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Table 1

Information of sample types in the sampling site
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Table 2 Physical and chemical properties characteristics of surface oil in the tea garden

KA 1l a5 pH EC(ms/cm) TOC( %) Cl (mg/kg)  NO, (mg/kg)  SO,” (mg/kg)
25 1 4. 6620. 44 0. 111+0. 10 1.05+0. 39 27.08+2.46  56.10+82.46 190.85+161. 94
e ) 5.00=0. 14 0. 048+0. 01 2. 00+0. 39 30.71%5. 13 18.33+4.60  65.75+17.77
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4 FhOCE S RAGIM LS KWL 3 Frox, NFEH AT
F AL A TE - 3 A T R B R[] O

ER/NJF R . Pb >As>Cd Se, MAENRHE, AWK
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Table 3 Heavy metal content of surface oil in the tea garden

i H A5 1 %5l 2 B FRAE
JEH (mg/kg) n. d. 0.00~0.13

Se " e >0.4
S bR 22 n. a. 0. 03+0. 06

As 5l (mg/kg) 4.92 ~10. 04 2.05~6.20 40
AL 22 6.81x1.89 5.11x1.72

d 6l (mg/kg) 0.00 ~0.03 n. d. 0.3
A FR S 0.01=0. 01 n. a. '

PL 5l (mg/kg) 8.72~18.24 3.70 ~11.17 20
S bR i 22 12. 16+3. 40 8.26+2.79

Hn. d. FAAKH 0. 0. FRAMS
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Table 4  Content of each element of tea sample in 2022

BB WA HARIEN , As \Cd A1 Pb % 83K
FARMERRAE, Ul BRI HE R AT R 4 3 s il As
HJE As .Cd F Pb 7544 XK .

A5 1 25 2
TTE FrRAEBRAE (mg/kg)
fgn Ent fgn Znt
Se 0. 6620. 54 1.1120. 92 0.4320.26 1.23+0. 44 0.2~4.0
As 0.08 0.35 n. d. 0.48 <2.0
cd 0.11x0. 04 0.17+0. 08 0. 0720. 04 0.15+0. 04 <1.0
Pb 0.75+0. 17 1. 7420. 68 0.57+0.32 1. 59+0. 37 <5.0
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Fig. 1« diversity index of soil bacterial community in the tea garden
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Fig. 2 Composition of the first abundance ten phylum of soil bacterial community in the tea garden(A) ,

Composition of the first abundance fifteen phylum of soil bacterial community in the tea garden(B)
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Fig. 3 Redundancy analysis( RDA ) between soil bacterial community structure in the tea garden and environmental factors
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Fig. 4 Spearman correlation heat map of the first abundance ten phylum and soil physical and chemical property( A)

Spearman correlation heat map of the first abundance ten genus and soil physical and chemical property(B)
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Fig. 5 PCoA analytical diagram of soil bacterial community based on Bray—Curtis distance algorithm( A)
MMDS analysis of bacterial community based on ASVs standard(B)
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Fig. 6 LEfSe analytical cladogram of tea garden soil bacteria
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J& B ( Citterio et al. 2005) . H¢ LR ¥ AT
DABEIN-{E R BT AR AT R X 43 s 1) R AR, QAR
WAV T, B A KRB 47 X Pb i IK
W B4 2. 80 £i% (Lopez et al. 2005) , LA 5T
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HKEY, FUEEEELE LS MY (Fakhar et
al. 2022) , LAk, M5B B A AT LA 3o 4 s B A
FIEE A REE AR, MR B AT LA 254 A+
Herh PR E A JFES M N BUA R RE, 45 A
HE 4 @S, TRE S S Cd S HE 4R
JCR O HINT R o SRR IR ) 4H i BE rp 5 A it RE
T IR 45 5 JUR SR J2 A O P VS A 10 1 e g o
8, & — B 75 09 A= W W B R ( Mosa et
al. 2016) . [AIBT, ZF AT B 4 ff BE vh 2 R 1 &
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Fig. 7 Spearman correlation heat map of tender leaf element content and phylum level bacterial group( A)

Spearman correlation heat map of old leaf element content and phylum level bacterial group(B)
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Sensitivity Analysis of Soil Bacterial Community in the Tea Garden of
Zheng’ an County, Guizhou Province

LIANG Xia',LI Ze-xuan’,FU Ying-ying' ,YANG Kang’ ,FAN Shuang',
WANG Xing-xing”, TANG Xiao-ling'
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[ Abstract] In this study,soil and tea tree samples from two tea gardens in Zheng’ an County were examined
to investigate the reasons affecting the elemental content of tea. The 16S rRNA gene high — throughput
sequencing technology was utilized to analyze the structure of soil bacterial community in the tea plantations,
and combined with the physical and chemical properties of the soil to investigate the main environmental factors
affecting the soil bacterial community in the tea plantations. The results were as follows: 1. SO,” was the main
factor affecting the soil bacterial community in the tea plantation. Redundancy analysis of soil bacterial commu-
nity structure and SO, content in tea plantations showed that SO,> — had a significant effect on the composi-
tion of soil bacterial communities in tea plantations( p<0. 05). 2. Heavy metal content within tea leaves was in-
fluenced by bacterial taxa. Young tea leaves were more susceptible to soil bacteria, Pseudomonas spp, Ther-
moacidophilus spp,Subgroup_2, Rowan Island Bacillus spp ( Chujaibacter) and Bacillus spp. had a significant
effect on the heavy metal content of young leaves. It provides a new judgment basis for tea quality testing and a
new research idea to reduce the content of heavy metal elements in tea leaves by adjusting the structure of soil
bacterial community in tea plantations through SO, .
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