DOT :10. 164617j. crki. 1000 4734. 2007. (2. 018
27 2 oo 2% R Vol. 27, Na 2
2007 6 ACTA MINERATOGICA SINICA Jun ,2007

: 1000-4734(2007) 02-0218-07

BT, BHORE, AFAL A HEe’

(1. . . 400050; 2.
550002 )
7.1~47.9 ng/L; 0.16 ~2.50 ng/ L; 0.25~2.43 /L, .
< 9
X142 A
» » 1980 ) )
20 60
. 5 . . .
(4. 20 70 0, . .02 m'"*M,
( ) .
[514
, 1985
(20 199
« 2 [20 i
(1]
,20 80 90 s )
[16-18
1
- 2006-10-29
: (KZCX3— SW ' '
—443); ( : 40473049) 1 (1), 8

(2005 .3 ..)



(1) (RHg) . ( DHg) -

2 219
(2005 8 )
10 L Nisiki
4m s
21 . +pH. (DO)
(2 (TDS) . (EC).  (Sal).
N
=E-$0 f
ol
|
B
(&} LY
Pl i é
ORFEA i
s
0 500 1000 m
1
Fig. 1. Sampling sites in the Aha Reservoir.
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Table 1. The water quality parameters for input/ output rivers in the Aha Resewoir
1/ C pH DO/ (mg/ L) TDS/ (mg/ L) EC/ (MS/ an) Sal/ %
9.8 16.7 7.8 7.5 9.31 696 375 341 545 567 0.4 0.3
14.3 PA] 7.6 7.8 5.97 0. 68 332 309 543 610 0.3 0.3
15.9 b 7.9 8 7.75 6. 66 618 573 1026 1101 0.6 0.6
15.7 21.8 7.7 7.3 5.26 3.68 427 43 715 844 0.4 0.4
15.3 26. 1 8.2 85 9. 87 372 38 300 645 623 0.4 0.3
13.9 24.5 8.1 81 8.8 246 383 383 614 614 04 0.4
4.1 22.7 7.9 7.9 7.8 4.0 420 391 681 726 0.4 0.4
: DO , TDS , EC , Sal
48%. ,
[ 2427]
[
[23]
(3 (r=
. , 0.979" ", n=10)( 2,
, 300 °
) 29
40
, DO 8 mg/ L, 2 30}
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7.1
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47.9ng/L, 19.6 ng/ L. 0 10 20 30 40 50
16. 8 ng/L,
i BF (og/L)
19. 9 ng/ L.
0.7~40.3 ng/L, 15.0 ng/ L; 2
12. 4 ng/ L, Fg. 2. The relationship between total mercury and
66%; 15. 4 no/lL., particular mercuty in Aha Reservoir rivers.
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Table 2. The different species of mercury in input/ output rivers in the Aha Reservoir( ng/ L)

4.7 39.9 7.1 17.1 22.9 9.0
3.5 10.0 2.5 2.3 4.7 3.2
1.2 29.9 4.5 14.8 18.2 5.8
0.21 2. 11 0.41 0. 47 0.8 0. 56
0. 10 0. 48 0.27 0. 16 0.70 0.04
0. 11 1.63 0. 14 0.31 0.0 0.52
0. 12 0.25 1. 02 0.30 0.57 0.25
6.2 332 11. 6 47.92 10. 8 9.9
5.8 3.8 8.1 7.6 10. 1 6.9
0.4 29.4 3.4 40.3 0.7 3.0
1. 04 2.36 1. 44 0.25 2.5 0. 16
0.35 1.2 0.17 0. 16 0. 40 0.08
0.70 1. 14 1. 28 0. 0 2. 10 0.08
1.92 1.23 2. 19 2.25 2.43 1. 96
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Fig. 3. The distributions of different species mercury in input rivers of Aha Reserwoir.
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Table 3. The input/ output amounts of different forms of mercury in Aha Resewoir rivers
THe DHg PHe TMeHg ~ DMeHg — PMeHg RHg /km?  /( mYa)
371.5 49 3225 25.5 12.5 13 12.5 47.1 2142. 47
12 8.5 39.5 4.5 2 125 2.5 51.5 2973. 4
39.5 267. 5 123 47.5 6 41.5 73 65.9 3803. 1
132 104 28 25.5 4.5 20.5 4.5 12.0 ©2.82
107 71 36 2 0.5 1 19.5 8.6 498.27
1123 574 549 115 25.5 88.5 152 185. 1 10710. 06
4 22 2 4 1 3 6
9% 850 147 114 41 3 187
1020 872 149 118 42 76 193
1966 ~ 199
; (2
33.0% 34.7%. s (r=
0.979 " ", n=10).
0
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THE INFLUENCE OF RIVERS ON THE TRANSPORT AND FATE OF
MERCURY SPECIES IN THE AHA RESERVOIR

BAI Wei-yang"*, FENG Xin-bin®, JIN Zhi-sheng®, SUN Li*, YAN Hai-yu’

(1. Chongging Institute of Technology, Bioengineering Acadany, Chongging 400050, China:
2. State Key laboratory of Ewironmental Geochanistry, Institute of Geochemistry, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Guiyang 550002, China )

Abstract; The Aha Reservoir is the drinking water source of Guiyang City. The waste water from coal mines was the main
pollution source in the Aha Reservoir before 1990” s. Aftetwards, mine waste water was dealt with, so much pwogress has
been made in controlling mine waste water pollution. Domestic sewage was the main pollution source in the Aha Reservoir.
The concentrations of total mercury are 7.1~47.9 ng/ L, those of methylmercury are 0. 16 ~2.5ng/ L, and those of wac-
tive mercury are 0.25 ~2.43 ng/ L. Discernible seasonal vanation of those mercuty species were obtained during the sam-
pling periods. Mercury in Aha Reservoir rivers was mostly associated with particulate mercury, total mercuty was evidently
wrrelated to particulate mercury. Now, the levels of different mercury species in the only output river — the Xiaoche River
are lower than those of input rivers. It is shown that the effects of deposition and purge in the Reservoir are properly obvi-
ous.

Key words: mercury; methylmercury; water; Aha Reservoir; seasonal variation



