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Abstract

This study is a toxicity experiment conducted on Lemna aequinoctialis, a native
aquatic vascular plant, using 17 commonly used herbicides in Taiwan to assess the
risks they present to non-target aquatic plants in the aquatic environment. These
herbicides include Haloxyfop, Quizalofop, Alachlor, Butachlor, Metolachlor, Ametryn,
Atrazine, Simazine, 2,4-D, Fluroxypyr, Pyrazosulfuron-ethyl, Glufosinate,
Glyphosate, Bentazone, Liuron, Diuron and Pendimethalin. The ecological and
toxicological data of the environmental impact of herbicides used in flooded farm
fields are lacking in Taiwan. Currently, algae are the most commonly used biological
indicators for assessing eco-toxicity. However, they cannot represent at all the impact
on aquatic vascular plants due to differences in exposure time and species-specific
sensitivity. In addition, Lemna aequinoctialis is small and simple in structure with
only leaves and roots, and it grows rapidly, doubling in quantity in about 2-3 days. Its
ease in cultivation and sensitivity to toxicity makes it suitable for assessing the
ecological risks of contaminants in the environment. This experiment assesses the
toxicity of herbicides based on how much they suppress the growth of Lemna
aequinoctialis (exposure time of 4 days and 7 days). The findings show that
Pyrazosulfuron-ethyl presents the highest toxicity to the species with Ametryn coming
in second. Fluroxypyr, Haloxyfop and Quizalofop have low toxicity, and 2,4-D and
Glyphosate have mild toxicity; these herbicides are considered safe to aquatic
organisms at the recommended dosage. All the other herbicides have severe or
moderate toxicity based on the estimated environmental concentration (EEC),
presenting potential hazard to aquatic organisms even at the recommended dosage.
Referencing the Risk Quotient (RQ) of the US Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) to calculate the concentration of each herbicide at the recommended dosage,
we find Glyphosate to be the only one with RQ < 1. All the others have very high RQ
values on aquatic invertebrates. This finding is consistent with the toxicity level of the

herbicides on Lemna aequinoctialis.

Keyword: Herbicide, Lemna, Lemna aequinoctialis, growth suppression, toxicity test,

risk assessment.
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By {7 4E 20 ﬁFﬁ Z% v o f 2007 & Cox % 4 ¥ %
FESHOEBECEE FAEOF Y T HIFFE S WS
B Y G flEEoF & Stomp ® A x 2 F 7 H o H A
i EE T 2o RS EERFHA Fad & & Spirodela
oligorrhiza ¥ = = # % & A Flek £ o
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(= ) FE g R R R
& 1979 £ L.minor #A 3 N iF LG P B L ARBE X > K
# " -k 4 48 $ ( Environment Canada, 2007 ) - j£_1980 & ¥ 4.

34 R EES BEEK DS % (Wang, 1990) 0 3 5 B 7R % e
Boe ﬁﬁ)%ﬁﬁﬁ”\’ﬂﬂég@%gﬁﬁﬁr‘%

3
( OECD : OECD 2006)% B % # % it ‘= g«(lso 1SO 2005) » 12 ¢
Bk 27 B SRR A0k 4 F P FET G

cEJIFFETL G R KA PN 2 %*%?*iﬁ%
L%ﬁoﬁﬁﬁ%%%1@ﬁ+\ﬁ%@ﬁ~if R

bt At i iRt Y B et AT %
EET T REE AR A R T A (IR

EEEFEOR PR 38 A menEELAEY R 2 &
faAdn T* 3T F MR 0 Lominor (4e £ < frg M )qe L. gibba (£
B)eiz® 1979 # hpdefe T2 - Repo> 0 9 F Sk Ipdt ik
THM e RAEREES EE% 2 4 E (Wang, 1990) -

oA R g ER A_REE Fad 1ISO (ISO 20079 » 2005
&) fo OECD (OECD 221) s * v 8 5. » B & chipl & 4o B 2K
B FREARY iR B o p R EE%REL Y R Lemna
gibba 27 (¥ ¥ BAL¥ WL eRPR F&HE > P EIRY &
e ) & F A BE& T ISO fr OECD RI#$# * Lemna
minor o 3 % §_Lemna minor ST &_- &L B L * FIA L >
FNBBEIFRBFFEIATZEEFRE ] AT IRERS
i E & 00 R i GEREL  sRE AFER
4 (Matthias E., 2001) -

A TU T
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ST AL SRR EL PG

EES R md}i’“ﬁiml fre zE A 4 5‘3}7%?5'5&’”'*
uuT_u,_ﬁ.f.m,g’% s p;;_i;g'%ouﬁgﬁgﬂjﬂfpﬂw %%J‘j&ﬂ?g}i.— % >
AREHA > BFER LS (2 Ee o 2000) o

(=) % % & dm g

"%i%}?iﬁ?iﬁ?/};,,ﬁﬁw cokw o Row ok (2
RFE S 2007) 5 (Eh oA S RFIE RSB T A LR H -
EAfr s B RET o kWP PFFLAL T A SFET Y
i fom FREwr X IAFA(FATNE L 5 2011) 0 & IEH 4
#loRIF A S AR SR AR TR R S AP A g 8
o drd A s 2y 4 R Frd A sk \:L’\' T % Jrd] & ~ m e ek B R
d Z A BEFH(E AT E XL 2006) -

(= )ﬂé’ﬁf“"“fiﬁi"i“? ¥t £
’iflj/ﬁ/(‘\‘;}""ﬁ;J _g,_ _E\rﬁ‘fg %,_Rﬁz_grﬁfl
(herbicides) o 2t:5 % 4 f ¥ & (non-selective herbicides » NSHSs)

2

2 XA AA e B BT 0 g slAeni 5 G2 chE A

AEBFPRGIAEBREFFUS SR LR Y = 0 15 E
(2002~2016 # )T ¥oiE » fbs B WA & 2352 4 & B ® A 9 17%
2 21%> 3 & A 5 & 3£ % £ | (paraquat)s £.#+ % (glyphosate) %
7 # % (glufosinate-ammonium) - & B FF R > ébggﬁ'w_% 3 4
GBS K 10% > e 234 80% 1 5 % FRE BN B
RO o

13



1. = # v|( Paraquat ) 24%:% %

A 1958 £ F S p P (ICIH)B % = £ » 1962 £ 75 &t » §
SRS AR £ I S B R o
Wig » A& g F4 2177 REL BT > ¥ F AL
Wb 2RER LN B0 1085 £ 3 FEE 4F 4T A

2013 & 11 " = R R & et 32 %k o ApH w5 A i
(Syngenta) » % & % i = #] & & (Paraquat ) - + # (2007-2016)-T =
D E S H G 109 & 5 95% 5 o e o 2016 £ 4 B i
25 2F 5709 lé?k»i%‘?ﬁ'l“i",ﬁ%iﬁllﬁ'%%%%ﬁ; 17% > %2+ 2 @&

O+ F Ao ARIFLIEPITY > ¢ FFEre 8§ o

£ % B p =% (Glyphosate IPA) 41% 3 i
po1971 # 2 @& L (Monsanto ) & = £ £k % © 1980 # 2 3¢
FEHEAIS REL CEAERRESY Sy - 80 £ K4

?
o@D 1084 & & oA g aE 700 R EFF LR 2
=Y

Wk 251000 & B ¢ 3 166 &~ 5 & 1089 &£ 4 & &
R ETT7R02002F S EMEH LR ER Y FETF 2o
2013 # 11 * = R & H e £ 60 5k - Aﬁ'ﬁé—wpiil‘mmﬁﬁ

# (Roundup)2 # /- 8@ A @K% D2 gE & % (Glyphosate) o

#(2007-2016) L 32 d & o~ A H 5 119 ~ S8 - 95% 5 5 A
feo2016 &4 B dc® 5 4F SR IEAERBETHYL £
2 25% L ARAFF AR LETFUERF CHIRE -

3. F# % ( Glufosinate-ammonium) 18.02% % 13.5%;‘% iE
1981 # 1¢ WA & 4% (Hoechst AG)*T B 2 - H h 7 2 4 B8 %
e PVl X AdvE B E Rt R AT A RRBZ HITSH
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(2% 7T ARTHALLFRLL BE HELRNT ¢ 2
2R OHBRERHL LA IHINTS A E A ET o]

1990 # % & 18.02%F M & L F & e f fo8e 5 3 L % 21525
BoxEAgSE c ARIBRAESHELT > £ :7&@_%“4\ ’

¢ 4% 18.02% (w/w) > %2 13.5% (W/w) o FIIR >3 X ¥ E B E A
FLE R RE 0 % 1 FME 13.5%% 3t 2009 E BN EopE R AR B
o 2 5.8 RN R IS L AAERFEHOE - Lo R
45% -

2013 & 11 * 18.02 ;3% % 135%~ SR Z 5 cH » 4 5 8
5k 2 26 % o Af % & 5 L3 (Bayer Cropscience) » 7 &
if (Basta) = + & (2007-2016)-T 3= 4t o & = 2 H § 5 275 &~ S o
1B LET 2 & 02016 £ HAE 135%% 18.02%% & 2 4 & #
BREL3F O HE LI I0RLIFE AR, LEER
lry,ért WY 8 £p2E o BiE 58%2 G oS o0 A BT HIUR
AL R

|l

FE E &g 200 4 T oV
i’ﬂ%ﬁiﬁﬁ%’@g5¢ BT gk L B R ek e
R o v RY - K g 90%~100% - B £ ¢ 2017 &
L2019 & 270 1p#r 2R % s iEs B3 2007 & 2
2012 # # % > 7 F 2016 & 7 7 # ¥ o

(2) % E A2 ivr RILE £ & ik

T ¥R P i 18 4~ % T (absorption) ~ i# # (translocation) -
Rig v piL(targetsite) r 24 F* g g 7= o FIP R
(2002) % 7 & F AGE ~ fE & P T B R e B
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(vacuole)  » & % mdsif (v ¥ k2 BARAPE G LA s
”fﬁﬁméﬁﬁﬁwimsnw }

TR R AR S AP B AEHE S FF S 4] (Mechanism of
/\

Action) - i * 3] ;% (Mode of Action)R] ¢ F & 4 % Gi A B g

fﬁﬁ%o%iﬂiﬂﬁm&%“é#@%iﬂ&&’%%@%iﬁ
IR e g § 0 1080 & 2 5 B 4 chACCase inhibitors
ALS inhibitors f=EPSPS inhibitors % > d *M & 4 $ 2. 5 %3 i
Be R o IR FE S DL 2PERF

= %R PFAH R AES . F BRI

WAL A EF RELG kA A AR R B
# m(Wangetal., 1995)c e 3 % S k4 EH HF 7 € £ % FFa >
F# Lo BEA ARSNGB AR cEE K
W g B EY EBEIRT L E R I k2SR %
FARRREHARETREFR P EXIAN MY H NE
AL(B2 E 4 »1998) 0 #rt s a2 A kA F i F Bipgk AH
Ok FARE A A ks RE kA S o B ﬁéﬁ LE o RE
AR FRERRL FEBEREZES P w2 DB
Frak 2 g oo B 20 aE 2 b 0 BHOR S R ahd
MP% R ELY R e R AANKA S BE& o 50E & B

F I FE & N i (Lemnaminor)ie it & kR
1180# KA EFREFF P REKOCEF R EH e U LT F
RSB G FHER hE M EES R ER A £ AT AL
Lo eR*BFARR L ERFALHFR EHBELIL T NERF

bl

5

hpas)

et

‘Aw
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2oond Eh SRR (RZ ® 40 1998) -

%%iﬂﬁ%%iéﬂﬁﬂﬁiéfﬂ’iﬁﬁgﬁﬁié
THE s e fid * AT T0%~80% i B A i s e o
AR EAITIREY I T ok RS E o RER
Bl %A B A SR H -~ BEH - BGA  BRRAH A - RE

s
S
I
o
)

g R A fEF 2 LB EH(PCGRe)F - AP A L RHER
ﬂm%#@%ﬁ%i£ﬁ¥ﬂﬁﬁ%%’§%é%&ﬁ 3 oK
AP AL T RPELE L PERN VAT NHSH s H
IRFRERAES > 2n JHERRE G ARG LG T (T
Tl E 4 2 2013) - BB L ER TS o WHE EFaOARE
AT LPESIRBER G TN G REALFTRG A L FHK
iﬁ%%ﬁ#ﬂﬁﬁ%i&%’@ﬁmﬁ%%*iﬁ%&%?%
mlzﬂiﬁi&

N

NEN

o

gh’(
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\\\?{r
P
—
o
=
%
J
N

- ~EZEZ AT FEFFESLEY D2

(-) £ #FEF
AR RFLOFEEMES > RyEH B E(2001) s B ey
B2 R
o]

P e AR EAE B M AL TR A S FERLT R

(Lemna aequinoctials) ~ z= 7% & % 7= (Landoltia punctata) ~ * = &
-k 5= (Spirodela polyrhiza) ~ & 13 /%= & 12 7= (Wolffia globosa)
$od 1A SR KB T LIEEMAS AL L B EEAE
M2y e A2 (AR E) L -

21 ot LEERAER Ak

. . = £ 1=
(Br 13 % =) (%P 3= ~ kB E)
Lemna Spirodela Landoltia _
g2 Wolffia globosa

aequinoctialis polyrhiza punctata

# k4 # o 7 #r )

P A5 ik
25 / 3 P A RN d
E I ] £ 5-7mm £ 8-10mm £ 4-6mm £ 0.5-0.7mm
£ % % 2-3mm % 8-10mm % 2-3mm % 0.2-0.3mm
ET 4w ok
NN E % R g kg
74 B
HEFE 2-4 fcig 2 2-5 fzig 2 2-8 fxig 2 -
19 1 i 5-10 i 2-4 ix RS
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(:) i%%‘/xfi’ 7]";@4‘?7
FEFEERAWED DR AR R EFSA F AR CERERE
R BEa 2k AFT L ERET IR E L 1245 EPA

2 4§ iE % Hoagland k712 20X AAP i 7 e & i o W% g
$pctis e (PH55) 64 5 s iedhs %2 (PHT.5)» n &
2 7 i (Lemna aequmoctlals) T KRR o o 43 Hérd

LABEAREd L o
(Z) $#%E 2 EH

1 372 £

PR EL FA o RRA B BEE e
oM ASE mEr F o BT B K
# -

2. F rﬁ,u\i?llihiE’%

\\,fa

CAER R GL) B A FE PR
gﬁ;\%}}_’:\g,%"\%; o

e

RN
Padk P LR ~ £ 2 & 45 - BAPR
AR T (F LT 0.0019) ~ #F
(4C) -

;m S
\%

* % m4ed MgSO, - 7TH,0 ~ Ca(NO3); + 4H,0
KH2PO4~ KNO3 ~ FeClg + 6H,0 ~ HsBO3 ~ MnCl, + 4H,0 ~ Na,MoO, -
2H,0 ~ CuSO, * 5H,0 ~ NaNO; ~ MgCl; « 6H,0 ~ CaCl, + 2H,0 -
K,HPO4 » 3H,0 P f 2 2 2 # (MERCK Co., Inc) ; EDTA
(C10H1aN2Na;0g) %2 ZnSO4 * 7H,0 ~ Na;EDTA « 2H,0 ~ ZnCl,
CoCl, « 6H,0 ~ CuCl, + 2H,0 ~ NaHCO; B # Sigma= 7

19



(Sigma-Aldrich Co.) -

() #Forig2

R R 2421 Co kR iiFEEBEI2hro 25 5 @
12hre ks & 2 3,500-5000Lux: #* BkRE 2 4 &
Bi&E s 120mLZ R > Fmbgs 4 22 7 % o

AR

# 2. § /& (Lemna aequinoctialis Welwitsch) # & &5 % i

Test parameter

Test conditions

Test species

Test type
Temperature (°C)
Light intensity (Lux)
Photoperiod (hr)
Test medium

Test vessel

Test solution / vessel
Test specimens / vessel
Replicates

Test duration (days)

End point of test

Lemna aequinoctialis
Static renewal

24 + 1 C

3,500 - 5,000

12" : 12" (L : D)

Y strength Hoagland’s E medium
250 mL- Beaker

120 mL

12 fronds

4

4 and 7

Fronds increase / vessel

ik 54 E RO G2 a6 (APHA > 2005) -~ il & iF

(APHA + 2005)

g1 B 2 % (OECD>2002)~ # W% # %% & (U.S. EPA> 1996)
B 7% Jf%'%i?.féif%‘& (1SO 20079 > 2004 ) &7 -

20
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1 & > #wl~ 3

A EY INE g NI bR (2 45 L okw 2ok E )R EBERE

#f?éﬁi(ZOOl)rﬁf GE S HEL Ak A A2 4

P TR ETTMRELEFFPESF SR T ERL T
(Lemma aequinoctials) -~ % #& (Landoltia punctata) -~ -k &
(Spirodela polyrhiza) ~ & 12 = (Wolffia globosa) % > d % 2%
AR Y LFEEHAFrAZ 2

B2 FEL M F kg f—i fe g 1 110008 1R =
ﬁ%&@ﬁ%ﬂﬁ%’ﬁué%+¢@m&ﬁ§’ﬁi%%ﬁ
oo 3R R 24+1°C ~ ksg & 3,500-5,000 Lux o = p kR 12 pF
Gt ERBE TEFIR B &R SRS Io'4e3 (page 74)
e X BFEFED LA - AR AR X ERRTBARY L

)-—I[&H 57’”%/4"‘)—13@-%’??‘;#%0

=y

\‘-ﬂ

2. FEPiE
o @A FEPESEES FEHZ FE (Lemna
aequinoctials) ~ %= /& % /%= (Landoltia punctate) % -k /=

(Spirodela polyrhiza) -

3. A npel
2 Hoagland 4 7] 2 20X AAP & 7| ehisz %% » @ 12 % Rk he &
> d "H4%3 (page 74) % 'F4kx4 (page 75) &t o

21



@ rBRRRYR > TAE pH E {8 &~ BB 3 120 mL e
o ® o~ 3y (250 mL) ¢ o

Q@ #=arzrriwe BELRA-B~-C-D) £ » %3 »
FEF R EEER X BHE ST 12 FRB(E KRS
PERKM A A REERIR) L EIE AT F oo

B AR 20XAAP Hoaglands-E

& |A|/B|C|D|A|B|C|D

@ P AU BB EE L LN > T E R
TR E AR A R

R o

T\

A ROBETL A (- L @EREAR

X HEE 40T X o

PE N R REEY P2 R kR &
AR ER PR S E P AL - PR R

5 BRSO LR ILFERS DL

@ ©
Wa o

(2) FEFAE S £ B2 H A

O PERBEEFHRDFE(F =K kf)> n= ¥

ERrMLZi-H - EFPLEIPIRE R LA 0o

@ pefl %= = Hoagland % 7|3 %2 & 2 & pH @& (s » & BB~
m1MmL¢%%ﬁ@%$@%ﬂ(EMMWo

@ FHixFEmEg i BERAB-C-D) £ 4 12 »

PeE PR FEER B & 12 ﬂ;ﬁ;}%%(ﬁ TR

-

PERE ERABREFELR) L EF I AT F oo
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Hoagland 3 % /% yikia 5w k=
& A/B|/C/D/A|BIC/ID/A/B|C|D
@ #EEH e IR TRBEFEDE LB > T2 E P
B RE FAERKRFE L YRS REHEHEALANEER
IR o
(ATBAROFERF L 42 LIT- IXLEBRR

@ @

XFBREE 4 x0T X o
g NG g R EGEEE p oA £

h O RACE R o P HE T S E
Bx Bl AETF EEE I EEREEDP
FREEBARERGEL A

PR R R AR ST E S 2

rb
]

(3)

LB A RE g b E

pe
=

‘OR(}"?”Q) 21"41’3—,1"-‘2%ﬁ1‘

4120 mL s &

,_T7//

FRBFEAET R

fe ] = = Hoagland % 73 % % » & 4

HERYEE 5

H ik - RO
—|£o
REE -t ER

s U412

pH & fs » & %] P~

g m o~ g Edr (250 mL) ¢
B€ R(A-B-~C-D): £ 4

L IESPS

PEFOEEFEEER S F BRSO 12 E(F R
3%&%’?%’ %{4*;:\/}1"‘/1‘}\114%') i“’%‘_ﬂlﬁ °
Hoagland # % /% | 1/2X | 1/4X | OR | 2X | 4X
A A Al A|A
B B B B | B
&
C C c|C|C
D D D | D |D




@ #HEHr»e AR TFBELHL L P > T ER
ET A R E D AR Rk

R o

T1\4

]

FMBRAEROERT L AL ILERER
LRBEB AT R

@ ©@
o

PRI RV EREETFPTALEDE A NEKE P
ek LR E KRR o P EPFER L E D Hak - Rk
BE BRI ERD P LEE KD A o

() Bip /L 2 4 1370

1. F /=% ¥ pF & 3- % (Doubling time)
Td=1In2/pu (Landolt, 1987)
Td: F&F8& i‘ﬂﬁ 2=

(TR = T N ST S
2. T o 4 E g F 325 (Average specific growth rate)
Timt 2 RS pioj=[In(Nj)—In(Ni)]/t (OECD, 2006)
“H:dﬁ@n“fiﬁu4£ﬁ$
IR REIRE(FrFEE A MED)
J-J%@ﬂwi%ﬁPWL¥mﬁ#W%B)
t:i 3 jERA

(~) & FF 4

1995 % B APHA 2 EPA 2 3§ > g Effef e 7k F 4
I PR FTFEIXPEFLTIREZE SR L RREFT AL
Bend & g s 1% - GHRBREFELL XD ERWED FH
F 2 o % 49 it (chlorosis)E ot #cp % E RFHP
Zov e ol 3 109 0t 2 AR £ AR Z g dh o & T R % B
e FEAZINE - LTFFATZLETL -FTF ORGIFERER
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LE AL EEFE S 7 (Lemna aequinoctialis
Welwitsch) & ils& 4 4 » 4% % 5 0 L #5227 7 % 2% > 11 # 3
2R ZPrAlaAe R KRG FRIE AL &0 -

(-) % @i

# # (Lemna aequinoctialis Welwitsch) : 5 v 2% k3 4 2
ZF R ERAMEA 0 A AP S LS 3% &
PERmESLE AL TEAR Y LA T s ¥ 2~4BEKRY

& — R LiE s A2 EE RS 4en F o

o

(=) B A%
v 1/2 % Hoagland & 7532 % % » 1 & R hle 2 > (i4k 3,
page 74) -

EA 0 MEF R BEE A

2. By & Rt
PR 2GL) REE T F R F L R
WA S EF o

3. £ vy
Rkl Tk~ 2 B BRIPE A REFERE B F R
AAF R T (VM AL 0.0019) FRAFHATC) -

/4
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(=) % 3 F 085

1. + - &Rk %ﬂ‘%ﬁ 3|

2 Haloxyfop (" & & % &) ~ Quizalofop (& %) -~ Alachlor
(# %)~ Butachlor (™ £ # %)~ Metolachlor (% % %)~ Ametryn (&
. 72) ~ Atrazine (¥ %t ;%) ~ Simazine (¥ =% )~ 2,4-D (2,4-% ) ~
Fluroxypyr (& # ') -~ Pyrazosulfuron-ethyl (7 i# f£) -~ Glufosinate
(¥ # %) ~ Glyphosate (& #% %) ~ Bentazone (4 i£ %) ~ Liuron (32
3 #¢) ~ Diuron (& 7 #¢) ~ Pendimethalin (>3 ¥ [ ) & » £ 3 + -~
f;é_*‘% ¥ A& {7 3 7=( Lemna aequinoctials welwitsch )& 43¢ 5% - i

- f_vp_ﬁnfl it B o fE % T 4] 4ort 4k 5 (peag 76) o

2. = b w0 XA

HEERHOF ERLFRILBRERD REE L F) T
AT ~wERETRE) EmEREpp(EESF)L E SR
A1%;% % > 25 4 "&ps 47 (Glycine derivative) » & * >t % w o 7 H
PR AE S E 32%5 A 0 S F ¢ =g (Chloroacetamide) -
B tokE s %ow oo % EFI(EAY)LE S L 4% A o KR
= ' # ¥ =g (Dinitroanilines) » @& * 3t-ka ~ % v (% 6)

A& (F %) A&Ft ERE-3 4 * i
1 L ERp R
Glyphosate 41% %R %
(£ %)
2 7J( E!
Butachlor ToARE 32% 5L A
E
3 x5 18 ko
Pendimethralin 34% 5 &
(#rsed) % w
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(1) %3802

BREL24+1°Co kmLiaFkm12hr 2@ L F 2w
12hro k@3 & 5 3,500-50001ux> & BkR 5% 4 % > & B
s 120mL AR > BB L 4% 2 7 X (4 2)-

() #2@% 2

F % k& # B > 4 Pesticide Manual ¢ Ecotoxicolgy # 4
F MR%HANECo kR > EHS56BER > KA4X2 T8 F
AP ENEE AT EOL gk LR FAEHT
M

A Edrdlsh o AFY hE - A Py % 0 B ECX

B LY - RRBWAMRMWECK B F 1 2 AIERTHE
4%, Edrdlda 250 0% 2 100 % o % &Rtk & A 33
kTR * R FRA e pm) REASERRBAZRELFER
q’l’ o

138 7 4 B & 45 7] 32
(L)Fr#] % # 428 10%% 100% -
(2)45 4 6 Bk REFF EmH o
27 %IITRAE I F A CRAULEFRMIBRREEFRIFIER
chZE A o fe B 1/2 Hogland’s 32 % e pr» A ¥ 2 @ = &
AEPHER pHSS 8 » L&~ 1L £ # X3 1L & 5#°
FAvEE > BN ACKkE oK P BT - XA RFDOERZ B R
ep kB > R E LTS 2 ) REFERERFRFTE R P
EE - PERERZBARDOTFE L P ERY
Stk ERF LIS HE S E S F o BE R
RO pH L RIEfARERS  EFHI(CKEZ KER T 3
ER) F REELAL B E EAer 0.5mL A ek R EH o 4
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g

2 #EE bl EFFEILFKR FRBERLIEH
(A~B~C- D)o Ay » P EHF PR Ik - F BRE
or 12 FoRHM(F RS P ERM £ A RiEELR) 2 F
Ji%%ﬂ:j{oﬁ%—ﬁr‘%%%%a AR ELIRBIEE d KR

A BETFRE P AEBHARELR > NE D R RS R
IR e L ATH ARDEF S F 4 X LA B RIR o X P
HEBE AR 0T % o

S H AR RPFEFEF PN LDE RN T EE

A BEER C EFRF S E P AR - PR R RS B

it LR E FIXFEBRKP A o

(@)

7
ENER N S |k |k |k | KLk K
ckl g |r |&|2 |2 |2|”

ils
A A A A A A A A
B B B B B B B B

B

C C C C C C C C
D D D D D D D D

(=) HHAHTZ 3 =0
1. FF At 5 (Doubling time)
Td=1In2/pu (Landolt, 1987)
Td: FE=BHFRF

Z 3+ 8 (Average specific growth rate)
i 5 pioj=[In(Nj) = In(Ni) ]/t
(OECD, 2006)
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Ri-jtd PR IDjz T d L@
NitipRpif 2E(FwFFgE ki)
Nj: JRERRELREE W EFERMED)

t:i 3 jERFAL

3. 4 L FFrqlF A E
% Ir=(C—F)/C x 100% (OECD, 2006)
% Ir : #r 41\ & 3 (inhibition%)
¥R R ,.—j_,;_iaéty S e
DR BT A2 ok

4. Probit #°3% > # B -F B H N
Y =A+BLogZ (OECD, 2006)
P=0.5{1+erf ( (Y-5)/y/2 )}

Y = Probit & i+ -

A~BLZHE-F R Rz REpm sk o
Z= 4 14 &£ k& (Mg/L) -

P= =43 4P %ﬁ?i F R 5 (%) o

erf = erro fuction -

5. Jk B-F ¥ % (concentration-response curve)ECx i 3+ &
(OECD, 2006)
Pral s AR Y KR fe S dkihE OBl B8
f_vr Ak RO RE R 7 AR B A 47 (1 9 ok 8 95%) 0 7
I HE - F o M (dose-reponse curve )2 ECso 2 ( 50%
inhibitory concentration ) -

6. ¢ *4k 6 (peag 77) &«ET#’*—L»ﬁ%ﬁ"’ﬂ Aok T P A
BB R Y E TR ERMAYALKE? > THEE Y
it 7 & ( Estimated environmental concentration,
EEC) > 3+ & 2 ;84T

fﬂ -
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&+ % * £ (kg)X 1000 kg /g < 1000mg/g
RiF(em) XE& 2Ew f (ecm?) > 0.0011/mL

EEC (mg/L) =

LA EER TR L
K AfEm ok 2 3emzt e
7. b ' 7 #(Risk Quotient, RQ)
RQ = EEC / ECso

(™) ok BLE e &
LER Mg d
B (RB)RES (EASIH)F ¢ () Aibd (K)o
2.0 Bk R
% i (yellowing) ~ ¥ i (chlorosis) ~ s % 3% > (necrosis)
% 75 (deformation) ~ # ;% #8 4 &4 (colony breakup)# % 4 ¥
14 (loss of buoyancy)f= % 4= (gibbosity) % » & % ¥ %19
PWLF AT NRE L P LU R G
3. ehik ¥

FEEREMR S DRERRT UG LNRESLE Nk T
T%{i%::",j\mzﬁ'ljgk %Q;J“%é’i{ I‘E“L%‘L\&o
(1) &% &+

1995 £ B APHA 2 EPA 2 3§ 11 g fE i 4 i (7 K
AP APRHTEIPFFELTIREEZ EFEL L FEHRE S
XM E R R Y- FHBERFEAL PN ERA
B ZHAeE 200 % - 59 it (chlorosis)# & ##cp ik
BE R 2 B F 3 1090 2 Ao & b ik o
P AT R%RERY FEALI R AT EATLRE
FE P EIEREEST AR
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— RS A 2 o

Bl 4 & 7 7 = (Lemna aequinoctialis) 1 5 2 78 2 i 4%
T oo kR R FEMIFTERMES-KR)EF
d EANELE NFE  FEFES

e

—i
/I
b
N
o
Iy
M

R 2R PAERFUHEINTEA(ERLIAE) T X > FF
Aotk Z REKRML LE
BERRME 254 ko A m 2 N £ oodrn s FEE R
A L2 HKEIERFITMYg2X o

[
o
TS
Ji
JE
w
[
IN
~F
W

| FHERBRRER e
i 1 day

Bl 4. # 7 (Lemna aequinoctialis)
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¥ FEFE S 3 &£k 3 Hoagland-E k512 20X AAP i
70 % ¥ pH E 3 3 per (pH 5.50~5.53) % & ¥ pH & 5 55 ék 12
(PH7.5~8.0) > @ fa3 & & 7 &= 2 7 & (Lemna aequinoctials)
Hoagland 3z % /% ¢ - £ k48 dcp P & 3 >t 20X AAP 12 % % ¢ o
F 8 o @ # # & Hoagland-E 33 4 % 2 20X AAP 32 % i ch ) 48
#c P %X pF A (doubling time) A %] 5 2.2 X 2 3.4 % ; ¥ P EE

%F % d B 6 & 2 Hoagland-E # %% ¥ hF Ff 5 &R

eFd Rk B4 LR 5 A BT T A AL

A 20X AAP 3 & g ¢ S E KM § 9 it (chlorosis) 2 § it
(yellowing) . % - 2 £ 2% % % H 5+ ~ 2 5 & (Lemna
aequinoctials) i &> B @i aus 2% 4 £ o

450 T,= 2.2 day

400 - OpH7.5AAP ]

30 - mpH5.5 Hoagland

300 r

T, { ERWA L20 B PR

250

Fronds

200

150

100

50

0
0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Bl 5 F&b-4f7 k%%  Hoagland v AAP 2. 2 £ {7
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Hoagland

Bl 6. + % am 73 ki & Hoagland(+)fr AAP(z)- % {2 & F )

— o2 h ocer P A5 NP
= XFEF L E

ok REME S S FERZ FF (Lemna
aequinoctials) ~ =/ & % # (Landoltia punctate) = % = /§ -k 7%
H

3 E

(Spirodela polyrhiza) % Hoagland-E 32 % ;% * (pH 5.5) >
SPR s R TR

72 enpE L 2 X 5 ¥ (Landoltia punctate) % 4 #cp
7 2 R enpE @ 5 25 % > -k & (Spirodela polyrhiza) %8 # P
HAa2BOFF L 243 " REFFFERMED Hi 25D
pER > 5 (Lemna aequinoctials) k48 8 p 3 78 2 & chpF {F

Boiw o A H 4R id S b

= (Lemna aequinoctials) i 48 #cp 3
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500 - ) o .
* L. aequinoctialis A

= L. punctata T,=2.0 day
 S. polyrhiza

- Baid
|

400

300

T,=2.5 day

Fronds

100

T,=2.4 day

0

Bl 7. = f8%% & Hoagland # % 2 2 4 & 2,3 & 3 pF /¥ (T2)

BBk gk R 2 i E

FEAIRERSEERY 2L B2 LV SRR KT
d T2 E(FFDERBE L 20K OPEF)Rg > 214X %
7 4 E 2 BB iR
B HAMBBEEWB 8T FRFFERMLE TG T
FoEAGE I AR o Aot B R R R >
YRR UAX ERBEAR - 2 12X fr OR B R R ER 2
R 19% s A mBEBE R R T EH 12X ER

N X ha < ==
ZEBERRET §F
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medium T2 time(day) 7

1/4X 1.3
12X 1.9
ORrR 1.9

2X 2.0

4X 2.0

' ¥

Oy

W8 #Mi5/47%F kR Hoagland B &% » BB 2 F B A RIEAR
HemERME L DEA
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=N
g o
o o

(o
o

Number of fronds
=
o
o

1/4X Hoagland's medium

y = 11.659¢%%6%
R%=0.995

1/2X Hoagland's medium

)
o
o

y = 12.097¢% %"
R? =0.9988

=
a
o

Number of fronds
=
3

50
0
0 2 3 4 5 6 71 8 0
0 1 2 3 4 5 7 8
Time(day) Time(day)
T2=Ln2/k = 1.80 day T2=Ln2/k =1.90 day
OR Hoagland's medium
200
% y = 12.04e0.3654x
g 150 R?=0.9978
> 100
[}
o
E 50
o
P4
0

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Time(day)

T2=Ln2/k =1.90 day

200

150

100

50

Number of fronds

2X Hoagland's medium

y = 12.054¢%%%4%

R?*=0.9976

4X Hoagland's mediume

200
y=12.272¢"3%

150 R?=0.9967
100

(o
o

Number of fronds

Time(day)

Time(day)

T2=Ln2/k =2.0 day

T2=Ln2/k =2.0 day
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23 7EAIBAIREREART A LERZ M RARZ T

2=
3 % 4 = 7 =
s
1/4X | Frond
Root
1/2X | Frond
Root
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P

3 = 4 x 7 =
AR
OR Frond
Root
2X Frond
Root
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2=
3 = 4 x 7 =
s &
4X Frond
Root

I EREAARAPN kERE S R 2

(4%t 4 3, peag 74) - 7 ¥ R A > R A ATEAH KRR T
B~ kA BR S FPHE R RY DTS AN FED L
(4 wae#ﬁ#( SR R RTR CFEFRS TS
R IEP) o BY gt AN st kX0 blde 7
HP ¥ 5% > & 2 Fh <% £ 5 40Kg-

p,%ﬁ;;%mﬁrwfm ho B4R hE T s E T A
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P e = (Lemna aequinoctials) 3 & & Jf 4 2 p R
Bfcp e 2800 > 2 9 i (chlorosis) 2z #Ek ##cp Ei
AMEP 2B 10 ottt HREAAIE G EE
A LB 12 40~50%8 3 % 7 X FEE RN L
# ¥ 3 i 125~160 ¥ - C.V.i& (Coefficient of
15% 0 p > Bom RSk (S EA RRRDE PR T -

Variation)

e

Wy

LA RWERAEF L 43 T D ECy 2 Mt
FA BEHATHAIAT A SHE-F oo Y RIEA 0
0.90 & p i <0.05- 37 R XA kRS F S LR%KF BT

IR E LT UL

EN

%ﬁgaw%ﬁmiwé%@af?&%w@’&#wﬂé
x
28

F—m o9 0 B R AT A RRE - B
Hﬁh”& & (Sulfonylurea) m‘%r‘ 3 & ¢ > F i L (Pyrazosulfuron)
HyF2L 422732 ECsolsln\‘?ﬂJﬁOZug/L& 0.14 pug/L » A%k
K2 G d A5 BRIl FRBEFEEIIF I S hd R

l%
%ﬁ,ﬁﬂm@ﬁﬁﬁ%%@%’%ﬁﬁ B FRERFY
I BpARI R S E R BN RN kG 0@ Hg Ak
mobooodm o S EARIR R o ¥ L L P

ERE ﬁE(Traizine)ﬁv% BA ¢ o Fw o (Atrazine) ¥ 5 =2 4
% %2 7% ECso 18 4 %] 5 114 pug/L 2 60.8 pug/L> % ;= ;% ( Simazine )
Hi#2L 422 7% ECso A % 5 167 pg/L 2 90.1 pg/L > ¥ 4%
& (Ametrazine) ¥ 5 &2 4 2 2 7 2 ECy ®E A & 5 12.2 pg/L
% 449 ug/L > AGE > e 0 = r2 3 (Traizine) m"f S S e

fadF A F R FREREPEHER



% 4. # /& (Lemna aequinoctialis)¥++ = f& & "F XAz BE-F Y RE ECso i

Conc. Duration ECso ppb
Herbicides Dose-response curve R?
(%) (day) (Hg/L)

Pyrazosulfuron . 4 0.20(0.17~0.24) Y=1.5579Log(X)+1.0982 0.96
LN oo 7 0.14(0.12~0.17) Y=1.7385Log(X)+1.5018 0.96
Diuron . 4 9.02(8.11~10.3) Y=2.2938Log(X)-2.1912 0.99
fed I 12 o9% 7 5.68(5.21~6.88) Y=2.1099Log(X)-1.5918 0.98
Liuron . 4 15.1(14.5~18.1) Y=1.9978Log(X)-2.3552 0.97
LI £ 99-5% 7 11.2(10.6~12.2) Y=2.1332Log(X)-2.2414 0.99

Butachlor . 4 35.6(26.8~37.8) Y=1.8817Log(X)+2.7342 0.92
T ARY 960% 7 14.9(13.4~17.5) Y=1.8410Log(X)+3.3625 0.97
Alachlor . 4 65.4(51.5~73.8) Y=1.4715Log(X)-2.6710 0.96
EAIp 99.9% 7 24.3(22.5~26.6) Y=1.8400Log(X)-2.5502 0.97
Metolachlor . 4 158 (131~173)  Y=2.0718Log(X)-4.5578 0.94
A Sl 7 68.8(61.6~74.6) Y=1.9260Log(X)-3.5386 0.96
Ametryn . 4 12.2(10.6~13.8) Y=1.6360Log(X)-1.7783 0.98
Rz Pt 7 4.49(4.06~5.08) Y=1.7691Log(X)-1.1536 0.98
Atrazine . 4 114 (106~122)  Y=2.2644Log(X)-4.6577 0.98
3 96.0% 7 60.8(57.6~64.7) Y=2.1604Log(X)-3.8538 0.99
Simazine . 4 167 (158~196) Y=1.8413Log(X)-4.0905 0.97
3R °6.0% 7 90.1 (79.0~100) Y=1.7931Log(X)-3.5049 0.98

Pendimethalin . 4 120 (58.6~161) Y=1.1447Log(X)-2.3801 0.92
5 7 [ °6.0% 7 23.0(20.0~29.1) Y=1.8071Log(X)-2.4606 0.95

% Inhibition = (C - T) /C x 100%, ()

C: fronds increase in control,

T: fronds increase in test samples.
Dose response curve is determined by Probit model,

Y= Probit (%In), X=herbicide conc.
Numbers in parentheses represent 4day ECso with 95% confidence intervals
NOEC value determined by Dunnett’s test ( p < 0.05)
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(F)

% 4. # /% (Lemna aequinoctialis)¥++ = f& ¥ “f Az A E-F Bd E ECs &

Conc. Duration ECso ppm
Herbicides Dose-response curve R?
(%)  (day) (mg/L)
Bentazone 4 1.87(1.64~1.97) Y=4.7959L0g(C)-15.6893 0.96
97.0%
LR 7 1.09(1.01~1.17) Y=3.9192Log(C)-11.9069 0.98
Glufosinate 4 1.91(1.83~1.95) Y=4.7254L0g(C)-1.3255 0.97
97.0%
A 7 1.42(1.27~1.52) Y=5.8074Log(C)-0.8882 0.94
2,4-D 4 12.5(4.62~16.46) Y=0.8012Log(C)-3.2812 0.93
99.0%
2-4 i 7 2.28(2.19~2.56) Y=1.5411L0g(C)-5.1740 0.97
Glyphosate 4 25.3(23.5~27.6) Y=2.3904Log(C)-3.3539 0.93
98.0%
L E 7 19.6(18.7~20.5) Y=3.0589L0g(C)-3.9540 0.97
Haloxyfopfop 4 =50 - -
97.0%
TAEF A 7 =50 - -
Quizalofop 4 =50 = -
98.0%
PR 7 =50 - -
Fluroxypyr 4 =50 : -
99.0%
g 7 =50 - -

% Inhibition = (C - T) /C x 100%,

C: fronds increase in control, T: fronds increase in test samples.

Dose response curve is determined by Probit model,

Y= Probit (%In), X=herbicide conc.

Numbers in parentheses represent 4day ECso with 95% confidence intervals
NOEC value determined by Dunnett’s test ( p < 0.05)
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4days » ECsy (mg/L)

(1665 e
055 e H4
() e A
0,14 S
0,065/ I —
00350 I THIE
0.015] == P
0012 = i
0009021 EEE
0000197 E#E

018 016 014 012 01 008 006 004 002 0

ppm

7 days, ECsy (mg/L)

0,000 ﬁ,ﬁﬁj}
0,068 *;:%ﬁ
(0608 C Y EFf
0,004) E—
(0,023 T
0,014 D T ELpYES
0.01124 o FARE
0.00563 B #EHE
00045 B s
00001368 FE

00 009 008 007 006 005 004 003 002 001 0

ppm

m 10. #

7= (Lemna aequinoctialis) %+ -

4 days, EC50 (mg/L)

] S —
1 — N

2 A s By

Hz ] )53

24}, I |) §

e )

fgE W1y

ppm
7 days, ECsy (mg/L)

Sl S —— |
A gy ] 5

a5

iz I ) §

24t B

i W14

AiEE W10

R A % 3 2 ECso i 2
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# 5. F % (Lemna aequinoctialis) % -+ - f& R 8% % # ECso#| £ 2 & ¥ Ak

2]
Conc. | ECso (ug/L " x | 1
veog| paw | EOID [ p e 2
Tr® (%) U U U S VR O A O e
4day | 7day A *
FRfgPaEE | B @R |97.0%| 0.2 | 0.14 | + + |+
¥owig  |98.0%| 114 | 60.8 | + +
Z vk ¥ |98.0%| 167 | 90.1 | + +
IHE |99.5%| 12.2 | 4.49 | + +
T AP ¥ |98.0%| 35.6 | 14.9 | + + +
z
£ ¥ |99.5%| 65.4 | 24.3 | + + +
fiis. ¥ 5F .
¥ %% |98.0%| 158 | 68.8 | + + +
gl
% @ Fl [98.0%| 120 | 23.0 + +
Bz 35E
Conc. | ECso ( mg/L S I x | T
caagg| mpa [CO0[ECMID g Ty e 8 R G
ﬁ% 3 o i L O T B I GO &
4day | 7day 7 "
Ji:%ﬁ i?ﬁ’x
2,4-D  |99.0%| 12.5 | 2.28 | + versitw | +
 vephdg | EAEE [98.0%| 25.3 | 196 | + | + +
vl oey
i &% [99.0%| =50 | =50 +
2 P A

ERWHE 25 0 BF BT L K e

& L OfRmER (Chloroacetamide)ﬁﬂ,éf A . 7 AP T

(Butachlor) :%%% jm2. 4% 2 7 % ECso 8 A %] 5 35.6 ug/L 2 14.9

Ho/L > £ 3% (Alachlor) $+ 5 /=2 4 = 2 7 % ECs &4 & 5 65.4

ug/L 2 24.3 pg/L > % % ¥ (Metolachlor) #+ =2 4 = 2 7 =

ECso &4~ W] 5 158 pg/L 2 68.8 pg/L > s,k = 6 > & ¢ fpiesg
S

2
|

r
=
4
=
ke
—t=
/\
Wi

(Chloroacetamide) g 3 &I %t § % ¢ i@
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FoFrREIB S RERE KT DA MY LR P
4R A RATE RRCKA AR TN Sl K o

W
|

ﬁ.

She

“ ¥ 3 % phag (Phenoxycarboxylic acid) mﬁf A ¢ > 24-D
HH#2 432 7% ECso A % 5 125mg/L 2 2.28 mg/L > &
Bk > 5 24-DHFEE G AF 0 BHE AT A
o R R AR A HERL L BRGNP

‘TE\—

FTEZ2E A RAMEITRARFRAOFY  BIFREELe R
Mo L Tk o AR g A B R Y BN g R Aok
Bmooom FHRAIFIN KRG oon N AHBATR R R 5 E R
EREads 3ot £30kd » ¥ B3 ke Tud g o

fH e 5F (Glycine) m“Tx,,f‘ﬁ‘%l » 28+ % (Glyphosate) #

4% 2 7 % ECg & A 6] 5 25.3mg/L 2 19.6 mg/L » 7 ik
TR EBMEHRHFTEEE AR 8 P o RIF o PR AR
TERGEL OV PREZEFRAHCERME IR

oy frd 4 £ oo Avteg E fhag (Pyridinecarboxylic acid) 0

=
She

FR A o 4 &t (Fluroxypyr) $f§ %2 4 2 2 7 % ECs 48
= 50 mg/L m o F A ROk G R PIEG] 0 i E ok
€7 RAM G2k o S EKRM? FINE e RN ke > A F
SafFtka oA N L RARG o

AR FES LI ORAE(4X 2 TR REBF)R =
B AL A il d M0 %aT  FEBRET S BER
FREZZ2Z OHZFV T REFTE CEREHEHFEEMRF
224y ~EHiEHFTELESE ﬂ%éﬁ@%iﬂ%%ﬁb

g};ljiri \:ij;‘: rt:':_o
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& A R A5 i T
A
- ¥R e -
Pyrazo- F i
Sulfonylurea sulfuron £ 4=
R il AR e hEX
Traizine Atrazine ¥
e ) ¥OME 12 3F %
Traizine Simazine ¥
ZvhRHE B AR B
Chloroacetamide Butachlor ® it
F C fpveug 0 GENas Gk ¥
Chloroacetamide Alachlor ® it
% o fipieig Py I F:
Chloroacetamide Metolachlor +
% C filsrp S g it
Y
2% 4
Phenoxycarbo 2,4-D ® i
xylic acid LT S
EJERE N ] 4T
A=

46




Phenoxy- 2,4-D %7
carboxylic acid 12X

ESERE i ]

Glycine Glyphosate ® it
o SRk 4 LB E v it
F1E A
Pyridine- Fluroxypyr A
carboxylic acid i F v

Dinityoaniline Pendimethalin iz %« %

SAAYEE | %W X

® 11. § & (Lemna aequinoctialis) = -+ - & & ¥ % ¥ #l 2 F 2 Aok
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S SR HET LA R

B EERAEAL FEAEEIHAI LSRR T ARE
(Butachlor) ¥ /%2 4 = 2 7 % ECuo &4 % 5 0.08 mg/L %
0.03 mg/L(% 6) > Ak >m » 7" AP T HF T+ 8 B
FORZERG > BV EEFERES T I g

£ (% 7~® 12) - £8:% (Glyphosate) ¥+ #2 4% 2 T
2 ECo A W & 12.2 mg/L 2 7.9 mg/L(% 6) K> 5 > £
BEpHFFEEESE T L BRSSPI RGE o WS RE
T RN gl (£ T~ B 12) % # F] (Pendimeth)
vz 422 72 ECoEAs % 5 0.047mg/L 2 0. 026 mg/L(#
6) kR 2
g .Lf%‘?*%?(%"f’%'l%frﬁ;vﬂ P ATE RORAA) > RA(AIR

J
=N
&
"
Iy
‘E*l
%t

~*J‘u—:~‘ X 2z

# 6. 7 7 (Lemna aequinoctialis ) # = & & & Kfﬁf;f‘»‘d?‘ FE-F By RE ECs &

Conc. Duration ECso ppm
Herbicides Dose-response curve R?
(%)  (day) (mg/L)
Butachlor . 4 0.08(0.06~0.11) Y=1.1733Log(C)+1.2856 0.96
T ARY - 7 0.03(0.03~0.16) Y=1.2173Log(C)+1.8771 0.91
Glyphosate . 4 12.2 (11.8~12.7) Y=2.8773Lo0g(C)-3.13.2 0.99
L% e 7 7.9 (7.6~8.5) Y=3.5183L0g(C)-3.1685 0.98
Pendimeth . 4 0.047(0.038~0.054) Y=1.9202L0g(C)+2.5445 0.97
% 19 [ 4% 7 0.026(0.02~0.029) Y=2.6699L0g(C)+4.2544 0.94
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# 7. 7 # (Lemna aequinoctialis) = = f& = gp% 3 &) ECso A
kil
iL g B Conc. ECso( mg/L) '?f‘ s P %
A EE K'KF * al 0 TL i ;%i A2
F (%) |4 day| 7 day >
z
7 P3| 32% | 0.08 | 0.03 +
=
R 41% (12.2 | 7.9 + +
s 5F
gl - 8
, 5 7 [F] | 34% (0.047| 0.026 +
F RyE
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kEE .
"F & A
AN
HEe
B Butachlor
z C Jﬁ’ 84";#‘\?‘ o
TARER
Glyphosate
+ Ve ik % yp}h
0 E
- A Pendimeth
¥R AE 5 19 [f)

Bl 12. /& (Lemna aequinoctialis) < = f& = gr% H BT 2R
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A‘%gwﬁ@@£$§%%ﬁEQNﬂjwi

A BENTAPECERE - SEFROORNEE 2 & f,vf

F ¥ = ECso BenE R T faded 8 277 > T AP X R 2
> ERYE T E ECyo kAR Y 0 RMEBRF F EDE P
FEREH T EOSBRLNE S EHMEDREE S EERF T
ECoom kR Y » * R EHHF T =i LRAMERF F =3 2
P At s wEFIORMERE S RER G ES B2 R A
4 % ECsoie ek B ¢ » & L EH g 4 R & & 5F iR AT
B ¥ 7 X ECoomeERY » RUMZE = &2 & f6 28 H 0k
BT F2 3 - Rfahe 0l & KR TR G g b
=\

B o_
$FEE A

28 RMEFREVHSEFEECoEL R

Conc. Toxicity Value (mg/L)
Pesticdes
(%) | (4 day, EC50) (7 day, EC50)
Butachlor 98% 0.0356 0.0149
(T AEY) 32% 0.08 0.03
Glyphosate 98% 25.3 19.6
(£ %) 41% 12.2 7.9
Pendimethalin 98% 0.12 0.023
(> 7 ) 34% 0.047 0.026
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i~$&%iﬂ¢¢ﬁ%ﬁﬂ?ﬁﬁ&ﬁ%a&@@%i

gk B
(estimated environmental concentration » EEC) ¥ & %8 *‘f XA
;aﬂwwwwkazwﬁou%m%‘ﬂ&ﬁi~wwm;ﬁ
T_vrﬁw KEEB Y fLE e £ kR A% 5 6.33 mg/L -~ 5.73
mg/L~222 mg/lL> 5 4 %2 7252 EFrdls%k HH5 32
2EPFIF (%)Aed 9 AT o S R AF R RIS R 4 & P
FlER SR L H RS TR G R (%) KRR

‘F_k

A sk ARSI AARBREY T QG

=

% 9. ‘?\:r%%i”?’ | -kEBEBREY ¥ & 3 L__m/}E}i'}’}%'iﬁkfj':’iﬂ 1‘1’% A ’:‘((Vo)m,;};\f§7 S 3

Conc. 4 day 7 day
Pesticdes # 1+ # M
(%) | (mg/L) | In% (mg/L) In%
41% 6.33 1% - 6.33 35.5% | ATR
Glyphosate
13 25.5%
L0k 98% 10 13.5% | AR -
15 40.7%
Butachlor 32% | 5.73 74% - 5.73 90.0% -
T ARY 98% 0.1 72.6% | AR 0.1 90% ST
Pendimethalin | 34% 2.22 |53.1% - 2.22 84.7% | ATR
% 18 [l 98% | 0.196 |54.4% | &R 78.4 86.8% -

EAELARE TAHFEDL B flRRT 0 kB RY
1

P ¥ it 3 ek B (estimated environmental concentration © EEC)

TR

6.33mg/L > $# 4 £ # 4] F (%) 4 9] 5 3.1%% 35.5% 5 & v
3

HARMETAHFEA 2 T 22 LS (%)4 H 5 13.5%
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2 255% ~40.7% 2 B > #ER 3 10mg/L 2 13~15mg/L ; +* %
BEded 94T 0 A4 Xt RdrdIRE%Y 0 RWERE RV
EEC ik R R B BH 3 Moasrl RfRE o &7 % 2 & ]
W ? CEEC ek R R ERER KT K H ¥
g e

TAPT LA TAHFELLEPHREEKY > AR
B¢ ¥ i ienk & (estimated environmental concentration -
EEC): 573 mg/L > $## 3 4 = 2 7 % tn2 £ 04| 5 (%)A 9 &
74%% 90% - £ “ﬁﬁﬂmfﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁf4%ﬁ7%rﬂ4£mﬁ
(%)~ w5 72.6%% 90% - @ @ % )k & chirdlF 3 0.1 mg/L > 4e
Fe 9 BT o M ER BRI F (%) kR R EHER W
EEC ik R KM » B3 Masrg R KRB o

WEF R4 E T Ay 22 B4R Y > A LFRE
P ¥ a0 ek B (estimated environmental concentration © EEC)
222 mo/ll> HFE 4 22 7 2ad Edrd 5 (%) 5 53.1%%
84.7% A V4 RMEH A4 2 72 4 £ 34 % (%)L 54.4%32
86.8% > @ & ik R4rflk & 5 0.196 mg/L 2 78.4mg/L > & 9
BT o mipkIrdF(%)T 0 A4 X a2 EdrdEskY 0 R E
BERY EEC cER X EF M > B3 P ARE 5 &7 %
4 EdrdlRE%Y EECoE R AdEH kR KM > H 3 M4
AR R E o

a3 Lo g &

BEVio TREBRY AR EY BIESET L 5T kA

PEECRTIEE S G S TR TR
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# 10. # 4 # /& (L. aequinoctialis) & B *F % * -k 4 4 4 2 “$ T HE PR EE R

test duration ECs,

Pesticdes Species (day) (mg/L) Ref.
Ametryn (3% ) L. aequinoctialis 4day 0.0122
Chlorella pyrenoidosa 4day 0.0003 2
L. aequinoctialis Tday 0.0045
Scenedesmus capricornutum 7day 0.0036 1
Atrazine (¥ % %) L. aequinoctialis 4day 0.114
Chlorella pyrenoidosa 4day 0.145
Scenedesmus capricornutum 4day 0.13
Butachlor (= g4 %) L.aequinoctialis 4day 0.0356
Chlorella pyrenoidosa 4day 3.63 2
Tilapia 4day 0.857 5
Grass carp 4day 0.2083 5
Loach 4day 0.357 5
Eel 4day <0.25 5
Macrobranchium rosenbergii 4day 7.708 5
Hypophthalmichthys molitrix 4day 0.134 6
Brachydanio rerio 4day 0.49 7
Fluroxypyr (& % +“) L. aequinoctialis 4day =51
Scenedesmus capricornutum 4day 101 1
Metolachlor (% % %) L. aequinoctialis 4day 0.1584
L. minor 4day 0.343 4
Scenedesmus subspicatus 4day 0.1 1
L. aequinoctialis 7day 0.0688
L. gibba 7day 0.546 3
Quizalofop (P-k %) L. aequinoctialis 4day =50
Scenedesmus pannonicus 4day >3.2 1
Simazine (% ;&%) L. aequinoctialis 4day 0.1665
Chlorella pyrenoidosa 4day 0.082 2
24-D  (24%) L. aequinoctialis 4day 12.5
Tilapia 4day 87.5 5
Loach 4day 36.111 5
Common carp 4day 50 5
Glyphosate (&% % ) L. aequinoctialis 4day 25.3
Tilapia 4day 7.382 5
Common carp 4day 4.978 5
Ref.
" Tomlin, 2002 Pk 4 % 4> 1990
> 8 % » 2000 S35 2% 4 52005
% Day, 1996 T4 3 2012

* Fairchild, 1997
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SRR LR S NS LS RS L
RN LS F
A UIEF L7TRAM SR - FERHT =3 Ehw
BAE X 2 P BREV P HREF L BRI HTEE
(toxicity criteria=1V) ¢ > ¥ 5 2,4-D~ £/ % - AR
m@%ﬁﬂ%

FEBE A S X4 4 (toxicity criteria=1or Il) o

5 =8 s 4 (toxicity criteria=111) » H & & &

LAl o BE R AR R RHT EORRTR

. conc. Toxicity Value(mg/L) EEC  Toxicity Risk
Pesticdes %) (myl) Criteria® 2)
(4 day, ECy,) (7 day, ECg,) (M9 riteria” Assessment
Alachlor (#%)| 99.5 0.0654 0.0243 7.52 I D
Ametryn (F#x)| 99.5 0.0122 0.0045 6.25 I D
Atrazine (& mx)| 98.0 0.114 0.0608 10.00 I D
Bentazone (~&3)| 97.0 1.87 1.09 4.41 I D
Butachlor (7 A£%) 98.0 0.0356 0.0149 5.73 1 D
2,4-D-sodiumsalt monohydrate 99.0 12.5 2.28 8.00 il S
Diuron (23 37)| 975 0.000902 0.00568 8.00 I D
Fluroxypyr-1-methylheptylester
L 99.0 =50 =50 1.48 v S
(& &)
Glufosinate ammonium
(Ra ) 97.0 1.91 1.42 2.25 I D
Glyphosate (F#%)| 98.0 25.3 19.6 6.33 il )
Haloxyfop-2-ethoxyethyl
(v R EF i) 97.0 =50 =50 0.35 I\ S
Linuron (=23 3¢ 99.5 0.0151 0.01124 1.67 1 D
Metolachlor (% %3%)| 98.0 0.1584 0.0688 8.33 I D
Quizalofop (&% )| 98.0 =50 =50 0.33 v S
Pendimethalin (5 #® )| 98.0 0.12 0.023 2.22 I D
Pyrazosulfuron-ethyl
97.0 0.000197 0.0001368 0.17 I D
(Fi#R)
Simazine (% =%)| 98.0 0.1665 0.0901 6.25 1 D
1)Toxicity Criteria:
- e . Acute toxicity to freshwater fish Acute toxicity to freshwater invertebrate
Toxicity classification
LCs ( 4 day) ECs0(48hr)
High toxicity I = 1mg/l = 1mg/l
Middle toxicity II >1-=10mg/l >1-=10mg/l
Light toxicity I > 10 —=100mg/l > 10 —=100mg/I
Low toxicity IV > 100mg/I > 100mg/I

2)Risk Assessment:
D:orig fiefenid * ixi27T > kA2 5y FBLE R ©
S BT kA 2 H A& b
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EAEF AL kSY A REY B REKBRRY T E
% ehjk & (estimated environmental concentration » EEC) (# © -k &
PekiE 3emt) AHE I RAMALE LR EY BT HFE
% B TR 'R % (risk assessmetnt) 0 B % 7 2 3 2,4-D(99%) -
A& v (99%) ~ E o E(98%) ~ T K & & 4 (97%) ~ B R F (98%)

BB ETH AL IS EL 2o

EEC (mg/L)

R 10.00
I R S ——
HEEHE 8.00
243 T 8.00
hrEE 7.52

FERIE 6.33

Hyyy 625

Hrn I — (25

THEY e 5,73

izl m———

[EH7E ) ) 05

it e ) ))

A e | 67

F o il m—

HEAHEmA B9035
BRRE E30.33
HiffE 20.17
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d 4 12 Bl l4vw RAFLHERE 2P D3 HEE LKER
B¢ SERER (01— ) A w3t & RQ (risk quotient)
HY > ® ’ﬁ .74+ % (98%)7 RQ<1 > ﬁ%%“,ff%’]%’ﬁii*’ﬁj
Q

X

\Et
U

r-g o

212 LA EE A KB RET RHT LGP &

. Risk
] conc. Toxicity Value (mg/L) 2) )
Pesticdes 9 EEC Q" Quotient
(%) (4day, ECy,) (7day, ECy) (ML) level?
Alachlor (+%)| 99.5 0.0654 0.0243 7.52 309 leved
Ametryn (FH2)| 995 0.0122 0.0045 6.25 1389 leved
Atrazine (Fmx)| 98.0 0.114 0.0608 10.00 164 leve4
Bentazone (~E#)| 97.0 1.87 1.09 4.41 4.05 leved
Butachlor (7 A&+#3%) 98.0 0.0356 0.0149 5.73 385 leved
2,4-D-sodiumsalt monohydrate 99.0 12.5 2.28 8.00 3.51 leved
Diuron (&3 %) 975 0.000902 0.00568 8.00 1408 leve4
Fluroxypyr-1-methylheptylester
o 99.0 =50 =50 1.48 - -
(&% &)
Glufosinate ammonium
.| 970 1.91 1.42 2.25 1.58 leve4
(A¥ L)
Glyphosate (%) 98.0 25.3 19.6 6.33 0.32 leve3
Haloxyfop-2-ethoxyethyl
xyfop X kyk 97.0 =50 =50 0.35 - -
(" A& % %)
Linuron (34 4)| 99.5 0.0151 0.01124 1.67 149 leve4
Metolachlor (% %%)| 98.0 0.1584 0.0688 8.33 121 leved
Quizalofop (- ¥)| 98.0 =50 =50 0.33 - -
Pendimethalin (5 )| 98.0 0.12 0.023 2.22 96.5 leve4
Pyrazosulfuron-ethyl leved
97.0 0.000197 0.0001368 0.17 1243
(F i) leve4
Simazine (¥ )| 98.0 0.1665 0.0901 6.25 69 leved

1) RQ =EEC/ (7 day, ECs)

B R F (kg)>< 1000 kg /g > 1000 mg / g
KiFE(em) XK@ ik (em?) X 0.001 1/ mL

2) EEC (mg/L)=

&P o B AEIE R OALR
K45 @ K AL LA3ecmEt -

3) b ' 75 #c ¥ % (Risk quotientlevel): 1~2+~3 %2 4 » % %57 RQE < 0.05~ 4
005 2012 /F ~4* 01205 2/F% >05-

58



HARE
AEE
T
EROF
AEERE
2,43t
[ 5
FEIE
PRIREE
R AR
HELE

B 14. +

RQ

1408

O —

243
O 385
[ E—— Y

7 T 164

— A
[m— |
T 96.5
m— Y
14.05

351

1.58

0.32

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400

SREE R FEARE Y g LM T EOE %GR & (risk quotient > RQ)

59



AN

-~ FEhE R

EERECHEH I ER T RAESF LGN E R L EokE Y

Lok ?%ﬂif"ﬂf A A U SR LA R A TR
A RFEMEREE > ¥ A pH3.5~10 2 % B T 4 £ (Sandra,

2010),4%&%}95@,.@%34%@— %4 g F% 36hr e -
CRRE «‘ﬁ”ﬁf; iﬁﬂ(%\&?*‘* * 0 2010) - A F7 g B ER B
BrENT LA ERGCR A A EDE D X Fdd B A

F
ENFE S LELENE R - RAH R HRiER F
Ao FEALL RO N3 ATEL -t Z PERML LR
R w SRS 2R B A RS L F Y
AW E2BEEDFERF TG 22 « 2SI 7 EDAR

RAA2 A EFAEHAFTTAPE -

S B &R E
FEFERMEI M AZREFSAF AR ERE RS
FE2 B Pa Tk B EPAZRPER - BB ER A
Hoagland-E /s 7| % 3 ¥ W *t &4 7 L. minor (EC, 2007) pH & 33
Az 44 ( pH 5.50~5.53) % 20X AAP % 7| % 1 7 R S fbh L,
gibba (OECD, 2006) pH & % 5 #fe« AF 5 EH 42 + F o s 48
B A& Rad L FA5(R 5) 0 &% ¥ # & & Hoagland-E 32 % % 8
TR ERRMEP P AEE Y 20XAAP R ARt o 8 E
Ak p &3 pr T (doubling time) & ] 5 2.2 X 2 3.4 % 5 d ‘R
BL% 7= (B 6)7 Hoagland-E 2 &% ¥ i = 5 £ E > & 20X

3
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AAP & n? chE KM 6 L2 F P R% - 2AFRESHT A

4 # & (Lemna aequinoctials) if &33P £ HE Y 2 £ o

A

R FEFEDE
FE B SL PR A Y BT £ R
ok 2 RHHA AR 5 20 8 50 & K o

!

&

%7 (L. minor) k&R F % e A F P VAR R
7=#L ¢ Spirodela polyrrhiza - Lemna gibba » Lemna minor » Lemna
pausicostata % 7 F fHH AL > # AR LA “,f BB FE % (v
Mok iRl oo L Ao EL G 5B 38 Ay A LER T
F L.minor (4 £ < frgc ' )fe L. gibba (£ )™ fa-~3% > 7 L&
A3 FESE SR T 22 0 2 Hoagland-E 5 4 & 12 £ % o
Er AL FEFES 7 H2Z 5% (Lemna aequinoctials) ~ zx %
2. % 7% (Landoltia punctate) % % =/ 2 -k % (Spirodela
polyrhiza) - # Hoagland-E 32 % /% = (pH5.5)» # 4 £ % 2 %
B TET O FECEESRFELERMED HE2 BB A
5 2% 25X 2 24 J R EEEERMED HE 2B
PR T FERMEI A 2R OPFT R ®, 278 4 £ g
Fhopeo sty AT Y GE B £ ehk 2 EEES FE (Lemna
aequinoctials) 5 & M@k 2 & > 4 £ Pk 5 R IEE 2
hont g R HE ¥ b Lemnaminor 2 Lemna gibba & $f % &

2. F M AR e

T~ F IR
FiE A R frdliEs 24 1SO (1SO 200790 2005 # ) = OECD
(OECD 221) ehm"Mid AR ¥ 2 > v {|* 2 B H 7 B &
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EoRBRBEY AR FRENRY ZFRFRBRpEET
TSRS ¥ 8% Lemna gibba ki 7 o ipA* L
i % (OECD) = . % & i -1SO v OECD ¢4 {4 pl3# 4% ¢ * Lemna
minor - 4 % §_Lemna minor ST & - &4 £ * ** A Fl i ik X &
BlIEBF Z ikad o
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4% 3. %2 strength Hoagland- E 3 & /& 2. & =
Composition M.W. Stock solution conc. | Use m/L
MgSQO,4-7H,0 M=246.48g 24.6 g/100mL 0.50 mL
Ca(NO3)2 « 4H,0 | M=236.15g/mol | 23.6 g/100mL 1.15 mL
KH,PO, M=136.09g/mol | 13.6 g/100mL 0.25 mL
KNOs3 M=101.11g/mol | 10.1 g/100mL 1.25 mL
Micronutrients
HsBO3 M=61.83g/mol |2.86 g/L 0.25 mL
MnCl2-4H20 1.82 g/L
ZnS04-7H20 M=287.54 0.22 g/L
Na:Mo00O4-2H,O | M=241.95 0.09 g/L
CuS04-5H20 M=249.68g/mol | 0.09 g/L
Fe-EDTA solution
FeCls « 6H20 M=270.33g/mol | 0.121 g/250 mL 10 mL
EDTA M=292.24 0.375 g/250 mL
=

1. 2 NaOH # HCI # # pH & 1 5.50~5.53 -
2. F-EDTAR®E > JI* # §F A& HEBR > T *4EHKe HEEL o
3. Stock solution fe @4+ {2 > ik 5 3 4C k4 -
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fit &k 4. 20X AAP 32

%R 2B

Stock Chemicals Concentration Concentration Prepared medium
solution composition in stock in prepare Element Concentration
No. solution (g/eL)* medium (mg/eL)*

(mg/eL)*

Al NaNOs 26 510 Na;N 190;84
MgCl2.6H20 12 240 Mg 58.08
CaCl2.2H20 4.4 90 Ca 24.04

A2 MgS0O4.7H20 15 290 S 38.22

A3 K2HPO4.3H2.0 1.4 30 K;P 9.4;3.7

B H3BO3 0.19 3.7 B 0.65
MnCl2.4H20 0.42 8.3 Mn 2.3
FeCl3.6H.0 0.16 3.2 Fe 0.66
Na:EDTA.2H20 0.30 6.0 s -
ZnCl; 3.3 mg/L 66 ng/L Zn 31 png/L
CoCl2.6H20 1.4 mg/L 29 pg/L Co 7.1 ng/L
Na:M004.2H20 7.3 mg/L 145 pg/L Mo 58 ug/L
CuCl2.2H20 0.012 mg/L 0.24 pg/L Cu 0.080 pg/L

C NaHCOs3 15 300 Na;C 220; 43

*Unless noted

7 NaOH 2 HCI # & pH &1 7.5£0.1 -
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HRAC (Herbicide Resistance Action Committee) http://www.hracglobal.com
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