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Abstract

Antibiotics are one of the most widely used pharmaceuticals and can be frequently
detected in aquatic environment. Therefore, it is necessary to evaluate the potential risks of
antibiotics to the environment. Lincomycin, sulfamethoxazole and flumequine are three
antibiotics found in Taiwan’s river with considerably high concentrations. Based on toxicity
tests using Pseudokirchneriella subcapitata and Daphnia magna, the relative toxicity
relationships were: lincomycin>flumequine>sulfamethoxazole for P. subcapitata and
sulfamethoxazole>flumequine>lincomycin for D. magna. The preliminary environmental risk
assessment was conducted following the European Medicines Agency Guideline. Predicted no
effect concentrations (PNECs) were derived from the acute and chronic toxicity data obtained
from P. subcapitata in this study and from-the-literatures. Risk quotient for lincomycin was
1.82 calculated by ECs of P. subcapitata and 1.102 for sulfamethoxazole based on the NOEC
of S. leopolensi. The observed results suggest that, for lincomycin and sulfamethoxazole,
potential risks still exist to the aquatic environment. The toxicity of binary mixtures was based
on the effects on P. subcapitata. Simple addition effect was observed with the combination of
lincomycin and sulfamethoxazole. On the other hand, the mixture effects of three antibiotics
tested in the present study at the maximal MEC levels displayed no adverse effect or

inhibition to P. subcapitata, D. magna and C. carpio.
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11 3 %4

#7875 24 (Emerging contaminants) & 35 i £ 4 Fooicd $ 2 5305 0 L AT
B AR C RTHAARFRADF LY o d AP RF RN 0 v dg BRITKP
MR N F P e 4 SHPITEE AP RN B PASTRA 2 24 % Bl
R Z A MR DT T LR - FHfoB 4 Riz* 5 (pharmaceutical and personal
care products, PPCPs ) B3t 3T2F 44 ¢ - <  BHH > ¢ § ™ & ~ DR - B
PrE-FREF ARV EASES TL AP e RHA S FRE O RBERSRY
BAok? A SR AFH S SN E BT AR 0 A2 EA T (Daughton and Ternes,
1999) -

Yol AR A b PR 2 AR ffok A SR Y ot £ REH o W
111 R s Z R iR{eE » FHY P R eF it 28 Aol 2 B2
=2 RS FEsonare i e kis R &4 (parent compounds) 77550 g d Sk
e X g d0 a8 ¢h (Hirsch et al., 1999; Chee-Sanford et al., 2001) » i3 4 2 3 & S F & A 3T
ﬁi%%*é%ﬁi9T$%°%E&%%*ﬁﬁiéiﬁﬂ%$ﬂé&@ﬁﬁﬁ’%

ok Al BAR Y o URF AT F IR BRI R Koo R R ¢ R
2 & kR 4%t ng - pg/L # Fl(Kolpin et al., 2002; Calamari et al., 2003; Miao et al., 2004,
Wiegel et al., 2004; Karthikeyan and Meyer, 2006; Watkinson et al., 2009) » B2 X 4o}t i< ek
BRAIXWRPAGERE > REH kP g2 F o AEPEBT TR AL I
o FIC & O IS8R E P iR (T IR B b & 27 % (environmental risk assessment, ERA )- ¥ “F »

ARBPUEF ] I RRL AT AR HE- BB h TR Y BRI KR

K2 sz BN AP SR T B CRE ) oA FINTREE R

PR ZHr AP ERSEEG 2T O RHEL KR iDL EE A H o S5 4



A H > KRB FTORRY RRLE DL o - Lﬁ’%éﬁi Py R 0 B
KA F AR M8 2t T B o 4 4F 0 &4 ofloxacin ~ sulfamethoxazole - triclosan 4+
ciprofloxacin (Orvos et al., 2002; Ferrari et al., 2004; Isidori et al., 2005; Robinson et al.,

-

2005; Martinsetal., 2012) - d ** &2 FHB P > BT A At 20 FI 7w L &

piul

E!

RS SR IR DR E R R MR RN FE AR £ ]

Eisad ehd gL 0 LE R EY B AR §RA SR fehd o T o

@ B oA LR R IRE B B (FRAR E |, 2010) 42 % - lincomycin s sulfamethoxazole

fe flumequine » H )k & 4 %] 5 1640 ~ 650 - 198 ng/L > I ¥ i¢ * &

g

= BY AR

BT KRR e o RIGFRE R A R SR I RB R G R 3F

LU s )
Antibiotic application Antibiotic production
waste
Animals
-therapeutic Humans Aquaculture
-subtherapeutic
Excretion
- |
Manure/dung |__|
Sewage Sewage/landfill
' Leakage l
Field Sewage
application treatment
Soil Sediment
' h 4 A l.
Groundwater Surface water

Drinking water

B 111424 & & r KRB 07 i 25 (Kumar et al., 2005)



12 Fir%

1.

1.3

YT kR e g RE i F2 A A ) T RRH AN R E
(ADO)~ # # 7 E A& (yield) o+t 2 & F (specific growth rate) 17 5 5% % 2
(endpoint) o -k 3 &+ {2idsk2 ¥ B 28R LT EF 254N d sk
BN AR = AR B B o - T e Sk ¥Bdr ¥ Probit fst it

2 % 1 ECg ©
R¥FHNESFELH T PORER IR PR b e B (risk
quotient, RQ) » Ayt 2|47 A F & § Ak & o EHiLd F & 2R ahikiRlk &
RARFTHRPER GF LR AR AT L T RS 2 Y SR

o 8 cnlicdy o

A EAAREFIHRBHREY N T RELERI P oM EV G ERd HE =
(toxicity unit, TU) 3+ & » @7 111193 fr3 11 = B &1L bl chd Pigsk o *
B4 2 H = (sum of toxic units) dp #2197 % 11 1R £ 974 24 chid Mo o &
2R B S S o & AR RIEE MUNOX 20 SER] A 1700 > JF 2 5o 5t ARl
e weh s d 10101340301 2 BIR £ bl & Padp kg isobologram
Tt A et BIeTA S AR A TR o F AR SR g TR R B
Bz fEdid ZFREALSH P RESRFERRE > N T E SRR frgieis

%3

3 ik 0 3R BRI T L3 M BRA SRS AR A2 5T

3 Bin
7 f% lincomycin ~ sulfamethoxazole {= flumequine ¥+ * ¥ & ~ -k 3 frd. > = BFE &
FUREE A 2 A o
Vb GBI B ZR OB TEAT L BAL R
TRRA FA A RECETEHT TRAL LB DI HNUEFREF LTSN o

TRz B FNEFRRRET AT EH-BRESRAELEI LT o



FoF  CpRvHE

21 w22 A %

#4 % (antibiotics) £.d MmE ~ E Ffo bt F A 4 it BHA F o i M A i d

PRECDRTRAEL Y AR F AP MEIFBARRBACE LS ot F kT 84

G

Frilimre B E & ~ g mre i Fr | B & A s P B0 BT A S Pl
& A fodrd| E i B doB 231 T o

Cell wall synthesis
Cycloserine
Vancomycin, Teichoplanin
Bacitracin

DNA gyrase
Penicilling

Mmm'm Quinolones
Carbapenems

?ﬁ‘gﬁ* ﬁ%»,‘ DNA-directed RNA polymerase
------ & Rifampin
Folic acid metabolism ' mANA P\ &
Trimethoprim

/e

4 Protein synthesis
(508 inhibitors)

Sulfonamides

Erythromycin (Macrolides)
Periplasmic space s 55 Chioramphenicol
p-Lactamases e I T B Clindamycin
i ide- - 7 ' Protein synthesis
modifying (30S Inhibitors)
) Tetracycline
Cell membrane Spectinomycin
Polymyxi Streptomycin

Gentamicin, Tobramycin (aminoglycosides)
Amikacin

Protein synthesis
(tRNA)
Mupirocin
B 2.1.14u4 % iv* =% (Neu, 1992)
1 Frdlmoe g &

fo | enim e BEA A SRR EE o v AL

AN

A o &R F 4k (penicillin) ¢ fo3F § %4 wve B2

=

e L= 12 s . EaA o2 on,
S B S R B, X e

o,
Lok A AL o B A A

4 R o@ 4k & -9 (penicillin-binding proteins, PBP ) - H ¢ » f&*<fs (transpeptidase)

T B 5 pEsEA 2 L ® (cross-linking) @ @ dmie BEAEE 0 TP S R E R PiEE o 2 P

fieh= (B-lactam) $F# 4 § fopbespris & Fra|d iv

P

Ve R T R B R A

4



(autolysin) » @ im 7 = (Tuomanen, 1986) - ¥ — fa#rH|*xRpE & = chfnd % 5 ¥ v &
% (vancomycin) > H 1T % 34| L FF P RPEAREE - o SRS £ pRE

o B P EEms S o

Gram negative Gram positive

535 WSH& 555555 3555SSSHSESSSSSEESSSSSWS Outer

membrane

a B-lactam

Lysis and

, cell death
Autolysin

A RaARn™Y Inner o §§§§§§§§§§§§§§§ ITIIRNM Periplasmic
BOO0B656686606466666666

membrane 660666686668666666666666 membrane

Bl 2.1.2 ¢ p figr=eni®* 4] (Kohanski et al., 2010)

2. B ey

5 akF % (Polymyxin) & J8s#pdnd F o 27 I fAit &4 > B¢ % 30 qphk hn 5
Polymyxin B f= Polymyxin E » F] & U i &4 4 T %003 il o § 3EF % friobe 50
*5 % p& (lipopolysaccharide) 4% - sc e ol 42> e p f Find > & = s

= (Newton, 1956) -

3. drdldev LS

‘o g e pERE (ribosome ) ¢ 7 30S - 50S & & =t H < (subunit)-30 S # P mMRNA
AR o ¥ RAR HIRNA W F D PR MORARE B 5 e § B dad B
WE P R FER R AR T E S o blder=i4EH (aminoglycosides ) #F %
4r30S K H ~ g &> ¢ H 2 (misreading ) % 48 + > E 455l pi d + 4 *x48(Davies
etal., 1965) - ¥ #t » & & Fri|+zpERE M = (translocation ) > % 1b § Px4ac0A) s o w TR &
(tetracycline) ~ E p #57% (macrolide) f-+k¥ f#%& % (lincosamide) iz = #fendnd % B 4

e pERE 50S & & » F R repl kst o



Aminoglycoside

Misfolded
protein

Ribosome
50s

Bl 2.1.3 »=jh 3 chi® % 4] (Kohanski et al., 2010)

4. FrilfPiph & =

‘o 70 DNA g€ e (gyrase) ac 51 » f 4243 2 DNA > & > DNA 4F # frii & pF
A 24 ik 4 o e ZEAk (quinolone ) #g 42 % it fv DNA *zig s % & - + $& DNA 4 @ (Drlica
and Zhao, 1997) » = i~ % (rifampin) #r4] DNA-iz #f 1+ RNA % & ¥ ( DNA-dependent

RNA polymerase ) » % 3% ‘A % €77 45 > R RNA & = o

DNA-pélymerase
complex

e

Replication
fork

Quinolones

Topoisomerase

XOOCC

Bl 2.1.4 eg2E0r cnri® * 854 (Kohanski et al., 2010)

5. Fril EL B
S E SR B § B F P EE o T DNA & e o fied

% A 4 g (para-aminobenzoic acid, PABA) #_& = F e & X F @ R ISEE



(sulfonamide ) #f % 1~ chg 45f- PABA 4p 62 » F]yt ¢ f- PABA i< Dihydropteroate

synthase sn% & =% » Prd|- & £ E = o ¥ - fAm M=ug4id % Trimethoprim » &

&

dihydrofolate reductase 733844 &5z > Fltfrdle & E L&

o

Para-aminobenzoic acid (PABA) coor \ g™

Dihydropteroate | «—— Sulfonamide
synthetase
v R—HNO‘SO“\H_R
Dihydropteroic acid
NH
W | .
. M . : HzN \\N 0/
Dihydrofolic acid :
O
Di
ihydrofolate | _ ... Trimethoprim
reductase
Y

Tetrahydrofolic acid

Bl 215 e T Ak a8z 1T % 454

22 BER'GFR
221 A* EHI BB GITE AR

W o &R SRR REIRE Y PR RS A ER R DAt R R R
FETRR T RB Y FFERMA AL BT Tt S E X TPRD TUREGRAL - B
Z 4 ¥ 12 &, (European Medicines Agency, EMEA ) &4t A * cnZE o7 T IR B b "G 350 o
B RI(EMEA, 2006) 4£ - B #1312 ik § 2 hEEF o3k 2 SRBEH K iAo
5@ BFEE (Phase | fe Phasell) > % - FFgix £ 4 =3 BrEE (Tier Afe Tier B)» 4o
B 2.2.1 #7571

¥ - FEEO P EIERIEY ARE Y kR o3 EF 3 fR--k & fe % #(logarithm
of the octanol-water partitioning coefficient, logKoy) = >~ 4.5 » % i # pondz » @ § 4 * 3

7



AR A F 124 7 (persistence, bioaccumulation and toxicity, PBT) ¢k *& 3™z (European
Chemicals Bureau, 2003) - # 4= & 4 §8-k ¢ 35 R[5k & (predicted environmental
concentration, PEC ) H_i& T 7] o383+ 8

PEC. = Dose, - F,,
W WasteWinna - dilution

PECsw * FF iRl & 48k ¥ Pk B

Dose,i : + A & X 4L < &

Fpen - ™ 3% & vt ]

WasteWinnap * # 4 #+ % 3 e KM A

dilution : i3 -k &JE R s dt R 2 3 KX R ﬁ@

% PECsw /| % 0.01 pg/L> 4 77 7 § #1758 & B2 45 PECoy % %7 &4 4+ 0.01 pg/L -
PIJEETT % 2 FFEC ©
FCFEERER A x LG A2 R & (initial risk assessment ) » i& 7 £ 45 e it

PE ek B G A iRE 0 R A B (SR~ kR fod ) ha sk (£ 221)¢
5 B 18 1 chg ol k & (no observed effect concentration, NOEC) » % %% Htjisdp #
i# (technical guidance document, TGD ) #& &%= ]+ (assessment factor, AF) » # 3+

5 M3E % Aok & (predicted no effect concentration, PNEC ) » = 58 4

NOEC
AF

PNEC =

B s 0 358 PECswfr PNEC st & > %ﬁ» HGrES L F R RS R R

2 1;&::4 PECsw/ PNEC # it b " 7 #c (risk quotient, RQ) - % RQ = 1 & 3¢
B A AMok? kR BIIERESRER AT LG BEALGY VERESIEAE B
HRER o

B b TR B 0 d 20 EMEA B R| ¢ PEC dint Bt i ™ g en L BOR
Mo AT e R Bk R enTR Bk & (measured environmental concentration, MEC ) A

A

Ao m Y E ST sl § 3 15 PEC st B o Bt 4 #4577 £ MEC Bt PEC

' 35 MEC it F pr 24 9 %% B k8 <)k & (Grung et al., 2008) -



¥ FFEIFA B AR &= (refined risk assessment) o 7 L3+ B 4 /2 PEC

(refined PEC) » = ;84

Elocal -f

P E C w — water

stp water

WasteW, .., - Capacity,,, - Factor - dilution

Elocalyater © # % § ¥ & g

Fotp water © @3- 417K B Eedic T £ 48 K b b

WasteWipnap © # 4 & % P2z R4

CapacCitysy * /5 K adZ R B £ > i 5 AR X #k

Factor = /3 JF Z_ & Fhd

dilution : /5 -k BT gy et o kB2 5 R 7&%&1%% ]+
Fobo ptidk BT EF LIEY Ty o I8

A b 2 e o B ahdefide s ded 2.2.2 #0T o

PEC 4o PNEC ** 1% % ¢ 1+ 457 & § 41 # 4w nie » £ o

T

T

g DR

PNEC - % refined



Exposure Estimation
Phasel PEC calculation

¢ Flexible action limits depending
on unusual toxic potential

PEC > 0.01 pg/L
(or unusual circumstances)

Initial risk assessment

Phase IT A PNEC caculation

e Physical-chemical properties and fate
*  Aquatic effect studies

PEC /PNEC >1

Refined risk assessment

PNEC caculation
Phasell B

¢« PEC refinement
¢ _«Extended effects analysis
¢~ Terrestrial environmental fate and effects

BL22.1 BB R ST inde

10



3221 B FAEFER AV BB S F hfod BiRma g S 3

Study Type

Adsorption — Desorption Using a Batch Equilibrium Method
Ready Biodegradability Test
Aerobic and Anaerobic Transformation in Aquatic Sediment Systems
Algae, Growth Inhibition Test
Daphnia sp. Reproduction Test
Fish, Early Life Stage Toxicity Test

Activated Sludge, Respiration Inhibition Test

% 222 % - HEEIER BY A iod ik awT g 2 2

Study Type

Aerobic and-anaerobic transformation in soil
Soil Microorganisms: Nitrogen Transformation Test
Terrestrial Plants, Growth Test
Earthworm, Acute Toxicity Test

Collembola, Reproduction Test

2.2.2

A 22 RBh RITR

Halling-Sarensen et al. (2000) %+ mecillinam ~ trimethoprim 4= ciprofloxacin = f& 3 & *

WipRRGER R Ko AN R TR o BRI KRR S 5 R

b

J[‘{

FEBEFRTPEC e uEarpg /8 (E% %) 7NOEC 3+ & PNEC - ciprofloxacin

7PEC/PNEC 3 12.7> # &5 i Fud

% 7 E R "% % -Isidori et al. (2005)z* & erythromycin -

oxytetracyclin ~ sulfamethoxazole ~ ofloxacin ~ lincomycin {= clarithromycin = fiis % 2

b & 7 o ¥ MEC % b5 % e PNEC » # 3R erythromycin ~ lincomycin 4+

11



clarithromycin 7 RQ % *t 1 - Hernando et al. (2006):= 1% % f8 % 4 %737 K ad® B 3o K ~
W -Kfe &R chh " e B ¢ serythromycin f2zii-k P kR AP § B 0 Flot RQ <3+ 1>
Bepdid £ % &Rk wlto-Kimetal (2007)% * /& 3% ¥ £ g#(V. fischeri)~-k 3 (D. magna)
feF a4 (O. latipes) - fam "= Fi 274 gk > ¥ 2 £ ﬁkﬁ:#;} F A oAt
B ECs 3t & b ' 7 #ic o 2 % % I sulfamethoxazole 7 RQ % 6.3 > 7 %8 et
b & o Park etal. (2008)#':£ 11 f&+w4 % > 12 V. fischeri ~ & f&-k 3 (D. magna f-
M. macrocopa ) fv O. latipes ¥ % &5 4 = o #-F % #ypfr JJ%% VUi {4 3E 1 E 1 e ECog
feNOEC > # ¥ * MECP»® PEC %3* 5 RQ-H*® 5 7 Bt 2L 3 b '&lt- uriﬁw
SPBMRA M EENORQ Y RT RE D T BRI AF L P 2 RENA S oD
B & M3 o Martins et al. (2012)4* %+ ciprofloxacin i& {7 § iZ4F 3t o & * = fdds% 4§ ¢
AEFRE T T & ki fraix 4 (G holbrooki) o3t gﬁr;ﬁ%s:ﬁnk ~ 5K R
T ik el A Rk e PEC » st £ 1 folg 4 1 dicdh 5 PNEC > 34 8 RQ -
BRSO URA MBI RARSGM o Ra oA d Bl Y = kO RQEES

£ 3 £ F itk (RQ 4 21926) Bl e d/mins § ¢ & & A AR =5 -
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23 1 ¥Ed R
231 @I HEA L

AF % frig * en? T &% (Pseudokirchneriella subcapitata » % Selenastrum
capricornutum ) b &) & & 3 Al L A 2Egg e 2 M2 5 A5 F 2k -k % % (Chlorophceae ) ©
Higges 120 %% - BABE 3% 2L U gL LB A2 A
M@ Bl & IR 4 deikgk ko st R (Rojickova-Padrtovaet al., 1998) « & 32 & i8¢

" AREERCERPH G A S T RTNmFEL FHRBEE D ERF 0 T R G Ebr
RIMP RO B 0 SV ERT U B R 2 A B T TS BRI IER

FRET A G FRRIREE S RE S BORGEE R I AT 2 LRR

Bl 231 K BT 00 TR

232 BPEES PE%K
VYA M Rse RS 2 4 %5 48 b4 U.S. EPA (1996) - OECD (2006) - 1SO
(2012b) ~ APHA (1995){~ ASTM (2012b) » %8 £ i¢ * 467,517 2 ;8% 5 B2 79 % > 5 B

N ke HBRANFRPBA A B TSR REL LA F s BT R

X

AENT AR B D AF A R AT pHE o L E s FRRAFLFEELE R

mff Ry

Flad 474 BT RS o FIt 0 R F R FNRERS 2T EARAE Aa o

F_k
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FAPFTERFALEATY R WALRERHFLL - A7 * Linetal (2005):

e P RN E %k W BOD AR RRF B & T Y 7 05%- F LAtz

,,

ERTRF REBEESF VR

233 JEATRE M

P esga ol 2 2 7 L2 R (biomass) 3= & 4 4

BAERG - ERZPFTERI RN 2 AP0 REFRTRRAPPERF > oruw
THIREE S UV/VIS £ R{oX LR REFRRPIE S 2P d gt = 32
FITHE P N RERA BTG LM
AT Y ReApdiA%k s B (endpoint) § = 5% § #1142 (ADO)~ A £ (yield)
et 4 £ 5 (specific growth rate ) o Frd] 5 et B 2 58 4o o
(1) w73 i B3 B arfl %
Inhibition rate = 229 ~ADO% 1600
ADO,
ADOc fv ADO7 4 % & Frd| e fed 2% 2idid § £ 2 T 5@ -
() AR EL AP FEARBIRP dne®Ed » APrd|F B 2407
Inhibition rate_Y “Yr T %100 %
c
Yefe Yoo bl S drdllefrf shieagd 2 T35 -
(3) T3t 4 & Famptd ol 40T
In X-In X; .
n=T )
Mg e FTRFHjRpTion 4 X X e X A8 Fixfehjrai fii o

DES LR T 0 F R

Inhibition rate = £~ 4100 %
Hc

pode pir A W) 5 B4l o sk e eh T3 4 % o

14



234 FAA Mgk P
1. pH ferilm

199 US.EPA 8= 2 8] & suz £ 2L pH & 5 7.520.1 > @ OECD 4r ISO = j& i¢ *
G AR pHEN S 81 ¥ ¢ » OECD 4r ISO 4L 3 3# % I ¥ pH e it 2 ¥ 4216 1.5 -

W2325F40¢ - F PR BED Bl n LW o Fin2 LRI kY B
Rehz F bR B ARE L 194 o § R AL F PR TR0 § VR AP
B LA S BIF AU B R A (medium) P op gk d RS > R L F 9
BFERR A ERpH P2 o HF BN pHE 250407

HCO, —OH™ +CO,

[HCO, ]
pH=pK, +log——=
[CO.]
FOFEKROLRE > RIELPERPEREFAOPH E - X HF %I F £ £ H8 L

337 WP - 337 e PF 0 B 5 LA pHATE R B MR o VO NBER U A bt B
T2~ H7e#% P 7 (Arensherg et al.; 1995) & adt f R 7 225 7 B4 B - § 1V RUF Bocx

Ef-1zfj\/}i§\"pH i‘aé\f"

1
gas phase water phase e Chloroplast
€Oy <= €Oy
+H,0

11

H,CO, = H'+HCO, == 2H'+CO,’

Bl 232 Fugrr a2 - 3 "B @ ﬁ%liéif‘_(Nyholm and Kallgvist, 1989)

FAPLJREFN §HY BPNDE%R S 2o wAd PER A B PT RS E
F Q]ﬂqm$}¥} 4 ,UFEQ\;;;_;_FW»{}\ HUAALFL R At RS AT HRADPBES e N

4 K 4genz § it o Kihnand Pattard (1990)* ¥ & & G 48255( v » & 7 #-72 /] pFigs

15



PERF S5 4 48 /) PF 0 pH ¥t 2 15 - Galassi and Vighi (1981)# * 2 L 48773y » % »
100mL 32 & AL > k34 m + B F 2 & (headspace) = d8ff » Wi - 5 (La4r 2 o (e
AP PEERERNLFRPPFEFIF TR FHFEF B A RB IR
0¥ |4 47 k& - Hermann et al. (1990)%g *F 4 » 0.4 % (w/v)-1NaHCO3 I 32 % A&
P TER AR 32 e pH R D Y e R RTFH TG RRIF SRS K pH E > 5]

B &R e pH e g 5 o Brack and Rottler (1994)3% % #: 8 32 & A F ¢ NaHCO3z )k &

BT B R B AR TR A g Rl EATA £ TR - AR
BE DT 4055 COPHCO S » PR EF N LI4% F bR P2 F RS
3 30 BiHLod "*‘ 12 headspace i 4% > AP T @ ARFF o Aot OO A 3 R B 4o o

pH /i >+ 6.5 4= 7.5 2_ & -Hailing-Sgrensen et al. (1996)+c » 0.19 mmol NaHCO; % #& & 2 »
¥ ¥ #-headspace “uih 1 %= F i B 0 BB PFRF TS 48 ) pF o pH g A 4 0 8T

4 =2 7.3 - Mayer etal. (2000)F 7, % 4p 1 7 headspace 7 ¢ & < £ chj 8435 1
FAp o FlRFREGR AL R HE = 2R F o B NaHCOz )k & # % = 300 mg/L » & -
PH#R 2 7> 3 X R RS pH %65/ 35 0.5 Linetal. (2005)* BOD gt (79 % * F

WHT 2R P F BT headspace i#Skm H 2 05%- F "B § F HBAAREFRF
B beBR o 48 | PF1s pH 55 4 1.5 -

2. kBRBA

1

kPR € B BRAEERETH chd 5> @ & 4 & F0F ke fod & (light
saturationcurve) #f4v - F R AFL T3 IR 2 S FE AT ER - B AHA
FE A%k KRR e th4 £ (Nyholm and Kallgvist, 1989) - p %82 § =
Frip Mk R R LT ¢ B PRGHE B RE L o US EPA fr OECD R %% % % & &
4300 lux - ISO B €_8000 lux o + 384 a7 & * i PRk > HIRE i 48 T dr 4] Rdgand
o FHRBALFAREIAFIRASLTEA L AR o
3. ER

Flo B RO € FEREDNBIEY > 27y T a6 BEF F adrdrok o US.
EPA 3.2 .24°C - OECD ®.21 % 24°C > ISOR|E.23C » B R B® & F 3 20

16



4 iR AR ok R

BTN FHRY O FRAASLTRENR S L B RE 6 S FREE L T T
W BYREC R BB LR RBEAEL c F2ZEFARRES > €0 N EFwe L E
Hivg s NHP A2 AL E  d BEI EFRE S, -

REBETERPF AR FaRB I o BRA L F A7 LGB ERGLE PR
e F R RAER 2 L g2 F p g gadrd| T o

US.EPA 2" ¥ fa~45/m% % & 5 1x10%cells/mL » %5 PF ¥ 96 -] ¥ < OECD B/
# 5x10% -10" cells/mL > :EBh PR 72 ) FF o
5. 2 EATF

BAADIRERTRGELE B § B & A (chelator) & 5 £ & - § {opk
A2 £ AL F S (limiting factor) o &k ® 5 POS-P A7 f it 59 3 424k s
Yoo ST R S R e ] % AL B 4o iSO QECD % KH,PO,>U.S. EPA #_K,HPO, -
F k¥ * NO3-N & NH,-N » 1ISO_ 4= OECD # % NH,Cl > U.S. EPA B] . NaNO; > & 7
RRFA AN RE~F 0 R ARET A EEH  FERMPFEETRE AR IRA

g d o lg% TRAFRIERDETCYRELE A ZIURORERE £ HoE o

17



24 k3 &F %
241 F 4%

~AFT g i % k3 (Daphniamagna) > B3t P &4 (crustacea) 2 % Kk igide oo

B hova Xapo kg kB d s o 5T R FRIES 0 A S h 8 Sapfd o

FORERK - EHEBRF -AHEAFARE I v F 2 L@ AL XM 4
% ¥ (ephippium) > ¢ i anpriggd > ¥ 8 F 4 223 N o ficg € W4 o 223 AP
003 0 HMARC] SR <R 2w S bk o k3 2 AW T BIRA
“r (egg)~ % E ¥ (juvenile)~ 7 ## (adolescence) fr= & # (adult)- & ¥ k3 %3
M- B LY (instar) 508 % o #EH I IS BRY o FEHEYTE T
1Bdedy » HFES - AenPATUEF TR T AMDERDAL ¥ - F A F oo

2RF 6122 B o HE VLT

L)

(HE A AL EXTIHRBETREL

A 25CHE ToE i 40 % - & 10 @ “r:e 3|7 ¥2% (food chamber) > &

S § AR AT D T 0

B 24.1-k3% 2= 5 (kB % 1, 2011a)

18



242 k3 EF PRk E

kB A3 Mok ehiB S 24§k 50 (static test) » #4e U.S. EPA (2002) ~ OECD
(2004) ~ 1SO (2012a)f= ASTM (2012a) » ke fF B 7 H-k+ 3 4k & o ¢ * PFF 24 ] phen
KB BFER%K RBFER Y 5 48] PF o A% ¥ 8-E_immobilization > BL%Z k5 £.F £ 7
PEAcy 4o BT Aamim kBl 18 0 BB KR IS ALE A FE A 0 ¥
B R g AT B Gk G DA ILA R R bAoA A T S i Sk

(Barata et al., 2008) » @ ® vt &&= 5% B ArR 4 o

25 @A &3 LE%

251 ## 4%

#4 & ¢ 5 Cyprinus carpio - & f-Common carp. @ 5 it -k & % a7 > & #3054
N T RER G R e ARG E S RR2 N AFE S IKE O WA
H120 24 0 3 FHERY R SRS AV aE P R R LD 0t

Ao FEM AR 238 VRELAN X3 I 5 TE RS o

Bl 2.5.1 g % 4 (B35 # % #F, 2011b)

19



252 A ks %2

AR BB A &R RER 0 SN R P HE 23
B3N ALE NG FRRT 6 P BHREBL BT FFL cRHRY T
%?4%@$’@ﬁ£ﬂ§%%oswﬁﬁ«f:xywuaﬂﬁ~”w4 S R S KA T

I® 5 385 % 2t(Beggel et al., 2010) > 7 Pl dac g chlicdy o

26 RE&EFHE

e PG B e et E PR Y F R OTR AR F PR A
=k o B 71939 # - Bliss 12 Probit ;% § 11 & 4~ @ £ & & ¥ 3 (dose-response curve )
FIRAAS2 A RTFET - § ARG A I A E L hd B AL TR
(jointeffect) : 4p o2 ¥ * (simple similar action ) = = it * (independent joint action )
oA BILESHIRLELApMITY g:rﬁ—g"ﬁ AR S RS- QU s E R C A
S S A N —*ﬁ”ﬁ%ﬂ?m:?? PBAHRE L2 ¢ FF S 24 5 ¥ (reaction
site) HiE* o

% 1952 & - Plackett and Hewltt (1952)4% & Bliss r323% » 134508 & & 1% % dhjp i
Pz BE B2 B3 v ol o K e A8 L kit (£ 261) 1
LB RS 438 % g E A S Ap 02 (similar) 4o 4p iz (dissimilar) - &5 4 £ 4 4
Api e S R EfSamepkp B K TE/‘Ler t4p+4r (additive) o 11— “ B4 € xS ¥
Bhadditr Rrgaiv® &2 F o o 53 iT* (interactive) fozb 3 8%
(non-interactive) o & @ it 45 2 3 %% » @ FR E 0 F PApse > PIFZBR
£% (synergism) > & 2 » B % #5428 % (antagonism) e

2_{¢ %+ 1985 & > Christensen and Chen (1985)4t # Plackett f- Hewltt 73234 > ¢ £ +
R * 3 S 3 0% R &)y 0 ¥ ¥ @ * Probit ~ Logit = Weibull = &
FEF R

20



3260w 85 & e 2

Similar Dissimilar
Non-interactive Simple similar Independent
Interactive Complex similar Dependent
2.6.2 R & & IR RN
TRRZER T ER R E A Mand B Y * 4% #5% (reference model ) % Loewe fv

Muischnek #% 51 ek & #p 4 (concentration addition, CA) #2581 2 Bliss % ! eraflh = (% #
(independent action, IA) #-3% - CA £ 7 & #8440 > 3 AP cni®E* =% » 7 % I F

AT
oo

He oniREPF? P FF i > ECx & m o1 B~ H b di 24 X%k
BROGAMREF? 3 iR EFHramkR < JAPREF* B2 2 3BT a2 S 2
T B A B NA T
E(ep) =1 T [ E)]

HY s Cnix AR &P RER D ECmi)F T HEBIR & A2 o E(C) 5 % 1 B = 4 gt
EREBG A S gy o

FIMEERA CA LG R higipla 4 o v IA L 6§ 1754 #0354 (Greco et al.,
1995) - Broderius (2005) 4 #i= . (fathead minnow ) £ 5 5 4R & 3 BP0 " R
CA 2 |A g plic 4 o BB AR B33 5 R & pF o CA G B chif %k o
MR E* AR > B2 = 2 & CA> e v i3 |A eh3gip| - Backhaus (2004)
* % % ( Scenedesmus vacuolatus ) & {7 £ % #4140 m“f A2 R E A MEE o B CA
EONA FRG AF SRR v % o 28 @ > Olmstead andLeBlanc (2005) * -k 3. ( Daphnia magna)

AR S R G R &4 BE% o PR CAR R EF Pk F A IAFE
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RIPE R B o F XA T IR PR T CAYrIAA BRSS > kAR E bR
£ 4 Mol A s AN eI Rla 4 - Cedergreen et al. (2006):iF v & iz 4 #3717 LB
ﬁi‘fd‘fr/\ FARAH R EZ M > F 2t CAZ AR GTERN - B %8R-
FAE PR E R Y R F L 1258F 0 CAE ARGV aIg Rl A BT Apke 5 EA
Fo 3 1250 IATERI 4 i 5 F 2 0 CA P & i F endp s -

Chen and Chiou (1995)14 Microtox 2L F fte 2 & it 4270 & 3 8% -
SEER - FAF B RF ORI AT REF BY RTFRREL ST
BeA 2 pteivt o FRIEF Y R2ET (7 5 B ¢ A 4 complex joint action R % > + ffu{
AFAha g AgRBT - BRI PIF2I B FREF TG F EIEG BF P
ML F PTG SIELIEY 0@ 2 d AT 4 A oo ERIEP|PLE 3 & o Chen and Yeh
(1996) * Microtox £ 3 F Bt 5 cnR £ 4 Mo T ¥ U (5% 445 B85 2 5w 4!
ARRTAFE-TRTAF L BT AAF el B33 e BR T o B R DG
WhREP A2 AP (T% S iEde 2 BB HE G F R L F d WA FH |

FAPBE O R o F AT BFEE R s W (B30 0 15) PHA S B

263 IF E2 R L F Mok

FE KRR AT i A2 B AR XL F I
HEPH M FaERhI - Ra BB RPEFLIARE E O REBETRAL
Wend P FIMERAGEA T LARREF M .

PRt 2RGSO SRFLATIRS >0 2 2308 LT Bglp kb
% f» 4p i - Backhaus et al. (2000)#-+ & £ # A (quinolone) #F %40 & » /4 X ¥ £ 7

(V.fischeri)i& {7 24 /| PF3fB > B 5 B r 2 & CAHSNIER - ¥ b 17 4 #F 2 NOEC

p)

BRI ET Mg BRE I E LFL K o Zouetal (2012)1 * ¥ - A EF R F (P

phosphoreum )> & #-— f& & *<(sulfonamide )#g+4 % & %] {3 »#) TMP(trimethoprim )
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2

RE O FREFFRSEPARIRET 8 WA RBRICAL AR T o THIF LEF
H B % (QSAR) e &+ #4% (molecule docking) = 2 M 24 d R =it 2 ok
F{cfF R EPF > fo7 X 4830 7 (receptor protein) % & %7k > Fli kBT L

it B2 B oo T A 4 4 R & g o De Liguoro et al. (2009; 2010) * -k 3 (D.

magna )fF i1 & iedg it £ A AR £ 2 4 Pkl % i isobologram ¥ B L E G dEFLIEF o

Christensen et al. (2006)#= § # 7 d % ¢ * en7 fidnsd 22 R &3> B9 = E 5 il

H:

Fladrdldd Fe Beafa L FrdDNAAFH > & ¥ 00 5 Gfoif i3 F icd i

7385 o j<_isobologram ¥ o+ 5 #k7 4 & CA & IAH N enigipl > @ ¥ 7 ¥ F a0 F 5
AR ARt ez 7 B aniE T o mE R s FI{eR 2 ot endp ML > B2y
544 41* & (bioavailability) ¥ &t & 8 58en% % o ¥ b > FWF R A FanR & Bl
ALl iv% o Hagenbuchetal. (2012):£ 3% = 84 /L@ * chind % > ¥ f85 58 & C.
closteriumc 4= N. ramosissima & {7/ S &% < % 3 H¥F C. closteriumec % 5t > @ %
N. ramosissima B £_4p e (€% > (2 & ¥ 354534 (B% 4] 8258 - Yang et al. (2008)iE

S fERG B RBKRF AL TR R BRSNS PG o F B R A A 2 e
Bl lenELR A A RL TR BRI PERHERI T RN IR Y 2 F R g
BT (07 0 8 BREARR AL AP he (FY 08 A R ATNIR S S dek Ap e
Biufoia e plE S R0A o E T SEAp e 2 3 AN AR RS FIIE 2 A A4 Rk
WAL Apse (T o 2 RFIR & PIE MMz o B X3 S Apte(EF o F 0

Lot FURERRE HAPE FRIT200 55 AT o
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F=% AirmEH
31 HELF REHESS
FAPF Pt p3 4 er B g3 hd Horfo £ kR € FR S A 4
Fz2o A EF &Y A (dose-response curve) o & fEB ¢ 0 @ 50 %t A A gl
mihd fk R fE s L #ov ik & ECso (median effect concentration ) 5 # #4138 % 5 7
PIFL S L #ik 7™ kB LCs (median lethal concentration ) o d & & R 45 ey 317
ECso 5% T3> Flut o 5 HIE & S 40 S < s - Probit ~ Logit = Weibull

=¥ Lot o

100

Inhibition rate (%)
3

1 10 100 1000
Concentration (mg/L)

B 3L1&HEF e &
1. Probit #:5% -
d Gaddum(1933){e Bliss(1934a, b)i = o K 4 = ch7 = S fed b Fak & 2 4
¥ AT RN LA FERg s ¥ AEEa L (normal equivalent
deviation, NED ) » NED 4 + 5 % Probit ¥ = » £ & Probit 4o log ik & 2; = 2. 5

MR G PE N LR ER o SN AeT

P=0. 5{1+ erf(Y\/Esﬂ

Y =a+blog(z)

24



P & 3rd) % 5 erf % error function > Y ¥_Probit ¥ i+ > z & 1t 5 ik B o

Logit #-5" :

BE N R A v B RS k3HE p B gk RaE o2 {8 Berkson (1944)
3% B £ 203k (logisitc function) 3-8 B @ © 5 LA AH - Flpt 3k -t S0l
B* B F Bl Mg koo

Weibull #25¢ -

EA P FE L N RGRRIE R Mg 4 pERY o Christensen (1984) i *

Weibull ~ Probit 4= Logit = f&#3% » 47 &7 4 138 % fcdy > % R Weibull $55% I 4k 5t

PFEMEF Y Mo KAt E I ECy o fr ECoo i # i K o
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% 3.1.1 Probit ~ Logit f= Weibull #5¢ # 3%

Type Probit Logit Weibull
Transformation” Y =a+ f log(z) I=0+¢In(z) u=In(k)+# In(z)
1
. . 1 t? 4 .
Probability density —exp(——) —_— exp(t—e’)
N2 2 2 i
cosh (2)
vs o1 t? 1 Y-5 1 1
ili ——exp(——)dt==|1+erf(—— = - -kz")=1- —e"
Probability of response P L N> X ( 2) 2[ (\/5)} o077 " [1e 1-exp(-kz") =1—exp(—e")

Transformation vs P Y =5++/2erf 1(2P -1) I = In(%) u=In(-In1-P))

*

ZiAPERE o0 B0~ -kfom ¥ #Ko
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CEERAPAR SR L BUPIE S 5/ N s IPE WA itk (index) f-m® f%;2 (graphical
method ) -
1. Fik
(1) # ¥ = (toxicunit, TU) (J. B. Sprague, 1965)

z z
M=)>» TU =—2—+—2—+--
Z EC50,1 ECSO,Z

MEiFPECRfr ZEFBPFFOER - §F M<LZgRit* sM>13
FEIEF o M=1 54t i o

(2) Aptedpin (additive index, Al )
Marking (1977) % 7 #- %4 B2 2 F > &7 Ragihfril 4 50 B SUEH 0 3 12
Hi=igr 3 M=1> pJAI=1/M-1; § M>1>plAI=1-M- 32 AI>0> 5
et > AI<0 > 2 3B3mi®® D AI=0 G Aptc iFH o

3 Mmt# R ( mixture toxicity index, MTI)
Konemann (1981)z% 5 # #wd &ude @ iaft & 4 #ic 8 8 HUR £ 6] > R B AR 4¢

o m

&k

(concentration addition ) {-ix 3 4p-4c_(noaddition) &= &

\\\Xy

4B R G
PO RS ERCERTD WERFAEA G RE o A PE R AN

MTI:IOg M, —log M
log M,
He MO:L e maxX(TU,) 3R &4 ¢ Bxnda MH o § MTI<1> 3
max(TU,)

Fale (6% 0 MTI> 00 5 fefeie® » MTI=10 5 4pde e o
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% 3.2.1 7 £ »< i 3p R (Altenburger et al., 2003)

Type of index and type of
interaction

Joint effect index

Toxic unit (TU)

Additive index (Al)

Mixture toxicity index (MTI)

Mathematical definition

Additive
Synergism
Antagonism
No addition

z

U, =
EC50,

where

z, = concentration of component i,

EC50, = EC50 of componenti

M=>"TU,

M<1
M>1
M:Mo

If M <1, then Al :i-l;
M
if M>1,thenAl=1-M

Al=0
Al>0
Al<0

log M, —log M
log M,

MTI=

where
Moo M
max(TU,)

MTI=1
MTI<1
MTI>1
MTI=0
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2. Wzt

B ¥ * &0 2 £.% 4 isobologram - 4] 3.3.1 - isobologram £_r4 CA i %+ #5¢ >
TR HER > Lm A FH DR EE PR L Lo TP T oo b i W
(isobole) # 77 4BFLi®® » o RBLE D PIE AR (% o Fpt > 7 IR &0 b2 F S%hi#c
PpBhts 5 LB 0 BB e CA RN TE RIS > T OHER & & ot o R
aNAFERIMRPN » 273 & $8 & 3tz 3 (8% (non-interactive) » # 1 % AFT 7 h
L I3 IE 05 Multox SER] - FE AR o RIA s A F L T IFR 0 3 7 eh
#Fe s > Chen e Chiou (1995)#: 4 5 complex joint action » #* p& & i * 3% 2 3539 -

Antagonism

|
|
|
|
|
TU, I
CA !
|
|
Synergism I
|
|
|
0
0 TU; 1

B 3.2.1isobologram 7+ %, B

322 22 3 ivH R & & Mt

Hewlett §- Plackett »* 1959 # 3% 11 = 2L 2 3 (F% jR & & ;0 > BR 2 i &
B A4 28 & F & (quantal response or all-or-non response ) » 4 T F|#cE N & 7

1 1
Q:Prtélz + 0,4 Slj » 0<A<l

Q %7 #* F &% (non-response fraction) » T 55 % o Pr s & A% Snlic> 7 5 F A
HAHUBEA G o A5 4p i ik (similarity coefficient) e &, =2, /Zi >z 5 # 124 Fen
R ZisAFHEPIEY A4 Frglhk R o

Christensen §= Chen >+ 1985 & 4 o » 3235 » 3 & 11 ¥ iF * Probit ~ Logit & Weibull
£
[ dihec 2

ZHRABEF BN RAIT > Z PR RIS R EAIERIREF L2 BT 4255 Multox o
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323 REF P S p v A E

Christensen §= Chen B 3 7 Multox ¥ g 4p B % #ic (correlation coefficient, p) f=4p iz
% (similarity coefficient, L) & S B KIFRIR & F Mk -
1. 4phd e

d Hewlett - Plackett *+ 1959 # 4% &t o X & & P Fen 54 5 Sl s - ¥ &
4 @& (bivariate normal distribution) » ™ F 23 L R pk Glkp REAHE - 2 H¥HS F
B Fz 2 F LIER DM & T ECso1 fr ECsop crdp B 14 op B4 Fl 5 —1<p<1 >
p=li A APLFEFIALAT L2l p=-12 =2 f Ak p=0R 5 &40 {2
4o 3.3.2 #7157 o

a b
(@) ECs, (®) ECsq,
p= 1 p= -1
»ECs > EC;0
© ECsg,
o O
O
o o ECs,
O
O

E] 322'% fbé?#%'figi)iiﬁﬁrﬁg '/f‘gt&ﬁ‘i]%] °(a) ;{i,l}.#gfﬁg ’p:]. <b) ;bpi
fARME > p=-1(c) mipMlE > p=0

2. Apintadc
Bits & B F e A4 P A4 0k sendp e R 0 B 0<SA<L o F
MRS L A3 PF ot o f AT A=1F fAABABFFIEY 4k
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- BAS I WARWIER o F A=0PF > PlA R ITH mE
AT ) B B BV SRR RN VS L RS -

Pl FREIER o BR &

BARILIEH QXL S A AR IR o
RS R pE L AN 083 PR > 4ok 332 4557 o

L3EadPFLREAME (p=0) > fF* =8 3k (A=0)  R& RH 5

response multiplication -

L QL =Q,xQ,
2. 3R AP FLARIIAME (p=1)> F* =i 2k (A=0)> BRI il s

no addition -
z Z
= P =1 h ; = =2
Q 1( Zl] Q, 2( ZJ

© plz,2,)=1; AP,

+ Qy=Min (Q.Q,)
g AP FLARRZ LM Cp=l) iEH gk (A=1)  RATBHA
concentration addition o

Q= P(;:J Q= P{Z_

- B =P,=P[p(z,2,)=

- L, h
. Qp, _P(ZlJFZJ

4. 5345 FLRRELAAM (p=—1)> (7% =}

|

; ﬂ’(Pl’ Pz):]']

— N |N

2k (A=0)RF {I@;ﬁ;_
% response addition -
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3322w AR & F P i

Parameter values

Type of action Abbreviation Response
P A
0 0 Response multiplication RM 1-(1-P,)(1-P,)
1 0 No addition NA max(P,,P,)
1 1 Concentration addition CA -
-1 0 Response addition RA min(1,P, +P,)
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Fri RERHEEE
41 FHREFERE
411 FHEN
# 1“4 (Sodium chloride) > 99.8 % - Sigma-Aldrich
. &% & 4+ (Sodium bicarbonate ) - 100.3 % - J.T.Baker

. Frifit4% (Magnesium Sulfate ) - 100.2 % - J.T.Baker
. % i 42 (Potassium chloride) > 99.5 % > Sigma-Aldrich

1.

2

3

4

5. Fifa4f (Calcium sulfate ) » 99.5 % - J.T.Baker

6. &4 ¥ i“ 4 (Sodium hydroxide ) > 99 % > Sigma-Aldrich

7. ® pe4r (Sodium nitrate ) » 99 % - Sigma-Aldrich

8. Fift @ = 47 (Dipotassium phosphate ) - 100 % - J.T.Baker
9. # 4% (Magnesium chloride) > 100 % - J.T.Baker

10. # i+ 4% (Calcium chloride) > 94 % » Merck

11. &% (Boricacid) > 100 % - Riedel-deHaen

12. # 4% (Manganese chloride) > 100 % » Riedel-deHaen
13. % i* 4 (Zinc chloride) » Fluka

14. % i 4= (Cobaltous chloride) » Alfa Aesar

15. # i* 4% (Copper chloride) > 100 % - J.T.Baker

16. 4ppi4r (Sodium molybdate ) » 100 % - Riedel-deHaen

17. % i* 48 (Ferric Chloride) » 100 % - Riedel-deHaen

18. © = "y z fiz - 4+ (Disodium ethylenediaminetetraacetate ) - 100 % - J.T.Baker
19. @EcR 3 /% (Lincomycin hydrochloride ) » 95 % - Fluka
20. & =" egred (Sulfamethoxazole ) - Sigma-Aldrich

21. & ;= ) (Flumequine) - Fluka
AFEG P @ enpid & T 44 B 5 ¢ lincomycin felm P pERE 0 50S = B A %

& o Ok 3RS A sulfamethoxazole fedtiefl % L4 paiis - 2 B Rh B & =

Boofrdlc & RS S flumequine #r4] DNA *gdgfiz > + 48 o 7] DNA 4F l fodi &
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FoAL1Z s A T S NEEE S L4 B o RRIER S EA

Lincomycin Sulfamethoxazole Flumequine
Therapeutic class Macrolide Sulfonamide Fluoroquinolone
CAS 859-18-7 723-46-6 42835-25-6
Molecule weight (g/mol) 443.0 253.3 261.25
Solubility (mg/L) 927 510 71
logKow 0.56 0.89 1.6
pKa 7.6 o.7 6.4
% exccrg;[ri](:)r(; lzjazdparent 50 15 )
Half-life in environment - Noaﬁgrjgaélon -
Occurrence in surface water 1640 ng/L 650 ng/L 198 ng/L
- 1 no data
412 RE

1. B 433 % (Coulter counter) » Multisizer I ( Coulter Electronics, USA )

2. % % B %k (Dissolved oxygen meter) > Model 5100 (YSI, USA)

3. fedkipl ¥+ (pH meter) > SP-2200 ( Suntex instrument, Taiwan )

4. %5 ¥~ 47k (TOC analyzer ) » Aurora Model 1030W (O. I. Analytical, USA)

PEREEY

stock solution :

USEPA - & * 0.45um ji "Bk 43 -kgek = 7= & 500 mL

1. 12.750g NaNO,

2. 6.082g MgCl,-6H,0

3. 2.205g CaCl,-2H,0

4. ¥ %@ (micronutrient) ¢ 7 T 5| & &

34



(1) 92.760 mg H,BO,

(2) 0.714mg CoCl,-6H,0

(3) 207.690 mg MnCl,-4H,0

(4) 3.630mg Na,MoO,-2H,0

(5) 1.635mg ZnCl,

(6) 0.006 mg CuCl,-2H,0

(7) 79.880mg FeCl,-6H,0

(8) 150 mgNa,EDTA-2H,0
5. 7.35g MgSO,-7H,0
6. 05229 K,HPO,
7. 759 NaHCO,

#stock solution & P~ 1ml £ 900 ml = i@igend #p+-k* » L fF@ T 1L &%

* 0.IN 7 NaOH ¢ HCI #-pH # 2 7.5+ 01~ ¥ ¢tfe ¥ % 7 EDTA iy £ B s 3
Migskpr * o A4 R AT ohn FHgid b AN R R HERF LSRR R

AR A ACKHEY Bhe i A AR B (H-F oL ETHR S

R o
+
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204210 TEA LTI MEY AR
L& 4 ER (pg/lL) ~% A% kR (/L)
NaNOs 25.5 N 4.2
C 2.14
NaHCO3 15.0
Na 11.0
P 0.186
KoHPO, 1.04
K 0.649
MgSOQ; - 7H,0 14.7 S 1.91
MgCl, 5.7 Mg 2.9
CaCl, - 2H,0 4.41 Ca 1.20
204227 YEAEE 2 MBS AR
e ER (o) % L A% kR (HgL)
H3BO3 186 B 325
MnCl, 264 Mn 115
ZnCl, 3.27 Zn 1.57
CoCl, 0.780 Co 0.354
CuCl, 0.009 Cu 0.04
Na;MoOy - 2H,0 7.26 Mo 2.88
FeCls 96.0 Fe 30.0
Na,EDTA - 2H,0 300

36



422 BN EEER

AR EE L Y Y R PR 48" < & The Culture Collection of Algae (UTEX
1648) o #-3EfE5~3 250 mL c4a 255 ¢ > £ 4e » 100mL 7 EDTA 4 & A5 ts » 2 fodl
@ 100rpm e @ R F B > BN A o f Rt R EFHEDF > B 2mL &R
£73 100mL 2 £ AF s Y o MER R c I/ T PRI NP EE > TR
R A 4Lmi»?ﬁ; PR E e B B R R R o v iEe

Ty & @ g o T d4FE 5 (dilution rate, D)
D=
Vv

Fodrind >V agidi ol ;ﬁ“g NS R S A W ofe
T o 7 F 6 AGEIRIRL L E 045 pm g A F R A~ s R o kR T g
BT REF PR RGN AN RATHEY AR R N SBPRS  RTE @
B EBREFTAFEL T4 RENRE PRI LRI E 0 bl LR
i B AR o I (Chen andLin,11997) ©
B A E e
(1) EA:24£1TC -
(2) MR G 4300£10% lux » 4 9k o
(3) H# 4 : 400 mL/day -
(4) im0 1300 £10 % ml/day (#f#% 5 0.3 /day)

0 R A Y e cninne & (cell density )~ % 355w % 4 (mean cell volume,
MCV) feigin s » kA% 8 F ¢ G P48 2k & (steady state) o § + it $-dcid i i =
Wb RPN OTIRL GREDRETRE T BT

43 HP RS SRR

# B fF@ -k (dilutionwater) @ * 2 3 EDTA ch2 & AT o 515 % B 5 s A
BOD it s #% % F > % g9/t B 5 f 8240 0 #7005 0 @ARRG LB FPFFLE
® % § 05%= § tpenE §ORAFRRGF o d 0o F I RGETREE § S pH o B R
Fabg A4 r ¥ 0AN G F h4 0 RARF 52 pH & 75+01m§’@']\ i

FE A B B2 R A Sl » BOD LY i AT kit A 5 L5x10°
cells/iml = 2 (5 4e » B F B Pl -k T~ A% 0 £ 4o » R E S B (5B KD B
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- Ay -4[ 1;\. J\ij' ’ 4‘)—( Lt‘%‘é 100 r‘pm ;\. %_fﬂ? F o _Ej-,,\‘a’%;— i’ é’
F- BEAledos BRSE > F iz X E4F 0 £ 24 1 BOD #g - 48 ] pEis B R £ ¥
R Efrwie B R TG REHRTREZE R E (ADO) s AR 2 & F 2 B

BEE P EEAIE o 25T
CORYCE R I8 S E IR
Inhibition rate = ADO - ADO; %100 %
ADO

C

A § B2 T .

ADOc fe ADO7 4 %] 4 #24] e fog B 2
(2) ALt E 54508 %%ﬁﬁwm&%i’ﬂ%ﬂ$ﬁéw1:

Inhibition rate=—~—1 Ye v “Yr T x100%

In X-In X; .
pu= (day™)
t-t;
lu”;;i;’;i%;v]a,l%mliawi{}oXI«erjA\“uj;i‘;|%«fr“1—‘£m_ﬂ_‘_#§‘r;€_

Inhibition rate = <"1 4100 %

He
Peristaltic pump
Air :
—_— —]
Light ° ——
Oo Medium
° )
© —
(o]
S o° Qutflow
1

Algal culture
Bl 4318 55 s &kl Bl
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44 ki &3 MRk

ARy &% drkd &f8 5 Daphniamagna o & & 3% 2 2 Lk BEE KT L
Gk g kR o B A RAFROK (A5 168mg CaCOs/L) 3 & & -k » B R 4rd] &
25+2C > RBRPFRF 161 | pF o & X A& ? ¥ Eik o K3 a0 onfie |l 08-4 40
FoepEr R EL R UFRkA L TRE BFE L RERPE L iR e P T R
RERLE S S L Bk TR A BT BT R R S 3

0" cells/mL -

MPEER 24 R GRS HRBR o HEUE L AP %24 BRI R
FPESIA kY D24 PN A DR TT R R Ko bR 2P
TAEKG d FHRPTFIKSS PHLKBRTTRRBRFREE R DEERR F% 7 F
5K 25mLEska 2 50mL ) A& B~ 5 Bk o R BRER S 48 ) pF o
& MRSz Al FEAE 10% 0 Pl F kB TR o

FARIF P DECyE e BERFRPN > RIF & LEFFRIFHER

(range-finding test) » #* $i§ 2 F G4 5810 & > AF k& 5 7| | F-F2 & Bk

k3 88 ib 8 Rl Eigadd o350 ECon® B is » TV & (/0 TSk
(definitive test) o @& * 7 Az 2 B e A A7 - X2 F BRARAEH > X 20 &
k3o Rm M BAK S A 2 P54 ahic A Cimmobilization ) 2] %2 2 5 dEdE L dwdr 18
k3315 f5 i F PF# o ECso i3t 8 A% * Probit #i5¢ o

45 @ h &3 %

7y Bk BIR B K% T Tenm g ok 5% o @md (Cyprinus carpio) BEF B35
R A mK kLY H Rk (M A S 80-100mg CaCOs/L) > if & 43#] & 25+ 2°C >
KPRPERF 1621 [ pF o BIAPER S 7 X » F5m= K 10 %47 & (7 85%

MR (eI el R )202 30002 g ¥ G TEk kT
TS A RRYTF ARG AL REfrRRBFER L NE LR o B
FRLET LOSLBHRBARZ2LET - REME L 06 [ o BR8N g 0o
A MRz Al FEALE 10% 0 Pl F kB TR o

FARIFFDLCoE aBERRFRPN  FHRFELEFFRFL FR

N
S

(range-finding test) » * #% hf 5 > H4e 5 28 10 B > RAd PR R DA IR - 5 - B
R G R EE 58 BRI L5 S c B ECsen® B S 0 TV R T TR
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(definitivetest) » & * 2 g 2 Bk RfFRA > A 2 B BRAL 20 80 > &
FEFEI0 L > R2EADEK c BHRSBIAT S o S BT RESEER 2

46 REFMHE%

Py ¥z it 2872 2R & (binary mixture) fr= =R & (tertiary mixture )
FPiRB e - AR AV B E R T R2 R 52 ECyor 3t E A FehF HE o 2
e

Zl . ZZ
EC50,1 EC50,2

TU,:TU, =

e oz frp it A2 kR R A MHE CHETR L3 W B B4 03 Y
LrEEE e 101 # ¢ o Multox g iR R & sl st i o &g B isobologram B B A
*PAPEE3:11: 140132 BF SEdRs B £ 4o Multox = B I RIHCY (R

REVH RGP DN TRBERBERR L > BEHRAF S T R kR e
g0 1% R dick 45 (ANOVA) feit 32 (Dunnett’s test) v #fydllefr@ e L 25 &
FAR FIAREAT AV RERER EPEHAFESRE

>
™
o
Ji
&
RS
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¥FIF BiRads,
51 H-iid p2 4 MR
511 * 7 k3 %

AR BPENEES LR HBEY SR dRE FEAT % o £
5113 4513, Wik ¥ 8mE% c BSL1IIRS1I3ZHEF Bd R =B
WL ELL A £ 5 (growthrate) sacg B 5K 3% %18 (ADO) fvA & (yield)
8

i~

TN ECso 4p 1T > *E— ] ?F ch§_sulfamethoxazole - ADO g (2 die 2 & £ > ¥ 4t i ]
SUCEL R G PRk & 0T o 2 fARER M B Rl R H RS g o F
Frikyp ADO {2 £ Fend 44 - L lincomycin > flumequine > sulfamethoxazole ; 1+ 2 &
7 3] endk % p] &_lincomycin > sulfamethoxazole > flumequine -

€ F 5245 ¥ g RIS} ECs fraF 2% B % 4917 > )4 sulfamethoxazole 1.53
mg/L {= flumequine 2.6 mg/L- % a ~ 5 < /]% 8 3 4%& 1 7 ECsp 0 14 lincomycin 0.07 mg/L
4v sulfamethoxazole 0.146 mg/L > 4p £ Lot b > B FUR I ZE%KIEE 2 B 2TR > bl4cR A
AAEREHR

2 5117 ¥ RdE- il Fralidmss (FRi4EL ADO)

Antibiotic ECso (Mg/L) 95% Cl A B
Lincomycin 0.656 0.612-0.699 5.374 1.657
Sulfamethoxazole 5.535 4.218-7.937 4.242 1.015
Flumequine 2.319 1.079-3.560 4.251 2.103

95% CI : 95% confidence interval - A ~ B 4 %] & Probit #5352 # je{ral & o

#5120 ¥RH - it A2 2 pmt s (R%EEL yield)

Antibiotic ECso (Mg/L) 95% ClI A B

Lincomycin 0.902 0.712-1.091 5.085 1.917
Sulfamethoxazole 1.423 0.663-2.182 4.786 1.341

Flumequine 2.041 1.799-2.284 4.091 2.936

95% CI : 95% confidence interval - A ~ B 4 %] & Probit #£5¢ 2. # je{ral & o
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# 513" 7 EH - fid 223 PEKESE (F%KS S growth rate)

Antibiotic ECso (mg/L) 95% Cl A B

Lincomycin 2.669 2.301-3.036 4.375 1.458
Sulfamethoxazole 6.493 5.521-7.464 4.176 0.913

Flumequine 3.215 1.760-4.670 4.193 1.469

959% CI : 95% confidence interval - A ~ B 4 %] % Probit $i-3¢ 2. # je{rsl & o

1.0{—4ADO

Inhibition rate (%)

100
Lincomycin (mg/L)

Bl 5.1.1 lincomycin z_ #| & F & & 4 - (m) ADO - (@) yield > (A) growth rate

10]/——ADO

Inhibition rate (%)

0.0

0.1 1 10 100
Sulfamethoxazole (mg/L)

B 5.1.2 sulfamethoxazole z_ #| & & & 42 - (m) ADO > (@) yield > (A) growth rate
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104 ADO

----- Yield

g 0.8/~~~ Growthrate ©
&
S 06-
[
i)
—
£ 041
=
— 0.2

0.0 e

100
Flumequine (mg/L)
Bl 5.1.3 flumequine z_ & & * J& ¢ 42 - (m) ADO > (®) yield > (A) growth rate

512 k3 &3 %

K3 RS % 404 5.1.4 977 - B15.1.4405.4.5 & ©] 5 aulfamethoxazole f+ flumequine
R F Y A o = Bid & KA ha (458 33 % aulfamethoxazole > flumequine>
lincomycin - # ¢ > lincomycin 2 ¥ i&eha 5% » ® & A k3 # H35% - lincomycin
R 116 Mg/l v 4]k B B A R 30e 2 g & (£ 524) T Ao b
L%k BZERT o lincomycin ¥-k3 73 £ &+ - &Xa > Isidori et al.(2005) ¢ * 1SO
S x> RV 17 24 PEend s T @ IHEE SR 1 0 ECs & 25.2mgl/L -
~F 7 ¢ -k % 4 sulfamethoxazole #ac g » 2 ECso fr = )'%:}g A 5436 & -flumequine 2.

ECso I Lfe% e Hichf Ap i -

% BlA-k3 H-Fd 22 £3 Mk s

Antibiotic ECso (Mg/L) 95% ClI A B

Lincomycin > 116 NA NA NA
Sulfamethoxazole 30.042 22.798-37.287 0.497 3.003

Flumequine 60.540 49.208-71.872 1.631 1.861

95% CI : 95% confidence interval - NA : not available -
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Immobilization (%)

Immobilization (%0)

1.0 .

0.8

0.6

0.4+

0.2

0.0+ . . .
1 10 100 1000

Sulfamethoxazole (mg/L)

B 5.1.4 sulfamethoxazole $-k % 2z & & F B d R

1.0 .

0.8

0.6 1

0.4

0.2

0.0

1 10 100 1000
Flumequine (mg/L)

B 5.1.5 flumequine ¥k 3 2 &£ F B d R
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513 ' F %~ KR frd ARt vt i

R RRIrA R E AR MERBE LA AP L RAZBYRIFE > FIM R E D
BHBLGITEGERE Fip LBz 4 Mlcdp o £ 515 5 AT T Efok: A4 ik
%uivﬁﬂﬁ%%% APl o d N T R 4 b iRk B FEGRLT 0 ST R
3 ERBMEF o k3 2 AR A o kR A B RIE 4 5 2
sulfamethoxazole ¢ # -k % 7~ @ & =% ¢ % I flumequine P? e -k 3 25 i 4 o
B FHANRG & AT RS IR oo AR 3 125 NOEC § frk
FM LCootp £E 2 3 4 B a#ic(order)e & ¢ > flumequine !r‘ e A BRI PR A
AR R FEGK DR R IR 0 T AR DA AR e

% 5157 &~k 25 g ECg 2t #2

P. subcapitata

Antibiotic - D. magna D. rerio
DO Yield Growth rate
Lincomycin 0.656 0.902 2.669 > 116 >1000°
Sulfamethoxazole 5.535 1.423 6.493 30.04 >1000°
Flumequine 2.319 2.041 3.215 60.54 -

H =% % mg/L
% 1 Isidori et al. (2005)

- . no data

52 2 R2ZBRHERGTH
RpE AN S E LS (EMEA) 72T R AR 0 § FH aip R mREER (PEC)

B30 0.01pg/ll pF > JFA A b R o BB AR EsTEIER (PNEC) 15 > 1
PEC 4= PNEC st i 4 )T%n—\& R B(RQ)Y R £ L EHHd RIRE B AR &I -
BAFTY AT T RBEDTIR o L SRR Y it ER D ek F kR (MECha)
(#k%% 2, 2010) » B~i* PEC » 3* & B * 78 ¥ - lincomycin ~ sulfamethoxazole {= flumequine
9 MEChax # %] 5 1.64 ~ 0.65 = 0.198 pg/L - F1 5 JE & % = 3t 0.01 pg/L » #7012 JF g7
HEB R RITR o
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PNEC 2 3-8 4945 4 M iicdh foi™ s F1+ (AF)e« 3% F]5 g * Lfpdok 521 4
oo & & M dicdy ECs 2 LCso 3t & PNEC,cue e % F]+ 5 1000- £ % 52444 525
T Z BERFE LA RHRA FowR AR 0 A H A TSR

(cyanobacteria) o e F % ¢ > A W11 T E{ed At 4 fi2. ECso 0 38 PNECacute
a3t 5B F B PNECwhionic > ® » Fli ¢ 7 = B A NOEC #11u3=fs F]+E * 10 F
TR 20 g2 Bagg e NOEC 3+ 8 b "4 7 #ic o

25225 AFP T 20 TEECo - E hi % B uaki A F o 2 PNECyue 3+ &
lincomycin 7 RQ % 1.82> %7+ & F #th & » X * PNECchonic 3+ & | £.0.138> 2 &
bt o Flpt 0 BERGITFEMHE N Y RES PG T 3 5 RQ i RE ik
Piat ¥ ¥ 0w 5 & - sulfamethoxazole f= flumequine £ MECax #2 4 > ]yt 3+ & {7 3|
IRQ F )1 e

# 523 E M ERATE B E g % o 1R R fee chE & Pl ™ v 0 T RN
lincomycin .57k - ¥ b Bad FRIL TS G o bR A B B o J R W e L

7 flumequine &% J 7 NOEC > )b # 5 e (v 45> HpF N ESERI - E - S5 8
Rawr EF Aol F PR 2R A R 1R~ 012 PNECaue 35 & (P RQ ¥ = 3%
1> % # &_lincomycin {r sulfamethoxazole-RQ = 20.86 {r 24.25- (e ¥_% 133 PNECchronic °
Bl 5 3 sulfamethoxazole 2= RQ % % .1 @ lincomycin {= flumequine iX 3 #ih *&  F]
Lz ad k¢ 0 B 3 osulfamethoxazole % & & (7 % - FEEFE & B cffamh "G 37
(refined risk assessment) o fFF & B > 4v » 3Ten R Bt B o rx PEC > bl4r g R 5 #1118
HE#EP o il e RGBT RRE IS A L B Pd P3s% > 7358 PNEC kig- %
PR MR oo TS g8 A iR Qﬂ&%ﬁﬂ R R G Ak Eak A= n) W i

%7 #cene G R PNEC H Efrd Mlidp M 2 326 F1F 3 M - 3 M 3%
i# % 1 & Klimisch et al. (1997)#% ! ek 3 ¢ & OECD ] T 2 F % % 3 (7 #( Good
laboratory practice, GLP ) » % 7 }* & M #icdp S it » 25 S4 P o =R 73 L% k&
PR ZNIPREREEERRRTALE 0 AP IR RS T2
FREBHMIETHE - FFF 4 FAHERDITCREAS AL EET &
FMachpie * 1000 € % & b edE o Tt F]F A G o RN R A P licip2 3RR F]S
50 fr 10> &R 4l Zenpr st v B F FmRe R  iEe o 29 LR FSF 10 % ik
FoBHAEFPAZERIPERI TR od NG ET R IR FIFALFE
= %45 HPNEC § 2 2 &< chi &> Flut o 05 d Bl ficdy o & 2 Fsn L3
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W22 RUEEFERIERF]F 0 A &R PNECHPF L R -

AR T chE g > € GBS R ST R BT D RS > Fl ok 2 K
wk Fir o 21 EMEASLS &3 18K 7 i 6375 A ¥ Fhahh ‘g o st * NOEC 3+
B PNEC. ¥ ¢ > o 2 fstind g LB % 5% > EMEA 23R * E5% %A
GalCEoteAy S et ok - A

# 5.2.133 & -k % PNEC 2z :®=i; #]-+ (European Chemicals Bureau, 2003)

Available data Assessment factor

At least one short-term E(L)C50 from each of three tropic

levels (fish, Daphnia and algae) 1000
One long-term NOEC (either fish or Daphnia) 100
Two long-term NOECs from species representing two tropic 50
levels (fish and/or Daphnia and/or algae)

Long-term NOECs from at least three species.(normally fish, 10

Daphnia and algae) representing three tropic levels
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% 522 M AT " T EEypt R = Bt 22 RQ

Antibiotic Lincomycin Sulfamethoxazole Flumequine
MEChmax (ng/L) 1.64 0.65 0.198
PNECcute (1g/L)
Algal ECso (ng/L) 902 1423 2041
AF used 1000 1000 1000
PNECcute 0.902 1.423 2.041
PNECehronic (ng/L)
Algal NOEC (ng/L) 119 89 500
AF used 10 10 10
PNECchronic 11.9 8.9 50
Risk quotient (RQ)
MEC 1ax/PNECacute 1.82 0.457 0.097
MEC ax/PNEChronic 0.138 0.073 0.004
2.0
1 PNECacute
- PNEC
o 10
@
0.5
0.0 V) ]

Lincomycin Sulfamethoxazole Flumequine

B 521 A7 " 7 E;E = Bt 22 RQ
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3 523 B AR F B E 2 B 42 RQ

Antibiotic Lincomycin Sulfamethoxazole Flumequine
MECmax (ng/L) 1.64 0.65 0.198
PNECcute (1g/L)
Most sensitive taxa Green algae Cyanobacteria Cyanobacteria
EC50 (ug/L) 70 26.8 159
AF used 1000 1000 1000
PNECcute 0.07 0.0268 0.159
PNECehronic (Mg/L)
Most sensitive taxa Cyanobacteria Cyanobacteria Green algae
NOEC (ug/L) 76 5.9 500
AF used 10 10 10
PNECchronic 7.6 0.59 50
Risk guotient (RQ)
MEC ax/PNECacute 23.43 24.25 1.25
MEC max/PNECchronic 0.216 1.102 0.004
25
| ] PNECacute
204 PNEC
15 -
& 1.
5 4
0 A 1 |

Lincomycin Sulfamethoxazole Flumequine

Bl 5.2.2 1 bR - s £ = B 22 RQ
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# 5.2.4 lincomycin ~ sulfamethoxazole §= flumequine 7% & |+ #cdi (ECso 2 LCso)

50

Compound Organism Species Exposure duration Endpoint %r(nLg/(I:_S)O Reference
Lincomycin Green algae P. subcapitata 72h Yield 0.07 Isidori et al. (2005)
Cyanobacteria S. leopolensis 96 h Yield 0.195 Andreozzi et al. (2006)
Green algae P. subcapitata 72h Yield 0.439 Kim et al. (2009)
Green algae P. subcapitata 48 h Yield 0.902 This study
Green algae P. subcapitata 96 h Yield 1.51 Andreozzi et al. (2006)
Crustacean D. magna 24°h Immobilization 23.18 Isidori et al. (2005)
Crustacean D. magna 48 h Immobilization >116 This study
Crustacean D. magna 48 h Immobilization >382.5 Kim et al. (2012)
Crustacean D. magna 48 h Immobilization >500 Kim et al. (2010)
Crustacean D. magna 72h Mortality 379.39 Dog{naflfjélgglzu)pis
Fish D. rerio 96 h Mortality >1000 Isidori et al. (2005)
Sulfamethoxazole = Cyanobacteria S. leopolensis 96 h Yield 0.0268 Ferrari et al. (2004)
Green algae P. subcapitata 96 h Yield 0.146 Ferrari et al. (2004)
Green algae P. subcapitata 72 h Yield 0.52 Isidori et al. (2005)
Green algae P. subcapitata 72 h Yield 1.53 Eguchi et al. (2004)
Green algae P. subcapitata 48 h Yield 1.423 This study
Crustacean D. magna 24 h Immobilization 25.20 Isidori et al. (2005)
Crustacean D. magna 48 h Immobilization 30.04 This study



Flumequine

Crustacean
Crustacean
Fish
Fish
Cyanobacteria
Cyanobacteria
Green algae
Green algae
Green algae
Green algae
Green algae
Green algae
Crustacean

Crustacean

D. magna
D. magna
D. rerio
O. latipes
M. aeruginosa
M. aeruginosa
P. subcapitata
P. subcapitata
P. subcapitata
P. subcapitata
P. subcapitata
P. subcapitata
D. magna

D. magna

48 h
48 h
96 h
96 h
7d
5d
96 h
96 h
72h
72 h
72°h
48 h
48 h
48 h

Immobilization
Immobilization
Mortality
Mortality
Growth rate
Growth rate

Yield
Yield
Growth rate
Growth rate
Growth rate
Growth rate
Immobilization

Immobilization

1231
189.2
>1000
562.5
0.159
1.96

2.041
2.6
3.327
5
5
9.3
59
60.54

Park and Choi (2008)
Kim et al. (2007)
Isidori et al. (2005)
Kim et al. (2007)
Litzheft et al. (1999)
Robinson et al. (2005)

This study
Zounkov@et al. (2011)
This study
Robinson et al.(2005)
Lutzhgft et al. (1999)
Christensen et al. (2006)
Zounkovaet al. (2011)
This study
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# 5.2.5 lincomycin ~ sulfamethoxazole = flumequine % % |+ #¥x (NOEC)

Compound Organism Species Exposure duration Endpoint (l\rlnC;I/EE ) Reference
Lincomycin Cyanobacteria S. leopolensis 96 h Yield 0.078 Andreozzi et al. (2006)
Green algae P. subcapitata 48 h Yield 0.119 This study
Green algae P. subcapitata 96 h Yield 0.156 Andreozzi et al. (2006)
Crustacean D. magna 21d Reproduction 5.72 Kim et al. (2012)
Fish O. latipes 30d Survival 0.42 Kim et al. (2012)
Sulfamethoxazole  Cyanobacteria S. leopolensis 96 h Yield 0.0059 Ferrari et al. (2004)
Green algae P. subcapitata 96 h Yield 0.009 Ferrari et al. (2004)
Green algae P. subcapitata 48 h Yield 0.089 This study
Green algae P. subcapitata 96 h Yield 0.614 Eguchi et al. (2004)
Crustacean C. dubia 7d Reproduction 0.25 Ferrari et al. (2004)
Fish embryo D. rerio 10d Mortality >8 Ferrari et al. (2004)
Flumequine Green algae P. subcapitata 96 h Yield <16 Zounkovaet al. (2011)
Green algae P. subcapitata 48 h Yield 0.5 This study
Crustacean D. magna 21d Reproduction <0.75 Zounkovaet al. (2011)
Fish P. promelas 7d Survival 10 Robinson et al. (2005)
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53 It F22REFE
531 =2 a3 R4

R ?’?E R FAARENETPRERRE S NN T RL & FHECsy
22 FHHEE BRI HE- A HRBHRLEEFT o 4 EFaurp HiRL o ARa
THEFARETHEERADSE E LR E
Ay R M E = (sum of toxic units) k2|47 & & Moy o § & HH =)
TP Atalpien 5 A 1P Plidedaicr « 24P Hx2 5%EHERFe 7 1 7
BAP4c T o § ¢k 4] isobologram kA 47 7 R &L B enE Bk o
FPEEI G F2 A BEF 11 FEERESKRS > E D 50 %iEAE
4 £ X Flrdland BEH o % 4r# 531 d 3t lincomycin {v sulfamethoxazole 3 {4

Hix2 OBWEHEEFE 5 1o FM 2T 5 4p4c (8% o ¥ obd wp| &P A R ILFESLITH o

N

% 5314 3 ndPE e LIRS S Mk (%% 85 growth rate)

Binary mixture >TU 95% CI Combined effect
Lincomycin + Flumequine 2.481 2.066-3.007 Antagonism
Lincomycin + Sulfamethoxazole 1.109 0.876-1.387 Simple addition

Flumequine + Sulfamethoxazole 2.011 1.671-2.458 Antagonism

95% CI : 95% confidence interval

Multox #2:% ¥ & 7w ARV FER o« B P > CA S 1 B4 (T% 8414p I cnig RIS -
A EE FIA AR > A PRI B L ARS T AP T a5 24
RA (f 4R 42)~RM (@ApBE) 12 NA (ZAPMIE ) ¥ ob o e BN 82 4
B e RSL AL TR AHY AT TR A AP EE R HNIER o
FPE 11 RS P HRESEHSVIER 2 o R 53.2 #7571 ¢ lincomycin 4= flumequine
P & # 4 38R - lincomycin = sulfamethoxazole =% % #r 2 3% CA 5% » 2 £.d 95%
GHE W B IR 14%37 NA SR P| & - flumequine f- sulfamethoxazole B £_#% & NA #3¢ o
AT ER BB it &0 Flt At ® 2 T o 2 3 flumequine fr
sulfamethoxazole # & Multox %g B »
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isobologram & 1:1~1:34c3:1 = f bllg @l o F 75 85 7E & NA 2 = 3
R > A A P PR &2 3 8% (non-interactive join action) 5 £ 2 > B E_%
3 i * (interactive join action )> Chen and Chiou(1995) =_% J* 3% % 5 complex joint action -
F] % complex joint action FF &>t 2 3 (7% H30 o ArrLm R F 2R T TR HON A LA AT o
mEACEREL T Vi g AL AT FR AL T AT EEA S L it > F
P P S Mg o R 5317 'F" 3| lincomycin = flumequine = f&:® & vt tvq:,grs &
NA # s eb > & 4 55 7 endBdai®* > #rrd w2 % H583E R o 8 5.3.2 @ - lincomycin
sulfamethoxazole & 8 = 1 : 178 & pF > £37 CA HNFER > B2 3 i85 o &
BIIRAERENA a1 1:3REP > a Bt 2 €2 T8 > F P 4
7 % B & 4 ¢ sulfamethoxazole et b~ pF > € 33 & 4% - 2§ 5337 >
flumequine 4= sulfamethoxazole 7+ 3 : 141 : 3R & AF’K EFRIEHHS @ P Rk

sulfamethoxazole #7 & = & f ~ » & 14 ¢ P B35 -

4 53214 EFX LR REG BHRNER (FHEF1:1)

Binary mixture Observed RA RM CA NA
Lincomycin / 2481 0.640  0.769 1 1.379
Flumequine (2.066-3.007)
Lincomycin/ 1.109 0.460 0.580 1 1.389
Sulfamethoxazole (0.876-1.387)
Flumequine/ 2.011 0625  0.784 1 2.000
Sulfamethoxazole (1.671-2.458)

FEM 5 95%% 4 % & RA=response addition ; RM = response multiplication ; CA = concentration

addition ; NA = no addition
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Lincomycin (TU)

Lincomycin (TU)

B 5.3.2 lincomycin + sulfamethoxazole 2. isobologram ( &= % 2 growth rate )
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0 1 2
Flumequine (TU)

B 5.3.1 lincomycin + flumequine 2. isobologram ( &5 2k growth rate )
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NA :
’A>/
~
-~ :
-'.._:' . \\ E
i
1
Sulfamethoxazole (TU)
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Flumequine (TU)
o

0 1 2
Sulfamethoxazole (TU)

B 5.3.3 flumequine + sulfamethoxazole z_ isobologram ( :#2 * gL growth rate )
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532 = B2 FRE

Bz B2 FRACHR P REEFERRE R DT R kA et A
1325 o 1% ANOVA {r Dunnett’s test 't #id sk ik & foirdlec % 5 L35 AL B -
B 53157 5 @kenfokids cADO~ A8 frd £ F = BRBMEAFHE T O egp
MAR A7 %" TRERERFRRREDFEET 25 2 EPrqlia) 8 2 oj8 533
Favodnd FeookB bR kAR MO BER M ENOEC § 2 3 3dio Ft R g B

% 5337 ¥ ikz Bk BONOEC &4t 2 R B 53 kR

Antibiotic ADO Yield Growth rate MEC max
Lincomycin 0.119 0.119 0.180 0.0015
Sulfamethoxazole 0.355 0.107 0.355 0.0007
Flumequine <0.800 0:500 1.000 0.0002

H =% 5 mg/lL

E] 5‘?‘-"%]536'47\ & J‘L’Afrﬂ—‘{'-»\:égﬁi%’d—lﬁ /k}i—!?g_;f""—;‘,"lj l:f"/‘—lf’:’i%:
TRAR TN FZBIREZRFUEARRR A EHZ BERALE TR
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lﬁ@ﬁ';-— H- -%- ‘ﬁ'—g‘:ﬁ‘

%4 " ¥ E MCV=39.139

4 %4 $ ' Lincomycin

Conc. DO,  DO; Finalcells ADO IR IR IR

mg/l) (mg/l) (mg/L) (cells/mL) (mgiL) e (gr;‘:gth (yield)  (DO)

Control  1.81 5.38 233313 3.57 1.372 0.000 0.000 0.000
8.97 1.87 1.86 28950 -0.01 0.329 0.760 0.936 1.003
3.59 1.62 2.38 59000 0.76 0.685 0.501 0.798 0.787
1.20 1.49 2.88 112550 1.39 1.008 0.266 0.553 0.611
0.60 1.44 3.45 155800 2.01 1.170 0.147 0.207  0.437
0.40 1.52 3.81 188040 2.29 1.264 0.079 0.082 0.359
0.27 1.61 4.33 215450 2.72 1.332 0.029 0.082 0.238
0.17 1.79 4.73 226488 2.94 1.357 0.011 0.031 0.176

Control  1.71 5.15 232540 3.44 1.371 0.000 0.000  0.000
8.97 1.97 2.25 30775 0.28 0.359 0.738 0.927 0.919
3.59 1.69 1.95 46925 0.26 0.570 0.584 0.853 0.924
1.20 1.67 2.84 93040 1.17 0.912 0.334 0.641 0.660
0.60 1.39 3.17 144025 1.78 1.131 0.175 0.407 0.483
0.40 1.58 3.59 165820 2.01 1.201 0.123 0.307 0.416
0.27 1.52 4.34 217700 2.82 1.338 0.024 0.068 0.180
0.17 1.70 5.16 229200 3.46 1.363 0.005 0.015 -0.006

Control  1.54 5.15 238414 3.61 1.383 0.000 0.000 0.000
8.97 2.35 2.27 28400 -0.08 0.319 0.769 0.940 1.022
3.59 1.64 2.07 48767 0.43 0.590 0.574 0.849 0.881
1.20 1.67 2.72 86700 1.05 0.877 0.366 0.679 0.709
0.60 1.42 3.27 152775 1.85 1.160 0.161 0.383 0.488
0.40 1.51 3.63 176280 2.12 1.232 0.109 0.278 0.413
0.27 1.51 3.93 219360 2.42 1.341 0.030 0.085 0.330
0.17 1.60 4.85 232663 3.25 1.371 0.009 0.026  0.100

Control  1.687 5.227 234755.667 3.540  1.375 0.000 0.000 0.000
8.97 2.063 2127 29375.000 0.063  0.336 0.756 0.935 0.982
3.59 1.650 2.133 51564.000 0.483  0.615 0.553 0.834 0.863
1.20 1.610 2.813 97430.000 1.203  0.932 0.322 0.625 0.660
0.60 1.417 3.297 150866.667 1.880 1.154 0.161 0.382 0.469
0.40 1.537 3.677 176713.333 2.140  1.233 0.104 0.264 0.395
0.27 1.547 4200 217503.333 2.653 1.337 0.028 0.079  0.250
0.17 1.697 4913 229450.333 3.217 1.364 0.008 0.024 0.091

DO; = initial DO; DOs = final DO; pspecitic = specific growth rate; IR = inhibition rate
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PP " ¥ E MCV=37.623 um®

@ =% & $ : Sulfamethoxazole

Conc. DO;  DO; Finalcells ADO IR IR IR
(mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) (cells/mL) (mg/L) Hopecific (gr;‘:;’;th (vield)  (DO)
Control 174  7.82 281920  6.08 1467 0000  0.00 0.000
1070 194 375 50040 181 0611 0583 0865 0.702
357 178 424 71284 246 0779 0469  0.789  0.595
107 18 573 137725 388 1109 0244 0540 0.362
0.64 1.7 611 183577 441 1252 0146 0368 0.275
043 162 6586 234500 524 1375 0063  0.178 0.138
021 165 66 242660 495 1392 0051 0147 0.186
041 153 742 268120 589 1442 0017 0052 0.031
Control 1.6 751 258784 591 1424 0000  0.000 0.000
1070 1.88 384 60613 196 0698 0510 0813 0.668
357 169 434 70550 265 0774 045 0772 0552
107 178 545 139420 367 1115 0217 0490 0.379
064 169 59 166580 .. 421 1204 0155 0378 0.288
043 157 676 230767  519. 1367 0040 0115 0.122
021 164 699 235440 | - 535 - 1377 0033 0096 0.095
011 144  7.88 279700 644 1463  -0027  -0.086 -0.090
Control 161 679 255888 ~ /518 /- 1418 0000  0.00  0.000
1070 251 439 58100 188 0677 0523 0821 0.637
357 173 416 68700 243 0761 0464 0777 0531
107 1.83 6.1 147660 427 1143 0194 0449 0.176
064 176 605 194625 429 1282 0096 0254 0.172
043 175 699 216400 524 1335 0059 0164 -0.012
021 156 756 248630 600 1404 0010 0030 -0.158
011 158 809 254360 651 1415 0002  0.006 -0.257
Control  1.650  7.373 265530.667 5723 1436  0.000  0.000  0.000
1070 2110  3.993 56551.000 1.883 0662 0539 0834 0671
357 1733 4247 70178000 2513 0771 0463 0780 0.561
107 1820 5760 141601667 3.940 1122 0218 0495 0312
064 1717 6020 181594000 4303 1246 0132 0335 0.248
043 1647 6.870 227222333 5223 1359 0054  0.153 0.087
021 1617 7.050 242243333 5433 1391 0031 0093 0.051
041 1517  7.797 267393.333 6280 1440  -0003  -0.007 -0.097
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D1 ¥ MCV =36.916 um®

F %+ $ * Flumequine

IR

Conc DO; DOfs  Finalcells  ADO IR IR
(mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/lL) (cells/mL) (mg/L) Hopecific (gr;‘:;’;th (vield)  (DO)
Control  1.62 77 279340 608 1462 0000 0000 0.000
15 217 278 31867 061 0377 0742 0936 0.900
5 183 278 43400 095 0531 0637  0.893 0.844
2.5 195 373 60800 178 0700 0521  0.827 0.707
15 151 512 184700 361 1255 0141 0358  0.406
125 149 576 224700 427 1353 0074 0207 0.298
1 149 563 227417 414 1359 0070 0196 0.319
0.8 1.59 66 264725 501 1435 0018 0055 0.176
Control 153 815 299825  6.62 1498  0.000  0.000  0.000
15 2.34 2.8 36534 046 0445 0703 0924 0.931
5 177 266 35300 089 0428 0714 0929  0.866
2.5 184 393 58867 209 0684 0544  0.846 0.684
15 153 475 168372 . 322 1209 0193 0462 0514
125 156 582 235867  426. 1378 0080 0225 0.356
1 156 678 271900 |- 522 - 1449 0033 0098 0211
0.8 151 652 269400 501 |~ 1444 0036 0107 0.243
Control 1.6 762 285800 « 6.02 /- 1474 0000  0.00  0.000
15 244 291 29040 047 0330 0776 00948  0.922
5 172 272 36500 1 0445 0698 0921 0.834
2.5 187 357 51034 17 0612 058 0867 0.718
15 1.48 48 175250 332 1229 0166 0408  0.449
125 145 597 224917 452 1354 0081 0225 0.249
1 153 648 272299 495 1449 0016 0050 0.178
0.8 159 7.6 286820 557 1475  -0.001  -0.004 0.075
Control 1583  7.823 288321.667 6.240 1478  0.000  0.000  0.000
15 2317 2830 32480333 0513 0384 0740 0936 0918
5 1773 2720 38400.000 0.947 0468 0683 0914 0.848
25 1887 3743 56900.333 1857 0.665 0550  0.847 0.702
15 1507 4890 176107.333 3.383 1231 0167 0411 0458
125 1500 5850 228494.667 4350 1362 0079 0219  0.303
1 1527 6297 257205333 4770 1419 0040 0114 0.236
08 1563 6760 273648.333 5197 1452 0018 0054 0.167
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LT RS

¥ %4 $ : Lincomycin

Conc. (mg/L)

Number of live organisms

Immobilization (%)

Control
149.70
99.80
49.90
24.95
12.48
6.24

20
0
0
5

13

18

19

0
100
100

75

35
10
5

LT

2 5 4 ¥ : Sufamethoxazole

Conc. (mg/L)

Number of live organisms

Immobilization (%)

Control

149.70
99.80
49.90
24.95
12.48
6.24

20
0
0
5

13

18

19

0
100
100

75

35
10
5

P K

F %4 $ : Flumequine

Conc. (mg/L)

Number of live organisms

Immobilization (%)

Control
496
123.2
61.6
30.4
15.2

20
0
5
9

14

18

0
100
75
55
30
10
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Y480 1 ¥ E > MCV = 35,558 um®

9 % % 4~ © Lincomycin + Flumequine (TUratio=1:1)

s R & Ml

Lincomycin ~ Flumequine STU Final cells it IR
(mg/L) (mg/L) (cells/mL) spectiic ( growth rate)
Control Control Control 216567 1.335 0.000

14.60 18.47 11.22 24200 0.239 0.821
5.84 7.39 4.49 37867 0.463 0.653
2.92 3.69 2.24 56634 0.664 0.502
1.46 1.85 1.12 104960 1.031 0.228
1.17 1.48 0.90 117900 1.230 0.078
0.58 0.74 0.45 175634 1.230 0.078
0.29 0.37 0.22 205550 1.309 0.020

Control Control Control 224880 1.354 0.000

14.60 18.47 11.22 25834 0.272 0.799
5.84 7.39 4.49 33500 0.402 0.703
2.92 3.69 2:24 55267 0.652 0.518
1.46 1.85 1.12 86934 0.879 0.351
1.17 1.48 0.90 102934 0.963 0.289
0.58 0.74 0.45 176400 1.232 0.090
0.29 0.37 0.22 199575 1.294 0.044

Control Control Control 230440 1.366 0.000

14.60 18.47 11.22 25900 0.273 0.800
5.84 7.39 4.49 33417 0.401 0.707
2.92 3.69 2.24 56850 0.666 0.512
1.46 1.85 1.12 93934 0.917 0.328
1.17 1.48 0.90 123200 1.053 0.229
0.58 0.74 0.45 175620 1.230 0.099
0.29 0.37 0.22 205425 1.309 0.042

Control Control Control 223962.333 1.352 0.000

14.60 18.47 11.22 25311.333 0.261 0.807
5.84 7.39 4.49 34928.000 0.422 0.688
2.92 3.69 2.24 56250.333 0.661 0.511
1.46 1.85 1.12 99589.333 0.942 0.302
1.17 1.48 0.90 133922.667 1.082 0.199
0.58 0.74 0.45 175884.667 1.231 0.089
0.29 0.37 0.22 203516.667 1.304 0.035
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Py " ¥ E MCV=36.817 um®

F %+ $ © Lincomycin + Flumequine (TUratio=1:3)

Lincomycin  Flumequine STU Final cells T IR
(mg/L) (mg/L) (cells/mL) pectiic ( growth rate)
Control Control Control 210600 1.321 0.000

5.40 19.93 7.99 26267 0.280 0.788
2.70 9.97 3.99 39100 0.479 0.637
1.35 4.98 2.00 48400 0.586 0.557
0.68 2.49 1.00 104850 1.174 0.111
0.54 1.99 0.80 156867 1.276 0.034
0.27 1.00 0.40 192450 1.276 0.034
0.14 0.50 0.20 207517 1.314 0.006
Control Control Control 200250 1.296 0.000
5.40 19.93 7.99 30600 0.356 0.725
2.70 9.97 3.99 35900 0.436 0.663
1.35 4.98 2.00 42300 0.518 0.600
0.68 2.49 1.00 98334 0.940 0.274
0.54 1.99 0.80 158750 1.180 0.090
0.27 1.00 0.40 198840 1.292 0.003
0.14 0.50 0.20 214700 1.331 -0.027
Control Control Control 197267 1.288 0.000
5.40 19.93 7.99 25675 0.269 0.791
2.70 9.97 3.99 35600 0.432 0.665
1.35 4.98 2.00 42734 0.523 0.594
0.68 2.49 1.00 92500 0.910 0.294
0.54 1.99 0.80 164850 1.198 0.070
0.27 1.00 0.40 190267 1.270 0.014
0.14 0.50 0.20 200334 1.296 -0.006
Control Control Control 202705.667 1.302 0.000
5.40 19.93 7.99 27514.000 0.302 0.768
2.70 9.97 3.99 36866.667 0.449 0.655
1.35 4,98 2.00 44478.000 0.543 0.583
0.68 2.49 1.00 115900.333 1.008 0.227
0.54 1.99 0.80 172016.667 1.218 0.064
0.27 1.00 0.40 193852.333 1.279 0.017
0.14 0.50 0.20 207517.000 1.313 -0.009
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Py " ¥ E  MCV =36.529 um®

F %+ ¥ @ Lincomycin + Flumequine (TUratio=3:1)

Lincomycin  Flumequine STU Final cells T IR
(mg/L) (mg/L) (cells/mL) pectiic ( growth rate)
Control Control Control 205900 1.310 0.000

16.20 6.60 7.97 29350 0.336 0.744
8.10 3.30 3.98 35967 0.437 0.666
4.05 1.65 1.99 47267 0.574 0.562
2.03 0.83 1.00 63200 0.719 0.451
1.01 0.41 0.50 110067 0.997 0.239
0.51 0.21 0.25 165140 1.199 0.084
0.25 0.10 0.12 192800 1.277 0.025

Control Control Control 205375 1.308 0.000

16.20 6.60 7.97 32600 0.388 0.703
8.10 3.30 3.98 40800 0.500 0.618
4.05 1.65 1.99 44450 0.543 0.585
2.03 0.83 1.00 64100 0.726 0.445
1.01 0.41 0.50 113250 1.011 0.227
0.51 0.21 0.25 179020 1.240 0.052
0.25 0.10 0.12 200800 1.297 0.009

Control Control Control 209800 1.319 0.000

16.20 6.60 7.97 34700 0.419 0.682
8.10 3.30 3.98 34629 0.418 0.683
4.05 1.65 1.99 51367 0.615 0.533
2.03 0.83 1.00 67934 0.755 0.427
1.01 0.41 0.50 116234 1.024 0.224
0.51 0.21 0.25 170000 1.214 0.080
0.25 0.10 0.12 197000 1.288 0.024

Control Control Control 207025.000 1.312 0.000

16.20 6.60 7.97 32216.667 0.381 0.710
8.10 3.30 3.98 37132.000 0.452 0.656
4.05 1.65 1.99 47694.667 0.578 0.560
2.03 0.83 1.00 80700.333 0.734 0.441
1.01 0.41 0.50 131541.333 1.010 0.230
0.51 0.21 0.25 171386.667 1.218 0.072
0.25 0.10 0.12 196866.667 1.287 0.019
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Py " ¥ E  MCV =35507 um®

¥ %3 P : Lincomycin + Sulfamethoxazole (TUratio=1:1)

Lincomycin  Sulfamethoxazole STU Final cells peci IR
(mg/L) (mg/L) (cells/mL) pectic ( growth rate)
Control Control Control 211220 1.322 0.000

11.20 25.87 8.18 29500 0.338 0.744
5.60 12.93 4.09 33267 0.398 0.699
2.80 6.47 2.05 42225 0.517 0.609
1.40 3.23 1.02 55200 0.651 0.507
1.12 2.59 0.82 62667 0.715 0.459
0.56 1.29 0.41 81850 0.848 0.358
0.28 0.65 0.21 136134 1.103 0.166

Control Control Control 227934 1.361 0.000

11.20 25.87 8.18 30550 0.356 0.739
5.60 12.93 4.09 34300 0.414 0.696
2.80 6.47 2.05 50600 0.608 0.553
1.40 3.23 1.02 58767 0.683 0.498
1.12 2.59 0.82 60800 0.700 0.486
0.56 1.29 0.41 84667 0.865 0.364
0.28 0.65 0.21 138600 1.112 0.183

Control Control Control 220520 1.344 0.000

11.20 25.87 8:18 26667 0.288 0.786
5.60 12.93 4.09 27250 0.299 0.778
2.80 6.47 2.05 38000 0.465 0.654
1.40 3.23 1.02 59034 0.685 0.490
1.12 2.59 0.82 64675 0.731 0.456
0.56 1.29 0.41 85567 0.871 0.352
0.28 0.65 0.21 126720 1.067 0.206

Control Control Control 219891.333 1.342 0.000

11.20 25.87 8.18 28905.667 0.327 0.756
5.60 12.93 4.09 31605.667 0.370 0.724
2.80 6.47 2.05 43608.333 0.530 0.605
1.40 3.23 1.02 60156.000 0.673 0.499
1.12 2.59 0.82 69108.333 0.715 0.467
0.56 1.29 0.41 84028.000 0.861 0.358

0.28 0.65 0.21 133818.000 1.094 0.185
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Py " ¥ E MCV =36.632 um®

¥ %3 P : Lincomycin + Sulfamethoxazole (TU ratio=1: 3)

Lincomycin  Sulfamethoxazole STU Final cells peci IR
(mg/L) (mg/L) (cells/mL) pectic ( growth rate)
Control Control Control 200340 1.296 0.000

3.73 25.37 5.29 36550 0.445 0.656
2.87 19.53 4.07 33800 0.406 0.687
1.46 9.89 2.06 62934 0.717 0.447
0.75 5.07 1.06 65360 0.736 0.432
0.37 2.54 0.53 78967 0.830 0.359
0.19 1.27 0.26 107567 0.985 0.240
0.09 0.63 0.13 169000 1.211 0.066
Control Control Control 188434 1.265 0.000
3.73 25.37 5.29 33450 0.401 0.683
2.87 19.53 4.07 36475 0.444 0.649
1.46 9.89 2.06 55634 0.655 0.482
0.75 5.07 1.06 62125 0.711 0.438
0.37 2.54 0.53 63734 0.723 0.428
0.19 1.27 0.26 124234 1.057 0.165
0.09 0.63 0.13 161700 1.189 0.060
Control Control Control 199760 1.295 0.000
3.73 25.37 5.29 34350 0.414 0.680
2.87 19.53 4.07 41280 0.506 0.609
1.46 9.89 2.06 58825 0.683 0.472
0.75 5.07 1.06 65567 0.738 0.430
0.37 2.54 0.53 83800 0.860 0.336
0.19 1.27 0.26 118580 1.034 0.201
0.09 0.63 0.13 157100 1.174 0.093
Control Control Control 196178.000 1.285 0.000
3.73 25.37 5.29 34783.333 0.420 0.673
2.87 19.53 4.07 37185.000 0.452 0.648
1.46 9.89 2.06 59131.000 0.685 0.467
0.75 5.07 1.06 68886.333 0.728 0.434
0.37 2.54 0.53 85033.667 0.805 0.374
0.19 1.27 0.26 116793.667 1.025 0.202

0.09 0.63 0.13 162600.000 1.191 0.073
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Py " ¥ E MCV =36.806 um®

¥ %3 P : Lincomycin + Sulfamethoxazole (TUratio=3:1)

Lincomycin  Sulfamethoxazole STU Final cells peci IR
(mg/L) (mg/L) (cells/mL) pectic ( growth rate)
Control Control Control 241667 1.390 0.000

16.23 13.00 8.00 32112 0.381 0.726
8.12 6.50 4.00 33880 0.407 0.707
4.06 3.25 2.00 45067 0.550 0.604
2.03 1.63 1.00 65900 0.740 0.468
1.01 0.81 0.50 77800 0.823 0.408
0.51 0.41 0.25 131367 1.085 0.219
0.25 0.20 0.12 195667 1.284 0.076

Control Control Control 240480 1.387 0.000

16.23 13.00 8.00 33750 0.405 0.708
8.12 6.50 4.00 32500 0.387 0.721
4.06 3.25 2.00 46167 0.562 0.595
2.03 1.63 1.00 60867 0.700 0.495
1.01 0.81 0.50 77775 0.823 0.407
0.51 0.41 0.25 123600 1.055 0.240
0.25 0.20 0.12 206000 1.310 0.056

Control Control Control 232980 1.371 0.000

16.23 13.00 8.00 30600 0.356 0.740
8.12 6.50 4.00 31900 0.377 0.725
4.06 3.25 2.00 41580 0.510 0.628
2.03 1.63 1.00 64800 0.732 0.467
1.01 0.81 0.50 80200 0.838 0.389
0.51 0.41 0.25 122200 1.049 0.235
0.25 0.20 0.12 203525 1.304 0.049

Control Control Control 238375.667 1.383 0.000

16.23 13.00 8.00 32154.000 0.381 0.725
8.12 6.50 4.00 32760.000 0.390 0.718
4.06 3.25 2.00 44271.333 0.541 0.609
2.03 1.63 1.00 67822.333 0.724 0.476
1.01 0.81 0.50 96447.333 0.828 0.401
0.51 0.41 0.25 125722.333 1.063 0.231

0.25 0.20 0.12 201730.667 1.299 0.060
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PP " ¥ E MCV=36.616 um®

¥ %3 P : Flumequine + Sulfamethoxazole (TUratio=1:1)

Flumequine  Sulfamethoxazole STU Final cells e IR
(mg/L) (mg/L) (cells/mL) pectiic ( growth rate)
Control Control Control 220500 1.344 0.000

13.30 26.17 8.17 35450 0.430 0.680
6.65 13.08 4.08 37900 0.463 0.655
3.33 6.54 2.04 57334 0.670 0.501
1.66 3.27 1.02 75025 0.805 0.401
1.33 2.62 0.82 86167 0.874 0.350
0.67 1.31 0.41 109100 0.992 0.262
0.33 0.65 0.20 169600 1.213 0.098

Control Control Control 222000 1.347 0.000

13.30 26.17 8.17 33934 0.408 0.697
6.65 13.08 4.08 36760 0.448 0.667
3.33 6.54 2.04 55367 0.653 0.515
1.66 3.27 1.02 78925 0.830 0.384
1.33 2.62 0.82 88067 0.885 0.343
0.67 1.31 0.41 115234 1.019 0.243
0.33 0.65 0.20 166440 1.203 0.107

Control Control Control 218080 1.338 0.000

13.30 26.17 8.17 32434 0.386 0.712
6.65 13.08 4,08 36534 0.445 0.667
3.33 6.54 2.04 55434 0.654 0.512
1.66 3.27 1.02 83334 0.857 0.359
1.33 2.62 0.82 84300 0.863 0.355
0.67 1.31 0.41 120725 1.043 0.221
0.33 0.65 0.20 150934 1.154 0.137

Control Control Control 220193.333 1.343 0.000

13.30 26.17 8.17 33939.333 0.408 0.696
6.65 13.08 4.08 37064.667 0.452 0.663
3.33 6.54 2.04 56045.000 0.659 0.509
1.66 3.27 1.02 82808.667 0.831 0.381
1.33 2.62 0.82 93822.333 0.874 0.349
0.67 1.31 0.41 115019.667 1.018 0.242
0.33 0.65 0.20 162324.667 1.190 0.114
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Py 0 ¥ E MCV =37.683um*

¥ %3 P : Flumequine + Sulfamethoxazole (TU ratio=1: 3)

Flumequine  Sulfamethoxazole STU Final cells e IR
(mg/L) (mg/L) (cells/mL) pectiic ( growth rate)
Control Control Control 237000 1.380 0.000

4,37 25.37 5.22 41167 0.505 0.634
2.18 12.68 2.61 67134 0.749 0.457
1.09 6.34 1.30 69950 0.770 0.442
0.55 3.17 0.65 83734 0.860 0.377
0.27 1.58 0.33 99300 0.945 0.315
0.14 0.79 0.16 138467 1.111 0.195
0.07 0.40 0.08 190467 1.271 0.079
Control Control Control 217467 1.337 0.000
4,37 25.37 5.22 40734 0.500 0.626
2.18 12.68 2.61 66667 0.746 0.442
1.09 6.34 1.30 69675 0.768 0.426
0.55 3.17 0.65 79000 0.831 0.379
0.27 1.58 0.33 119060 1.036 0.225
0.14 0.79 0.16 154634 1.167 0.128
0.07 0.40 0.08 188134 1.265 0.054
Control Control Control 222834 1.349 0.000
4.37 25.37 5.22 47700 0.578 0.571
2.18 12.68 2.61 65900 0.740 0.451
1.09 6.34 1.30 70334 0.773 0.427
0.55 3.17 0.65 82475 0.852 0.368
0.27 1.58 0.33 104700 0.972 0.280
0.14 0.79 0.16 154167 1.165 0.137
0.07 0.40 0.08 170125 1.214 0.100
Control Control Control 225767.000 1.355 0.000
4.37 25.37 5.22 43200.333 0.528 0.611
2.18 12.68 2.61 66567.000 0.745 0.450
1.09 6.34 1.30 69986.333 0.770 0.432
0.55 3.17 0.65 86925.000 0.848 0.375
0.27 1.58 0.33 120742.333 0.984 0.273
0.14 0.79 0.16 149089.333 1.148 0.153

0.07 0.40 0.08 182908.667 1.250 0.078
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Py " ¥ E MCV =36.936 um®

¥ %3 P : Flumequine + Sulfamethoxazole (TU ratio=3: 1)

Flumequine  Sulfamethoxazole STU Final cells e IR
(mg/L) (mg/L) (cells/mL) pectiic ( growth rate)
Control Control Control 202620 1.302 0.000

20.00 13.03 8.02 30200 0.350 0.731
10.00 6.52 4.01 37634 0.460 0.647
5.00 3.26 2.00 38400 0.470 0.639
2.50 1.63 1.00 61834 0.708 0.456
1.25 0.81 0.50 134467 1.097 0.157
0.62 0.41 0.25 168160 1.208 0.072
0.31 0.20 0.13 201700 1.299 0.002
Control Control Control 204080 1.305 0.000
20.00 13.03 8.02 35334 0.428 0.672
10.00 6.52 4,01 36050 0.438 0.664
5.00 3.26 2.00 43734 0.535 0.590
2.50 1.63 1.00 58200 0.678 0.481
1.25 0.81 0.50 134650 1.097 0.159
0.62 0.41 0.25 167705 1.207 0.075
0.31 0.20 0.13 210400 1.320 -0.012
Control Control Control 214950 1.331 0.000
20.00 13.03 8.02 35234 0.427 0.679
10.00 6.52 4,01 38725 0.474 0.644
5.00 3.26 2.00 39900 0.489 0.633
2.50 1.63 1.00 67334 0.751 0.436
1.25 0.81 0.50 144667 1.133 0.149
0.62 0.41 0.25 167250 1.206 0.094
0.31 0.20 0.13 202000 1.300 0.023
Control Control Control 207216.667 1.313 0.000
20.00 13.03 8.02 33589.333 0.402 0.694
10.00 6.52 4.01 37469.667 0.458 0.652
5.00 3.26 2.00 40678.000 0.498 0.621
2.50 1.63 1.00 86667.000 0.712 0.458
1.25 0.81 0.50 149159.000 1.109 0.155
0.62 0.41 0.25 167705.000 1.207 0.080

0.31 0.20 0.13 204700.000 1.307 0.004
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Py 0 T MCV =40.142 pm®

F %+ @ Lincomycin + Sulfamethoxazole + Flumequine

Conc, (mg/L) Final cells (cells/mL) Wspecific
Control 242225 1.391
MEC 274900 1.454
Control 274350 1.453
MEC 260767 1.428
Control 249480 1.406
MEC 260400 1.427
Control 255351.667 1.417
MEC 265355.667 1.436

MEC = measured environmental concentration

TR KR

F %4 4~ @ Lincomycin + Sulfamethoxazole + Flumequine

Conc. Number of live erganisms Survival (%)
Control 20 100
MEC 20 100

P A
7 %

# % ! Lincomycin + Sulfamethoxazole + Flumequine

Conc. (mg/L) Number of live organisms Survival (%)
Control 8 80
MEC 10 100
Control 10 100
MEC 10 100
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