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Abstract: 20 species of the local major producing marinefish in the eastern.and western coastal regions of Guangdong province were

selected for investigation of the total mercury and methyl
@

ury pollution of the marine fish. The direct mercury analyzer and the high

performance liquid chromatography-online UV reduction- cence spectrometry were conducted to determine the contents of the two

mercury species in 133 samples from 20 species of fi rachinotus ovatus, Silver sillago, Scomberomorus niphonius, etc. The total
mercury content (T-Hg) in marine fish-ftom eastern Guangdong was ranged from 15.35 to 201.68 ng/g, while the methyl mercury content
(MeHg) was ranged from 8.32 to 200.20ng/g, which accounted for 72.93% of the T-Hg content. Similarly, the T-Hg in marine fish from western
Guangdong was ranged from11.32 to 156.00 ng/g, while the MeHg was ranged from 11.05 to 155.60 ng/g, which accounted for 83.39% of the

T-Hg content. Neither of T-Hg MeHg from the fish-samples exceeded the GB2762-2017 China National Food Safety Standard in this study.

Methyl mercury is.the main speci mercury in fish muscle, and the average level of MeHg/T-Hg accounted for 76.45%. The varieties were

also found fro 0 aspects, including aphical diversities and fish category diversities.

Key deVl mercury; methyl mercury; nonparametric test; correlation analysis
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Fig.1 Total mercury(T-Hg) content in marine fish muscle from
western Guangdong

HE 2 nLEH, BRI KE THe &=
YL 15.35~201.68 ng/g, “FIIME (£SD) N 7232
(+48.70) ng/g, HHIfEHN 59.33 ng/g, & K-W 4EZ
WKL, 18 Fhifg/Kta T-Hg & ®AFAE L&
(p=0.0000), [&HFf (p=0.0069) Z 4k, [Flf
AMEEK L T-Hg T REZR (p>0.05),
[F] — IF H B SR R 114 (3] o o i ) RS F R/
Ko Horh, G681 T-Hg &8, 153 201.68 ng/g.
—RRIME, BT AR R E TR, R
A 5 BRI AR, A R AE AR T4
AN 2 RS R RN 23 B
. PRl ' Aok & et
o HARHRRE
A%W”ﬁLLﬁWt&%@M
KHTH U9k iR S B IR,
AR AR & S R R SO e B AR R VAR
BT/, A KRR K R S R E RS
e SRR
K-W 5 (H #56), 7EixdfgKear, S8R
b [X 3 7K 0 i TR 2 B (R R 2 I (=18.24,
p=0.0001), FH HiZX ik f 7Rk & s M r R/
P 558 —8: WatEms (81.21448.98 ng/g,

N=58) >tz (69.51447.59 ng/g, N=24), iX

— R SR A e — 3,

7

210
180
® 150
£
= 120
g
& 90
ol
0F o
N Y XY ¥ N
@?W$'§Ww%%#%~q?@§$*

B2 BREkBAATRE(-H) SR

Fig.2 Total mercury(T-Hg) content in.marine fish muscle from
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Fig.3 Proportion of MeHg to T-Hg (MeHg/T-Hg) in marine fish
muscle from western Guangdong
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Fig.4 Proportion of MeHg to T-Hg (MeHg/T-Hg) in marine fish
muscle from eastern Guangdong
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