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Fig. 1 Speciation of copper versus pH
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Fig. 3 Speciation and toxicity of copper Fig. 4 Factor analysis as a classification method
versus alkalinity for species and toxicity
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COPPER SPECIATION AND
ACUTE TOXICITY TO DAPHNIA MAGNA

Liu Qing Wang Zijian Tang Hongxiao
(Research Center of Eco-Envionmental Sciences, Chinese Academy of Sciences, State Key Laboratory of

Environmental Aquatic Chemistry, Beijing, 100085)

ABSTRACT

The influences of pH, alkalinity, and EDTA on speciation of copper was modeled
with MINTEQAZ2 software. The influence of copper speciation on toxicity was assayed
by Daphnia magna test. The results show that toxicity of copper was attributed to
Cu®*,CuOH" ,and Cu(OH),(aq),not to Cu(CO;),, CuHCO;,and CuEDTA complex.
The results from different treatments can be explained by an empirical expression TP =
4.05+2. 86 lg{Cu" ], where TP is toxic probity and [Cu* ] is defined as “active copper
species” ([Cu* J=[Cu®"]+0. 75[CuOH* ]+ 0. 70[Cu(OH)*(aq) D.
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