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1 32 CO, (PCD)
Table 1 Pwoductbn of CO, and qualitative evaluation for biodegradation of32 phenols
PCD PCD
1 18. 32 B 17 2 3 2. 00
2 16. 30 18 2, 4 1. 69
3 - 17. % 19 2 5 2. 06
4 11. 47 20 3 4 1. 04
5 15 2 21 35 * 8. 92
6 9. 50 22 3 5 13. 58
7 10. 44 23 2 4 3.01
8 9. 4 24 2 6 4. 67
9 8 32 25 3 5 14. 22
10 8. 76 26 2 4 -2 12 3
11 9. 0 27 2, 6- -2.40
12 5% 2 28 s ~0.23
13 7. 27 29 5 2. 94
14 - 122.72 30 4- 8. 94
15 1. 02 31 2 6 ~5.07
16 ) 0. 73 32 2,4, 6- -2.78
* i 1) . 2) . 3)
2
32 C 2
) 1 2 0. 2nm
0. 1Inm 3 3 4, 3.
QSBR R0 . R*20.9
’ 0.9 R’
0.9 0’ et
, Q° 0.5 0.5
2 QSBR
Table2 Comparson between observed b bdegradability values and calkulated values of phenols by Q SBR models
1 2 3 4
18.32 14. 04 -4.28 14. 29 -4.03 14. 04 - 4.28 14. 80 -352
16. 30 16.91 0. 61 16. 11 -0.19 17. 22 0. 92 16.61 031
11. 47 10.52 -0.95 9. 69 -1.78 10. 73 - 074 11. 24 - 023
15.32 14. 36 -0.96 15. 51 0. 19 17. 19 1. 87 16.07 Q75
9.5 11. 19 1. 69 10. 89 1. 39 9. 45 - 0.05 9.54 0 04
10. 44 13.08 2. 64 12. 30 1. 86 12. 36 1. 92 12.21 L 77
9. 2 9.96 0. 54 11. 16 1. 74 10. 76 1. 34 10. 88 1 46
8 32 7. 87 -0.45 6. 75 -1.57 7. 41" - 0.91 7.51° - 081
8. 76 11.32 2. 56 10. 50 1. 74 10. 03 1.27 10. 08 132
9. 00 9.63 0. 63 10. 66 1. 66 9. 64 0. 64 10.33 133
5. 36 5.82 0. 46 5.27 -0.09 6. 30 0. 94 5.82 Q0 46
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2
1 2 3 4
7. 27 8. 55° 1. 28 8. 87 1. 60 7. 88 0. 61 8.30° 103
11.02 6. 35 - 4. 67 7. 41 -3.61 8. 32 -2.70 9.61 - 141
2 3 2. 0 2.97 0. 97 2.15 0. 15 2. 09 0. 09 1.27 -073
2 4 1. ® 0.25 -1.44 _0.25 -1.94 0. 18 - L51 -066 -235
2 5 2. 06 4.43 2. 37 3. 30 1. 24 4. 54 2. 48 3.58 L 52
3 4 1. 04 5.54 4. 50 5. 63 4. 59 3. 48 2. 44 3.44 2 40
35 13.58 13.92 0. 34 14. 63 1. 05 13. 87 0. 29 13.52 - 006
35 14.22 9.18 -5.04 9. 88 -4.34 9. 41 - 4. 81 9.94 - 428
2 4 - 212 - 3.63 - 151 -3.42 -1.30 -1.94 0. 18 - 241 -029
2 6 - 2.40 - 1.18 1. 22 -1.09 1. 31 -1.30 1. 10 - 1.87 053
3- -5 -0.23 - 0.38 -0.15 0. 54 0. 77 1. o 1. 24 1. 14 L. 37
5 2. % 3.06 0. 12 1. 65 -1.29 0. 38 - 2.56 0.35 -259
4 8 A 8.63 -0.31 9. 24 0. 30 9. 32 0. 38 10. 19 L 25
2, 6 - 507 - 5.39 -0.32 -4.76 0. 31 -5.48 - 0. 41 - 4.07 1 00
24 6 - 278 - 261 0. 17 -253 0. 25 -2.50 0. 28 -3.05 - 027
17.94 12.35 -5.59 11. 75 -6.19 10. 90 - 7.04 11. 20 - 674
1272 402 -8.70  3.40 -9.32 349 -923 244 - 10. 28
0.73 1. 1r 10. 38 10. 53 9. 80 9. 53" 8. 80 9.08" 835
35 8 R 9.73 0. 81 9. 10 0. 18 8. 05 - 0.87 7.84° - 108
2 4 3.01 3.70 0. 69 3. 54 0.53 3. 15 0. 14 3.27 026
2 6 4. 67 4. 60 -0.07 4. 37 -0.30 6. 18 1. 51 6.20 L 53
#
3 : Q> R® 0.525 0.886
0. 632 0.901;, F 40. 631 47. 618 SEioo s 4. 865 2.389 4. 283
2. 225. s
, . 0.2m
0. lnm 00 R 0525 0.8 0. 587
0.91%2 F 40.631 57.654 SEigo s 4.865 2.389 4.539  2.040.
.4
3 4 ,
, 3 , 92. 3% 66. Mo ,
3
Table 3 Summ ary of the model results and can parison w ih literatures
Q? NOC SE; o0 R? s F S E ER,| Mo ER, M
1 0. 525 4 4. 865 0 886 2. 389 40. 631 0.614 0. 386 1.5 33.3
2 0. 632 4 4. 83 0901 2. 225 47. 618 0. 609 0. 391 19. 2 3.3
3 0. 587 4 4. 539 0917 2. 040 57. 654 0.485 0. 515 7.7 33.3
4 0. 655 4 4. 149 0 933 1. 823 73. 560 0.523 0. 477 15. 4 5.0
[11] — 3 — 0.931° 252 50. 2 - — 19. 2 16. 7
[12] — 3 — 0718 — 23. 194 — — 7.7 5.0
* R; Q? ; NOC ; SEio0 s R?

H s FOOF ;S ;0 E ; ER ; ER
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THREE D MENSIONAL-QUANTITATIVE
STRUCTURE-BIODEGRADAB ILITY
RELATIONSHIP (3D-QSBR) ON PHENOLS

LUO Kun GAO Shixiang ZHAN G A t-qian WANG Lian—sheng

( State Key Laboratory of Pollution C ontrol and R esource Reuse School of the Environment Nanjing Univewsity Nanjing 210093, China)

ABSTRACT

The quan titatve relatbnships betw een the biodegradab ility of 32 phenols and their structure were studied
by usng the Canparatve Molecular Field Analysis(CM FA )method. Refinements of themodelweremade by
using Region Focus and ad psm ent of the Grid Spacing. A 3D-QSBR modelw ih fine predictab ility was
obtaned canparng w ith literature. A s ndicated by the results both Regbn Focus and decrease of the Grd

Spacing can mprove themodel quality. The number of can ponen tg Q°, R” and F of he bestmodel are 4
0.587 0.917 and 57. 654 respectwely. Factors affectng chanm icals b vdegradab ility w ere discussed.
Keywords phenols biodegradability CMFA, QSBR.



