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70 i R A SR A — FH ER R B 43 T R AE R A S XUBE T

HE A BT gmELE o E

(PG FREERL2EAF 58 B, KJR, 030027)

B ALY RS RGN T KA R TR R 6 FhARIE H ER IS (PAEs) B i 41AL
FZS [a) 43 (RIS ST S 3K A R U R R PAESs 320 47 A8 245 IAURS B4 4F 55 26 I, 903 JoT 37 4ok 2 7 S0 ok A
PAEs B84 2.79—206.33 wg-L™', EX M DEHP (484 R (2-2 32 £) ) >DBP(AB A T i — T
fig) >BBP (4P H R T 317351 ) >DEP (482K —H iR — 2. i ) >DMP (45— H iz —H li§) >DNOP (2B H
R B ) B 0. A (] A 45 SRR BN, T3 PAEs YR EEMRT 300, M\ L33 T IFFif PAEs W JE &
PRSETH I B e B AT ) 5% 2 /K RS R Ha b o ( GB3838—2002) X DBP . DEHP FRUEFR (AL , Tk A
60% {3 ST 3 pge L7AT 8 pg- L7 BRI, /K BITTA T PAEs W JE TSR 0.064—3.551 pg- L7, Pk
JF 4 DEHP>DBP>DMP >DEP>BBP HIF ik, T3 PAEs & T 320, B R UiE PARs &4 /5 T s, Hob iy
FIR SR B AR PAESs V5 YR A% ™ . Az 25 KU PEA 45 SR 2 B, T i Sk A PAEs 19 A2 28 XU K/ VHE ST
{K¥X A1 DBP>DEHP>DEP>DMP ,DBP Fl DEHP 75 43 RA% 2 4775 — 22 I WEFE A 25 XUBS , DMP I DEP (1) 4=
SRS AE T $2 32 Y5 1L UURR W) PAEs HP T o 285 14 ST 359 5 o oA ok XU DA A TG ( ERL) , %o ZE 4 A8 e 1
FH.

KA UM, AR T HRRER (PAEs) , AMMEERIE, A IKUERPEA.

Distribution and ecological risk evaluation of phthalate esters
in Fenhe River Basin

HAN Wenhui ZHAO Ying ** DANG Jinhua XIONG Lian

( Shanxi‘Provineial Academy of Environmental Sciences, Taiyuan, 030027, China)

Abstract ;: This work investigated the content, composition and spatial distribution of phthalate esters
(PAEs) in water and sediments of Fenhe River, and evaluated their ecological risk. The results
showed that.the total PAEs during the water rich season was 2.79—206.33 pg - L', and the
concentration decreased in the order of DBP > DEHP > BBP > DEP > DMP > DNOP. The spatial
distribution showed that the concentration in main stream was lower than that in the branch, and the
concentration of PAEs increased first and then decreased from the upstream to the downstream.
According to the National Environment Quality Standard for Surface Water ( GB3838—2002) , the
concentration of DBP and DEHP at 60% of the sampling sites exceeded the limits of 3 pg-L™" and
8 wg-L™". The total PAEs concentrations in sediments were between 0.064-3.551 pg-g™", and the
concentration followed the order of DEHP>DBP>DMP>DEP>BBP. The PAEs concentrations in the
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main stream were higher than those in branch, and decreased from the upstream to the downstream.
Compared with other river basins, the levels of PAEs in the water and sediments of Fenhe River lied
in low to medium level. The ecological risk assessment indicated that the risk level of PAEs in water
was DEHP>DBP>DEP>DMP. There was some potential ecological risk of DBP and DEHP in most
sites, not the ecological risk of DMP and DEP was acceptable. The contents of PAEs were all less
than ERL, therefore the potential hazards on the organisms was not significant.

Keywords: Fenhe River, Phthalate esters ( PAEs), distribution characteristics, ecological risk

evaluation.

A28 — IR BE ( Phthalic acid esters, 455 i PAEs) , XFRERIRES , & Hartt A A= a Kk NI
INTARAEIE Y Z—, 7 Z TR B AR 2 1 Tolk A =, & — 2R B e i R 2k
EY. EE AR 6 R HIRERAL ST 129 B S5 il (1475 Yoty 24 Hrf A FE QR — H
iz —HITE(DMP) S8R R — LR (DEP) &F & WL — T i (DBP) AR W Mg (DOP) 4F
KRR T AT IR (BBP) FISP A W iR (2-2.3% 2 3% ) fig ( DEHP) . 3% H (¥ DMP., DBP . DOP 4% 3 F
PAEs SN RSB S5 Yot S AR, Bl Tl A 7= R s A il & (0 K B A, 30 PAESs 78 R KA
14555 A ARG R A AE. PAEs HoA B8 U A B | B2 PR 014 fil 48 % — F R TR <= 1 PRS0
SR, A AFRE N 58 A Bk PCB 15 5ed” ) A8 R FIR UL T R AR A S50 it A e 1% 21
B EGEER D R T PAEs 15 4Ry BkbE M, © BB E NAMF B 5T R AT TR

[ P AP ST KA PAES 75 42t 4T THFSE )  Ross &5 WIFSE T IH 42 L] LK AR G PAESs 75
B, SRR KR PAEs SRR AL T (120 ng- LT ) SEEIE (49 ng-L™") >db 11 (29 ng-L™") >
(12 ng- L) >=MAM(7 ng-L7") FREZAH00 TG EAKE D 2K A PAEs £77E, H21E—
SR T AR A A R TR RE B G PAEs " i ) X VR Z K M P B PAEs & R AT T
W, G5 RR W KR 6 Bl PAEs 16 T RE Sl o 38 45 AS R0 B2 2 A AR Y 5 [ A Al 2 58l 355 ¥ 2 2
UURIHh PAEs BT T 05T, & o5 R 2UTRY) 1 DEHP H DBP ¥G 46k Z S X
VLI BOK AR ) 14 B PAEs W BERAT T E , &K L 14 Bl PAEs 76 5T A FE 38 46 s o
DEHP % &1 5.

PHALE I PSP A — KT, 2K 716 knn, AR 39741 km® , 24 (5 &4 BRI U4 2 — B P
ATl Ak AR TG IR AR AW LUK (T 2006 T 2 00 I 5 IR UM A & R A SE R, B U K Rk 32
5 Y. HATXH TR PAEs 15 S BIRIFGE R AR | T & F U i A MLTS Y g AF 52 X D0 /D 4 3 HL 32
B2y SRy X I A ST A 5 B A A 58

AT AL 3T T R R KR R Z VTR PAEs Y A0 A REAE B A A KU PEAR LA
YT s AR HLVE S (1 B 3 B S BRI S Ak AR (K i

1 #E-5 5 (Materials and methods)

1.1 BEFCRE

SR S B U T 5 Sk 22 9] A B 1 U] b rp R U SR A S0, T 29 AN SRAE LR
A5 E BT AR E RS WS L AN 7R R B R I 4 X TR g T TS K 1R i A Y KR K
SEHEK T BERAE 5 (2 1) BRI L SRR R K S AR (R SRAE S A AN 1 B,

FEVHAIFEKI (2013 458 H 26 HE9 A 1 H) i 4 L A7 EIXFICRE KRS RS IIR &%
SR RRE S SRR SCAE LI 3 LA A K ZEAR K B F 23 BT 3 WU , BRSK AR T vk 3 U RE oK
£E)5 H 4 mol- L™ SRR VA pH (E 2 2.0 LI WiE ) , R A IAAE, 37 F 24 h iz L = ik
AT AL EE. DURRAIAE i SR A B R FHATUE S AT R4 B 5—10 em RIZVIRY)REMTIRYIE T 4 CR
BER TP ARAT, IFF 24 h B FISE IR = R R AF AT
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Table 1  Settings of sampling profiles in Fenhe river

me KA B IH 24 B AL s KW Wt 1T 44 ik [T ACS
Number Genre Profile name Profile location Number Genre Profile name Profile location
SI Uik Ty F TRE TS IEKE KR 7K B KRIETH
2 Yr TR LER RS T6 U 3-H AT T
T1 U L3R it 7. M S12 BT TR BN
S3 YT YT 7K HE R Urif K S13 UHFR FRETEK)T TR CTEE
sS4 K UK BriRlK T7 3430 ek E3E)
S5 HiE WK EE LK O YRR S14 YN X3 NI
S6 YT FE oKk Wz S15 U FiR RAHK RA T
S7 PR Y T KT S16 PR Papd MR
S8 YRR Y R X KT S17 VTR H B
I iy A2 R =t
9 BT BT K SI8 BT i i g
T2 S 224 URA H iy B S19 PR SeE ey L
S10 PR A KT T8 Ui 5-iEf A B H (==
SIT P N N IX $20  Wri TR Btk itk
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T4 RKE HoBARmBE  /EX
TR
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Fig.1 Sampling sites of Fenhe river basin in Shanxi Province

1.2 PRI KA Sl i Ab 2

1 LKHEZ 0.45 pum 1Y GF/F( Whatman,0.7 pm ) 3525 2 D8 I 5 8 5 A4 7 (TR A . C 18 [ AH 25 HX
F£(BOJIN SPE Column C18) 7EV AR & A it Z HI 20 5 5 mL & W %¢ .5 mL LW L5 1 mL FEE &
10 mL MilliQ 4K MR ST IEAL , WA AL FE ) E R 3 mL - min™" ZEHES S 10 mL MilliQ #8
AR RYE C18 i, Wkl o Je b AR 25 BOR FH AR S min, AEBRZK SR H 5 mL R LTS R,
T 38 A AE R AR, PR S L 50 TP BE T DR AE (b L, 308 Ao [ A A TR0 2 A T] — WA . 9 ¥k
1645 CF  HARKEILE T ,HAMRAERERE | mLEB AT
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1.3 MR UURRAAE i b 2

(1) BB i i

DU s B SC I % 05, B e R R E TR OR TERILH R R T8 5—7 d, 3853 ZBRUTER K 7. 1
PRAFBOAE L 2030 MBS 1 10 B, BRI AR a0 B 1 g 24 /NS A s RRIIDREAR (10 H 2 0
PRV it SR SO CREBEASGIN S AR AT ) o T 48 K i 6 ASE (I 775 51 2 B0 ) 1 B 1) b 2 v R, 75 7 5k
10 H i i Fe St — 2B A0S AR5 3d 60 H i, 33 0 5 28 A B 3448 (AR T2 AR A0 P — 00 FF J5 SRR sl 4 vk
T, LA 128 S5 Y )

(2) ASE # L

Bk TR 2 TG, , 228 47 I A6 2 O IS B i A — 3 ASE JEIE IR AE AL U N3 7T 5 ¢ fiE
w5 o UIBUIRES S ¢ iEdE -, Forh ki R BLTROEAE 400 C 55F FRIBE 4 b, B30 5 AR b 2 B
2/3 DA b ANEE S R SR U 0 AR B G 4S5 U T ASE350 b, I E 45 9 5 ARG X 1 Y A
IO, 2 BOSRAE A P R R Ve R0, T FAR TE 4R 1 R A SO B A2 U FE A 2 8, DL RA R
FoRFEUA R A T e IR (1:1) BB A BUZEAE A 100 °C L, 1500 psi( TR 5 min, IS min, i#i45
FEHL 8 min, UEIRFL 60% , JEFF 2 K ) A B OB N SR AG 7K 75 B2 FH T K B R B 25 B 2K 43

(3) %1k

bR HH Florisil A (WHALHTAE F AT I 1 em JERERY 650 CHIBEI TR BRAR AN LA 2 BR K 43) .
AR JEHs A BOR AR 4 2 2 mL.SPE b LA LA 164k, B S ml PBZIE C et A (RFLEE A
1:9) IN AR, HE A LMK T 5 mL-min™ (93 B30 25 BARY BT, DA 5 mL EC belA
LB TEACEAE PRASRES T 5 TAE B 2 mL ZEBOROM A N, H/D 8 kel VA& K s Vel — I A
N, B SR UMK T 5 mL-min™ A3 b AE, fhas, 0SS SRISCAR VR HH 8 R Ve, i AE R im A 5 mL 1A
i/ IE CLRe TR A (AR R 1:9) , LA S mL - min™" A3 VR , 425, WCHE BRI T TR — U2 i b v
R R 25T, AN B RERZ 1 mL, % E R .

1.4 GC-MS {¥#853Hr

FH GC-MS 23 HrEE & rh i) DEHP (4825 R (2¢ 2 FE OV 3k ) iR ) \DBP (482 —H iR T Fg) .BBP
(SRR W T 5E0R) \DEP (4R _H iR — 4 Fg) .DMP (48K —H iR —HIfiE) . DNOP (S8 — H iR
TOEFER)  ERE SIM 3 W | kB4 8 (m/2) : DEHP 167,279, DBP 150,104, BBP 91 206, DEP
177 150 ,DMP 163,194, DNOP 43 167.

AL 5 K AN - GCMS-QP-2010SE 7. {6 i A% . 4 95 B 418 HE Rix-5 ms, 30 mx0.25 mmXx
0.25 pm;C18 £, 500 mg+6 mL "y BOJIN 23 &) ; #EFE (1R A 270 C, R & 3 mL - min™", {5
1 mL-min™" S AEE 65:2 kPa, ANorFi e, A3 it a] 1.8 min, #FFE & | wL AP FHERS N Wi th
TR 80 °C (2 min), A 30 Comin™' F+ 2 200 °C, FFLL 15 Comin™ F+ZE 290 C, A FF 4 min, BT H] A
16.00 min. 4% R FE R 300 °C , B TR EE 4 200 °C. B3 348 X 6] 9 (m/z) :3.75—6.08 min 4 150,
152,115,163 (194:6.08—8.95 min 4 149 177 .150;8.95—11.18 min 4 149 104 150;11.18—12.91 min
9149 91 206312.91—14.17 min Ky 149 279 167;14.17—15.39 min 24 149 167 43.

1.5 el S s

R it ) B A B A A M S50 2 A R T AR D S R — R R Sl S . &5 R o, T S
552825 I RE RN BT A0 28 (AR B 45 T B0 AR /N F A s B, LA K HH BR 43531 24 DEHP 0.034 mg - kg™ . DBP
0.037 mg-kg™' \BBP 0.039 mg-kg™' .DEP0.040 mg-kg™' .\DMP 0.037 mg-kg™' .DNOP 0.036 mg-kg ' &5 %
HIZK AR PAEs B9F-34 RIS 80.5%—102.3% , DLERYH PAEs [SE34 R A 75.29%—98.6% , 7E 1]
FEZ T .

2 R 51718 (Results and discussion)
2.1 PR KA R8O — F IR TR S O3 A AR

2.1.1 JKHFIH PAEs (958 M4
UK A TR PAEs WREE WLER 2. T2 R A0 i KRR TR RO e P sh 55 R 52,
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UMK AP & 4R T AL 2 10 PAEs, B8R 2.789—206.335 pg- L7 F /K 6 it PAEs (1) ¥4 ik 1 #1218
DEHP>DBP>BBP>DEP>DMP >DNOP (¥l ik, Horht DEHP B & 2 fe e, P EE S 20.551 pg-L7,
di BRI 61.43% ;6 F PAEs 9 FR A {EH £ #% DEHP>DBP >DEP >DMP >DNOP >BBP [/ llﬁf%ﬁ/ﬂa,/ﬁ\ﬂlﬂ
DEHP A7 =i 12.187 mg-L7".

F2  FKWIKMH PAEs WREEFAIBIE (pg- L")

Table 2 The concentration range and mean of PAEs in water during the water-rich season (ug+L™")

PAEs H/IME Minimum % KAE Maximum F-HI{E Average T3 5 Median
DMP ND 1.780 0.337 0.156
DEP ND 23.140 1.234 0.210
DBP 1.013 45.540 10.031 6.638
BBP ND 18.675 1.249 0.070
DEHP 0.340 148.750 20.551 12.187
DNOP ND 0.511 0.052 0.079
3 PAEs 2.789 206.335 33.454 18.635

2.1.2  JKHHY PAEs H23 6] 401

R TR RSK A T PAEs A3 A B0, X PAEs 1E 29 SRR 5 A TG YL I 74T, 45 SR LI 2.
M1 2 AT, SEK KA R PAES YT 20 A H44) , PAESs 78 29 AN REE S K4S 8] 4 A LA T A —2L

FAKITH PAEs WRBEEMR T 3200, N B EEIF e PAEs e BE S 8050 TH 5 6 110 b 4% ¢ v L 1 R
TEFERAPY T3 ARG T4 FORHIE KLE T5 i &5, PAEs 5t @i 4 206.33 pg- L7, b iy 515 ek
DEHP , 7 & THABR A5 PAEs S5t DEHP KE/-ERIE TRV GH TRk 5 20T B R 254 T 45 4
VPG AR 0 T B2 A HE K A TR T VAT AR BT P A T Ve K R R KR A A TR TS K OK YR S
TR K HEA IR T IX 3% PAESs (1975 5%, AN | i DRI AR BE S0, 1 05 AR B 3 i B AR 7= b T
KX H AR RSP AR RS Ab = A ) DEHP Y5 JnT i L4 ™ .

WA 52 b F /K FRBE Tt b iffE ( GB3838—2002) Xt DBP \DEHP i FR{E A BLAE , /K W14 60%
Fst It 3 peg- L7 8 e LT B PRAA, /KA PAESs V53¢ b4 ™.

210
Kk Water-rich season

& DNOP E DEHP W BBP
O DBP 0 DEP DMP

D el 353 wn =
f=J (=} (=} f=3 (=}
T

The concentration of Water/(ug-L™")

5%
S

Sl S2 TI S? S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 T2 S10S11 T6S12 TS T4 T3 SI13 T7 Sl4SlSSl()Sl7SlSSl9 T8 S20 S21
Sampling site

2 YRR PAEs =5[] 70
Fig.2 Spatial distribution of PAEs in the water of Fenhe River

2.1.3  JKAH PAEs 516 N AMRIZEWFTE Y UL

PAEs 7645k 49 Tl 15002 25 5B o 34 S0 B | 1 4k Pt 03 75 e 2
—. UM KA PAEs 5 [E N A A 5T 4RGE B9 K 380 2 AR AR He g, 45 R L3R 3. % b & B v T i dak
DMP DEP #5795 AU T2 AR VTR il 2 BOEL W 2 KA 3 B A East London ¥ 99K J¥
DBP .DEHP 5 ) & Al T B b R /K A4 55 A B VL T il At st B WA, T a2 K Al i | 7
YEZF Ebro i1 2 KA Velino Ji] FIHETR, 173X P15 44 5 FEFE East London #5 S i [ & V570 i K EUAH
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YRR DNOP 75 KRR IR, 38 VAT 5, Uil i3 PAEs 15 4440 T P 450 T 7K.
R3 ANFEIFIEAK A ERR — H IREE MR LA (g L)
Table 3 Comparison of PAEs concentrations in different basins of the world( ug-L™")

imu;ftion DMP DEP DBP DEHP DNOP iiﬁ;ﬁf

FA] PR KA ND—0.581  0.115—1.093 ND—26 0.347—31.8 ND—7.095 b E 44,2006 12!

B R ND—0.58 0.012—1.093 ND—26 0.35—24 ND—7.1  SHA, 2007"

S IMETL R f ND—102.77  ND—381.42 ND—5616.80 ND—1752.65 ND Fiti 4k g 4%, 2007014

LR 0.70—3.15 0.42—1.82 1.68—12.95 1.40—7.21 <0.1 kAT, 200501

T IR ND 0.057—1.434  0.365—1.55  0.673—31.496 ND £E3k, 2010016

TR 0.35—40.68  3.54—101.1 CHI, 2009

RATEI B 0.031 0.032 0.041 0.016 ND T L4, 2008118

B BT LK ND ND—0.194 0.156—1.71  0.496—3.66 ND—1.89  fEf#4:, 200844

A5t B ) ND ND 1390 1390 2220 ey 20082

AR K K ND ND 5.43—7.25 1.65—1.94 ND kATIELE 2008021

T X 3 ND ND—1.53 0.41—4.78 ND—2.77 WS , 2008022

TN LK 0.03—0.09 0.02—0.32 0.94—3.6 ND ZENG, 20082/

o E S IR ND ND—2.5 1.0—13.5 ND—18.5 ND YUAN %, 2002024

BORA i ND 0.1—3.2 1.0—44.3 1.0—31.2 0.6—11.3  MATTEO %, 1997

FidF East London # 0.03—31.7 0.03—33.1 2.8—12.19 0.06—19.74 FATOKI %, 2002(2¢]

PEHEF Ebro A ND 0.26 237 PENALVER %, 20001%")

iy 22 1 sk 0.21 0.33 PEIJNENBURG, 2006'%!

Ly P§ V. Klang Ji] ND—O0.1 ND—0.2 0.8—4.8 3.1—64.3 ND—1.5  TAN,1995>!

KA Velino 1] ND—3.2 ND—44.3 ND—31.2 ND—I11.3  VITALI %, 199703

faf 2% Dutch 7% 0.05—0.19 0.07—0.23 0:07—3.1 0.9—5 <0.01—0.08 VETHAAK %, 200503")

Y] I AR K ND—1.78 ND—2.48 1.01—16.53  0.34—21.18 ND—O0.51  AHF5E

T AR IR BB KR ) PAEs WAL

Note: * Does not include the concentration of PAEs in the period of Taiyuan section of canal in Fenhe River.

2.2
221

VARG Hh AR R IREE I Al R IE
TR PAEs 195 S 2 G

% 4 AT LA, FKBIUR Y 'S Bl PAEs DUk BEVEHT R 0.064—3.551 pg- g~ ( DNOP ¥k
Kt AMET) S DEHP (9 7 S i, AR 0.661 pg o' HR O DBP, {5 0.518 pg-g ™'
BBP i/ 0.028 pg-go'.5 B PAEs [ H (B 4% DBP>DEHP> DMP>DEP>BBP [l /12 i,
Hrp DBP WY& N 0.710 pg-g ', FEH i DEHP>DBP>DMP >DEP>BBP F/)JIl 126 il X & H1 T
FoKIW R PAEs 38 sb 3R i M AR | IR B R ZK BER R (IR UCRAE R ) 18 A KRB | ik 1M 4 B 77
P RTURL I SRR 220 H ; ) Bk == 7Kk AT e L R o e, B R AR Ik i KON 7K AR PAEs 75 2% B,
R IEE S B R 2 1 PAEs /K IREEH.

x4 FAKWDIBUAT PAEs W EESGEIFIME (pg-g ™)

Table 4 The concentration range and mean of PAEs in the sediments during the water-rich season (pg-g™")

PAEs #/IMB Minimum 5 KA{E Maximum SEI(E Average F1A7 1A Median
DMP 0.013 1.526 0.338 0.264
DEP ND 0.244 0.080 0.056
DBP ND 1.620 0.518 0.710
BBP ND 0.155 0.028 0.033
DEHP ND 2.129 0.661 0.625
DNOP ND ND ND ND
> PAEs 0.064 3.551 1.623 1.584
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2.2.2 VLB PAEs f9%S [B]43 A

VU PAEs A4 4i LI 3. 76 REE R, fiF S4.S8.S10 . T4 | T5 /K IREIR, DU AR A5,
Bdnas g i 3l 6] — AR R £ AR DT h PAEs &5 1320 ; R B it sk R i PAEs 7 &
i, i S14 355 PAEs E ik B T i sl 3.551 pge g™t R H T AT G i R iR
Br, NS B B 4 B T A HLTS Y A DB T PAEs 15 i ™ 8.

4r
Kk ] Water-rich season
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Q

= 7 DMP
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B3 iR PAEs %5 6] 43 4R
Fig.3 The spatial distribution of PAEs in the sediments of Fenhe River

2.2.3 VLR PAEs 5 [E N AMNEZEAFT Y HL R

PG S TR PAEs 1975 G o0 5 B N AP HART YA DU PAES 75 LK P31 7% L,
SRR 5. LRI, 5T X DU A PAEs ¥k B 55 [ R A LG, P VTl B 0T R i R
] S BT N R K VR AR 1—2 N EER FEOT R, SRR PAESs 15§k
AR 5 E AN R DU Y b3, ¥ T 3 3 0 ARUAH T PARs € 2 B 5 A T i %5 K False Creek W5 PG BEAF
Urdaibai {1, 51if % Dutch 575 42K F-AHS . SR TS, Ui GRS UT AR AR th PAESs 5 447K - &b T o 45 i
TR

RS AMTIRW AR I ERBRE UL LA (pgeg ™)

Table 5 Comparisori of PAEs concentrations in different river sediments in the world(pg-g™")

ﬁim DMP DEP DBP DEHP DNOP ifriﬁf

TLDCFJ ND—0.24 ND—1.87 ND—0.29 <0.01—0.60 ND LIU %5, 2010032

TR 0.12—0.59 0.31—2.73  CHI %, 2009'%"

B PR i ND—1.04 <0.01—0.1 3.63—72.15  5.35—258.5 ND SHA %, 200703

KK 1.08—21.5 2.22—23.93 WANG %, 20033
KT B 0.01—1.89 ND—1.24 11.7—246 0.08—221.4 ND WANG % 200834

7 K <0.01—0.43  0.03—1.05 0.08—1.26  0.21—14.16 ND—0.63  ZENG %, 2008!%!

o E A SR 0.1—1.1 0.3—30.3 0.5—23.9 YUAN 4, 200203

iy 22 i K 0.03 0.07 PEIJNENBURG 2006 %
JMZK False Creek 0.35 7.97 22.4 31.9 3.87 MACHINTOSH 45, 20063!
FEPEA Urdaibai ¥ ND ND 0.02—0.79 10H17H ND BARTOLOMEé %5, 20053!
fiF 2% Dutch 7% <0.01—2.5 0.07—1.2 0.03—1 0.12—7.6 <0.01—0.06  VETHAAK %, 20052
YT ki 0.013—1.526  ND— 0.244 ~ ND— 1.620  ND— 2.129 ND AR5

T AR BOR KB A Y PAEs W EE.

Note: * Does not include the concentration of PAEs in the period of Taiyuan section of canal in Fenhe River.

2.3 PAEs LK EAS
2.3.1 KR PAEs A= 25 KU AL i

AR S HE KRR 38 T B0 b 220 55 8 A 24 0 5 XU PEAN B R FE R (TGD ) HH A RE0E BEAN 4/ M 2 %
UrRAKAR R PAEs BEATAE SR PR N USEPA FPE 508 PR 5E PAEs X 3% £ 0 2k d v 50
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L(E)C50, Fig MR MEEHE NOEC (>7 d) , RAEE 6 BEBUEIE M PEN N T ( Assessment Factor, AF) , #f
IR PAEs () PNEC ( F50I () JCROW R FE ) K 52 B W R B2 ( EEC) 5 3RAE XY it 163 72 2 1Y PNEC
AL, A5 2 XU R {E ( RQ = EEC/PNEC) . RQ>1 /8 %75 YL W17 AE W AE KUK , RQ A W8 7 XU
K5 RQ<1 FmAES AN /N 2 6 45 H TIRAKIAEE R4 AF BUEZF, Hidh . a o8 HAT 17
PEBCR I | R FHEARAR 5 ATEAS 2288 1000, 4N PNEC. 2545 & A4 W B AE AT SR A e ey A — b
ANHfG 2 PEAE SR R AN S M H T o5 B B B R, IR X PEAS R B T8 IE , AR FE A 8 R sk /N P4 B
;b R RAF— I NOEC BT, #5056 A 43 ok J 109 5 1 a6 B A s SR, DR FH VP4 3R 5K
100 A1t PNEC. #5150 A 4738 4o J 1306 01 B AS 2% S5 SRR, D) PNEC 07 R FH 6 3093 06 500808 o LA DA
FH 1000 T35 ¢ FoR AT LUBRAR WA 5 52 200 W 4 P A i K0 NOEC (B, #7120 50 2E W fi 3 ot 0 1) 3
6 UE W v — b £ W) g e SRR DU)R FH P00 NOEC {8 HP B e AR (B LA DA 2288 50 M PNEC; %5
TR0 A 3 3 0 3 50 I B 37 S S SR A OISR FH T 35 3 NOEC i) S (IR (ELBR A 100 A1 4
PNEC;d Z/R PPl 250 10 (GE T 3 MR 3 S EFRFON E D 3 TR,

% 6 PNEC Ty AF HUH
Table 6 The AF value in deviation of PNEC

HAEE 5K ( Requirement ) VAL R AL (AF)
3AEFRYNAEY T —HEDHA 1 WY L(E)C50 1000*

1 B A NOEC 100"
2ANESRIAN 2 PRI NOEC 50°
3AEFRYINN Z A 3 AFhiy KB NOEC 10

W AN R S R 1—5

Habod fFREDL 13

MR Fik )77, W EPAEECOTOX 3048 )48 B 6 7 PAEs FUHAK L(E) C50 #1 NOEC FEMESUE , vEHL
B AF, ITHESH 6 Ff PAEs (19 PNEGy W56 7. 412 7 7], DBP f¥) PNEC {d %/}, DEHP X2,
DMP 1 DEP f5 K, FHI7E K& oA [R] 2 7K - R, DBP Fll DEHP X 7K A= Az 25 R 5% 19 5% ) 458 ™
DMP F1 DEP #HX} 4545,

R7T RIARIKIET PAEs () PNEC (pg-L™")
Table7_| The PNEC values of PAEs in freshwater bodies (pg-L™")

5 YLl i Algae 1% Daphnia 61 Fish A PNEC YHRE

Pollutant L(E)C50. . NOEC |L(E)C50 NOEC L(E)C50  NOEC Literature value
DMP 33000 — 33000 9600 39000 11000 100 96.0 96.01%"
DEP 33000 — 33000 9600 56000 11000 100 96.0 —
DBP 210 — 2990 500 350 25 50 0.500 2.10t%!
DIBP — — — — — — —
DNOP — — — — — — —
DEHP 100 — 133 77 160 502 50 1.54 —

T — R R AR IR B E. — does not have the relevant data.

2.3.2  UrIUKIR PAEs TEAL 255

J T FEDHT KA PAEs A= S KRB O, X 4 Ff PAEs 76 29 A RAE m 1 /K3 RQ HEAT40T, 4%
SRR RQ (L 8. 138 8 mI UL FE VRl /K&, DBP 7E 7K RQ>1 AYSRAE f 50k 29 4, i &L
KA R 100% , DBP 7E KR 73 RAE SAFTE— € WIS FEAE S XU ; DEHP 76 37K RQ>1 (YR AE S A
Bh 23 4>, 21 BEH 90% . DEHP 75K 2 BORAE SUAFTE— E 1018 72 £ KUK ; DMP #1 DEP 78 A ] 7K 19
JI A RFE A RQ /T 1, DMP A1 DEP 1A 28 XU 7 A 4252 715 .

H12¢ 9 a1, ¥ KA =F K 1 DMP \DEP .DBP H1 DEHP £ RQ 47X 0.004.0.013 20.062 F113.35,
BATH A 25 XS K/ NHERE &y DBP>DEHP>DEP >DMP.
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R 8 AIERAEE KA 4 Fh PAEs A= XU PR U 45

Table 8 The ecological risk assessment results of PAEs in water from different sampling sites

PR RQ PRE RQ

Sampling site DMP DEP DBP DEHP Sampling site DMP DEP DBP DEHP
Sl 0.002 0.001 4.184 0.221 TS5 0.018 0.241 63.560 96.591
S2 ND 0.000 2.025 1.135 T4 0.004 0.005 91.079 70.424
T1 0.011 0.006 27.282 0.292 T3 0.011 0.007 70.710 48.481
S3 ND 0.000 3.902 2.716 S13 0.002 0.002 33.067 0.421
S4 0.001 0.025 17.724 3.236 T7 0.001 0.005 17.302 12.455
S5 0.005 0.003 13.277 0.430 S14 0.000 0.002 12.599 12.745
S6 0.011 0.006 8.690 0.354 S15 ND 0.000 12.064 3.691
S7 0.000 ND 6.728 2.673 S16 0.006 0.005 22:369 8.691
S8 0.000 0.000 4,022 3.488 S17 0.002 0.001 12.075 6.221
S9 0.000 0.001 9.647 7.913 S18 0.019 0.026 23.460 0.815
T2 0.002 0.000 17.951 9.781 S19 0.002 0.001 9.147 11.833
S10 0.001 0.001 12.871 7.741 T8 0.000 0.004 17.660 13.755
S11 0.001 0.005 10.096 11.863 $20 0.000 0.001 14.946 12.912
T6 0.002 0.019 11.727 13.641 s21 0.001 0.001 16.328 11.355
s12 0.001 0.006 15.312 11.124

®9 KT PAEs A SR TN 4

Table 9 The ecological risk assessment results of PAFEs in water body

V5444 Pollutant PNEC/(ug-L™") EEC/(pg-L7") RQ
DMP 96.0 0.34 0.004
DEP 96.0 1.23 0.013
DBP 0.50 10.03 20.062
DEHP 1.54 20.55 13.35

2.3.3  ULEWI PAEs AL R

ORI 15 G W JE R AE H R AR S R G — IR bR e, G TR PAEs (1 PR5E XUBS 1T
WRFFEH D Van Wezel 45148 K i (14 1A o R A 41 85 BLSC 56, A2 I DEHP R DNBP 149 KU $FA A MR8
(ERL) {E4351°4 1000 ng-g ' #1700 ng-g'.24 PAEs 15 4Mifk B <ERL W IA W ANTELE PAEs (P40
TS TR A SR AR KD DNBP 1% 75 &, (U5 DEHP 95T S hRriEE ( ERL) X H BT, Z8%F
FE AT T AR K DEHP A KA 2129 (ng-g™') , Hird g 4 /ol A FE X5 Y 2 %0 ( RCF =
PAEs/ERL) 455> 1 ; DUAHIIE A 661 (ng-g™') , H: RCF #J<1, Bl DEHP L& & f Rk ERL, %t
A P E G B

3 %518 ( Conclusion)

(1) YRR A KR T B 4 TAE 210 PAEs, St 2.79—206.33 pg-L™',6 fll PAEs #4411
1 $ DEHP>DBP>BBP>DEP>DMP >DNOP [l J37 3 9, PAEs %5 [A] 43 A 45 R R BN, T3 PAEs
WAL T S0, N L2 RT3 PAEs e B 52 805 T 5 B 0 R 34, Mk 4l 1 % 3th 328 /K 3R 885 ok 1 b 1
(GB3838—2002) X} DBP .DEHP FrfERRIE M HLAE , F /K I 60% [ uh it 3 pg-L7' Ml 8 pg- L7 YRR
i, /KAH PAEs 755 L4 ™ 5.

(2) Prim R KUY PAEs W TSR 0.064—3.551 pg-g™', DNOP A H | SF-H ik i 4
DEHP>DBP>DMP>DEP>BBP Wi, T PAEs & T 327, R F PAEs &/ T, by
I R R BB PAES 5 YL A X .

(3) VMK R T PAEs (928 25 AU P f 45 SR 22 B, PAEs 19 25 28 KU R /NHE AR Yl DBP >
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pS

36 &

DEHP>DEP>DMP ,DBP 1 DEHP 7£ K70 RAF s A7 AE — € B AE = 25 XU, DMP A1 DEP %) 4 25 XU
TEA[ 52 J0 ] DU PAEs AL 45 R0 DEHP B9 F- & 18 K8 d UG PEM AR A ERL , % AE 9 50 1%
TESGEEN.
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