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Abstract: Objective: To understand the current situation and level
of mercury pollution in main aquatic products in Maoming area,
so as to provide the basis for quality supervision and safe con-
sumption of aquatic products. Methods: Ten kinds of aquatic
products commonly consumed by residents in four districts of

Maoming were selected as the evaluation objects according to the
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questionnaire. The total mercury content of the samples was de-
termined by atomic fluorescence Spectrophotometer, pollution
degree assessment, dietary exposure assessment and health risk
assessment were carried out by single factor pollution index
method, weekly average exposure per unit weight and target haz-
ard quotient respectively. Results: The results showed that
42.95% of the residents were not aware of the harm of mercury
pollution in aquatic products. and the total mercury content in 10
kinds of aquatic products ranged from ND~0.141 8 mg/kg, the
detection rate was 35.9% The total mercury pollution index (P;)
of 38 out of 39 samples was less than 0.2, and the weekly average ex-
posure per unit weight of total mercury was 0.090 9 pg/(kg « BW),
which accounted for 2.273% of Provisional Tolerable Weekly In-
take (PTWD). The target hazard quotient of total mercury in a-
quatic products was less than 1, and the average target risk factor
was 0.13. Conclusion: Overall, the total mercury content of 10 a-
quatic products in the Maoming region did not exceed the national
limits, and the level of mercury pollution is at a safe level, the

potential health risks are low and safe to eat.
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Table 1 Total mercury content in the sample mg/kg
[EETEUES B dh 24 TR L RigiEs HEXTY  mimihy  KEXis
WK UZE ] ND ND ND
g ND ND 0.095 8 ND
B ND ND 0.034 1 ND
K fa i £ ND ND ND ND
Fk I ND 0.013 4 0.046 2 0.044 9
4l 0.054 9 0.068 0 0.071 7 0.073 3
- Xt R N_D 0.141 8 ND N]?
F o 0.053 4 ND ND 0.025 8
MGERIARF YRR ND 0.012 3 ND ND
KRAKEMESY A ND ND 0.024 5 ND

t NDFRAKH.
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Table 2 Characteristics of total mercury content in the different kinds of aquatic products

YIS il AL Kt R B i 5K K it 58/ % SHIEH/ (mg « kg™
IR K 3 0 0.0 ND
T K A 20 9 45.0 ND~0.095 8
ClTES 8 3 37.5 ND~0.141 8
e QuSILY)| 4 1 25.0 ND~0.012 3
Sk R AR S 4 1 25.0 ND~0.024 5
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Table 3 Pollution index of total mercury in the aquatic products

FE A2 AR BEAXY  aMlitiy KXy PP

IR K AT Bk 0.005 0 0.005 0 0.005 0 0.005 0
g fn 0.005 0 0.005 0 0.095 8 0.005 0 0.027 7

AL 0.005 0 0.005 0 0.034 1 0.005 0 0.012 3

a% il 5 Aty 0.005 0 0.005 0 0.005 0 0.005 0 0.005 0
Fk I fa 0.005 0 0.013 4 0.046 2 0.044 9 0.027 4

G4t 0.054 9 0.068 0 0.071 7 0.073 3 0.067 0

_— Xf R 0.010 0 0.283 6 0.010 0 0.010 0 0.078 4
Kz i R 0.106 8 0.010 0 0.010 0 0.051 6 0.044 6

TR PR A 0.010 0 0.024 6 0.010 0 0.010 0 0.013 7
sk R RBAK Y il #41 0.010 0 0.010 0 0.049 0 0.010 0 0.019 8
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Table 4 Weekly exposure to total mercury in the aquatic products and percentage of PTWI

) BORMPH &R C,/ JE ¥ SRS A HE A R ik & PTWI iy
FE it 44 B
(mg + kg™ W./(pg kg !« BW™ 1) i/ %
B fa 0.005 0 0.020 4 0.510
oy figs £, 0.027 7 0.113 1 2.827
16t 0.012 3 0.050 2 1.255
g} 11 0.005 0 0.020 4 0.510
@Kk 0.027 4 0.111 8 2.795
Grefn 0.067 0 0.273 5 6.838
X 0.039 2 0.160 1 4,003
F i o 0.022 3 0.091 1 2.278
I 0.006 8 0.027 8 0.695
Bl 1 0.009 9 0.040 4 1.010
CpibEy 0.0223 0.009 2.213
2 4 AT, 10 oK 7= i SR 1 ) X BT 1A TR R R x5 KFERBERNBREERY
YR M PTWI 7 4 pg/ (kg « BW) ;& 2 01 Table 5 Target hazard quotient of total mercury in
JeL £ 3 AT 58 5 0 87 PTWL 9 )0 5 . 30K 4 4 the aquatic products
HF. 8P bR 4 TR R A9 A Ok R R asm  CERER Gk R
0.090 9 g/ (kg » BW) . f PTWI i) 2.273% . J& 5 % &t 14 (me* ke )
L) 0.005 0 0.029
M B AR T PTWI 320, & oA, 30 56 44 i K o £ 0.027 7 0.162
e TR . AL 0.012 3 0.072
2.6 BERRKITMG B £ 0.005 0 0.029
B2 5 ALK R R G E AR L R 3 R(THQ) 8 e 0.027:4 0160
ANF LR B ARG R ECh 0.15. 10 Fk ™ i o e e -
2 £ 0 LB 62 4 R O 75 LN S UF L T 8 K ) i 0022 3 0150
fh, oAt 6 FhoK ™ A BARE B RECIMR T 0.1, Bk E HE I 0.006 8 0.040
T 44 H X 10 T K 7 ot v AE 0 4 R XU B A T L 2 e B il £t 0.009 9 0.006

FHI 6L 4 22 1 s HEJRL IR, T 425 L R £ 01 BT 0.022 3 0.130
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