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REIR . 45 SRR W], B DOM %8 S 2R (ORI R A I i A Al i, Hovh i & 3, K Moy A 4l
e R AN BN BEIE DOM & —O0H, —CH;y, —CH,, 5 &M C=C B REH. B 3k s
R, TR DOM &= AEXH /i ( DOM : Hg ¥R Hi<15625) , DOM 2% 3L H 41 i o) HY Ak il
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Abstract Dissolved organic matter (DOM) is an essential component in aquatic ecosystems,
significantly affecting mercury speciation changes such as the methylation process. In this study,
DOM was leached from algae in the coastal fishery culture area. Fourier transform infrared

spectroscopy and three-dimensional (3D) excitation-emission matrix (EEM) fluorescence
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spectroscopy were used to explore the composition and characteristics of algal DOM. The effect of
DOM on the mercury methylation process was investigated using two DOM concentrations
(according total organic carbon, TOCpoy=10 mg-L™" and TOCpn=50 mg-L™" denoted as DOM,,
and DOMs5, respectively) and different mercury concentrations. The result shows that the algal DOM
is mainly composed of protein-like and humic-like components which the former is higher. DOM has
less aromaticity and hydrophobicity. The algal DOM contains —OH groups, —CH; and —CH,
groups, C=C in aromatic structure, and other functional groups. DOM can inhibit mercury
methylation in a lower content (DOM : Hg<15625) while it significantly promote the conversion of
mercury to methylmercury in solution as the content gradually increases (DOM : Hg>15625).1t could
promote mercury methylation by providing methyl donors or as the resource of C and N to improve
microbial activity. In contrast, it can also be complex with Hg** during their reaction process and
further inhibit mercury methylation. At lower mercury concentrations DOM mainly provides a large
amount of methyl donors and as a substrate for microbial to enhance the methylation process, the
methylmercury conversion rate is up to 0.257%. However, DOM reduced bioavailability of inorganic
mercury at higher mercury concentration and showing an inhibitory effect as for the complexation
mechanism.

Keywords mercury, methylation, dissolved organic matter, algae, fisheries and aquaculture.

K (Hg) & —Fh RIRFAE A R A Y, BAR T EEEERNES R TRZ N HESKR
(MeHg) f&—Fh 22 AR 38 i AT LR Ak & 92, T3 i & W4 2 W i R0, 7 B R A ik v B
R0 MeHg i#f A RS N B2 BRG0P E KRG, FEUCP XA & RS0 B AT, b ] 5] i pf
ZoE 55 OGRS A R 2O IR Y. A R ER MeHg B FE R e 2 — & K= 5. 1 T MeHg 78
K S SR AT AR R R AU, TR B 2l A 8 S A S TS U, R T Y B4R
Ry A EK i AR [n) R 19,

H 20 tH2g 80 AR LIk, il T 5 4 135 = (A5 BROK 7= 22 FE b T sk & R v 23 T A o B A o T
IK B R R R A 25%—35% 2R ER B, AR or 5k B AR K AR TR UL PR B AL RS R
ER B AU H HEAKARS, i oK AR B IR, dEm S EeEE R AN EEERZ — EKAEASR
e, WAIE T e KRR TR AKE, BRI AP KRR R, 3 —5 SR DR, 15549
TEBAIE Z A U PY, XK AR AR 28 2R G 9 55 o 1 ol S 3 5 )

M ML) (dissolved organic matter, DOM) & 2 fifb 22 i 4L A . G5# 2 2 H HA B % 40 =
S A PG YR 2R AR, R F i, 250 . WS R R | IR R R 5L 5 Y,
FERE T AW 50 I RS A ) AR AR RE S U2 DOM T2 20 A T . A0 . IR K R B v, Sk A=
AEBRGE P RIERAPRA . BT HSARRERRH, iR 5K A E SR G IE R &9, A
MSZ MK AR TR i 4 Jm B RS | A i A DL R AR g n] 1 A0,

i T DOM 4 i &2 2%, HHi 5T DOM X} JeHLok (THg) B Ak 52 i L5 A 58— . © A o R W,
DOM i ok H B Ak 1 52 i) B AT XUEE RUNE , — 7' T g A2 #F 7k HY Ak it #—ik J2& K o DOM . B8 A hy i/ &L
I, A YR ok B AL B AR A R S SR BT, R A WS e, T2 2F THg ) MeHg %461
Gascon 45U~V RIF G 25 S UE ST T UK FE L I RV K AR h MeHg Wk FE 5 7K AR N IR DOM ¥ BE AR OC. 7
Fellman Z¢U"S ifF 5% & B, BRINIZ - MeHg ¥ 25 N TR DOM & & 2 1EAH ¢, X Ui N IR DOM Xf F
KA MeHg B AT AR5 B ZERRZIR. 3 — 7 T, A5 DOM X ok H 364k 2 24 §I/E H. DOM
JERIRIKAR P i B AR B R 2 —. — L5 A DOM #lil 5K B 384k 2 208 o 50k 85 1 & AR
B 285 SR, S T ORTEA B A3 R S Ak, BRAR T A=Wy ok, N2 0 1T MeHg A7 AE 1),

PEFRARAE ok A b 2L IR AT AL, B AR R TR R 2 W 8R 5 | A A AT AL 3T 5 i A Bk o 1)
Ak KReitse R, KAEBRG T MeHg RS BE A EA YRR, BIEA Y AR
JntRok A THg ) MeHg A6 A1 20220 |y T3l S50 XOK AR A 8585 FR 3 B s, S i oK IR &
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BRI A AR K, B DOM i — 2P R SR 5 IX R MORTE 2528k, BE TR N SRR ™ A 16
117 H ATl F7 58 X DOM X oKk HY BEAL IS8 e A 41l

ABEFE LAY SR B X 826 DOM A #T5E A b, BT #E IR DOM fioKk B A i 7 ih 820, [R] 45 5
B mZLAMNEIE 5 =BG HOR, BN DOM 4 LS 45 R, DOV S BE R 5T 5 DOM §2 1
oK F AR B F FATLAR , LI 42 i 37 FE /K 4R b o B AR TR I (R BB IR0

1 MBLE 7 (Materials and methods)

1.1 HEACREES A3

A T F B2 i R T WIS 7 T Ll I A FR FE X (29°25.71'N, 121°31.93'E) . TERK 21K
B ST X P T 0 S 20 SR L ) T e PR A AE 4 °C TEIR AR PN ] S0 25 I 2 0 s iy v % L A 2
Yila, K G e rh B 22 i U V0, 01 F R B F KR BEBOR I UE S 2R B TR R TR R R T
J, K WERLAG RS DA 25 .

DOM FEAS (R 3 IR il 2%, SR FH B 2l K IR R 20 BOMS R el 0 I 0 A 3 g, 5B 47k 4% 1:10 1) L il F
ATIRA, UCBAE 25 °C WTE IR 548 Th IR TS 24 h 5 & B0, #4353 12000 r-min™, B[] 20 min. B -
THWGE 0.45 um BEFR LT 4 2R D8I, ARAG T U8 =PI R DOM FE i, BT 4 °C WKAR NI A7E4
1.2 DOM ZLAMGiE &

PRI 19 DOM R i ¥ VR T, ARAF I 45 i A 0 5 KBr#% 1 ¢ 100 Ji i LLIR A TR B il AE e, F
LI AR 2T ARG TE AL (IR Prestige-21) I 22 DOM FYLT AN, F148 B 505 Bl 500—4000 cm ™, 3% BOR;
JZ 0.01 em™, FEASGIE LS 32 R A MR 2], IR H,0, CO, KA KIRE 2 [ IE G B4 6154
BT I Y% 75 S (B AR IS T
1.3 DOM Wit K 556615 43t

LR AN S i AN = 4 5¢ 61 (3D-EEM ) 5% F Horiba 23 7] Aqualog®2¢é Y6 G i A b4 70 & . 244
FE 7 1 OGS RS I T AR Y B SE 6 T vk AN -AT WL OEIE DL Milli-Q 7K R ZS H, 10 mm A7 3%
Fb 4 ILAE 230—800 nm 3 [ N 434, 181 F& 1 nm, LA 355 nm AW U R 20 a(355) Fn A (2 DOM A1 % e
J& 5 966 L Milli-Q /K A28 I, & W K (Ey) Y [l 230—450 nm, 3 5 5 nm, & 5 9% K (E,,) JE
250—620 nm, 15 S B0 IHE] 3 s, JeWE N 150 W JE R A RINET, RS A ShA% I 3 A A7 8 5
DOM ¥ B LLEA LK (TOC) R, 2K LA ALK 7 1Y (multi N/C 2100) P22 .

1.4 DOM X 7k F S AL 5% i Ul

— Mk, FEA KR TOC e BEAE 5.11—19.42 mg- L2, (HAE 5 B Sk K ik o, s it A HL & &
Al LA IR 37.28 mg LR, H Ok (o 52 56 25 S o B i, K $E EUAT 1 DOM H I 46 7K 43 51l i 2 TOCpon=
10 mg-L™', TOCpon=50 mg-L™" & F. /KM SR A W FEAE 0.03—2.00 pg L0725 fE AN 5 Y (1) 4 A
DA R I SR ASC e G RS A SI2 56 B HgCly 45 WK W 3 4 IR S 56 66 52 43 501 15 24 100, 200, 400, 800,
1600, 3200 ng-L™". DOM ¥ W 5K iE W 4% 1:2 IR HOIR &35, EIRAM T 3R 2 4, i w50
N, SR FH O S0 Mg 4 20 g8 37 (M Z8 A — R AR A SO A5 (GC) — 1% JR 1% 56 (CVAFS) 35 I 7
MeHg 7 i, 7775 IS 88.2%—108.4%, 777445 1147 (0.045+0.003)ng L', K 11 BR >4 0.009 ng-L™". HX
BRSO RE T 3% 58 Teflon ZEIRH T, 125 °C IMERZEIRIM, 1 <M 9 MeHg Bl AUk A A VoK B
A H BRSO s B 28 AR B B P E 5 & 80 mL, fil A NaBEt, &7 % M 2544 F I 17 min J5
AR, fff MeHg & #E7E Tenax 4 L. K Tenax 45 A 5K (BROOKS RAND Model T, 3 [ ) il & # i
1 MeHg & fi. SCO0 331 12 AN 3, DUR 21K 5 R ISR A o6 1R, [ b Rk 4 AR5 5000 i al
7K pH My 6.45, /K il A 21C.

1.5 Fdsab 5 54

K b PR H Microsoft Excel 2016, 1 SPSS 25 #4780 98 401143 81, P<0.05 &7~ 45 41 Ab ¥ 2 [6] 17
1 2525 5, BRI HI/E R Origin 2018. MeHg SE 50 4% 10% (V-4 T4AE, A50bR 1 i 26 -0 7 25 1 &
B, X B iE AT BT e AaE . o3B3 2R O AR X AR A 1R 25 < 4.5%.
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2 %55 59718 (Results and discussion)

2.1 ¥EVR DOM 2L AN RERFE

Mk 7758 X 135 DOM MZLAMEIERRE WAL 1 R, 3 DOM 7E 3415 em™ AbA —> B b i i
U, A O—H [ 44z g = A B0, R IA TR DOM & A 3 2 R 3L, 16 H B0 AE 2850—3000 cm ™ Ab 11y
W S, A i % C—H A 45 PR 3l (B 45 —CH; . —CH,— B 45 ), UiB1iZ DOM H i f77E iR
O 2 Y R 7 FR Y, H BRTE 1645 em™! i1 1408 em™ Ab A WG 43 51 X6 13 C=C, C=0 il COO— ¥ {4
Peoh, 824 cm™ Xf N FRFR T OH W4k 5)y, VLB S DOM "R FRFL A Bk 6 . 1% DOM 7ERAE S5
FAEH Y 1250 em™" &b B0 T 3 B ik iy g AC g, 6 WIS AE AR R IN DR LB (1 AR 3R, 6T DOM. R T &
A —E RS F LS. WAE 1055 em ™ BT B T 2408, BWE A2 Y C—O fifhr, X
W5 DOM ] RE & A A2 BRRK AL & W sk s VY 2 MR B2, Ak, 7E 610 em™ Ak Wil
B DOM H ] BB 557 Bk e 28 47 o 2.

3415 2926 1645 1408 1250 1055 824 610

Transmittance/%

i H 1 H L | H L H H ' 1 H H |
4000 3500 3000 2500 2000 1500 1000 500
Wavenumber/cm ™!

B 1 ¥ DOM ZLAM G E
Fig.1 IR spectra of DOM from algae
2.2 IR DOM WIS K e i Ak

EA T8, =456 6%k X DOM (1 APk HL 5 A5 54, nl LUK 1] DOM Ff AN ] 26 2 1
DGR, JEXT DOM FPEEAT <48 BOR B A % T B, B 28 2 W T A8 &4+ DOM 1y
FECOL AMFFE rp, LS B P 2 5 AN (& 2), 430 &8 T 286 JE R8P R 28 50 6 A
(E/E=260 nm/380 nm) K48 4N X 25 78 R 96 e s 96606 B (E/E,,=275 nm/320 nm) S SR 7%
TGl DI C (E/E,=335 nm/420 nm) A 7] WLOGIX 28 5 i 9 s 95t% M (E,/E,,;=320 nm/406 nm)
AR W TR T Sl s ¢ T (E/E,,=275 nm/330 nm) Ay 25 (0 & 1R ¢ I LT, 4458 eI i B I,
72 1. NEEVE DOM =4k 55t 15 1 ol g2 21 1) 242 6 Ui B T 3R DOM 4 i &2 4%, Ho el 14l 2 7]
PIE , 325 DOM Hh2 8 H B9 G R BT 1 48 i iy MR W o B2, Ui B8 DOM. Hh i 11 B 28 20 43 B o5
Lo K. % L HA S A DOM AT RLR (SR 1), 1% 3 DOM TEA ML AL 5 H A2 A DOM FA7E K
K25, HA LA/ B AR T o0k A i 2% DR U DOM, 3X 1] BE 2 T fa 4Dk v AR i i A9 45 #L ST
K.

32 5T AT T I B DOM 58 A0 W WA 3 RRAIE 2 8, JF 5 H A R U DOM i 47 EE
SUVA,s, # IR FAE DOM 135 &4 K/, HAB K, DOM 135 & (LR FE b 51 . SUVA,q 3 5 R 32
fIE DOM i 7K 4 B = 1%, 5 8 7K 1 41 43 52 0E A G K 3R 5 SUVAgg 55 SUVA,s, 19 28 16 i 5 — 3k, BD
DOM J5 7 P i, FL /K Pt B ). Her 2509 AORF 5T 45 HL 32 0, 8 U7 DOM & A7 38 2 (1 8 1 N 2 0
R TT. XA R MRS AT 0B, & B Fh 3R DOM ) SUVA {E#R(SUVA<0.7), i)
W18 DOM How 5 40 SRR i Z2 8 S RN AR 1 B2 A AL o e oy LA R, T Xof 5 A7 i e 2 v 1)
FE TR S W) BT o LA /N, 3 = G 5 SO i A I 45 SR — 3, 15 Her SE0F 58 45 R AHATF. Gl &R
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Sy75.205 F1 Sg FI 0] [ B DOM 43 F 1 K/, HAB /N, DOM 43 F 58 K. 3 DOM 1K 1 6k Ab R
KW H P EHEL R TR, 3 — L 303 TE DOM oK 4: 1 228 F1 4 A T 254 HLY R 1A AE.
FHEE TR . S 28 R R 288 vh DOM, % Fh 35 DOM J5 75 AL R B &I, DOM i & 5 7K 1k 20 43 ¢
A AR L 1 LG K P g e T 2 RIS Y K U DOML

Emission/nm

250 300 350 400 450
Excitation/nm

2 B DOM RIS i
Fig.2 The typical fluorescence spectrum of DOM from algae

R 1 B DOM 1 =4E5LTE S 8 S HoAb ) i i AL

Table 1 Comparison of fluorescence spectrum parameters of DOM from algae and other substances

e Y¢IE58 I Fluorescence intensity Btk
Sample Al Bl Clits M Tig Reference
T 1676.997 6602.269 555.7842 554.12 6983.214
R 3907.102 7271.814 1365.201 1385.843 8430.851
e 1101.748 406.4782 543.4348 621.5693 476.2074
F A E 4620.591 4620.591 2556.576 2796.668 9931.703
LRI 441813 — 38.369 — 2482.543 [38]
Ed 561.215 — 2257.619 — 6516.400 [38]

FR 2 HTE DOM M /MR KOS S

Table 2 Comparison of Ultraviolet absorption spectrum parameters of DOM from algae and other substances

Sikrcngp!le a(355)/m™ SUVA,s,/(L-(mg-m)™) SUVA,4/(L-(mgrm)™) Shis00s Sk iﬁiéﬁfﬁ
T 1.1965 0.6559 0.6935 0.0337 3.3698

R 0.5684 5.9047 5.7391 0.0243  2.4256

Il 0.1205 0.0207 0.0167 0.0100 1.0000

2 fif 2.0750 0.1569 0.1563 0.0100 1.0000

MR 0.345 1.893 1.805 [38]
FEAAE 0.880 2.596 2.519 [38]

2.3 A[FHE DOM Xt 5k F 3Lk 52 i

CL A W52 2 W1, DOM X 7k H 4k i 52 ) 5 A7 SUTET P, He 5811 A AT MILJST AT LABR oK FY L A i 72
o B AR, TR #E 5K ) MeHg #5747, [A]BS, B F DOM HgiK HA Pl 73 5 He 45 & e 18
59, X7 Hg2 VG PEFZ 3 /0N, A A F 5Kk H 64k & 4292 1 Chirenje %% AR, T DOM H &4 R EFEEE
AL WAL ERE AL, VT LU 4 R R 7 R 2B AR I, BRARORTE K M v B iR B8 A% Ak, DA FR 1 i FP 4k
2, 55— J7 1, DOM W3R /KEY S He 45 G RE 1, mT LARRK AR rh 2 5 - W 340 1Y 55 1
W B, T DAY 55 R F A ad AR e Ak, A — SR gE R B, KR MeHg & B SBEE ALY & EE
T W N SR F N, S EE DOM 76 K- AR EE b o] DLl B SeAL i gk A7
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3 @R T EA A R U B K- T, DOM #e B %) MeHg 7 4= OS2 . 1 18 3 1T DL Y, AN [m) oR ik i
T DOM X 7 F BEAk 14 5 Wi AN AH [R). B 5 5K W B 14, %o R ZH MeHg 7™ A i B i G i, 3 nl g2 i 1
S IRBE SR A IR U E Y, FE W DOM fEAE R AT, Il P i B Bt & 5 He? RO A AR
MeHg. 157 S 3 IR Mk BE SR % W (THE=<200 ng-L™"), ¥s il DOM F 4L #E 20 MeHg 7= A= 5 X HR 4,
RO Fhvk B2 DOM #1423 1 MeHg 19772k, HAZ HEAE A 2] i 2 /K F-(P<0.05) , X AT GEJ& T DOM H
T CHEBEAITT LR Aok W 3 Ab i A5 i F SR, 2 55 0R W A S Bz, 8 T 0 5K R A ol = A A1 AR
FH . Bt 7R e 32 87 T8 (200 ng-L'<THg<800 ng-L™"), flk#¢ &£ DOM(DOM, ) Jr 2 {4k ity FF JL AL 44 mT B
AR DA R F Ak B oK, PRI L XS MeHg 9 7= A= 42 R RUR A i 35, A 5 560 BE 2L 56, T i ¥k
J& DOM(DOMys,) Fi T 4 i, Hod & C BB 82 22, mT USRI JE 6 22 ) W 3R A6 0, T4/ 6
PR I AR A, H MeHg 77 A i 2 v T B AL, A B R vk B DOM X 5K Y 4k 11 3 i = A=
T 225 (P<0.05) ; T 7E 3 1 R M B 254 F (THg>1600 ng-L™"), ZEZS Il DOM f4 4b H4H , MeHg 7=
A g B AT X AL, B FR v B DOM ¥ 36 81 30 i) MeHg A= Bl , 90 il £ FH 3k 210 4 8 3% K
(P<0.01). IHF DOM X 7 F B Ak Ay 5 i S22 300 H 0 55 R AEOR MR B8 % 0 I AR S (9 e 34 3 AT BRI Fh T OR MR B2
R, DOMs i B A At JE 25 12 Ok F S4B 755K, H DOM . Hp g K M o 45 /0, K s K 9
FIAL AT 5 He R A4 A, A e 25 1 B i B 1 Ik BEREAIR, 2= 5 W 2R He? T 1 %Ik, DOM 2%
I i B R R PR T A, S BUA TR T MeHg & i FRARAY 55— LA AT BB 2 th T M R TR
b v, B A AR A 7 A AR, S BUSAE W R R

] control a
06k DOM;g
Il DOM;,
&~ a
-
o 041
£
\%b
p-
) bb
02} a b

NNNNNNNAN

7
1
100 200 400 800 16

Cryy/(ng-L7)
Bl 3 R[EMR R R WAEAS R DOM B2 T 11 FY B OR % 1 it
DOM,p: TOCpon=10 mg-L™'; DOMsg: TOCpoy=50 mg-L™; #1 X B— RV BE A T ARk BE DOM 22 543477,
7R B 22574 (P<0.05 )3
Fig.3 The variation of MeHg concentrations at different DOM and mercury concentrations
DOM,;p: TOCpon=10 mg-L™'; DOMsp: TOCpon=>50 mg-L™"; This diagram shows the difference of different concentrations of DOM for a single
mercury concentration, different letters represent significant differences;
4 AN A HEEE DOM 78 74 e HE AN [+ B X6 BB S e Al 3 (%MeHg ) B RZ M. 45 2R R W, BE&
R FE TH i, Tois S h B IE J2 5 i DOM 1y b BRA, HY G S 5 Ak 30 34 52 I 5 (R B AR ) i 32, o AR
2H %MeHg Hi 0.113% &2 0.025%, 43 il DOM [ AL H 4 %MeHg 435l M 0.18% 1 0.257% [# % 0.009%
H10.008%. 7£ THg<200 ng-L' i, 5 X} BEALAH L, 70 DOM ¥ 0] LI4E &5 MeHg MO F5 L3, #E 8l THg )
MeHg 95472, H DOMs, {2 HEAE L DOM, o ST, 7E PSR UL T 20 51l T 0.077% A1 0.016%.
TE P R B 4544 T (200 ng-L'<THg<800 ng-L™"), DOM,, X} T IHg 1] MeHg ¥4tk 3 A B A 520, 1M
DOMs, 15 3 B %5 i 35 1942 24 i, %MeHg ] L ik 3] 0.093% £ 0.065%. THg ¥ & i — 4 Tt &,
DOM A X% A7 3 B 42 7k I IEAL RO BE 1, e MR AR 1 P ok % A %, H: %MeHg S T R U
DOM HyxF HRZH, il 177k ] MeHg #44k, IS AR B DOM X 7k FH KL AL B 20 22 57 A B .
L35 o3 Hr ARk B2 DOM X o AR 2 45 21, w] A4 1 H 5 DOM 1 THg Jit f Fo =2 [A] 1% R gk
. WE 5 fros, BEE BT DOM &t B W K, W0 MeHg F2 A0 AR 52 U XG94 550 IR
AH L, 7F DOM : Hg<15625 i, 75 i1 T DOM F{ 4k PR 24H %MeHg 5 %F BE 4 JC B i 22 57 (P>0.05) , 1fii bl %5

0 3200

=
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P DOM & 2 TH 5, £ DOM : Hg>15625 i, DOM i e ik 7% o MeHg HY%: 1k, H %MeHg Lt
2 A 0.60—1.79 £, X 5 2B 5005 Y 5 45 2R — 3. Markus 551 Xf 7K 5 DOM 145 & P17
WE5E, & BLAE DOM : Hg=500 B, % W oK JL-F- 23 A4E FH T DOM L (95 45 & 0 s, Bl b i 38 K,
DOM L 2s A4 i B 4id &, DOM 5 Hg NP R A% A 1ER. ARSLE0 frik Hf DOM @ Hg W B 5K
T 500, L TCie DOM Frig /0, H B4 A7 S B iR B AN, (K & DOM Hr FE SL At AR B A BR, A
B LA R OR B B B DOM & g i ok, b R & C B ReBIVE N A, = 5ok
H LAk SN, #E 8l T oK [ MeHg IO H6 A0, fal/NFA SE U BIFSY T B 30008 BB P oK A AL 5 R A A
H, %% B8 DOM H 25 5 w5 A= W0 A FH B 2888 1 41 0 2 Hg? By s A AL A7 4. PR L 7E SC 56 DOM IR 3 4
I, b i B WRE RS 5 Hg™ 456, 4 He™ A= Wy ml R, 4k 4l i v v b ok iy F Bk Ak, HL
DOM H IR B K 45 # -t n] LA Al 0K TR B8 =5 1 A= T ok, A2 1 MeHg 77/

03r 030f
—o— control s DOM
—o—DOM, 0.25F —o— control ﬁ
—— DOM;, ©
£ 020
£ o2f £
E Z 015
/ \
5 S o0} AR F
- [N\ /
S 0.05} A % / N
B N\ ~d
of -
) X . . : : PO PSS S &S
0766 200 400 800 1600 3200 VAT AT ED S @SS
Crug/(ng-L™") DOM:Hg
B4 AU RIS AR AR DOM ¥ BT (i F 385K 5 AN[F DOM : Hg #eFE LU 5 F iy FE BOR 44k %
Ffp % Fig.5 The ratio of MeHg to THg at different DOM:Hg

Fig.4 The ratio of MeHg to THg at different DOM and

mercury concentrations

3 %518 (Conclusion)

(1) hlb FR5E X U5 DOM 3= %2 Hy 248 i 7 ot AN S 28 1 o R RS B 4l g, e s A i e o LL
BRI DOM & A ¥k, 3L W3 5 &/ C=C B R, v e A RIRZL . IRk 5
EALG P FBE R S A5 5T ; DOM 5 AL AR BE AR, T & B /K PR B4k A0, Koy Z MR 2R i &
.

(2) AN [FSR M EE TS, DOM Xf 7Kk I BE AL i AS [m]. 765K MR B BAIRET, DOM | & C B g AR A 2R 4it
PACRT G 250 1 oKk TP R AR B s BB R MR B T, S Rk B2 DOM 4 (3t iy PP R A s A ), IR0 i R vk 2
DOM & A W] A A FH, 1 Wk B2 DOM /5 REAIE i oK F Ak O Mk B2 1T 5 B, DOM. Hp Rt SR K 1 ) Jox
5 IHg 454, WA 7 v Wb THg 75 7E, DAl 51 FY 224k,

(3) R[] ¥ B2 DOM Xif 7R B Ak 1o 78 1) 52 Wil AN 58 4 A (). 76 = SR Mk BE S L P, DOM 1 4% &4 3%
I B OR F AR 0 a5, T AE AR R Wk BE Y L 9, DOM L 28 S Al or 4 v TR A A %, B
DOM 1 g H S AR A RIS A VR 4 25 (12 1 SR A R Ak, 28 iR AR T et A RIS 4G RS B (R 52 il , AR
SR T v TR R B R T W DOM. 44 SO, T DA S5 30 56 3% 1k o &, I 282 1 L AR R Wk B VA /N
DOM ¥ i # B #E 1 T A5
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