W 28% 5 20 BB otk Vol 28 Na 2
2009 4F 3H ENVIRONMENTAL CHEM BTRY M arch 2009

- (3D-QSBR)

¥ W FEH T KE¥ EE4

(FEICR S IAR 2 IE, Tod2 h) 5 BEURAL I 0 IR X A m S0 =, P sE, 210093)

FIH BT B0 i (CM FA)BEAL T 3250 By 54k &1 00 AW 1% A itk 5 3 50 1) 1) = 48 e |00
%, FRH> FIHEE (Regon Focus) FIEEE RS /N HEAT 003, /5 30 HA BRI A8 110 3D-QSBR
B | GEIRR]: BEAT O T AR RN RS K (Grid Spacing) ¥ m] o 3 450 BB, 45 3] ) B R MR 1
SHCN 4 T XIIEAE R L 02N 0587, HAHLRE RN 0.917 F N 57 654

Wy &9, EEIEYE, BB 5 T35, QSBR

LEWIRE R A LTS ) VRS BRI Eg R, T L QSBR AR, MR 1L S 0 S5 ] HE
W HAE R . HET, QSBRIMIRFF ik EEAALR A e . R TihE . T
PR . N TR sk LR R G U RRUE R S eI TR T, R T
A3HT (COMFA )& —F i F =4t QSAR 777", Dearden5 Stott™ 8 F COM FA X 2E IR @A 64T 1
T, S5, X TRE. RER A E b BN AR (1) BOD {E BT R AR WUGE 77, XS T B AR i R,
28 SRR AR BB S T T By R 45 4 B B St ik R — P T ORI T V.

AR RS T35 o BT IT T 32 M R E W 0 AL R i i, 257 TAH LA Q SBR A
B, IR TR R S IR R R ER

ey

1.1 By 2R S A BEfg vEvPY

2P AR E N A W R S BSCHR (9], DABEME 12d 774 ) AL kS (PCD) kR RIEM &
P AR AR, BARIA mmole T RSB 45 ML A i74r 2 PCD > 8 mmolk T, BE
YIBER: O< PCDK 8mmole T, FZEWIEME PCDSOmmol T, XMEAEWINEAR . % 45K L 6 Fh B
WAEME MR A, Hax 26FERNGH, WK L
1.2 7 Ty R ik

KH TriposA#] Sybyl 7. 384 H 1) Sketch Moleculefg 7 T 32FEy 2L & = 4458 . H
Trpog; T Jism AT Ak, 70 7o IR 715 a7 R G asteigerHuckeVE 1T, A2 EWSURHEN 0. 05
keal* mol "= A, 15 Bk &W KK AER .

AR S P R SR PR AR 2 1, DORIR BB AT 15461 R RN ES 5T
1.3 B 355

CLAS— AN AL IE FIRT IR sp B SR T AR EHR 1, FEH NP R I T8 T (Regon) N, 45658 0.2m
BEE— N R, TEERAS WS 55 B 3R A Lennard- Jones 6-1274 31 Coulanb A AT H AN R F 5
B T2 A SR e RIS fadzfe . SR R B 3788 IREN 30keals mol '

X B AL A W B A A 5 i 1 0 H (PCD)) A CoM FA {8 3547 D e/ —3R3E (PLS) 20 #fr . B 6(2.0
kcal® mol—lﬂ/lfyilﬁUﬁ?fE, LB REZ /N T 2.0 keal® mol_lE@M%)ﬁ, NI [BE S K1Y R S
M IEE 5 B (L00 )3 XK IE 5 e 5 A2 B (NOC) FIFRII AR 5% 280 (Q7), R EEATIE5E I,
(CEII=EEIVEVRey ity

20084 3 3 26 H Uith.
* E K AR S EATE (20737001) MEXREARIEES (20677024) HH. ¢ ¢ EREBER A ecsxg@ nju edu en



23 DI MBI = B S MR RE SR (3D-QSBR) 211

1 2ME S WAV = 421 CO, 5 (PCD) S e MR-
Table 1 Pwoductbn of CO, and qualitative evaluation for biodegradation of32 phenols

=] W& PCD 5E PEVEAN 75 W& PCD SE VYR
1 Ky 18. 2 50 17 2 3 2. 00 Ay
2 AR 16. 30 Vi 18 2, 4 S 1. 69 ]
3 ) -y 17. % 5 19 2, 5 & 2. 06 A
4 Hof K Ty 11. 47 5 20 3 4= A 1. 04 HJ
5 ] 2 =y 15. 32 5 21 3 5 AT 8. 92 5
6 A0 5 L 9. 50 5 22 3 STRRELHIZR 13. 58 5
7 [i] 52 F: Wy 10. 4 Vil 23 2 4 FHEEY 3. 01 nJ
8 o} 4k Iy 9. 42 5 24 2 6 F L 4. 67 Ay
9 20 H 8. 3 5 25 3, 5 HUAEm 14. 22 Vi
10 i) FF Ty 8. 76 Vi 26 2 4 THIEE -2 12 b
11 Xof R gy 9. 00 5 27 2 6-hHFEm -2.40 b3
12 A 5.36 ar? 28 3HJk -5 2, 55 1 -0.23 He
13 PENL) 7.2 Ay 29 RRIRTE- S 2. 94 Af
14 EIFEE 12.72 5 30 A fiFg ik ) 2R 1y 8. 94 5
15 ot i 2 1y 11. 02 Vi 31 2 6 BT HENT - 507 b3
16 5] 2T 2 R 1 0. 73 AJ 32 2 4 6= G KB -2.78 b3

deor WA ST 1) RoRHEMEM, 2) FoRTAEYIER, 3) JoREmERE.

2 ARG

XF 328 By A A I AW AR MR AT B T I BT S5 5R (R D) IR 2 AL 7> T R AR
AN Y (e, SRR 1T 7 I R EE 0 i 2 K gD K A 0. 20m 2204
0. Inm Ja ZpHT AR 3 OB 39E4T 0 T I B S i A B 4, BERUSE R 3.

6 QSBRAMMHSFErR, RAT Q2 M (U055 B ity s B bofe . — MR R 2 0. 9] gt Sr iy B 2
AT RAFIORIOCHE . AT BTA5 DU B BR T 48 — MBI ROBSAS T 0.94h, e = AMEELY Ry
KT 0.9 FWIHIE BRLEAT R AFH S . 58 XIGIEH R 5 Q T K56 BB [ FIAE /7 . Craner
AN, QKT 0. KB BA BRI BMAE /1 . AT PUABEL I Q* KT 0.5 KIIpTA
A R R T fE

2 QSBR BRI iy A 15 40 A 0 ek gt A 1 T AL 5 S 061 L A
Table2 Comparson between observed b bdegradability values and calkulated values of phenols by Q SBR models

" R TR S 5k %
iR SR W& LA
AL 1 W WA 2 Bk B 3 k% MR 4 FhE
Ry 18.32 14.04 -428 1429 -403 1404 -428 148 -352
K T 16.30 16.91 0. 61 16. 11 -0.19 17.22 0. 92 16. 61 031
Xof 2y 11.47 1052 -0.95  9.69 -1.78 1073 -0.74 1124 -023
) 2 =T 15.32 1436  -0.96 1551 0. 19 17. 19 1. 87 16.07 075
A0 5 L 9. 50 11.19 1. 69 10. 89 1. 39 9. 45 - 0.05 9.54 004
W ZRH i) 2 3 Py 10. 44 13.08 2. 64 12. 30 1. 86 12. 36 .92 12.21 177
X FE 9.4 9.96 0. 54 11. 16 1. 74 10. 76 1. 34 10. 88 1. 46
A H iy 8. 3 7. 87 -0.45 675 -1.57  7.41 -0.91 751 - 081
i) Yy 8. 76 11.32 2.56 10. 50 1. 74 10. 03 1.27 10.08 1 32
Xof TPy 9. 00 9.63 0. 63 10. 66 1. 66 9. 64 0. 64 10.33 133

A B 5.36 5.82 0. 46 5.27 -0.09 6. 30 0. 94 5.82 0 46




212 N 28%:
2
— e S MY TR S ke 7
BiRL 1 W% B2 BkE B3 hkE MR 4 BhE
of S 7.2 8. 55" 1. 28 8. 87 1. 60 7. 88 0. 61 8. 30" 1 03
X i F By 11.02 635 —4.67  7.41 -3.61 8. 32 - 2.70 9.61 - 141
2 A 2.00 2.97 0. 97 2. 15 0.15 2.09 0. 09 1.27 -073
2 4= H 1. 69 0.25 - 144 _025 -19% 018 -151 _—q066 -235
2 STEB 2. 06 4.43 2.37 3.30 1. 24 4.54 2.48 3.58 152
3 4B 1. 04 5.54 4. 50 5. 63 4.59 3. 48 2. 44 3.44 2 40
/% 3 SRERR 13.58 13.92 0. 34 14. 63 1. 05 13. 87 0.29 1352 -006
3 S 14.22 9.18 -504 9.8 -4.34  9.41 - 4.81 9.94 - 428
2 & RHHEm -212 -363 -151 -34 -130 -19% 0.18 -241 -029
2 Gl - 240 - 118 1. 22 - 1.09 1. 31 -1.30 1. 10 - 1.87 053
3-Hik -5-2, 3k -023 -038 -015 .54 0.77 1. O 1. 24 114" 1 37
RRIRIEE ] 2. 9% 3.06 0. 12 1. 65 -1.29 0. 38 - 256 0.35 -259
4TV Fig ks ) 4 Ty 8 U 8.63 -0.31 9.24 0. 30 9.32 0. 38 10.19 125
2, 6 BT HEXS -507 -539 -0.32 -476 0. 31 -548 -0.41 -407 1 00
2 4 65 KM -278 -261 0. 17 -2.53 0.25 -2.50 0.28 -305 -027
6] 2 1y 17.94 1235  -559 1175 -619 1090 -7.04 1120 - 674
AT R HE 12272 4,02 -8.70  3.40 -9.32 34 -9.23 .44 - 10. 28
St ] 2 Bt 2 e Ty 0.73 1. 11 10.38  10.53 9. 80 9. 53" 8. 80 9.08" 835
3 5 A 8. R 9.73 0. 81 9.10 0.18 805 -0.87 7.84 - 108
2 4 HIEL 3.01 3.70 0. 69 3. 54 0. 53 3.15 0. 14 3.27 026
2 6 HEB 4. 671 4. 60 -0.07 4.37 -0.30 6. 18 L. 51 6.20 L 53

T ORI BN E VA S SEBR A

M 3TTLLE, 20735 AT DU mk AR SC MR BN A8 /0 . QR RPM 0. 5251 0. 88638441
F| 0.632F1 01901; F {HM 4016318 h0%] 471618 SEofl s 41865 F 21389 [4% K 51 41283
212251 AT Y ZR 2R PR L A 5 1 VPO IO A A B R AN BN 34 m 1, X AT RE 2 TR o T3 R AEAE
Bee AL 251 (RIS 25 25 7B A0S B LAk, WA KO B S5 SR s P AR 2 i 1 A2 KM 012m
YN O1 Tom J55, B [ MG HEAN TRIAE 1735 4 — B0 3 10781 RTA 015251 018864 %] 01587
F1 01917 F{EHM 40163138 N3 571654 SEiooF1 sWIM 4186551 21389F%fKF 415391 210401 WA Y
Mgt 280a, B 4&m, (EXHMEED e SR BE VPR B — S S Z AR 2 Xl i 41
e EY TGS 77 1 AR 35E IR 2 T i 22 LU A AL 40 1R, 23 A AR 40L& 0 5 T
71, WONKERY 39t AR, e I ZReE R Ak 2 T IEAR 4 B 9213 Al 661 B, HITE K
AN T B ST A) 5y B4 R K 5 B AR TIUIN R AN v BAAA IR TR 8 TR 22 1

3 RERIZEIR 5OCHERGE R AR

Table 3 Summ ary of the model results and can parison w ih literatures

ot Q2 NoC SE 100 R? s F N E ER, %  ER, M
| 01525 4 41 865 0l 886 21389 401 631 01614 01386 115 313
R 2 01632 4 41283 01901 21225 471618 01609 01391 1912 3313
B 3 01587 4 41539 0917 21040 571654 01485 01515 77 313
iR 4 01655 4 41149 0933 11823 731 560 01523 01477 1514 5010

Rk [11] ) 3 ) 01931 2152 50132 ) ) 1912 1617
SCHR [ 12] ) 3 ) 0718 ) 231794 ) ) 77 5010

T RAINHRRE R, QPN XM R REG NOC IR E RS EG  SELoo B — 2 R A8 IR T b5 e 1% 22, RPNEAR R
B sHBbRHEZ; FRF SIS SHALAESTIR; ENHERSTTR: ER IR P it SRE 2, ER, JNRA e 1t

PR TR ZE A 1



211 D MR NEWIN =428 B WS B EMHIELR  (3D2QSBR) 213

Dearden " 251 CoMFA 7795 X1 240 & W A2 W B A PR BEAT BT 98, R R BB B (058 SR AIE A 56
e, T AT K IR A0 A W0 O 0 R e 5 285 M 2 T AR e MR A AE R 1 R 2R & g
=] =17 3250 AR A 7= A BN oo B FR A A N 2 B VH DT AR

PCD= 53118- 41537 vp — 20173 vy + 13178 vpc
32 FHH 7 R I 2R R AR 2 AT TS B R P VM IE 50 %620 B A 801 8% N 831363 f13E%E ' i@
I e fR FF oL T A AR AR R SAE I v H T BEIR BUE My AABRR AR L 22 18] fRAH 57 #2
PCD = 241239— 01115v H ;- O1 179y + 11399L
P 32FA A TN SEPR AT ISR TR 54, SRTUIN IE R RN 841406 1R, AW ST RTEE AR AY 1
PARE /15 SR AR Y, (HFIUNEE )k 22 13X A Be 2 DA R 2H AR (1) 1E) 208 =240 & I 2R A R
IR 2 R SR ], BRIk, RN AR ORI 2= 1

CMFAVEMLT 4 QSAR HIFFEZ — R et B2 LRI M g S = B (B L, BlH 781
LR HE Y ), e B S SEAR A F L 30 1 IEME RS2 I LS AR ) Favored F1 D is favored [X 3
A SRERE G (R RER) Ror, S XK BUR SRR R A 0 M oK, T s Xy 3K
B AR FEAIC IS s % 3% TP Favored 1 D isfavo red XA 20591 W5 (8 14T 36 7R, 4 (0 X Iy AR 1F
FLPE R S MR R, AT X N f e PR sy R K 1 I 1A LR, R BN X i, i
KRR R BRI B 52 BRI R U R AT OREE I S R OK, B Y o,
DRI, A AR e K 1 2R Ty i) TR0 it R (X dek, 3, 52 HEE @y LU R iy 2 17— AN ) for F L, 44k
FRHER, AW ftEem 1 IR ) £ Tk 250y (1) £ B =28 A T4kt X8, 2 2 AR 75
I FFE I B0 X e, AR 2 5 SR R A TIAE 3G OK 1 AE IR 4 A 2 (a0 A BB RN 2Tk A 2
RIS, 2R IS AR R A e, ANIE S AR AT IO, AT P (w22 0K 1A I,
TEFIH COMFAIEAT QSBR BFFL I 0 2507 FE: AR ARFR R 3R, A 2R 4R vl e B AR M.

5

~
@@‘-

YIS

1 COMFA B 310 =4k 5%
Figll 3D2contourmaps of CMFA model3 for steric field and electwstatic field

IZH] CMFA JERT 327l S0 40 I A PR i 5 L S5 EAT FROR A 1938 T B I AR AR, i
AT 901 S SR RN AR D AT ARSCEAR TR s 15 8RS DIE AR ot )1 2 2L A ol 2L ) I BT 2%
AL 92136 M 661 P HLEL 7313570 R AT WL A=) B8 e P TG00 1) — Al fE 10 =253, AR T
BB

[ 1] Vaishnav D D, BoethlngR § Babeu L etal, Quantiantive StrucuréB iodegradability R ehtionships for A lecohols Ketones and A licyclic
Canpounds [ J] 1 Chenosphere, 1987 16 (44) B 695 703

[ 2] Desai SM, Govind R, Tabak H H et al, Develbpment of Quantiative Structur@A ctiviyy R ehtionships or Predicting B iod egradation
K metics [ J] 1 EnvironmentalT aviowlogy and Chenistry, 1990, 9B 473) 477

[ 3] BoethlngR S Application of Mo lecularTopology to Quantitative S tructure2B ndegradability Relatonships [ J] 1Environm enialTox cology



214 B2 i 1t 284

g

and Chenistry, 1986 5B 797 806

[ 4] ZikoV, Predicton of B indegradability of O 1ganic Chan icak by an ArtificialN euralN etwork [ J] 1Chenophee, 1991 23 (3) B
305 312

[ 5] Klopman G TuM, Structure2B odegradabiliy Sudy and Can puter?A utan ated Prediction of A erobic Bodegradation of Chen icals [ J].
E nvironm ental Toxicology and Chemisry, 1997 16 (99) B 1829) 1835

[ 6] PeipenburgW J D amborsky J, Bidegradabiliy Prediction HuwerA cdean ic Publishers 1996 75 92

[ 7] CranerR D, Patterson D E, Bunce J D, CanparativeM okcuhrF ield Analysis (CaMFA) 111 Effect of Shape on B nding ofSteroids to
CarrierProteins [ J] 1 Journal o the Am erican Chemicul Society, 1988 110 ( 18) B 5959) 35967

[ 8] Dearden J C, Swott IP, CM FA Analyss of Biodegradability [ J] 1 SAR and QSR in EnvironmentalR esearch, 1995 4 (4) B 189
196

[ 9] BRI, BREADE, MASE, 325 EAH MM A EYBEMIERIE (1] 1 54, 1997 16 (1) B 43) 48

[ 10] CranerR D, Bunce JD, Patterson D E, Crossvalidation, Bootstrapping and Partial Least Squares C an paredw ih M ultiple R egression in
Conventional QSAR Swdies [ J] 1 Quantiwtve SructureActivity Relationshps 1988 7B 18) 25

(1] RS, BRItk B4, MBS B BN BEMYER R MR [0 138k, 1997 16 (3) B 208) 214

[12] U, A, EEHE, BRAawTFaEE@y QSBRIT [J] 1 HEIERZ, 2001 21 (2) B 152) 155

THREE D MENSIONAL QUANTITATIVE
STRUCTUREZB IODEGRADAB ILITY
RELATIONSHIP (3D2)SBR) ON PHENOLS

LUO Kun GAO ShiZiang ZHAN G A i2qian WANG Lian2heng

( State Key Laboratory of Pollution C ontrol and R esource Reuse School of the Environment Nanjing University Nanjing 210093, China)

ABSTRACT

The quan titatve relatbnships between the biodegradab ility of 32 phenols and their structure were studied
by using the Canparatve M olecular Field Analysis( ClM FA Ym ethodl R efinem ents of themodelweremade by
using Region Focus and ad psm ent of the Grid Spacingl A 3D2)SBR model wih fine predictab ility was
obtaned canparng w ith literaturel A s ndicated by the results both Regbn Focus and decrease of the Grd
Spacing can mprove themodel qualityl The number of can ponen tg Q°, R® and F of he bestmodel are 4
01587 01917 and 571654 respectwelyl Factors affectng chan icals b bdegradab ility w ere discussedl

Keywords phenols biodegradability CMFA, QSBRI



