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Abstract The toxicities of influent and effluent for a pesticide wastewater treatment system on the model animal, Caenorhabditis elegan, were
measured for identification of the target organic pollutants with the approach of toxicity identification evaluation TIE . Although the effluent
quality could met the limit as the list in Chinese Integrated Wastewater Discharge Standard[GB 8978—1996], both the influent and effluent
still revealed their toxicities on C. elegans proved in the battery bioassays with the parameters including life span, generation time, brood size,
head thrashes and body bends. The generation time for C. elegans was sensitive to the influent and the brood size of C. elegans was sensitive
to the effluent. The major toxicants in the influent were acidic organic compounds but in the effluent were alkalescent organic chemicals. The
results indicated that the bioassay methods could be used to test the toxicity existed in the low COD,, wastewater and the approach of toxicity
identification evaluation should be effective for discovering target toxicants.
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Table 1 Effects of input water from a pesticide plant and treated samples on the life span, procreation and behavior of C.elegans

_ x£SD
x+SD
1# 24 3# 4# S5#
/d 11.2+0.8 9+0.2% 7.50.1°% 6.5+0.3* 9.5+0.8 10£0.2
/h 64.7+0.65 66.8+1.5% 66.8+£0.76 66.8+1%* 67.7£0.29% 67£0.5%
/ 24137 95+15%* 223+23 139+16%* 153+37 171£12
/  +min” 13712 T9+12% 12116 108+15 116+4 127+15
/ -min™ 17.3+2.08 9+2.64* 12.7+3.51 12.6+1.53 12.3+2.08 14.3+2.08
* P<0.05 ** P<0.01 o

N

2
Table 2 Effects of output water from a pesticide plant and treated samples on the life span, procreation and behavior of C.elegans
- x£SD
x=SD
ot T# 8i# o# 10#
/d 11.2+0.8 9.5+0.3*% 12+0.5 8.5+0.4% 7.5+0.3*% 5.5+0.4%%
/h 64.7+0.65 63.8+3.8 60.7+0.35 65+0.29 62+2 61.5+0.5%*
/ 241+37 99+40%* 108+9%* 22145 134+13%* 193+38
/  +min™ 137+12 111+14 130+12 139+3 115+5 113+6
/  +min™ 17.3+2.08 9.33+0.58* 18.3£3.21 1242 11+1 17.3£2.52
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