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Mercury in Woody Plants in the Area Suffering Combined Pollution by Zinc

Smelting and Cholor-alkai Production

ZHENG Dong-mei"?, WANG Qi-chao' ; ZHENG Na'?

(1. Northeast Institution of Geography and Agricultural Ecology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Changchun 130012, Chinas 2.Graduate School
of Chinese Academy of Sciences Beijing 100039, China)

Abstract: The mercury contents of the 154 samples of woody plants belonging to 13 different sites in Huludao City were investigated. Mercury
has severely polluted the woody plants. The mercury content in the leaves of woody plants was 0.029 ~ 2.700 mg*kg ™', with the mean value
0.182 mg*kg™" . The mercury concentrations in the leaves were in the order of: plum > pear > willow > fir > elm > locust tree > clove > poplar
> pine > cypress. The mercury content in stems was 0.009 ~ 0.342 mg*kg™ ', with the mean value 0.066 mg*kg™"' . The mercury content in
stems and leaves was correlated positively and notably, leaf > stem. The mercury content in plants was related to wind direction and the distance
between plants and polluting source. The nearer to the polluting source; the higher content of mercury in plants. All these showed that the
atmosphere deposition had notable influence on the mercury content in plants, and the Zinc smelting factory was the main source of the mercury
content in plants.
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Fig.1 Distribution of the sample sites
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Table 1  Mercury concentration in plants/mg*kg~
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Table 2 Contrast of mercury in plants between Huludao City and others country or area/mg*kg ™"
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Fig.2 Hg content in the stem and leaf of plants
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Fig.3 Relation of content in the stem and leaf of plants
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Fig.4  Mercury content in plants in the study area
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Fig.5 Mercury content in soil in the study area
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Table 3 Grade of mercury pollution in plants
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