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Abstract: Methylmercury concentrations of inflows and outflows in cascade reservois in Wujiang River were determined by distillation—
ethylation (GG-CVAFS) technique in 2006. The distribution and temporal and spatial variation of methylmercury were discussed. The results
were as follows: P( total methylmercury) ranged from 0. 07 to 0. 70 ng/ L and P( dissolved methylmercuty) from 0.03 to 0. 16 ng L in inflows.
In outflows P( total methylmercury) ranged from 0. 10 to 0.34 ng L and P(dissolved methylmercury) from 0.04 to 0.26 ng L. The obvious
positive relationship between O(total methylmercuty) and P(total suspended matter) was found in inflows, and P(total methylmercury) in high
flow was higher than that in low flow. P( total methylmercury) in outflows collected in summer and fall were significantly higher than those
sampled in winter and spring. The P(methylmercury) increased at several sites below resewoir because of the construction of cascade
tesewvoirs, therefore, it is possible that P(methylmercury) would increase dramatically with the development of reservoir.
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Table 1  The basic parameters of each resewoir
/108 m? 49.47 4.55 2.01 4.2 10.25 23.00
/km? 80.50 14.97 5.70 19.25 19. 06 47. 80
/a 3 4 2 14 B 28
1.3
pH? p( ) 9
( plONneer 65, ) ;
& ) :
( Elementar, High TOC
& ) M ) -
(GC — CVAFS) el
0.009 ngL, O ) )
o ) . SPSS

for Windows (11 5)

Fig. 1 Iocation of the sampling sites
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Table 2 Monthly variation of physical and chemical parameters

[17]

8.3~ 30.7 C.

[16]

(18.30%5.12) C,
8.0 mg' L.

)

(2.55+1.59) mg/L,

pH /C P( )/ (mge L=1) A )/ (mge L=1) A )/ (mge L=1)
1 8. 13%0.16 11. 60t 1. 35 8.85%0.54 0.7730. 21 1.9310.79
2 8.3210.23 11. 60%0. 81 8.6810. 41 0.7410.29 1.71£0. 70
3 8.25%0.23 14.1020. % 8.31%0. 41 0.82%0. 31 1.91+0. 2
4 8.5%0.16 16. 8013, 32 8.4610.38 0.8410. 32 2.44%1.30
5 8. £210.27 19.50+3. 29 9.67£1.8 1.13%0. 46 3.51£2.05
6 8.08%0.14 20.40%t2. 2 9.18%1.19 1.36%0. 57 3.71£1. 89
7 8.04£0.36 25.20%3.77 9.47%1.13 1.25%0. 34 3.01=1.32
8 8.10%0.50 25.90%3. 13 9.0610. 8 1.04%0. 42 1.71%£0. 83
9 7.83%£0.29 21.40%1.% 8.65+0. %4 0.90%0. 25 2.87%1.51
10 8.0510.35 20.50%1. 64 8.3%1.03 0.870. 31 3.5412. 48
11 7.91£0.32 18.00%1. 58 8.7510. % 0.7810. 33 2.11%1.06
12 8.0810.36 14.70£1. 63 8.93%1.13 0.72%0. 43 2.20%1.39
8.15%0.36 18. 30%5. 12 8.85%0.% 0.910. 42 2.55%1.59
2.2 0.03~ 0.16 0.04 ~ 0.26 ng/L,
2.2.1 X ) 48.4% 54.3%. R
2006 6 X ) Schetagne
, A ) “” ;
(0.14%0.06) ng/L, 0. 07~ 0.70 ( 64%).
ng/L; & ) A ) M )
(0. 17 £0.06) ng L, 0.10~ 0. 34 ngL. ( 3), .
& ) & ) ,
(0.07%0.03) (0.09%0.04) ngL, "
3 P( ) B )

Table 3 Comparison of total and dissolved methy Imercury mass concentrations in surface waters of

Wujiang River with other values reported in recent literatures

> P( ) (nge L7Y) 0 ) (ngeL™")
s Q0 07~ 0.70 0. 3~ 026 2006
Mimesota River, USA 8] 0.20~ 0.25 — 2001
Mississippi River, USA8] 0.24~ 0.35 — 2002—2003
Savamah River, USA!"! 0. 085 — 2000—2002
0. 420 —
Pra’ Rivi 2] 2002—2003
Pra River, Ghama 2. 378 _
Sacramento River, USA!?! 0.1 — 1995
0.3~ 0.5 01~ 04
i [22]
Carson River, USA 18 72 0.8~ 12 194
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Fig.2 Monthly varation of total methylmercury mass concentrations of inflows and outflows in cascade resewvoirs
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Fig.3 Monthly variation of dissolved methylmercury mass concentrations of inflows and outflows

in cascade reservoirs
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