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HEROYESR, BB KRB L. REES RS
il RIFERE, B EWHEN AKBREFATE
B E, 1956 4E B A & IRy /K 7% Bl 2 S R gy 45,
RERCRAEREN R EE, ZFHRMENR.

BETHESEANHEAKRKHREIE 1700t, 74
FREROTUAERE KR GERK.ERURMITR
%, kBT 8E> 1 AXERIFAREAK 12. ke,
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1.1 HaRk

1.1.1 KSER BARAFNMESHHERESR
R 15~60L KSFEEEDHT.

1.1.2 LHBER BRAREREMRERELRE
2kg , ¥ P94 341 B 500g, &R T BE 40 F TR L4 7 .
1.1.3 HYES RGN R SRR IR R E SR
F 50~100 K, B &R 5~7 ¥, Zk4  RE.60CHE
BT BB T R

1.2 MEH*

1.2.1 KEFRMUE KEEREVHERET
50mL £, 4mol HCI-NaCl BB B . E&
E BRI R, F F-732 R AU & .

1.2.2 +WEREWE Bt 100 HRFHE, 0
HNO;-H,SO, S KB B, K ERE .
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Table 1 Mercury contents of air and sotl at different distances
B 15 BAREE A m 50 100 200 300 400 500
The distance from contamnattve source(m)
= 3
K AR mg/m , 0. 0048 0. 0039 0 0028 0. 0021 0. 0017 0. 0014
Hg content of air mg/m*
PR .
KA RiR 16.0 13.0 9.3 7.0 5.7 47
Contaminative index of air
£(1~15¢ /
R~ T5em) R B me/ke 11.125 1. 250 0. 615 0. 340 0.182 0. 084
Hg content of surface soil mg/m®
tfﬂ‘(?gé?‘éﬁ 152. 4 17 1 8 4 4.7 2.5 1.1
Contaminative index of soil
» KT R AR = HE AR R T/ o RS AL VR (O 0003meg/m?)
* ¢ PSR R =R H R T /% - BOR # R (B0, 073mg/kg) .
%2 EXLHFAORLIHEEREEKE
Table 2 Properties and Hg contents of horticultural and agricultural soil
BRiFEX 5 R X HIGHRKX
T H Light polluted area Middle polluted area Heary polluted area
Ttem k- 3 g ok bl - e[t | A B ol 3
Hort. sail Agn. soil Hort. soill Agr. soil Hort soil Agri. soil
TR E
Hg content of soil (mg/kg) 0. 41 0.18 8.23 072 13. 88 2.78
L5 pH 7.20 4.90 7. 40 5. 77 7 50 6. 47
pH of soil
EHEAT LR , 24. 40 20. 20 40 0 21.3 28. 30 19. 00
soil org. matter content (g/kg)
T ECE . . .
CEC of soil (cmol /kg) 12. 69 23.94 16. 08 25 95 23.20 23 12
&3 BHETRFEHEHEYH 5 S KE (mg/kg)
Table 3 Hg content of leaves of evergreen and deciduous broad leaf trees (mg/kg)
W iRt
1w g Evergreen broadleaf trees Deciduous broadleaf trees
frem # i % ﬂ
Spring Autumn Spring Autumn
Ty &k
Average Hg content 40. 45 102. 50 17. 60 66. 50
% il 14, 15~103 80 33.90~248. 40 4.40~57. 80 12. 85~10
Range . 3. . . .8 . -107. 60
FEARKL
Sample number S 11 16 9
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&4 BEHHAOBEEAHEDH FEKE (mg/ke)

Table 4 Hg content of leaves of evergreen coniferous and broadleaf trees

FRE wagiErt
I H Evergreen coniferous trees Evergreen brcadleaf trees
Ttem E = % 5 %
Spring Autumn Spring Autumn
YR
Average Hg content 37.90 98. 82 40. 45 102. 50
NER il 16. 45~59. 35 84.41~113. 20 14.15~103. 80 33.90~248. 40
ange
A
Sample number 2 z 9 1
x5 FAMEARESHHHERE (ng/ke)
Table 5 Hg content of leaves of arbor and bush
F oA S
IR g Arbor Bush
Ttem = #* # #*
Spring Autumn Spring Autumn
A P AR 32.43 84. 41 19.58 80. 09
verage Hg content
§§Q W 5.02~103. 80 12.89~248. 40 4.40~50.15 15. 90~200. 60
ange
15 12 12 12

Sample number
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EY A S RERES, RAEDARIT
BRAREL, HRRT BRI EREX,
F* 6 R KFEAPHE AW EaNEZH
FWEETEMRITRMIAFEFER £,
HUHEEER . PEEFRSS /R T 5 51
KoDFFARPRIREEATHRHERIAL
B R TR BR A TR B R OR B RE T . aX 28
A FOAT DA O IO )it X oR A ol SR AR AE S B
BLIERMEFEMF., EERENERLTE
A ESRIE NG EELE R B M 58
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Fig. 2 Hg content of herb in polluted and control area
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*6 FRSERERSHRXEHHAMH A EKE (mg/ke)

Table 6 Hg content of horticultural plant leaves in heary pollated area and controlarea

R R
E#H% Spring Autumn
Horticultural plant BRE X R B X A B X & &
Polluted area Control Times Polluted area Control Times
W
Xk Cryptomeria 59.35 0. 059 1006 113. 20 0.134 845
Ficus lacor Hamilt 8. 62 0. 021 410 86. 34 0.103 838
Thuja orientails L. 16. 45 0. 066 249 84. 41 0. 348 242
-2
Camptotheca acuminata 15. 63 0. 035 447 72. 89 0.194 376
HERR
Plane irec 22.19 0.039 569 32.55 0.213 153
T E M
Firmiana simplex 5.02 0. 027 186 12. 39 0.134 92
pLip- £
INFRA Evonymus japonica L 14.15 0. 088 161 127.70 0.152 834
trd 51. 60 0. 030 1720 258. 30 0. 305 847
Palm
e 78k
Oloander 50. 15 0.113 444 20Q. 60 0. 289 694
wx 15. 83 0. 040 396 33.90 0. 061 556
Camellia japonica .
i3
P Pittosporum tobira Ait 14. 80 0. 039 379 40. 44 0. 048 842
SRR 23. 20 0. 063 368 106. 50 0.158 674
Buxus sinica cheng
l?ﬁ 6.19 0.016 387 14. 55 0.103 141
ose
Rhapis excelsa 35.10 0. 045 780 48. 07 0.170 283
x Salvia splenelens ker-Gawl. 86. 34 0.171 505
1]
Pot marigold 49.65 0. 026 1717
mEA
Corn poppy 20. 65 0. 098 211
EIN-
Canni L. 15.58 0.116 134
relig
%3 Boston ivy 13.73 0. 031 443 15. 90 0. 103 154
Monitoring and Assesment of Mercury Pollution in the
Vicinity of a Clinical Thermometer Factory
Pi Guangjie Lu Zhaohui Xu Ye
(Southwest Agricultural University, Chongging,630716)
Abstract Mercury pollution of atmospher, soil and horticultural plants in the vicinity of a clinical ther-

mometer factory was investigated. The results showed that mercury pollution of atmospher and soil de-
creased with the extension of distance from the contaminative sourece. The relative formula between air pol-
lution and distance was Y =0. 1076 —0. 0015 In X. The relative formula between soil pollution and distance
was Y =14456. 3319 » X% It was found that mercury contents of soils for horticultural use were 6 times

higher than that for agricultural use. Suggestion about tree planting around a mercury polluted zone was also

presented in the thesis.
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