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Tables

Table S1. Water quality parameter detection method.

“:;T:ﬁ:;gy Detection method
Chla Spectrophotometry (HJ 897-2017)
TP Ammonium molybdate spectrophotometry (GB 11893-89)
NH;-N Nessler's reagent spectrophotometric method (HJ 535-2009)
TUB Field instrument measurement (turbidimeter (2100Q01-CN, HACH,

Shanghai, China))

Figure legends

Figure S1. Comparison of the accuracy of basic-SVR and optimized-SVR
models for TP. S-3

Figure S2. The scatter plots of predicted values and measured values of TP
using different SVR models:(a) GWO-SVR;(b) GA-SVR;(c) PSO-SVR;(d)

SVR;(e) ACO-SVR;(f) FA-SVR;(g) HPO-SVR. S-4

Figure S3. Comparison of prediction performance of eight SVR models for

NH3-N. 5-3

Figure S4. The fitting graph of the measured and predicted values of NH3-N:
(a) GWO-SVR; (b) GA-SVR; (c) PSO-SVR; (d) SVR; (¢) ACO-SVR; (f) FA-

SVR; (g) HPO-SVR. 5-6

Figure S5. Comparison of prediction performance of eight SVR models for

TUB. S-7

Figure S6. The fitting graph of the measured and predicted values of
TUB :(a) GWO-SVR;(b) GA-SVR;(c) PSO-SVR;(d) SVR;(e) ACO-SVR;(¥)
FA-SVR;(g) HPO-SVR. S-8
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Figure S1. Comparison of the accuracy of basic-SVR and optimized-SVR models for
TP.
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Figure S2. The scatter plots of predicted values and measured values of TP using different SVR models:(a) GWO-
SVR;(b) GA-SVR;(c) PSO-SVR;(d) SVR;(e) ACO-SVR;(f) FA-SVR;(g) HPO-SVR.
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Figure S3. Comparison of prediction performance of eight SVR models for NH3-N.
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Figure S4. The fitting graph of the measured and predicted values of NH3-N: (a) GWO-SVR; (b) GA-SVR; (¢)
PSO-SVR; (d) SVR; (¢) ACO-SVR,; (f) FA-SVR; (g) HPO-SVR.
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Figure S5. Comparison of prediction performance of eight SVR models for TUB.
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Figure S6. The fitting graph of the measured and predicted values of TUB :(a) GWO-SVR;(b) GA-SVR;(c) PSO-
SVR;(d) SVR;(e) ACO-SVR;(f) FA-SVR;(g) HPO-SVR.
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