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Relationship Between Wastewater Purification and Diversity of Rhizosphere Microorganism in the Con-—

structed Wetland

WEI Cheng, LIU Ping

(Research Center for Eco—Environmental Sciences, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100085, China )

Abstract : Microorganism is one of the main factors affecting wastewater purification in constructed wetland. Current studies have showed that
rhizosphere microorganism communities play an important role in degradation of organic pollutants and ammonia nitrogen. The purpose of this
study was to investigate the relationship between wastewater purification and rhizosphere microorganism communities at the conditions of dif—
ferent plants combinations through a lab scale constructed wetland. Results showed that the purification efficiency in the combined plant sys—
tems was higher and more stable than that of single plant, i.e., the highest purification efficiencies of TN, TP and BODj in the mixture of
Phragmites, Canna indica and Cyperus alternifolius, and the highest purification efficiency of CODg, in the mixture of Canna indica and
Cypenus alternifolius. In addition, the diversity and carbon source utilization of microorganism community in different plant systems were
showed as following in turn:the highest was the mixture of Canna indica and Cyperus alternifolius, then the higher was the mixture of Phrag—
mites, Canna indica and Cyperus alternifolius, and the lowest was that the single plant, Cyperus alternifolius. Therefore, it can be concluded
that the combined plant system in the constructed wetland can increase the efficiency and its stability of wastewater treatment by promoting
the variety of rhizosphere microorganism communities.
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Figure 2 TN,TP,BODs,COD, removal efficiency in different planted systems
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