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Ecological Hazard Concentration( HC;) of Cadmium( Cd) to Rice Cultivars Under Hydroponic Culture as
Determined with Species Sensitivity Distribution Model( Burr—1II )

SUN Cong, CHEN Shi-bao", MA Yi-bing, LIU Ji—fang

(National Soil Fertility and Fertilizer Effects Long—term Monitoring Network/Institute of Agricultural Resources and Regional Planning, Chi—
nese Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Beijing 100081 )

Abstract: Burr type Il distribution is a continuous distribution model and could best describe species sensitivity distributions (SSD ) of
chemical pollutants to organisms. A hydroponic culture experiment was conducted to investigate dose—responses of cadmium(Cd) to 17 dif-
ferent rice cultivars. Bur— [l was employed to determine ecological hazard concentrations( HC: protection of 95% rice species) of Cd to rice
cultivars. With increasing Cd levels(0.30 mg+L™" to 6.0 mg+L™"), biologic concentration factors(BCFs) of Cd to rice species generally de—
creased, while transfer factors(TFs) of Cd increased. Higher TFs of Cd were found in hybrid rice than in traditional rice cultivars. Effective
concentration (ECs ) of Cd at 50% inhibition of rice responses ranged from 0.552~24.01 mg+L™" in solution, and EC,, from 0.033~1.624
mg+ L. The Burr—Ill model predicted that HCs"* of Cd at 10% inhibition was 0.045 mg- L' and HCs** was 0.594 mg- L. These results pro—
vide useful information for ecological risk assessment of Cd to rice.

Keywords: Burr— Il model; cadmium; rice cultivars; phytotoxicity; ecological hazard concentration( HCs); species sensitivity distributions

(SSD)

AR, AT L4 Cd 5 XK RRRIAERS KA Cd IR ARBRd A2 Cd 5 S M A A B A= Ak
WSS, TR PR F KRS Cd AR LI RAEAEN, [E A 2 45 30 4 52 (Log—logistic ) 43 A A6
TULER B 8O0 S R LAt b, A TI5 08 L3 Cd X

W5 HEA:2013-06-30 N =Y N 2 In
ELTE  [5K [ AR A H (41271490 21077131) s 4l 342 1 AR Eﬁi‘“‘m& PO WA
ISR B9 200903015 ) I E S RIS Y B AT, AR AR B{E[HC, .

1B igﬁ;;ﬁli&;—ﬁz ,z:: ,fﬁfﬁﬁﬁi ﬁg}ﬁmgﬁ%ﬁ% R ERI( 100—p)%E@%$ﬂPT SZ LM IS PIF SRV 5 KA
#-94SPHIT . E-mail : suncon, caas.cn N N P \ S
ST s T R B TFST A 75 Y 138 25 KU VA B A



20134 12 A B A LT AR A AR (Burr— TR RITRIN Cd X /K ARG 2 1K) A= 25 XUSG: I HC s 2317

SYPHAVIFE R RIIRAIOCHE . HFy, 3 EE R 5
Ja 15 G A 25 RS AN T THT A S 5 BRI 5 38 A X
WSS, AN A 2R R S MR AR R R E e
FERS AN R PEEE 1 0H —fb i A DA S
B FRABTIRD Ry St 1) 75 Gl A 28 AU PP Af ik A
H R, FR DB 2 T IR R S ek i A 25 XU
FRYS A7 ¥ R 78 R E K A 5E A5 e i A 25 AU
() RN A A %) - B e Cd %o KRR 2 2 1 A 2 XU
1 P A 5 i LA

TEVG Y AL SR RN, AN [R1 b A %
P (1 W) PP ABURE 434 (species sensitivity distributions,
SSD), R 52 A% 238 4 A1 ok B0KE AN [ 9 il 3 ) 7
FEHRSMEE, LIS R E R s L 2 RS R S
IR b U DA H ETAE ST RS RIS, Py
U 43 A1 (SSD) [ SR L RAR A B R G TP AR )
Rt 3 — 5 G ) i UM (EC ECso 55 ) REREHE— 1
IPA TR, Ik BT AN S A B AR P SR A
(A FR 4 v B I 1 AT ] Ak 82 A1 ) 00 g
ZOw vk B2 (PNEC)™, H i, ¥ SSD ¥ F T 11
o Cd 2555 1 XU AN B A 28 Pk A i i 5 B oK
UK SIS

A KB WFEAN ] A KA X SIS
Cd EEtER -2 e &R, R Burr— TSRS THEEAN
[] db PR AR X AR Cd w5 A SRR 23 A (SSDO IR
TEHCIEAE b, HES IR 95% KA it A Y 10% F11
5093 i Cd R BE AR, WP A5 301 A Fe KRS Cd ¥
LBy i P HE R A

I #RE5FE

1.1 iREE+

PR RER B R EKRE £ 7= X8 17 AR RIZKFE
il R 45(X=45) R 6 5(X=6), B Mt 28(L-
28),T It 167(T-167), W 17 5 (X-17), # W 1
211(Z-211), =74k 974(S-974) , T It 15(T-15), &
Wit 268(N-268), 41l 899(J-899), 25 - 9 5 (Y-
9), @ 211(J-211), H3 - 17(Z2-17) , &AL 463(J-
463), BRI AL 312, 1 5 42(X-42), bR 120(Z-
120), Herb R/ 12 A/KFF A N 2 5KFT 5 5 4R
H KA P
1.2 FKEERIIE T

W L RIKFEFI ] 19%H,0, Zb3H 24 h, $E7 7 5
AT FRAR , P 2K e A FR LA,
(R KAy BT 30 CCE 2R NI THEZE , 2R 7

W2FEE S, #EFP3IE 22k 1/2 Hoagland (pH
1 5.0)E TN AL P A TRTIN IR o FRK R4l
L= OB NGB BT T KRR R R
G R R S —B ER A 2 A 1000 mL 5+
W PVC KSR AR R OR B 2 MRS, B3R
W 3 d e — i 7R AR B 4 i = A T
(FIRE 25 C£2 °C, &R 20 C£2 °C), 7EREFE
H R, A HEE IR pH BT R IR R E, &
K 409%NaOH FRJE 1T — IR B TR R , i pH
{HIREETE 5.0,

FYARK TdRE G, HFTAFMREE Cd 4b3,
ASZE Cd DA 3CdSO,+8HO(GR)FRMATE I, Cd 7%
Tl Hy 7 47K F:0.03.0.6.1.2.2.4 4.8 6.0 mg-L7, [
X TR IS LR Cd 1 S b e, DA T
A O R MAE o A2 45 307 5. (Log—logistic )43
AT TG e i —RON AU A i 2R Bk, SEIRik
B 2ANER HE 28 d SRk WERET, Se T B R AKE
IR FERE IR 58 A Bk, Ry 22 BRoRG BT EAB R AR 2 1 PT 5846
A Cd, 5255 F 20 mmol - L™ EDTA-2Na 224 20 min, $X
S B 7K st KAk o3 iih_E AR R PR 43,
TFHEFE 105 CAF 30 min, 75 80 CHLZ[H 5, 43 510
FEH b b E SR Cd i
1.3 iRIe A%

1.3.1 AYaiiE

PR 5 WK B AR Ak 20 S AR AN ZE PR O, 7
105 CA#7 30 min, 5 80 CHLZIHE, H Az —H
FRFREAR ZEM BT oo i
1.3.2 AR ZE M FIARER Cd & il ™!

TR Cd B R HNOs—H,0, f i 1 i 5 i
T IO TSI E A T o BT ik TR R an
T FREUKE 0 29 0.50 ¢ T I e b, v filg i (L 9%
4fi)6 mL Al H0, 2 mL, N #5475, 2 51 CE o 1, -
ML, 160 CL AR 218 T, 5% H FR e 7% i 45 3
25 mL 2, U KO Cass ) iRl oot
J# 11 (AAS/AFS : Varian AA 240FS+GTA )4 Cd &
ME .

1.3.3 -2 fhZe A1

AR SR AR A Cd B A7) 2000 ¢ R 2k

FHIZ R 58 0 A AR T (Log—logistic distribution ) #F7 7

145, Log—logistic HiZk ;9/=4L1 +e[’2*“””

ey ALK KRS s (alfbhia S e
JE )55 BE AR B AR Jo i (i S R JEE ) P HE



2318

YR S it Y o 3255 12 1

{8, BIK R0 S 7 AR H 088 (% ) L yo b LG
IZE, x AR IR Cd IR BE(E (mg - L)
M HEC.(x=10,50) Y [ 2R XHEE

- PR B Cd XA 7 A RSN B R
FEARR R 2 R8O 48045 5 72 (Hormesis dose—response
data fitting ) A TEEME RN LG, I FRANT -

Y= atbX
B k 100 . be
I+ 100-k + 100—k );]exp[dln X/e]

Y KA Cd ARXS & S EUAHX AR (%) 5 X
Cd B IE ,mg-L™"5a.b e d HITFESEL. Mk Ny 10,
50 B, 240 ¢ & LR ECio M ECso
1.3.4 JKH Cd #EPER PR B 7341 (SSD )OI E

TER P B35 5w o3 AT R B AS [R) i A KRS Cd
BEPE 2500 0 2 LAl 38 A X AN ] S AR A Cd
FEPEFE (EC,, X B x=10,50) HEAT X502 3 )5, F1
BHT R 0 A BR B (Burr— I R34 G345 F ) 04 7
ANTE] AR RS Cd #5M A BBUR: 73413 (SSD) ih 2k i) 421
B WOCRINEIFR L= F1 Lol B 4 2 (hitp : /www.
csiro.au/products/Burr Il .html ) $243t 712 532 #4156 BH DA
LKA BurrlizO, M Burr— I8 515
FN AT 95% M3 (A [a] i Aok Fef Cd B 1) A%
eI

Bure— IR G4 B 4T B o )=———

[1+( o )T

x N Cd BMRRE  mg-L75b ek Ry 3
A28, HAKR JE % A M. Barnes ( CSIRO , Adelaide ,
Australia) 4 il A A THIE S
1.4 HEabiE

JITAT S 06 K045 24 5% ] Excel #1 SPSS 43 #r £
(v16.0) A7 b B, FI 18T 52 % 22 ¥ (Duncan 3 ) #E47
ZE 5 W E T (R EHEKF- 0.05)

2 HBRENH

2.1 Cd BExtkiBEKaZm

Cd EAEY AT T, Cd A XHE Y A K77 4=
—EPHIAE T A SEBR A5 AR, ek 55 (pH5.0) 254
T, Cd WraB XK FE L) i AR i B R B S R
RO, B A e 2, 3803 555 7 d Jm , ST REAR I
ANTA] Cd B KRR ER A 8, ¥ B D 7 0 R
H EOCH B 2514 d 5, IRINEE N 4.8 mg- L
F16.0 mg- L Cd AP, AR H 3 (B2 W A2 e (0, i
FEHML AR th R TR R, 21 28 d Il
AR U BE S 4.8 mg - L7 A FRAEAR I I A 2%
o, AT, A EED . B AR Py i A5 AR
N 0.3 mg- L7 [ Cd X 12 AR KRG AR K
(TR )7 A 2 A IVE A (P<0.05) , o BTl 7k
TG R 70.6% , Bt 25 U Jinvie B (R 35 o, K R AR K 22
IR A ™ 5, (R [R] S IR AR X Cd JBiraE A 2
MAREARAZER(FR 1), MR Cd WEEH 1.2
mg - L7 B, 5 B B, T K R L 300 1 i 2
WETRE; MW Cd W — T & F] 6.0 mg- L™
it A [R] 7K A A A A2 400 ) 3 R 5 ) R L T o
HFER E 2 BOKE) 83.3%(T-15)~26.6%(]-211) , 1E
B 5E f 17 ASAS] S R Rg v, i D 0 Rl (X -
6,1.-28,7~120) ZEAIHR B (<0.6 mg- LB, % Cd il
7 AR RN L 3 3 AN AN TR] i ol A AR o o
PR A B RA308E 49 531) hy X6 BRI 105.0% ,106.8% Fl
104.9%.,
22 AREIKERFN Cd B& BERENE

A=) 4R R BU(BCE ) il b~ o e A= W 1
N BB E BT — . AR RV bR T Y
AN AS KA SRR Cd Wkt B2 0 () 22 538 R BRAE
X Cd A & 4E ZB0(BCF Bk Cd Ve S5 7A W Cd

R 1 AERE CdMKFBENE(FRE, ¢ 2N
Table 1 Effect of Cd on rice biomass(DW ,g*pot™) under hydroponic culture

AbFE X-45  X-6  L-28 T-167 X-17 Z-211 S-974 T-15 N-268 J-899 Y-9 J-211 ZJ-17 J-463 Z7Z-312 X-42 Z-120
CK 0.144a 0.14la 0.439a 0.570a 0.537a 0.269a 0.567a 0.538a 0.375a 0.518a 0.138a 0.094a 0.263a 0.50la 0.642a 0.535a 0.402a
03  0.06lc 0.143a 0.469a 0.357b 0.368b 0.191b 0.316b 0.221b 0.296c¢ 0.315b 0.137a 0.082b 0.222b 0.500a 0.428b 0.369b 0.422a
0.6 0.097b 0.147a 0.350b 0.340b 0.203c¢ 0.143¢ 0.295b 0.263b 0.336b 0.356b 0.097b 0.081b 0.255a 0.347bc 0.437b 0.348b 0.334b
1.2 0.091b 0.083bc 0.370b 0.314b 0.222¢ 0.148¢ 0.237¢ 0.241b 0.186d 0.232¢ 0.105b 0.118a 0.234ab 0.373b 0.434b 0.317b 0.338b
24 0.065¢c 0.091b 0.219¢ 0.226¢ 0.174d 0.128dc 0.220c 0.218b 0.178d 0.238c¢ 0.095b 0.076bc 0.215h 0.408b 0.358c¢ 0.290be 0.352b
4.8  0.066c 0.082bc 0.146d 0.175d 0.132¢ 0.102d 0.141d 0.138c¢ 0.182d 0.246¢ 0.104b 0.086b 0.147¢ 0.365bc 0.313¢ 0.270c 0.268¢
6.0 0.064c 0.067¢ 0.120d 0.173d 0.126e 0.052¢ 0.135d 0.105¢ 0.137¢ 0.168d 0.126a 0.069¢ 0.118¢ 0.343¢ 0.253d 0.225d 0.237d

TE - ARIF A A AN TR 718 28 54 B4 (P<0.05)
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Table 2 Biologic concentration factor(BCF ) and transfer factors(TF) of Cd to rice species under hydroponic culture

Cd 4b¥E X-45 X-6 L-28 T-167 X-17 Z-211 S-974 T-15 N-268 J-899 Y-9 J-211 ZJ-17 J-463 Z-312 X-42 Z-120
BCF 03 0.032 0.030 0.030 0.031 0.030 0.028 0.028 0.037 0.028 0.033 0.017 0.015 0.017 0.028 0.019 0.016 0.019
0.6 0.026 0.027 0.026 0.029 0.030 0.029 0.025 0.028 0.023 0.027 0.013 0.010 0.011 0.012 0.011 0.010 0.009

1.2 0018 0.018 0.016 0.019 0.026 0.020 0.019 0.020 0.016 0.018 0.008 0.007 0.009 0.007 0.008 0.005 0.017

24 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.009 0.012 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.011 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.007

4.8 0.010 0.011 0.008 0.007 0.008 0.010 0.009 0.008 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.006 0.006 0.005 0.007

6.0 0.010 0.007 0.009 0.007 0.013 0.008 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.018 0.020 0.019 0.020 0.019 0.017 0.020

TF CK 0.034 0.155 0.093 0.177 0.155 0.178 0.161 0.068 0.051 0.168 0.183 0.139 0.107 0.063 0.106 0.175 0.142
03 0.168 0.172 0.131 0.116 0.172 0.134 0.186 0.151 0.113 0201 0.157 0241 0.358 0.055 0.107 0.127 0.086

06 0274 0.208 0.149 0.150 0.138 0.184 0.162 0.188 0.077 0.116 0.269 0.659 0.693 0.329 0.206 0472 0.166

1.2 0580 0310 0349 0.216 0235 0.324 0.195 0.246 0.404 0.340 0386 0.760 0.529 0.311 0.237 0.582 0.146

24 0725 0375 0.612 0303 0.587 0.354 0.426 0.383 0.538 0.519 0.846 0.763 0.480 0.498 0.339 0.643 0.437

4.8 1.026 0.539 0.864 0.698 0.867 0.825 0.669 0.729 0.749 0.741 0.503 0.921 0.601 0.638 0.521 0.614 0.721

6.0 1.058 0.709 0.868 0.877 0.823 0.916 1.018 0.730 0.867 1.128 0.682 0.566 0.594 0412 0.384 0450 0.302
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Figure 1 Dose-response curves of Cd to rice cultivars under hydroponic culture

R 3 ETEMSRIKTE Cd SEBE(EC,, ECy, mg L)
% 95%BIRXH
Table 3 Toxicity thresholds of Cd to rice cultivars based on

biomass response

K ECsy  95% 85X [ ECo  95%B(5IXIA
X-45 1.968 1.270~3.051 0.166  0.054~0.515

X-6 3787 2.182~6.572 0434  0.130~1.455

1.-28 2.904 2.423~3.482 0.556 0.462~1.079
T-167 1.196  0.752~1.903 0.095  0.025~0.357

X-17 0.608  0.197~1.875 0.087  0.000~23.60
7-211 1275 0313~5.184 0.127  0.002~6.669
S-974  0.651  0.170~2.486 0.058  0.000~4.707

T-15 0552 0.041~7.412 0.033  0.000~13.09
N-268 2.744 1.239~6.075 0.275 0.022~3.424
J-899 1.611 0.053~48.74 0.096  0.002~67.05

Y-9 1603 0.624~40.91 0236  0.000~97.61
J-211 6.981 2.167~22.48 0706  0.018~16.48
Z]-17 5755  4.909~6.748 0.152 1.020~2.586
J-463 24.01 8.533~67.58 1.624 0.019~1.215
7Z-312 3541 1.452~8.634 0.095  0.000~11.88

X-42 3.363 1.192~9.484 0.090  0.001~17.252
7-120  9.825  5.548~17.39 0985  0.213~4.557

AU A A W 22 57, KL F ECs MIEC,, F{H
Fr A5 %) SSD 7 A FrAiE 25 R B, T-15 X F Cd

SIS %

ST %

1201

1001

801

60

401
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100+
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201

1 10 100
Cd FPEE{E/mg - L

ECp

0.1 1 10
Cd FEPE B {E/mg- L
— TE O SibRME

2 REIKFEET Cd FIE-MNFEBERN

AR 53 AR T B 2k

Figure 2 Cumulative frequency(%) of species sensitivity
distributions(SSD ) of Cd to rice varieties based on the EC,
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M Burr— ML 73 A R 25 R, el R 4R
53 A5 B T OR Y 95% K R kb Ay Cd A [m] 4 i 7K
F-(10%F1 509 ) H XA RISH(FK 4), S5 RFKY],TE
I RE B 17 ASASTE) AR S B b, JE T 0R47 95% it Fil
IKFE 10%W i BEAE (HCS' )2 0.045 mg- L, 50%41)
il BE(E (HCS™) 2 0.594 mg- L™,

x4 BT Burll L& KR 95%7K Fa m
Cd EBFEHC) R ESE
Table 4 Ecological hazard concentration( HCs) of Cd to rice

cultivars determined with Burr—Ill model and its parameters

Fh K b ¢ k HCymg- L™
ECy 0.011 1.185 16.944 0.045
ECs 0.102 1.080 21.752 0.594
3 #ig

A SO 32 48 2 50 4341 (Log—logistic )R AY 3
W AREHRIG AT T 17 FORRIKAEST Cd Wi 7= A 1
F -GN e R AFFE, e BLIERE F 454 Burr— A58
RIS AR KRG Cd 25 1 1 400 o R0 A1 A5 1 R
TR 95% K ARG SRl Cd FE BR(E HCs YEFT T 1
Iy, 5 51 .

(DAKREEEMT , RFIKFEREE Cd AbBE e B )
B, A=y e 4 28 (BCF) B B R %, R IRI K Rt Cd
) BCF fi°4 0.006~0.372; /KFFXT Cd ()12 R %k
(TF) I B Cd e BE B3 g i ke, Bk
M5, 258 A AR RN Cd B s 280 T8 HLAL Al
KA

() ANEKAEXT Cd JiiRE T Bl B BIE(ECs,)
AARFEER 0552~24.01 mg- L7, BEPEEI(E R R I A2 J-
461, FuNEJE T-15, ANRIKFEFT ECs) Z 22514

1.18~43.49 1§ ; Cd XA RIK A 10940 i e J& (ECy) 22
AL 40.033~1.624 mg- L, ARFEZKREMEFD EC,, Z 0]
KRR 1.758~49.212 1%,

(3) M\ Burr— Il /3 A SR L5 25 5L 9 B, LT A
95% K Fe L) 10930 i BEAE (HCS') 24 0.045 mg:
L, 50%3M I B (HC) 4y 0.594 mg- 1.,
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