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Abstract

In order to comprehensively understand the ecological impacts of polycyclic aromatic hydrocar-
bons (PAHs), risk quotients (RQ), sensitivity species distribution (SSD) and probabilistic risk as-
sessment (PRA) models were employed to assess the individual and mixture risks of PAHs in 62
surface water samples collected in Chaohu Lake watershed. The results show that RQ values of
high weight molecular PAHs were higher than those of low weight molecular compounds. Average
RQ values for all PAHs in all samples except for BaA in 5 samples were lower than 1.0, but the TEF
based mRQ values for mixture PAHs in 37.1% of samples were higher than 1.0 with mean values
1.58 + 2.68, indicating the potential impacts of PAHs on the water quality in Chaohu Lake wa-
tershed. SSD models were built using Log-normal, Log-logistical, Burrlll and Rewibull equations
for 8 PAHs. Burrlll based PAF value for BaP was higher than 5% in 7 sampling sites, and the values
of PAF for remaining PAHs were generally low. The values of msPAFgra for mixture PAHs in water
samples were generally higher than those of msPAFyy. The results of joint probability curves (JPC)
for environmental exposure concentration and toxicity data of 8 PAHs also suggest low ecological
risks of PAHs in water of Chaohu Lake watershed. The results of three risk assessment modes also
showed that higher risks of heavy weight molecular PAHs than those of light weight molecular
PAHs to the water environment. Furthermore, there were negligible impacts of individual PAH
compound on the water quality of Chaohu Lake watershed, but the mixture of PAHs posed high
risks on the ecological system.
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1. 5|15

A RS KB VPN & T A5Gt A7 AE —Ff sl 22 Bl AR5 G ik e s, 5o sl AT ge 51 AR AN T AR S 0N
FIRTRETE VR, ST ASRGEHI 5 20 mE[1] [2]. 4k AR HE XS PR T A& FE i — ST AT 7t B
o Bl N A AR T B 2R AW &y, S PPN AR VERAE AR WIR AN K &, I S s
b2 B2 B 2 RO VR BRI . PR (risk quotients, RQ)ZHI5E 3 — IR FEAL S5 e 2 15 B
TEEA R I 8 B AR S RS PN 77k, — MR B ATE X — 5 P A G S B R e bn v, IR AR
RQ B0 i PRS2 B R BN AAAE IR RS HEAT R0 AN RS54, Je ARG« ARG AURS: B XU o 81 G PE A 5
HERMNTEHE SR T i RRIEHE7E[3], X758 RQ . & &2 E R0
IRAFINGR, BRIk 22 5 QeSS 2N, JEHGR IR - AN RS ie 8 s 1) RN, NANAKEEZ AL
RS IEN 7R AL T AR IR IE AL, R X Lot 75 rp oz i n 7 80 ik R R i %05 Yk
R 43 A 1578 (sensitivity species distribution, SSD) R A& 45 A 1 5 P 2 AR 0 KR 1) — R P A= 25 XU
(792 [4] [5]- AR Seilf i i 7805 G i) 2 Fa ) 5 RN R &R, IR R B T E IR Z RN O R W 47
ARHAE, ARHEIX —RR ek I 0 SE PR B B VR FE 1 W Re s il (1 40 M LB (R 113K, [RS8 ] AR DR A6 K AR
ARG T FECE (W 95%) LA b, T RINER G SR ER KT, IR e PR B AR E (SR [6]. (EIXEYE
BT NATTE L KIS A SIS KGR RIR L, W) RQ VEMFIE - RN K R IVE w4
TRV Y A 265 UK o 8] IR 28 XU BE 47925 (probabilistic risk assessment, PRAYIZ 75 2 AAITHI5VE[7] [8],
P LR 25 1 2 R AR P RIS SLIR FBE 1) A8 S RN o 1, A THD I A PR 55 % o AR R AN B B 5048 1) 7 A RIS
KHBENLE S, @ H BRI R, M A MBS MR #h 2k (joint probability curves, JPC), Fit
— BRGNS R R BRI FE 4 A0 T 51 S 32 2S00 i P ol L 451

% 35 55 2 (polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, PAHS) & —3545 Z AN KIR AL R A RIS ke, fEERA
Fh ERLHRYR) 2 I K EAECE TR A [9]. @A PAHSs &k B T HHURA TR, Fib AKiE
AR A RSE L FEFT AU A AR o AR K PAHS,  J1AN H AR KR KR L Tl
A WVE DA R 5 e 1 F 25 b F2 7R mT 772 A2 KB PAHS [10]0 RG24 1) PAHS B A58 b 2l il %%
Fh I ERLL 22 e NIRBE A b, /KAEIREE R PAHs BB (KFEGEFE, BN KAEEI PAHS 2538l & Fh
o BRI REAE RGN AT UIE A ek o R PAHS 52— BRI . B0 A S50 R AR 1) 2 4%
RIEFANIGGA), HAFEE RN E LS REMNBER. GHIESkR, REZFRERRE, HERKE
A BRI, AR T K& PAHS, IG5 B I ERF Y PAHs & (5 23K E L E, JE R &% .
BN PAHS HEBO™ BB 7R EFAE TR, Real KA TR, TR R, JRIE K
W2 BIAFEIRERE PAHS 5 5¢[11] [12], AN XK 44 B ™ 532 3] PAHS V5 42 M[13]. 25T PAHS XK
AEIRBEAEAS R, O MHKIRIE. WA E I R X 48 MR KA 8 B PAHSs, FIUEE 6
£ 38 MUKA A LC50 Hids, aiad [ ARUMTIB S ME = il 2 P At 38 UKL AR J7 VA VEANY T PAHS FRARXS AR
AR [14]. S0 A Y A A [ R K A PAHS 8 &, JFI8E 6 [ EPA AQUIRE ECOTOX
B A G RV, M T B A, YT 7 8 b PAHS [AEZS RS [1]. X R A @I
£ 8 P PAHs [MEEMERGE, DAA R TP EUBRME ALY, JEVTEAS A BT e SR EOK

P PAHS AR XU [15]. BIHIN R KR o PAHS HOZEZS UG PP O S FUE S T OR4P K AE AR 38 R G AA
R A 2

BRI, ASHIE ST LUSRNR O G, 3 7 RQ. SSD A PRA =M AR, Jxf 32 2 S iat A X
KR PAHS IR S RBEBEAT VAT, IF it 2D IRAY 1 B —i5 G AR S kG U, D9 R BLI /K 7 PAHS
T QM BRI RL 21 Al
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2. MRI5 5%
2.1 HEEmXRESSH

HERAE G IX . RSN L 62 NRZKMFER(E 1), KEEFE 52 25250 % 5 r Z)m it 3%
TR YL (0.7 um)id JE LR Bk, B 1 L i35 B9 KRR SRR GBSO 3 Ik, SRR,
ToKTREREN L BTk B /K A Je RGN IE Ci s #eia 7], B4 42 1 mL, B fERZE N AL B RE i
JE IRGE NN AR B2 2 0.5 mL, ] GC-MS & . SiH/K /& PAHSs & & U135 1 fT7~, PAHSs &K (Z1,PAHS)
AAWE 1R, PE L SCHR[L6].
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Figure 1. The spatial distribution of total concentration of PAHs in waters
collected from Chaohu Lake watershed (the area of circle refers the con-
centration)

1. Bk AERIEST PAHs 2IRESHE(EERRRKEKRN)

22. BEZEAE

RQ V52—l a7 HL O SF 1 A 25 XU R AE T 1%, S8 Ik R 52 15 G2 11 5k B3 R P R85 A SR (1) KN
HH B 3 Z I PO R R KT 11 WA B B R Rk P T %05 e e AR E (M AR S R [17]. — M 1
BUR, X RQ VA A S RS VPAN = BN B — b S e MEVPANY, ASHIF 78 PR ST 2 LR (B R FH 1) 2
e K S EFIK EE (maximum permissible concentration, MPC) [18], i1 F##E6h =, JLikc4E 10 # PAHS f¥) MPC
(% 1), WRIEAEREEIREF MPC 115 RQ i, JFHfER—MULEY RQ EMMEZ /21, KR
<2 BENLICRE 10,000 ¥, iE 1E 95% B AR KA NI RQ MEZ /Ao RIS 5 8 3 PAHS 2R &5 %%
Y, FREHTHIAT R AOK FUAR#E(GHZB1-1999) L€ 1. 11 11 2R7KI% BaP FrifEfE Ny 2.8 ng/L [19],
NTRET IR G S B A A KU, AT 78 K FH 2314 24 2 K] 1 (toxicity equivalency factor, TEF)¥ %L 54
BHTHAL N BaP BPE M &, RATHHE RGBS RS EEMRQ), Az (1)F(2).

TEQ =Y TEF xC, 1)
_ TEQ
mRQ = BaP,, @)
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Hrp TEQ 4 BaP B4, G i WaWMER#RIKE, SHEWK TEFES] T4 1%, BaPry N
KA BaP A SERIME, ABFFTEL 2.8 ng/l. il 5545 21 mRQ Fidl— il id S FF R P BENLEURE, &
MRQ WM ATRHIE, #i5E SRR AT PAHS (V5 4RI, I A Sé4Re R 2 BEHLEUREFI 0 A RHAE AL G 7E
Crystal Ball 2.0 1 5¢ i

Table 1. The concentrations in waters from Chaohu Lake watershed, maximum permissible concentration (MPC), and toxic-
ity equivalency factor (TEF) for individual PAH compound

= 1. Bk {Rh PAHs B E (ng/L) Bk iR PAHs BIE K 2 IR E (MPC, ng/L)MEBMHHERT

K 4 (%) IS ON:] e/ ME HARBYE MPC? TEF
2% Nap 100 89.1 1.2 239 1200 0.001
JE I Ace 62.3 7.8 <RL? 1.7 0.001
& Ac 77 9.7 <RL 26 0.001
% Fl 93.4 39 <RL 6.7 0.001
E[H Phe 98.4 156 <RL 23.6 300 0.001
B Ant 91.8 318 <RL 3.2 70 0.01
PR Flu 95.1 56.3 <RL 12.8 300 0.001
4 Pyr 86.9 70.5 <RL 16.3 0.001
2K FF[a] BaA 78.7 24.4 <RL 43 10 0.1
Hi Chr 88.5 271 <RL 6.8 340 0.01
I [b] P BbF 59 29.6 <RL 6.4 40 0.1
FIF[K] 7% BkF 62.3 278 <RL 5.4 0.1
HIE[a]tE BaP 60.7 27.9 <RL 2.9 50 1
it Per 54,1 5.2 <RL 1.8 0.001
Eigf[L, 2, 3-c, d]tk IcdP 57.4 30.8 <RL 3.9 40 0.1
TR Ff[a,h] DahA 54.1 11.3 <RL 2.2 1
Z9[g, h, jl3E BghiP 75.4 52.7 <RL 5.8 30 0.01
SR BE 317PAHs 100 456.6 5.7 113

7 AMPC HUE Sk T[18]; PTEF ki T-[23].

2.3. PAHSs #Y SSD #RIpYeE

2.3.1. SSD &R MM IR HE LR

SSD )3 A% 5 B2 i ik — 2 BURR A A W E M B KA R 120 eI BV A AARAE , AR IX — 40T
REAE SR T B4 5 L e PP 52 R0 1) AT e o ASEER (R R 2 AT BRI R SR B MR S ok X AN A 1)
FEA . ATDARSRAG HAZ AR IS 4. STk WHF0as vl DUSCR BB R R ) S M A, R X e
BN ATHES, M E R, DI B AT A S A . BTLL SSD BEA 1kt 3 TEAUHE
1) FEVEBOE UER s 2) HOE DRIk s 3) A AR AN UL A R R s 4) B E TS G R AR
HIHE RQ 1H; 5) FRIEIAEE 5 BRIk L1 € S — V5 Rl LU B (PAF); 6) THEE A15 1P Bt
TERZ I LA (MPAF) o
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2.3.2. HEBUEWEE

2 e B SLPRIR B TR A W g R B DU M R N T, — R SR AR I B I R 24T SSD AR KR
SR 22 805 SR AR 5k =, Tovi it — AN G R0 SSD HBEAY, 3@ & K AE 218 % L (acute-chronic
ratio, ACR) 4k, IR A4 S AF B (1) SSD #58  AHBIF ST TR BH, [5]— 5 Jent [l — A= M) ACR E ZE HIBCK,
IR R P i — ) ACR A 7] S S0 &5 SR AN 2 PE[4] AHTF AR R PAHSs SEVERGERS R B, 1B MEdE
Bl JoiEM e SSD A, ATk ACR FAL S EIRZE, I AW 7R H S5 M 305 (L Cso
Al LDso) 478 SSD, ATl 4 1 75 M Bk ) M 35 [ EPA ECOTOX %3 [ 345 (http://www.epa.gov/ecotox/) .
K g R R EE A G FREE (A DR 2R B 7 SN Ik bR, B EER (/N T 10 K.

AT T 8 AN #— PAHs {055 Nap, Ac, FI, Phe, Ant, Flu, Pyr Al BaP [ 2l 5 ¥
(% 2)o Horpr Nap JLU£ES] 37 MRk 180 MHEEIEEHE, Ac 3K43 1 19 MFN 63 NEptEEME, FI 3RS T
11 MFP 31 ANF RS, Phe 3875 1 22 Mfh 96 ANERPERE, Ant 315 T 13 MIFN 61 NEEMEEE,
Flu 3875 1 43 NMIFh 220 NEtEEE, Pyr $/18 1 18 MIFRR 57 EtEEdE, LK BaP 3kf5 7 8 Mfk
24 NERIEEE . WM KBS AHEIY: TSI, S PINISRAIH SRR, WA E
BEHHAR DO UAIME, AR SRR R ME . BOKE . BMEMTT EY RIEL 2 .

Table 2. Statistics of toxicity data for 8 PAH compounds (unit: ng/L)
2. 8 1 PAH S BRSO HHE(SRAL: ng/L)

EHARA ULt e/ ME S ON izl HAYMH JUT 3 R E

Nap 180 37 8.42 176,000 15,700 4080 37,100
Ac 63 19 220 3600 1280 904 1070
FI 31 11 302 38,500 5720 2270 11,000
Phe 9% 22 271 13,600 1360 403 3080
Ant 61 13 7.64 397 94.3 417 123
Flu 220 43 0.1 54,700 2180 64.3 9760
Pyr 57 18 0.622 17,700 1780 50.6 4780
BaP 24 8 1.02 63,900 11,700 327 22,100

2.33. RABHME

439K A Log-normal, Log-logistical, Burrlll F1 Rewibull #<%4%F 8 # PAHs (15 2 2475
ISR G TR S, LA RCR (R R R AL 227 J7 F1 SSE), 4R R2 AT SSE PR & &R,
[FETHE ARG TTRE T RS RS0 5% 2 2 52 md i (MR EE, B HCs.

N SR AT R A AR S K, T T msPAF {H, T35 4«1 &5 FEAE FIH LB B = a8 IH,
PR AATT A i P A R 0 -

1) FEAEFAAMEFE, KA AR AT U5 msPAF, %770t HU S8R 3T E =N
(71, &P

G
HU. :X_i 3)

D> HU=>"HU, 4)
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msPAF,,, = ©)

Hor G X RN A YD | RS R IR B LM, o AT &Y 35 BB B0 AL 5 1 AR
T 22 o

2) FFHAEH T RAE, RSN (Response Addition) 5 it 5 msPAF, By msPAFga, 235t
B A i R e B R B IR T T PAR A, SRJGRYE 75 F2(6) 115 msPAFga

MSPAF,, =1-[](1-PAF) (6)

FIT A A3 SR EELAE Excel 2010 gk, HEMALA7E Matlab HSCH.
2.4. PRA BB fZ

RISV B Tk AN BRI, L R R B 2, JOF B et TR — K, Bk
MR, PR RS W, IR BT R FR IR 73 A T 52 2R 1 YR B [14] [20]. ASHT
FOoPATRS 8 P A BB (19 PAHS MUAE BEAT XS B tb, el LA I 2 R R PR A B BRI R 10 I A5 0 A1 R
FEEREL R DA E SR P RO A & AR 5EAE Matlab HhSEE.

3. &R 5vHe
3.1. T RQ KR VEM

T MPC 5145 211 10 F PAHSs f1 RQ 43 %14 0.02 + 0.02 (Nap), 0.079 + 0.089 (Phe), 0.046 + 0.066
(Ant), 0.041 +0.042 (Flu) 0.43 + 0.48 (BaA), 0.02 +0.014(Chr), 0.16 +0.21 (BbF), 0.058 + 0.093 (BaP),
0.097 +0.16 (IcdP)F1 0.19 + 0.34 (BghiP). Xt #E RQ 1A S /K A& 10 Ff PAHSs 4= 25 KUK K /MK
X A: BaA > BghiP > BbF > IcdP > Phe > BaP > Ant > Flu > Chr > Nap, FIt&E 4> F & PAHs SENASE
FERKTK 78 PAHs. BT 5 /KA & BaA [ RQ EME 1 2 4b, HAL/NT 1, BRIk SLTREK 7k
2 3| PAHSs (135 34 S BN A S KB EK . 18Id 545~ 2 10,000 XEEHLIEREATILE K, 10 Fi PAHS 1
RQ 1 5%~95% & 15 [X [8] 43 7]~ 0.012~0.041 ng/L (Nap); 0.018~0.056 ng/L (Phe); 0.11~0.21 ng/L (Ant);
0.0097~0.036 ng/L (Flu); 0.38~0.50 ng/L (BaA); 0.0030~0.016 ng/L (Chr); 0.21~0.32 ng/L (BbF);
0.0095~0.035 ng/L (BaP): 0.17~0.28 ng/L (lcdP)#1 0.25~0.37 ng/L (BghiP), HATELAYIN RQ EIFF &
XPEOIER 73 A1 (B 2).

MR TEF #4LiHHE &%) mRQ 18 1.58 + 2.68, HH 23 MM mRQ 1 AT 1.0, e K{H N 17.9
(TR ), o] WK A PAHS I A5 G808 8, ] S8 @ AR %4, LR
F14h PAHS 15 4 ] 3 350 58 1) A 78 AU, (ERTTSRIAT 1R 52 6075 2 U, B /D o AN RSB X 5 ) mRQ B 4377 4 «
FATRIAT KA 1.79 + 1.74, WU /K4A 0.53 + 0.35, Mt KA 2.42 + 3.19, HHEFZKAAK 0.065 + 0.044,
HLUHIHIX 1.54 £ 0.95, FERRAWI 3.71 £ 5.73. FAFRPERLEIR, mRQ FF& X HIESS (4 3),
H 95%E (5 XA 0.89~2.27.

3.2. EF SSD HREIpY4E X VEM

3.2.1. SSD =& &
BT #E B 28 AbHE S 5 R BRI RS - R R A B (1 2), 43 )3 $% T Log-normal .
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Log-logistical. Burrlll #1 Rewibull BB #4740, &5 Ran+k 3 Fros, SAKIM S, KA Log-logistical . Burrlll
H1 Rewibull BRI & R R #4F, R2 %k 0.97 PA L, H. SSE %i/h. [ Nap. Phe 1 Flu 5] Log-normal
BERCR R ZE N, RE/NT 0.90, HE b AMERT SSD AN, SHEHBAIIAZEHA I &, K
HCs KT F , (K70 15 PAHs BAEm I HCs B, BEWIX A RGEIEUDN, T 75 PAHs ¥ HC;
ERBAK, BT LUEE] 0.16 pg/L (Burrlll A2 AIFUN BaP ) HCs), SBt 7 iX £ay5 Yeixd A S R (E o
K. R RIRERiEIE Log-normal BTN HCs A%/, T Burrlll BERL TN HCs fHECK. H.
S K HCs W FE 5 e BT FE LU BRI, A 58 A Tt i) Nap 1 Ac ) HCs Bz R T 5 4 BH &5 A\ ) il
MR, (A Pyr F1 BaP f#) HCs (B /N FABATI T &5 A [21]. #5245 AT i Nap. Ac 1 Flu ] HCs
FEMR T AT AR, Ant. Pyr 1 BaP 45 HCs Ml T-ASH 7t [22], HAHE 78 51 R 558 ATl 1) 8 # PAHs
(144 Fh HCs Bd BUNHRIL [15] . AN [FIHF 788 T [5]— V5 Be¥i¥) HCs ZE ALK, FZEHRT SSD #h &
A R B AL R DL S A Y IR B A5 (4] T BT 24 R AUEHEIE B SSD 77 & F 284 & i A Bl [4] [7]
[15], Pt )R Bk S 3 AR 130G R AT K ST, 35 7] DLESZ o AR T v BERFE RS FE i 8 B PAHS
AR KUK, 68 Burrlll AR HEAT HH 5L PAF fH.
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Figure 2. The distribution characteristic of RQ values for 10 PAH compounds

[ 2. 10 # PAHs #Y RQ {E 9 fr43H1E
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Table 3. Distribution equations and HCs values of SSD models
2 3. SSD B A IR HC 1TE
Y WE T SSE? R? HCs? F id
Nap
Log-normal Y =0.34X -0.73 0.55 0.81 196.8 Kl 7R AL ©
v 1
Log-logistical 1+exp(— X —3.61) 0.03 0.99 309.8 G
0.38
B 1
Burrlll L [6427)™ + 0.02 0.99 513.0 Kl R A AL,
X
) 519.4 . o
Reweibull Y =exp| - o8 0.02 0.99 629.1 FORER B,
Ac
Log-normal Y =0.73X —1.68 0.03 0.98 234.4 A T B AL
v 1
Log-logistical 14 exp(— X -2.98 0.03 0.98 143.1 B 7R AL
0.28
B 1
Burrlll L. [537.97™ - 0.03 0.98 881.8 Kl R a1k,
X
) 1211 " !
Reweibull Y =exp| — X 0.03 0.97 223.0 BORERE R,
FI
Log-normal Y =0.44X -1.00 0.07 0.92 243.4 Fl 7 AL
v 1
Log-logistical 1+exp(_ X —3.39) 0.03 0.97 174.4 Kb T B
0.39
1
Y= 0.7701 1349
Burrlll 1+(49'99) ' 0.05 0.97 304.6 HARA T A
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Figure 3. The distribution of mRQ for PAHs in waters collected from
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Figure 4. Cumulative probability of toxicity data for 8 PAH compounds
4.8 ¥ PAHs H) S M HIERR S MR

3.2.2. EF SSD BTN ST A S XUl

FET Burrlll BERUUE 7 R T H AT B SLMIRIBUKAR %5 R A £ 8 i PAHS (1) PAF fE4n 1% 4, 7T LLERE
A H PAF MARARAE (<107*°%) 2 KT 5% 8], {5758 PAHs &1 Nap. Ac. FI. Phe U/ MLAYI1( PAF
H— KT 107%0, St T XS A xBTS RGN, K —Jr e e
E (U LCso B HCs)HK, i 73— 77 ITE T SR A PR B R B R FEAIG, DRI AR 38 SR 40 1 I P ¢
/o {H Ant. Flu Fl Pyr =AMEEH PAF HIREAR, — /N T 107%%, {HEE T 57094 PAHs ) PAF
B, KT eNEEBER AR 2N, BT AT SSD AR H I 1 B 5dE Jy LCso 5 ECso»
BUNEEREE, I Rk B e BB &g bR, W DNA $i45. FE AR, Sumik. DARs ek,
MR R B IR T ARG B EE . B4 BaP [ PAF I KT 1% (K NF13 41), b 7 4501 PAF
KT 5%, LT BaP Xf SIS, F8 5 RAE AL R i 5% LA _E AU R 52 .

3 HAREE HU InAEFRT RA ETHE T 8 B PAHSs XGRS AR (5 4), S8R B Rl HU InATEDE
M SR IR K AR A UKE mSPAFy A 4.7 + 8.8 x 1072, T HTRAK T RA Ak 51 XK msPAFga,
fE559 2.0 +2.8. AT F HU IIAREPFN IICE KR 22 58T RAVE, 20T RA AR AE R 1~3 ML

DOI: 10.12677/aep.2021.113063 575 IS RI R


https://doi.org/10.12677/aep.2021.113063

E4kiE 4

fren
=

B2, HU AL BEE XK T 1070, 1 RA A E IS A 28 XA 35 MES e T 1.0, 2BRT
ORI FE IR R IR, B HU DA AN B A AU 2K T RAVEA B XARE[7] [15]. AS[A] X I3CRAE pit
(I B U TN AF AR BRI 22 S e, b 32 BT N 1AL it 3 A TR BB U R, HU IR R T N
WA A 1.2 £ 1.9 x 107, [AIFE RA VLR A XK A 3.9 £5.8. {HE HU INRNEIHHES
DA S 7R AT KU e kS, N 7.5 8.9 x 1073, 17 RA 3515 (I 2 JXUBE: DU i 7t A IR TR AR AR B B A5 X
Bite/N, A 45+22x107% BT HU IIRNE TS ez 10 (2R B0 A O M), DRGSR FH I BE IRy
AT, T RAVENA 975 et (B ) #E B E FH 7T O], SR A RS 1) 77 it B G B

Table 4. PAF, msPAFy, and msPAFgA values for PAHs in waters collected from Chaohu Lake watershed
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Figure 5. Probability distributions and joint probability curves for the
exposure concentrations and toxicity data for 8 PAH compounds in
waters collected from Chaohu Lake watershed
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