Bl 4 A 4
1B HA 2T a6 B AL AT R A8 A
S ORI B A I — AR AL B
B A A Y18 5 HOR MR IF R A AL 2 iy L UG
TALHE, g kWX Cd,Co,Pb,Cu,Ni,Zn
S Jm AR AR ALY 400 280 (H BLA
T (8 R AR R A ) 3 A R R N AR W R IR A
K8 (N B L8 & 4 8 32 ORI AR, 17 2 |
FRZAE YRR 5 0 A, — A i 8 b 7 A8 ) o
TR BFE AR B RME. A 5 T AL AL
VB MBS AR AR, 35 3 - 38 5 4 Ja b o 5% 5 1 B ]
1L AN BEA A5k R T Y51 0 B R T gl R) L H
W RIS (Brassica napus L) B E 2 fAb #
MEMEY) Z — AW R, B R i iR &R Gk B RE
A HREM Z — e RENE LRSS Wk, F 22
R B S O 4 Cd 18 52 050 Y AR
LB R R (P E N TR S T e ot i L
A SR X Cd jY & ARG O AR D i e 3 A
1, A A AR S R R R O T IR B
4 PR B 3 SE BT 5 T A vk R i v T

SEBRE Cd W BE L P X F 52 B i 4 AT — 52 1Y
S BRPEFIA 2.

R B R AE ) 9 205 4 RN B 5 1 22 TR R AR G
AR B2 AR BR 0 I 9 AL Pr Ak A A B L K
S 1Y) BRAG R R A5 A AN E Y 5 A0 oA 2R 9 41 1
BTG 2 SR T 4y T g A b il SE AR PR 40
B 22 A B BIE A0 S A T AN IE S LT Rk S
PR St ok Ak 75 =Xl i 72 S s
SN IR RAR B i S 5T AE B W 38 2% TR AU
SExt Cd WSCRR iE K HoAB 52 00 | A Bl vy i 1200 e
FARMIEZE 8 A S0 e Gl My 2 R TE R R L
Hp | Cd ¥5 3k B8 52 il =5 00 0 20 0 3 1
P pt— i B BB .

2 MRETIE

2.1 # #

AR 3 B W5 AU 3% (Brassica napus L) JE
LD 20 i Jo M AN T KA AR (84100-18) 5 i AN ER A
HEH.

At 4 0 - 0 1 A R T =R A
ST (1R B WY1 A8 R T R X TG T g
AR 2R DX A ) o 8 Jot Oy 38 & S 8 40 TR 2T
T LA TR AL A0 R - pH S 6. 66340, 039,
A ML (Organic Matter) Jly 43. 813+0. 458 g/kg,
4% (Total nitrogen) K 3. 620+0. 115 g/kg,
4 (Total phosphorus) & &/ 1. 095+0. 025 g/
kg, 48 (Total potassium) & 2}y 19. 966 +0. 212
g/kg,Cd & &M 0.17+0. 01 mg/kg.

2.2 /&

2.2.1 xqEsmaE KRS EEARKT . E
R A HL TN A 0 AR N Ve 1) 5 T80 B A £
Serp PR o) R AR B 4300 O 0.1 1 2 mg/
kg, iUE — 1 H R4

2.2.2 W RAAAH R L VEBOF R R
I, TG HUE B I SRR (84100-18) 50 K7, TG
BKRW 12 h )5 2 5 A T AR 0.1 #1 2 mg/
L A AESR 1 38 v, R T s A AR 4 b 81 20 3 I 8
K g I ] A 2014 4 10 H 25 HZ 2015 48 5 A
10 H 78 DY I R 27 B VLA DX R AR X AT 42 4 5 01 68
KE IR BAWEERL 3 K.

27 R A 2 5 WK AR AR A AR R N
T2 /DN b 3% R A R A i 2 L 7 Tl SR AR FEL Y
o I IGH S B SR AR R BRAR B Uk LR
FH AR e T, WO R T AR B L 30 A B
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ARG P R AR AR 5 5 i 0] SE 4G 2 L e RS
F) —80°C vKFE PR AF. 25 11 X HR2H oK b A v =2, U] %
PRI 3~5cem (Y -4, 10 4 1 AR + L am i R
£ 77 2[R EL I R A R R i 5 5 1Y R AR B 42 3 500
g(FFRMHHEF K 5~10em WA 5 . [ AT —
80°C PRA » B J5 22 B Ak 2 o3 #

2.2.3 Awlgrk FEPIAE R R 4R A A BR 20
HELZE A R FUORF RL O AN B 4, 105°C R R 15
min, SRJF7E 75°C M1 2= fE EATAE. BT 0. 2
g SR A 28 0 SO i CHNO, A HCLO, 35 4k
THERRIE R 5 s DG THERR WAL 1L e R
HEAT LR » YR S M ZE AL T (2 1 mL) % 1R
EEMR » T f 8 vh e 25 %) 50 mL. F L B & S B
T JE % (ICP-MS, Inductively coupled plasma mass
spectrometry) XJ AH P M L 2%, A1 5 R RL Y A 5K 43
th Cd & AT E , 25 FE 5 3 I B A WAL
Cdiysr#rad bR H B K bs 2 LW R
GBWO7603 (AL M8 53 53 A7 4 1 9 Jo) 1k 47 Jot
.

1 BEYERHEHBSR

Tab.1 Plant sample digestion process

P HECC) 5[] (min)
70 15
2 155 50
3 180 15

06+ I AR W BV R PEAS 2 B 2 B Bloem
RO . A PR U SR ) 3 R 41 DNA
28 K 5 4% J5 8 Tllumina MiSeq F & (R E 75
A BE 2GR BR A WD B AL . 8 e BE AR
Jo B G A LT LBV BB B pH DL K+
Herp Cd & X S8 Fr.
2.2.4 HyEam R EURE R SPSS19. 0 #
PEAT S 1143 M1 » Origin8 I Excel /EE. LL/NG FHE
ab Ml ¢ 8 /INE B30 RE R IR N ] 4b B 2 (8] (1 25
5 EME (p<<0. 05). H# 18 RBORIN Yk &
G Ja DT ) b bR A A R SRR D L RV PR L |
Wy Cd TS Cd A HfE™ .

MiSeq | ¥ #5 2 ) PE reads 1 JeH & overlap
K R AT PR [ B X 5 20 o A AT 5 R g
XA REA S AT OTU BS54 F1 i Fp 43 2 22 4%
Mr. 2T OTU FR 25007 45 3. 9847 4 Fb £ R M35
B3 AT LA KO P B8 B R 5 2 T o AR R L T
G HKOT HEATHE I A5 R0 1 2 B3

3 GR545%H
3.1 CdEBHXEHBNSH

®CO

BC1
ac2

Cd concentrations (mg/kg)
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B 1 s E &35 Cd 4 & (mg/ke)
Fig. 1 Cd concentrations in different tissues of oil-
seed rape

BTN AR (25 A R R A A AR E T Y
A Cd, o 28 8 i d i PR & B IR, SR 2L 2
ERAEAE Cd i F 2 E (B D ZERE I Cd 1
T AT Cd R EE SRR R E (P >
0.05) . B 1€ Cd ¥ B 5 i S & 3B AL Cd & it
T E (P < 0.05), SCE 4 Pl SRR .
ZE AR AFERLE Cd 5 53 0 S 4 IEZH 9 3~ 10
i FEAR R MR BE Cd V5 Y 4 3 v, 200 9 32 AR L £
FRURF R PSR AL Cd M BEAL 2586 Y 18~50%,
IR EP < 0. 05l FHZEHM Cd & 4. 7 1 mg/
kg Cd AbHE T, 3 3 HF R Cd & 2 A0 HAR 1)
59.3% 2519 30. 0%, FA K 45% ;2 mg/kg Cd &b
BT HSRAFRLY Cd & i A HAR Y 39,500, 2%
(M 18. 4%, IR 47. 6 %6, KU AT KL Cd & i
WK T 250 Cd & &, BLWIZE X Cd Y W e i 1
F, LA E TSR ZEM Cd & it i 2 8 T H b3 fr
(P < 0.05 (K 1.

i 25 - 398 v A1 U Ak B A A B8 0 s R BT T
S R RS IR E s REBEAR R TR
(R 2. AEBARHE (1 mg/kg) T, il 3¢ Hb /M
iz ZAUEGR L TE 2 mg/kg Cd, %15 R EURAR. M
LG A SRR L 25 0 B da R AR Ui Cd i
ENHE RSN OEFANEPEE i I TR S U
AL Ah e E AN AR (2 mg/kg) Ab B ZE X
Cd 558 B A w1 e i 72 850, i SR FORE R 19 5% iz
ZHO B ERRL (P < 0.05) 1 38 B 25 2 32 5
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B Cd i 24 E - R A 2R RO R Y Cd #2128
B0 T R KL T e R L ORAIE T AR 1 4 42
P LA WF A R R W AR E Cd 35 5% (1 mg/

k) B2 F L il S X 8 Cd /4 4k R T D3k 3
7.752% s 7E B W BE (2 mg/kg Cd) Tl a] D) ik F)
6.841%.

®2 HMAHEEN CAHREEZERY

Tab. 2 Translocation factors (TFs) of Cd in oilseed rape

18 Z # (Translocation factors) LYE =/fR 1/ KFRL HRHR /M HAbZR (70
Co 2.26 £ 0.046a 0.66 £ 0.084b 0.72 = 0.114b 1.30 £+ 0.064c -
C 1.98 £ 0.159a 0.67 £ 0.032b 0.45 = 0. 045¢ 1.61 £ 0.118d 7.752 = 0.089
Cs 2.40 £ 0.059%a 0.35 £ 0.018b 0.48 = 0.036¢ 1.21 £ 0.013d 6.841 £ 0.124

P 2 it 7 Sy S8 B0 i S5 A B A AR K TR i i
B Cd 78 H 45 36 407 (AR L 25 Al SR Rk R 1 43 A5
TEHL. AT LLE B SR B g B R Cd o i
L0V TIMEEMZE, KR 70200 Cd S i 78 i 32
ISy X FER W T LR Cd )il =k
bzt b, Z B TR CERAA R 3 Rt g
FBEL B VE 4 0 2 255 Cd W B a8 280 UK
R AR RN Cd MR HE 32 R A BLAS T Cd [l
EASRNENE o
3.2 3N Cd SR TEREMHEEMNZIE
3.2.1 mAAMEZEMAFER SRR K3T
R B T 97 0 AL/ B OTU 45
LA 8 B (Alpha-diversity) , Alpha £ #¢ 1
S3 AT DL W A A0 TR A VR A A 2 AR o
THE R BE 3 B 0 48 504 - Chao il ACE. 115 i #F
Z KM 19 8 2047 : Shannon #l Simpson, ] 77 78 B
8 8A Coverage. A LLF B, Fl 1 il 3 () + 38 (O
i ) Ay A i OTU ¥y T KA (CK) -5,

OTU $ H i £ M & C (2254), e b 1y )& CK,
(1767) , ACE,Chao #i1 Shannon 2 U0, M Cd
Y BUE T A W R TR A5 L B AE P
ZREPE AR Cd T3 34 iy RN AR W 32 )5 .+ 6
AW ZREVEA T B TR A A T A 2 L A Bl
TX—AEB RGN E M.

Relativeabundances (%)

Cco
mRoots =Stems w©Siliques =Seeds

B2 CdEmETash
Fig. 2 Distribution of Cd in oilseed rape cultivars

®3 ETHEMERAITNE OTUs BEMSHMEIEL

Tab. 3 Comparison of the estimated OTU richness and diversity indices for clustering at 97 % identity

) A2ZE E2 TG
2 Bk SMESR A (mg/ke)
Total Reads OTUs? ACE Chao Shannon Coverage
CK, 0 42925 1985 2117 2133 6.58 99.4%
CK, 1 34720 1767 1921 1954 6.34 99.2%
CK» 2 45002 1906 2059 2069 6.43 99.4%
Co 0 34645 2162 2362 2392 6.7 99.0%
Cy 1 42787 2254 2409 2419 6.63 99.3%
C» 2 40289 2245 2405 2417 6.71 99.3%
3.2.2 mRABEEMoMN IS Silva B JE oK EBIFE ; UL unclassi fied {CFEHARE

HEAT X 4380 T R — A OTU B 45 A 4 2
AU NN NN R R e
TEHEAT 595625 A I B b LB 97 V6 00 DL 1A
norank AR LELE SIS HE 1041 BE 10 4 262 K OF- 2%

TR T A B T AN E A2 B0 b AT 0 e
. g Heoxt . 4R P 20 1 AT L O 38 A
11,325 AFh, S & 563 AN, W koA Xt = B AT
(9 TIKF- B 20  o Ax R A= P B 95 0 L L.
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TEAZE22 1K (E 3) , ZE TR 1 1] (Proteobacte-
ria) TEFT A RE (i v 9 =5 BE A 2 d s 1. 38, 6200
(CK,) ~46. 14)4 (CK, )5 H J5 42 8l #F 1 (Bacte-
roidetes) F14¢ 25 B (Chloro flexi) » A4 B B AN 3
JE 40 R 2 11, 93% ~16. 63 % Fl 5. 34 %6 ~12. 31%.
A T A A BRFF 5 1] (Acidobacteria) L2 B 1]
(Actinobacteria) ZE B TE ] (Gemmatimonadetes) F
Candidate_division. TMT7, 5 B A 25~33%. £
G Cd W FEAKF- (1 mg/kg) A T T T T AALAT 1R T Y
AR B 1 4 2 v T HoAth 2 4> Cd 9k B2 K F- (0 F01 2
mg/kg) [, & T A T 1] A AR O o B R B 2 A .
i e CK AN C A e A [R) Cd #e BE R AR
FREM R, T L B Cd ¥5 G PR AL T K8 4 - e i
AR T BE IR TR T S5 R A E e L T
FRAE RS2 AT LAAI 55 Cd 5 G 03X Rl A AE T 26 1
PRI SR Z FEE.
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Fig. 3 Bacterial community structure composition

(at phylum level).
1: Proteobacteria, 2: Bacteroidetes, 3: Chloroflexi, 4:
Acidobacterias 5: Actinobacteria, 6: Gemmatimonadetes,
7. Candidate _division_TM7, 8. Firmicutes, 9: Verru-
comicrobia, 10: Cyanobacteria, 11. Nitrospirae, 12:
Deinococcus Thermus , 13: Chlorobi, 14. Planctomycetes,

15: Fibrobacteres, 16 Others.

HAE Cd ¥ T Proteobacteria W) FXT 3 &
IR ), At — ) T f# Proteobacteria W i)
Y EA = B EARAR R F—ATL ] Proteobacteria 1540
IKT R I 25 K 20 43 T8 (B 4. mT DL 31 4 3
PRI E LR I W W (Alphapro-
teobacteria) B ~ 2L TE B 4 (Beta proteobacteria) .y
- IR W (Gamma proteobacteria) fl § - B I H
WM (Deltaproteobacteria) 0 )%. 1F CK 4 Alpha-
proteobacteria JIF 5 e BT 1. C 4189 26 3 FLFL A
XFEBEBE Cd Ab 3K 59 5 i ek 4> (CK, > CK,

50
45
40
35
30
25

Relativeabundance (%)

CKO CK1 CK2 Co Cl
Samplename

BAlphaproteobacteria BBetaproteobacteria

ODeltaproteobacteria BGammaproteobacteria

BMACA-EFT26 ®Proteobacteria_unclassified
BSB-1 BTAI8

B4 ZTHANHEELEHERKP)

Fig. 4 Proteobacteria community structure (at

class level)

> CKy) 78 C AR (Co> C > Co). FEh 4
Cd Wy 38 /K 3F (1 mg/kg) . Betaproteobacteria,
Gamma proteobacteria Fl Delta proteobacteria )
AR BT B2 T A 2 > Cd Wk B K- (0 A 2
mg/kg) , X =T AR XS R Bl Cd e B BEA 2 3
— TR A TR B 45 R/ KU, Cd 75 L FE AR
T R #5 HEY (Betaproteobacteria, Gamma-
MACA-
EFT26, Proteobacteria unclassified, TA18) [
AFGS = T b AR 9k S i 3k 88 B A 0 B R X R EE AT
I8 m (P 4).

e 53 M7 1 S Gl W 0 35 T AR I o LU R 2 B A
JIT A RS TR KT 1. 00 %6 14 8 KOS B B A P 7E R
P i e 2 5 3 9 Fh (&1 5). 7 CK 4
H3k 9 R AR W Y AR X o B R AR B Cd Wk
R385 i 52 B R R i C A R R A AR
(6 Ffr) A AHX = BE AR RS Thm Ja T R i H C 2
DT B AR 2R T CK 4, 3R B Cd {5 4L
T SEHR AT LR 3 26 Al F B AR X R L R Cd
REEAIR 30k S AR A= 0 1980 R X8 = B2 T Vi 352 AT A 5
S 5 SR RE 1 R X 5 BEL 45 G I S S -
Cd W BRF25CR S I 2 i 2R 22 i 1 Cd X 4 3 i
AR E L BIIRSEXT Cd (1 Wl B AR AL T 4 1
() Cd & 5t AT AR Cd X I BUE W3 L
HMIL R T Sl R A Y 4R I E R AR AR ER B

4 i i

e A IR N AR A 27 DO e L B T AR 5
JLER  HAT W T | L Sl PR R IR S5 AL B
S WA WO R R4 4 R Ed B e ®

proteobacteria,  Deltaproteobacteria,
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g B ARRIF ST 45 5 22 B, 30 5% 6 4 100 W A i A2
F B R R WS P S B T . R
FAAER Cd S EREAME Cd He B 1Y 3 i 5 5
FIEABES RPN Cd RN E T
2% B s A B A 98 38 & 3, i S AP th ) Cd & 5
76 37 1K T LAt 78 B AP A A T X O o TR
F Tk e 22 B B T RE AT B, B PG Cd 1) A% E
AR AR CERA RN 3 2w LA
X Cd 1 & % iz 280 A A SR SRR Cd I %
18 B A5 IE AKERL R Cd K B X — 4 1k
AR T ARAIE R BE TS Yl X B A A R
T BE Cd i5 Y 4 55k nl GE.

0CS155_marine_group_nor:

@CKO
@CK1
DCK2
@Co
acl
oe2

Gemmatimonadaceae_uncultur

Myxococeales_nor
Candidate_division_ TM7_norank &

Anaerolineaceae_uncultur

Subgroup_6_nor:
Flexibact

0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 7% 8% 9%

Relative abundance

B 5 PEHE AR F R OB AR
Fig. 5 Relative abundances of dominant bacteria
(at genus level)

WA R T F AR MR E & ST R,
Je Cd m B B RV Y Y AR T 45 R R L
B A E Cd &&EE > MR > W > ¥k
R X T Cd By FRR AR AR AR A iR e Cd
A A ) o H 2 i 3 B 2 A ) L X A
SR Cd 5 4% - B 1 5 Z Al R s A TR AT Y
e L E 4 S Cd MLE A L5
22.75% ~25. 9% . Ho byl 32 BB VE T K BRSO
Hp 6. 84106 ~7. 75206, FATVAE Tolk ¥ e ™ i K
FH o ) AH DG S 50, 25 SRR T T SR G S g 1
HE(1. 571 mg/kg Cd) iy & BRACR A F] 60. 8% Ok
% 3$). Ebbs and Kochian™" f{#ff 5% 45 5 26 B , Yl 32
XPHE AR J® Zn W N 11000 mg/ke # - 55 R
S REY) Thlaspi caerulescens W) 4 1%, i
B A R 6 NS AR R B T T, cae-
rulescens F) 10 £, B2 I 3% 76 A b A% 7= 12 Al LA
IKE] L EREFT R o — ™ B 6000 kg/ha. 415 i
FATAT LA 3 — A BEISE B2 S o b RS FE
Ay 4R 12561~23121 mg/ha(1~2 mg/kg Cd).

16s rDNA f£7E T BT A 09 4l i b 5+ 43 )

SRS SRR G R AR SCR A T
mina MiSeq & i & Il 7 £ AR XF A ) Cd b 2K -
PR A 2R 9k SRR R AR b AR S R Y AR R
16s rDNA JF I gE47 00 77 . 3145 1 40 B 00 g 1% 5 4
AR B A R B A B (CK 4D L B3
Cl ¥ 52 58 Jom - S 240 T 10 % 119 = T 32 A0 22 A 1 22
AR B4 5 17 7 b A 7l 32 20 (C 2D w4 HE 40 T A R
(5 R AN 2 RE MR Cd v B Y 1 o 2 1 Jon e 4
HATR] Cd e B 7T Aok H i 28 3l 5 19 - 38 20 1
TETR Y 2 BE A 2 B PR R T s A DT H
SEA B T E Cd 5 3 L3 W 2 A6 1. A
SR A B AT A Cd 95 e 2 3 80T AR R
TEVR I 2L L Horp Cd IR T 3k 26 1 34 B3 A 0 1 A
Xt A2 B T 3R] LA sk 2 B R A A X R
IH R 0 3 35 Y ol A % i T Cd X SRR W R B
F Al REE ISR Cd IO R AR T L) Cd
A DL AR 2R 0 WA 1) T A AR P AR AR X
Cd 114 W Wi 8 181 5 A B AR AT 282 Cd X Al 2B 90 1Y
B H MR R Sk o R W B A R URUR I LAY
H A7 5.

WF5E R BT =Xt Cd A7 — 5 72 8 9 T 44 1 AR
FBE 7 L M0 H il S iE T LU g5 Cd oxb + el A W 245
RS I BN A0 R v B9 2 AR AR T A
BRG R E . HY B B HOR R S AT R
BN T BOA A B R H O R e F)
— PP AR R R BB —E 2SI EH R 4
AR A B Y BN H 2 N A Y
F0 AR S A LA R A A A L R B B
AL M SEFHEA b BAT X SR L A B X Cd
A — R R P AR R AE Ty b il R T AR
o Bl S A R PRI KUK L T ELAFRL P A Cd & &
A AT B i 2 A TR) RBL Jr LART DA T o 45 7
JEiG g TR E .
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