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(HIB) . ZE/K¥Y (HIN) % 6 flt DOM W2H 55, KA B8 figk isf ] 42 U i U221 DOM M H W4 4 5
Hg AR A 5535, B HOG SR G Abad AR g i, DA b 32 55 R 15 ek H A 7= 22 e PR AR L B AR 3R
SRR, JEWYIIRBIETLL DOM 5 B R K, WS M T 2 IR T E S g N
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FHES, S FEE/A, AR P ILRE 1R, &MY ie e DOM i iR S0 AR FH ol , WS
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Spectral characteristics of dissolved organic matter derived from Azolla
imbricata in rice paddy and its effect on mercury methylation
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Abstract The dissolved organic matter (DOM) derived from Azolla imbricata, one of major
organic matter contributors in the rice field, plays an important role in the morphology and
transformation mechanism of mercury in paddy soil. In this study, taking DOM of 4. imbricata from
paddy field as research object, such advanced instruments as UV Absorption Spectroscopy and 3D

Fluorescence Spectroscopy were employed to characterize the DOM derived from A. imbricata
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which was sampled at different intervals during the decomposition of A. imbricata biomass. In
addition, six sub-fractions of the DOM (HOA, HOB, HON, HIA, HIB, HIN) were obtained via a
tandem resin setup. The DOM and its subfractions sampled from the different interval during
decomposition of A. imbricata were mixed with Hg** solution respectively, in an attempt to reveal
their effects on the mercury methylation process and thereafter provide theoretical basis for
improving the production safety of mercury-contaminated farmland. The results showed that the
highest SUVA,s, value of the DOM was observed at the initial stage (0 day) of the decomposition
experiment, followed by a sudden decline and slow rise as the decay of 4. imbricata biomass lasted.
Small molecular weight DOM increases in the middle stage of decomposition. In accordance with
spectral of fluorescence spectroscopy, the protein-like component dominated the whole
decomposition process, with a slight decline at the late stage. The humus-like component decreased
at the early stage and then increased gradually. The DOM derived form A. imbricata could promote
the methylation of mercury at different decomposition intervals. And DOM with high aromaticity and
small molecular weight has a stronger ability to promote MeHg production. It was at the initial time
of decomposition that DOM exhibited the strongest promoting effect on the production of
methylmercury, and followed by a trend of decreasing first and then increasing gradually. The
hydrophobic component showed a significantly higher capacity than the hydrophilic ones in term of
promoting the methylation reaction of mercury. Among six subfractions, HOB seemed to be the
greatest contributor toward the promotion of the methylation of mercury while the contribution from
hydrophilic components such as HIA and HIN was negligible, especially in the later stage of
decomposition.

Keywords mercury, methylation, dissolved organic matter, spectral analysis, sub-fraction.

K (Hg) & —Fh i PEAR SR ) B & @ 15 e, A mE B A YR 21k, %) Bk AWk, H
MELLFEAT A 8RR 1 IREE RS PR bR AR AT R, PR, BRIV R A AR Y S R
] B8 23 T BOU™ A0 PR 0] AR A B S SR O A HERIOE: PR v ok Y B R ORI, 3R E AR Ok HE R
2974 500—1000 t Z [8], 1976—2000 4 4 [a] 4 H £ 3 v 4 57 34 R Mk BE R 0.25(0.01—1.65) mg-kg ™',
2006—2010 4E][H] |- T+ = 0.47(0.0009—71.09)mg-kg™', 2011—2016 4FEMEA T FEW. (4 4 575 YLk
BRI A SRS s 3. [ R SR AR R IK 1.6%, Hodh A XA Tl X 4 3852 V5 YL A5t JiE e hy ™
HoRoR AR E TR E R &8 iR PR HIE 1.5 mgkg ' (GB 15618—2018). K M 5 HAL =K
B YIAR S, ToHL R A AR B 25 PR AR XA 557 , (G 70 R0 0K PR 058 45 116 T R 2 A i 2 T i 170 Y RO
(MeHg). MeHg J& —Fh 8 ML AR 8 1A MR LG W), 8 ot Wik & Lk A IR N, X Pk i 28 R 40
1 AR K G PR A MeHg 2 58 19 = 2L 72 S 8 K= b, A 98 4 7R R 45 15 e X I
NBEAEAE B FARE K 15 BB MeHg % #5885 LB () R, 35— & IRFT A 7 B A A KR Rt A I e
R EEY Z—, FH H TR P KHERE, ok ALt T A RIS 00 ), 58P . pH DL &
A Wy XA ] RS2 MR 438 rh ok 1) TR 64 7K AS MeHg ¥5 2% R) s £ 28 5 RS [ Bom Ak 2 ) e JRE OG0 . e
BN, FR [ 37 R 5 Ye Ak B3R 3.2 5 hm?, B4R AR P SR AR KR 294 1.85 42 kg, %o J B {44 i v 7
JEp.

BREAPLET (DOM) 'Y 2k | Tah i Y ak iAo i, HE5M 8 0%, A ZFEREH. DOM 154 B
SR E AT PR 7, BRI R | 285 . B T a4 A5 7 R R R AE b iy B e Ak, DU HE
K Il MeHg W54 728 . 141, DOM 0,43 e AR TR 1 Eh, pH!™ | fl A M0 aE 74 254, DT 52 ) 5 1) 5 4% Al
A el R . BT, OCF DOM X5k B BEEAL 52 B 5% i 77 43 . A 52 32 B DOM B I 35 B IR 9 A
YA O R AL R0 DOM & £ & M & B A A0, &5 Hg 45 &, BB RS i 61k 2% I hg v
Hg™ ¥4k He" By R 17, BEARAE Wy ml R FH A SR Wk 32, DT 410 i) MeHg 7 £E B, o A5 &8 43 i 5% %
DOM fefig i#f 7k Ak, K ik DOM & s34, iy ok F Ak i # 4 f1h 7e 2 i P SRR, 2 ik ok Y Ak
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KA. Ji—J7 1, DOM 5R B4 A r= Y e — & B LA 5 g i B W A A A, dE g 3 MeHg 1978
B, A, A AZAZ AR W5 e IR, DOM 119 Ji 5 Al R 2 255 ) 7 1) R Ak, DR A7 e M TR 58 1% B 1)
KA DOM Ji 5 AL 2 B2 B v 2%, MeHg 5t e FY R Ak 238 3053 v 1 B F 1) 5 0 ) K AR . R A 2P 420 4
B3 A [F] R DOM, 5% Hoxk 3 vh ok 1 W Bk AT S 52 ). 25 R 3R B, AR [A] >k I 1Y) DOM Xt + 3 bR
4 2 B0 4 A 41 oV P A T A 2 S 28 e S5 20 X e Ml % B XA () SR R A LA R 7K AR v o A 5
JEFFISE, UESE T AR IR AT ZH AL ) DOM X ok H AL 52 i AN [).

Z E AR T ok 0 e B LA R A T A T A0 V80Tt 7 R 55 ek 1 2 Wi, A X o DL S AL . JBR IS | P
A HLUAE 75 SRF R i, V402 (Azolla imbricata ) &=— P H WA 7K A= BRZEAE W), & WK W it
A, BA A, PR BE S W A A A AR AR IR A, FRIE VL SN OISR T A
Oy ¥ LR AE RS 2R 8. O A3 WF 58 B, W VL £ A8 18 B K AR g U5 Ak R R 45 T 1T A7 76 38 22 AR 34
Cohen-Shoel %% 5% F & Sr* V8 W (AR U BIF 55 WG VT 40 5 o 4 J8 8 145 B s e i BIL T, & BURS V120 41 it
BE T %) BH B8 25 5 S A AN R 3 | IR R A1 A6 B 4 S B HAT B W R AT, FRRE T IVTLLN 4R
(W B AILEE. JCAE iy 1) T B VLT © BUE T RE MUK I h 455 B 42 J8 ™7, 04 Cs. Sr. Ce 5%, HE &)@
SRR TLLLN 7 f5 4. 25 b, BUA BRI 24 h e VAL I A S IR BB S (i LA
Ko T T ) FHS 290 i 6 V20 Aot i ) R AT B 4 i A A5 B s i B 2 A it AL, EL G SR HH 3£k
T FEAEAR T S T 5t R WL AE . MBS U, WYL ZLAE K AR A, S AT S, K&
P 5 (AR 3 2o i L BRI TE AR AAR, $5abh 7= AR R Y DOM, X — S8 8 4 Ja 15 e ) i IR B Ak A7 = A
SZR. PR, A B SR T Y DX I VL1 J8 ff L 72 b DOM L2217 A RRIE#E T RGBS TEA LR
J fifp ik R b, LS5 R 5 A RO T R A O R DA T RO %) 1 U0 HE5E DOM X 5K H Ak 1 52 i B
A E X

AHFSE LAFE V.21 DOM 5T X5 42, #4855 76 7 B 2R Hii YT.21 DOM X 5K B 4k iy s e, () et
5G54T 5 W AH 3 43 B R, MBHIOUL A1 BE PR T 06 V121 DOM 21 5K HY Ak 1)V AL i A H: BT ik
&, DU R 2 5 5K 15 e B AR 7= 4 A SR AL S AR 40

1 MBS )7 (Materials and methods)

11 FESCRES 0P

PEIRRA b A 6 VL 210 3K 1 WV LAR A A T VAR BT SChe 2 3838, FH A B T K e LB 24 I,
TIE &R, 57 BIFREL 400 g BV L0 2 6 A~ 2 L BAR b, B bedh oA 1 L B4k, B REA R 37
AL AL N K VU AR PR U N PARAN Y S

SRS TR IS 0 L 15, 30, 60 . 90 | 120 d U AR, R 7R TG F8 i E . SR F KR #0031
PEHUHILLL DOM, K 1 g WETLLL S 30 mL B 2l/KIRA 5, 76 25 C fHIR 5 T4 4R 24 h, 18000 r'min™'
150 B0 30 min, BUEJZEE AT 0.45 pum SR, 58S VAR ED AW TTZT DOM, & T 4 °C vKAH IR AF
7% H.
1.2 DOM Y:igil &
1.2.1 3D-EEM )il

SHEDSOETEN E K H 37 F-7000 BI5EG 30O CEET, SUAOGIE R 150 W RUT, PMT B 700V,
WO PR AT TS R 230—450 nm, & HHE AT Rl 250—620 nm, B4 v N3G R YA S nm, WY
BN A B, FE S A 2400 nmemin . DU AEK N ZS [, FIBRHL S R EG R ECS, D o R AR R
FEH E
122 UV-Vis ti%

L AN E R P B 2 AR RT3 0 BE 3 UV-2600, 348 3 1K g 230—800 nm, 374 8] 5
1 nm, ¥ 254 nm &b B9 % 38 FE 5 DOC B AR IE A SUVAysy, Sars_ 205 Fil S3s50_a00 73 LT 275—
295 nm FI 350—400 nm I Bl N B TR RLZ, B Sy75205/S350 400 I LLIETT A Sk
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1.3 DOM 45043 B

A 5% 2K F Amberlite XAD-8. XAD-4 K fL# fif . BIO-RAD AG-MP-50 11 Fll FH 2§ + 52 46 ) B
DUOLITE A-7 [ F 22 ## fig, A4l DOM 76 A [FA% Big b W B 6B 07 A 25 S5, 8 I 40 B3 s 7K kv
(HOB) . Hi/KRM:H (HOA) . BizK H 4 (HON) | /KAL) (HIB) | SE/KFRMEY (HIA) | sEK i)
(HIN) 6 F A HLLH 57
1.3.1 M HEAE Tikb 2

F 3 A5 R ARFR (24 200 mL) (4 95% £ 537311 & Amberlite XAD-8, XAD-4 KAL# i, 5 HIHE 4l
AR 2 G W TCEE . F 50 °C B 2Lk R 2R Uk FH B T B B T BR, Uk E IR VRV TG U5 K TR
e AR IEHE, IR IE N 5% (M)A E AL AN (NaOH) F1ER iR (HC) #E4T —URIE Tk, VAR -7K -Bk-7K -2 14 Iy i
VR PR B 12 3 B, DABR-7K -8 -7K -5 ¥ T 75 15 B 285 - S B A i, e i FH AR 4K T ok 2 b vk, b3S
(AR i 2 R AT
132 DOM 443438

2757 B 2 B Leenheer 55233 Jy v 30 LA gedk, 38 1 % shEREZE K DOM Jil A XAD-8/XAD-4 #4f
RE A, A 0.01 mol-L™" 1 0.10 mol-L ™' ) HCI J & XAD-8 # Jg #1: 15 21| 21 43 HOB, XAD-8/XAD-4 i iH}
JEIKIR AL 2 pH=2, SR J5 38 i A B, # XAD-8 REARHLHE A A8 AT, FH s 2R U4 A5 1) HON. K 3t B
IREWE—La 45, F 0.10 mol- L™ NaOH JZ ¥t XAD-8 g5 35453 HOA. | T JLF A i 36 K /Ny 1
HBBEW B TE XAD-4 I, PRt fd ] NaOH Bt #LST, 77 pH J5 28 A B3 7 28 3 i, 11 0.10 mol-L™
27K (NH,OH) J k45 %] HIB, i tH ¥ %% A BH 25 ¥ 38 #e 44 B8, A 3.00 mol-L™" 1 NH,OH Jz P15 £ HIA,
HIN 3 35 2l 7K ke B S 7 38400 i I K A% . 0T 3R A% 1430 20 43 FRE % 78 K ALHE 40 °C R 40,
1.4 RI[A]JE et a] DOM V20 43 % 7% B RE Ak i) 52 i

W58 A 6] JE i IF 1] (0L 15 . 30, 60, 90, 120 d)DOM & H:ilF 4H 43 it DOC He Ji, s B 2 AH Rk i 2.5
mg L', fii il 1000 ng-L ™' AASER K (Hg(NOs),) % W, #£ 100 mL 2505 H i A 50 mL () DOM %3 41 43
VRN 25 mL Hg T, 767 RSB A R R 9% 24 h

SR FH o 21 M 45 09V 57 09 5 v (R IR - L R 85 & SO 6315 1% I+ 986, CVAFS ) 7 BROOKS
RAND {7 AY 12 MeHg i vk FE (5 % [FTIBCR A 88.2%—108.4%, J5 %45 11 °4(0.045+0.003 )ng L',
I fIRAE H B 0.009 ng- L) . UG SR 45 L i T R DU SR £ 28 180 T, 125 °C 7848, f MeHg & 4 T4
WO K 2R A 2 U P I 2 2 2 80 mL, HILA ZR- 2 W4 (HAc-NaAc) 28 iz TR DY 2, 3 i
R4 (NaBEty) 155, %% P F b — B et () 38 A &0, 1 MeHg & S 7E Tenax 45 L, 2 #6 & HH  MeHg &
S AR S 1 A S AR I D 22 < 9%.
1.5 B ab 3 5 by

GG R 43 R Fl MATLAB R2020b 44, H1 SPSS 26 #E47 5088 851143 #r, P<0.05 26755 4% 2H 4b 3
Z B FEAE B3 22 5, B Ab B R FH Excel 2019, (K221 1E % ] Origin 2019.

2 75 54118 (Results and discussion)

2.1 SIS i I IR] 96 YT 2T DOM K HT7 20 43 %of 71 Y Ak ) 5%

Ji& 2t B VLT DOM ] ¥4 A MLk (DOC) ¥k J3 1 2 AR AR Ak (36 1) S fg w1 s st (0 d) B
YLZ1 DOC fH A K. JEf#HT 15 d, DOC A7 B i PR T Bk %, 15—30 d B K, BiJ5 DOC Rk 2~
Rk A, [l 1 R R [R) 5 figt Bt [R5 YT. 21 DOM Xt oK H B4R 52 45 5L . KR8 il DOM X B4l MeHg 7=/ i Ky
0.0213 ng-L™", ¥ DOM 35641 MeHg 7= A 8 = T X FR 21, Ui BA S [v] J8 £k Fsf 1] 396 V.21 DOM 34 REAIE F
R 3 Ak . H H A T 396 V.41 DOM 2 5K F 3L BE 7 % 3, 7 ) MeHg & 0.09 ng-L™", Fifi J&§ i 117,
MeHg 7= A 1 H B R ARUS TH 8 5 32 AR A ke 4. S FR 55 15 d MeHg 77 A 1 S AL R Fe IR, Bt 9 fit
sf ) 38 I 34, BARTE 0.072%—0.078 % A7 . [ 2 SR/ [) 65 i B[] 36 VT2 DOM V26 43X ok FH JE Ak
SIS S, ] DL BN () 8 i i 18] A5 B Y DOM I 20 43 52 ) 5K FH A BE 1R[] 6 4414+ HOB X}k
AL e SRR e, W E R E T MeHg (19774:, Hih 0 d HOB {2 i#f MeHg 2k I RCR f o W i, 72 4
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i) MeHg fmi35 0.32 ng- L™, 1117/ Bl 5 J65 A BT [B] S 3058 F R Js 1T HAd 9% HOA 5 HON {25k H &AL fE
FHAE, JE ff 00 191 MeHg 7= A5 S 55, Bl 8 A 0 A7 A W7 T B, 68 A J JU) S AR R A8 . M EE 1T 35 HIA, HIB.
HIN 3 A~ 3E K M4 432 5K B SE AL RE 14055, HIB X oKk FE A0 52 i) 52 S0 AS R DU % 25, HIA 1 HIN A1 9%
R H AL S i AR R RRE, TR EE 30 KJ5 HIN, 55 90 KJ5 () HIA £ REK I 2] MeHg A= 7=, 15t B H:
i oKk H AL RE 1T 2%

R 1 RIFJERI RN LL DOM ) DOC 28 {b 15 il

Table 1 Variation of the DOM derived from 4. imbricata in different decomposition time

JE sl /d
b A 0 15 30 60 90 120
ecomposition time
DOCpoy/(mg-L™) 2010 1548 1724 1362 1016 946
020 [ MeHgj* 4: B-MeHg production 70.016
—n— MeHg#E{kEMeHg conversion
-
0.16
. . 10.012
= /l/
L . S
0 0.12 7‘5
;.3 40.008 g
< 0.08f g
—10.004
0.04 -
0.0213(ck)
0 0

0 15 30 60 90 120
Decomposition time/d

B 1 AS[E|FE AR V.41 DOM % MeHg 77 AE 4 K s AL 2R A 52 i

Fig.1 Production and conversion rate of MeHg by DOM derived from A. imbricata at different decomposition time

051 [ JHOA
E=HOB
RXJHON
04 [ HIA
[ |HIB
=, B HIN
— 3
&
=
T 0.2
= . a
a
0.1 be b b
N |RedERe ‘ 1&c oep
0 % &dd e Na e | B
30 60 90

Decomposition time/d
B2 IRIE)JE st AW V.41 DOM WF 4143 % MeHg 7 4 5% 1
CE X6 B — JB8 fif 15 [B] 3447 AN [5] DOM IV 2H 43 2% 5+ 5307 )
Fig.2 Production of MeHg by the DOM sub-fractions derived from 4. imbricata at different decomposition time

(This diagram shows the difference of sub-fractions DOM derived from A. imbricata for a single decomposition time)

2.2 IR VG A Y41 DOM ()56 RRAE
22.1 UV-Vis i

AR HLT (CDOM) J& DOM Hi i R I S35 43, 2K AR 637 1 5 v & # 4 J A FH S,
B W R %L a(355) K RAE CDOM (¥ B, MR EK, CDOM % i i . 35 2 W] LU HH Bl )6 ik it
FTE T4 DOM Hh CDOM 4k F3h 25254k, JE ff i 1] CDOM 5 it i 2 K&, J5 W12 8 . 3 vl A J2 i
T8 et T 0 32 B E W R . 4R S T IR UUNE | KA S S BRAE ] T B M B R AR 5 0 A At R
12, CDOM % 2. JEiE AR L (SR) K IEAE DOM Z5 #2846 1Y, Sg (8 57> T 5L Fb. B
fift EAT, DOM 1) S {ELSEHE K5 08/, RIS fad B2 st 91 LN DOM Ry &, J5 8 K43 F DOM J& £
SUVA,s, N 254 nm Ab W2 I R %05 DOC kB (1) FL A, F TR AE DOM 35 & K/N, SUVA, s, il K 3R
] DOM (1) 05 7 AL R B i ey, HORPRZE A it 07 2 H s 4.
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R 2 OKIEE R TTLT DOM SAMIISOGTE S 40
Table 2 Spectral parameters of UV absorption of the DOM derived from 4. imbricata at different decomposition time

De czﬁlﬁ}i{tiﬂi‘tli?r/ldﬁme 8275295 8350400 Sk SUVAs4 a(355)/m’™!
0 0.0111 0.0242 0.4584 35.9422 10.8441
15 0.0328 0.0512 0.6409 6.9077 1.6118
30 0.0413 0.0319 1.2935 8.7498 0.6908
60 0.0380 0.0267 1.4260 10.3616 1.6118
90 0.0181 0.0184 0.9841 15.8439 3.6403
120 0.0108 0.0245 0.4415 13.8922 42214

FRAEZ 2 4B i B R B h 3 AR B, B — B (0—15 d) J& T 4153 B s FE B B, iX — B
Berh U E M K B, R K I AR 2 LR . TR . 2SR 5. 0 d V141 DOM 1) SUVA,s, fic i, Jo
SR T A T — A BRI R AR T R KA IR s S R RURET, S E A R
Jo 2 itk 7 ) A A T SRy SR W 1 B o R TR B T ., B SUVA,s, FRAIK. He S50 BIFF A W I it
KA DOM 1915 b B2, & 306 At 40 390 F A4 4 o A 000 14 W I . Chen 5590 J% 3, J5 e oot
Yy AR AN R A= AR AR 04T, AS R B B S A 7= 0 A A 25 55, S A 007 A 04 05 B M o 22 oy B
BEWAEEZS, 25 A% R 1T 2R, RERRAE R IS IS AR, il A 38 B2 2% 1 05 IR 45 1) W ME R 05 B AL B A
JEJE 5 1 DOM i L #2143, MELLBE U R A 58 B BE (15—60 d) J& TP 73 1, SUVA,s,
W fire I RSB T B G, 5 R B 4R, /N T DOM M &2 IWI Be b 47 4k 5 | KR KSR 0y
i S B B L SRR AT /NG T I DA R K R A 1Y) 55 B T AL A W), Dilling 5512 BIFSEIIESE, AT E 4
fife 2577 HE KB D5 B PR BT, W 7 W AR O & 4, 05 Tk g W 5 s R LA 2B = B (60 d
VUE ) J& FHETAT B B, 7 T 1 SUV A,y BERIE R, 33X — W B ff ORI, 55 A2 4 ml R 04 4155
B anwg K AL &9, A7 DL S5 8 A B R T R, R IS BRI R TR B XS
Almendros 45 B 5 + HEAT A5 I8 8 R A I W it 1 IR — B0, R IR LA 55 A bE ) SR &S M ka1 B 2%, A=
Yyl B FR KA, L £ 0 SV T s 5k i kG .

2.2.2 3D-EEM )il

=TS (3D-EEM) AR & T X i A LA T R AE, AN [F] R U5 9 DOM 2% S 06 11 5ik
FETE 22 5309, (] 3 R[] f IS V.41 DOM Y = 4566 1E 18, AABFgE HR 0 5 A9 6, 986
W% A(E/E,=260 nm/380 nm) A £ 78 G IX 28 J6 5 i 98 Y606 ; ¢ 6% B(E/E,=275 nm/320 nm) HZEFE H iR
BN ; D C(E/E,=335 nm/420 nm) A 1] WL X 2 S 78 i o Yl ; ¢ el M(E,/E,=320 nm/406 nm )
kWA 0 2 A R 6 U 5 98 I T(E/E,,=275 nm/330 nm) }y 25 (0 & M2 9 6. AR 25 3 2905
SRR, JER VAL 5 DO BE R, 10 BH S A o B b S B 1 S I o 2 S M 7, I S R 34 i,
B GIAHR T EAR A A, (ELIG 3 35 7 T 90 X Bt N 1] O B4 TG, 120 d i AT

SENCFE R (FD) 48 19224 E,=370 nm I}, E,=470 nm 5 E,_=520 nm (19 5¢ G50 B (14 FLAE . %4865 T
578 DOM H 25 Ji 7 Jo >k YR, AR IR FT N JE DOM A9 P /1> it Y FLAE 2371 24 1.4 AT 1,949, >4 FI> 1.9 i,
DOM = B T 40 i FI 2805 3, A AR EASAE ] . Fl< 1.4 B, B4R (R AN 3, 54 A
IE B I AN [ )65 gt ) [B] 35 V.41 DOM /Y FI X423 s K F 1.9, B DOM i 28 S8 55 ot 32 2502 iR 47
fiff 7= A

IS EU(BIX) 8 942 24 E,.=310 nm i}, £,=380 nm 5 E, =430 nm &b A7 658 BE 1 FUAE ™ . %48
T AT LA S B e — Bl A 0355 Bl B2 . DOM R IR 4E, 4 BIX>1 B, DOM F 2 LI A Wil 3, (45 304
YIBRAKRRE AR 45 24 BIX (EEIKHT, DOM 322 LU I 4 A . 36 3 Frs, RIS f#) BIX A 0.54, 18
FH BB UK A K 32, A AR sTEkE D, JE #5714 DOM 1Y BIX KT 1, & DOM FZLIA
LRSS ENEEASE TS [Vaatach

JE 5 A FE B (HIX) }y 24 E,=254 nm I}, E,=435—480 nm JLH N A S E,=300—345 nm i
RN R R0 T R B, 2 07 FH 1 A AL I8 5 AL R B A 6 b, o F R Al i DOM 43T 19 &2 A 419,



10 34 JEIUH A5 e Bl VL L8 A AT HILSOG I AR E B HOxT o HY AL 5 i 3517

Ohno™! [ HF 5T {27~ HIX {EAE 0—1 [H] 45 Bl HAR F R F2 BAAE & J AR AL R B2 /857, 0 d W V41 DOM 1)
e AL TR B i K, it 5 5 it i ) i B AL R 8 200 1 IR i AN T 38 K
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3 AR A ILLL DOM = 4E 96 66 K

Fig.3 Three-dimensional fluorescence spectra of the DOM derived from A. imbricata at different decomposition times

xR 3 NFEE LA DOM 750G 55k

Table 3 Fluorescence spectral parameters of the DOM derived from A. imbricata at different decomposition time

JEE A ) /d

. 0 15 30 60 90 120
Decomposition time
B 761.44 1604.17 2009.44 3404.49 4652.30 2980.78
T 930.53 1221.73 1473.73 2529.73 3686.73 2976.73
yzj‘ﬁﬂl%ﬁE . A 192.98 195.24 205.64 351.54 502.74 512.44
Fluorescence intensity
M 312.49 397.19 431.59 704.79 986.69 952.49
C 81.03 22.40 24.44 67.47 169.00 111.34
FI 2.40 1.86 243 2.42 2.42 2.438
5
FHBH BIX 0.54 1.67 1.51 1.61 0.96 1.06
Fluorescence parameter
HIX 0.47 0.07 0.08 0.10 0.15 0.23

FUE = 496618 GEFE I — 28 DOM 4435 ., (B TGk 22 1 20 5] DOM 28 edetk, ik, R IX
BRAAR AR 431 (FRI) X5 A 7] J6 i 055 [B] 36 V121 DOM A 98 G P 47 28 B 22 40F . AR 3% Chen 25050 45 H1 1Y
FRI %, 38 35 AN [7] B 3 A& Fn & 51, B DOM Rl 0 i 5 A28 6 Xk, Hire 11X, T IR TV X 9288
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Ji5 25 T O, T XA VX5 55 8 I FE AT 5% of U3 4 R[] DX e e e AR T LUk
L, JE ), R E I B R AR, 7R 90 d Ik B R R, BT A A b T2 B S T A
RSUIIS A K, Jm BB T figp i ) S R W 22 A BIETE 801 I, T ik AT SVI DS I AR o o5 1 e, P RER:
AT TR A S AR R, S EOE R AR E T 5 WA AR, 572 o o T/ N I, R E Y
AR PR AR B T A HEAT, KA rb i 4005 ORI, Gl A X DOM. Y e A 1 P i 2 ),
I 5 5% g R AR,

R4 A E AR RN VLA DOM = 45061 X AR 3 E (< 10* au'nm?)

Table 4 FRI of three-dimensional fluorescence spectrum of the DOM derived from A. imbricata at different decomposition

time
5 g el d
Decomposition time
0 15 30 60 90 120
I G5 x1)
i )?"f\ﬁlél%.’é 52.62 149.35 178.204 216.85 348.50 226.01
Aromatic Protein |
I G5 &% J1)
ﬁ’&ﬁ;&ﬁlﬁlz}é 96.10 111.44 131.38 223.63 397.14 355.77
Aromatic Protein I
(& Bigsk
( = m@(#) 23.51 21.82 25.722 40.80 75.99 74.85
Fulvic acid-like
IV GEffE AR = 28)
Soluble microbial by-product-like 43.43 87.24 98.89 168.75 216.473 156.29
\% I3 T s >
(TR 11.05 8.46 9.78 15.322 26.30 22.92

Humic acid-like

G545 2 A5 = HEPECOTE XA 7] JEF A B ST V.21 DOM B G 20 43 X6f o FR Ak 1) 5% ) A7 347
45 R LW, A (86 i 1935 7141 DOM 19 DOC ¥ B2 R /N5 ok Y &AL BE Jy T AH 5. 0 d i VT 40
DOM (155 F ke K, ¥ MeHg 7 At 3 35 = TR A 19, B A 0—15 d, i 155 B P4 o R ik
b, DOM X 5K F 35 AL 19 02 2 11 P o X8 25 0l 553 , T A0 b Jis 30 07 5 1k 00 oA W 96, kb 30 Tl 9 T 40
DOM X R F AL i fle AR I Bl 2 3K, 2 A RFFARAE . Lavoie 557 fFFEUESE, DOC ¥ 23 #20F
K MeHg 7 4, {HIFAE MeHg 7 A= B ME— 520 [ 3R, #H%T DOC ¥ JEE, Burns 5504 il i SUVA,sy
I A B, 55 A 1k ) S R i o PP AR ) B B AR, e 57 B MR o A R I IR B A S L, A
HTFHaE HeS GKBURL, fie ik ok AL, [R] k7548 R/l 22 52 1 DOM fie ok Y AL BE /1. Hisamitus
SECT BT R AN R 23 T ) DOM g ok FIEALBE J1 AN IR, 737 A8/ DOM HAT B g (9 36 4, ek
P A e v 7 AR L AR SE G v DOM 23 1 B 6 fige I [] 3% B0 1 e D/ s 38 O A 3, I fip
30—60 d /3T DOM $2 22, X ok H B AL (g BEAE FI i . 96 V21 A ik e vh 2R 28 1 B 4 o0 o 32 S
137, S JB HEL I ) L At A v B B ST/ I B 22 R 4, SIS T BRI, X e kR 1Y
AR WP AL R F AR, S 15 d I, ST B B o R A A, I MeHg 7 A2 R AR
B I VG gk ek 1) 288 J B ) o 2 AR, DOM {2 ok H AL BE J7 AT BT 4 56 . SCRRES 0 2], DOM +h
M2 H Y U He RSRICALR Z —, RE AL B 5 15 He 454, gk mi e ik F 5L R A i, oA
FER BRI SR FE ) BT RS B4 2 5ok AR LR P AL, ORJE A V40 DOM 2R3 H B 4L MK T
fift 5 i) DOM, {EHT7 RIS AT B2 S 25 55 T i S 1l V41 DOM, iX —E R BEfE E T MeHg FY7™ A=

W21 73 e oK SEAL I 7S R W, K R 2 o34 oK R R AL A RE g 9 T3 K PR 70 X EEJE R T
AN 20 53 ) 22 5, S BOL 5 9k 455 RE I AN TR, BIF5E 0 3B 55 B9 B L-F 23R4 18 T ik 40,
i3 DOM ¥ 5 15 He™ Z [ & A2 HL T 3E B8 Bz, dE T fie 2 o Y AL K2 W AT, Guggenberger 2 i fF
FERI, FEANERRYEY) T G 8 B T A R 2% A RE T, SRR PR B 2—8 A A HL T Bk 4 o),
HIK YT 5 B Jm 8 T R A AR MTIGE™ ), RIL BAR PR AR, JE— D320 He iR iefl. 7
ABIEFE R K AT HLZH 23t o HEAH R A 0, xof ok FREAL RO AIE HERICR 55 T B K PEAT HLAE 5

3 458 (Conclusion)

(1)1 7121 DOM X 7 Y 3 A HAT £ 541 HT. oK J i 15 V121 DOM i ok F 5 AL BE J7 fe i, 1% 3
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0.09 ng-L™", Wi} fift iof 1) 2 B i S e F U s A R 34, I % 15 d MeHg /™ A= i M B AL A1y B A1, I 1
JEWIBEATARE . 6 ML 70 HOB Xif oK H AL (2 BERCR 58, SR K M2 70 368 ok F AL A AE S8R 558, S
fiff Je 391 HIA , HIN 254173 %k ok B AL e fe A .

(2) B fig i R oy =B BE, 28— B BL(0—15 d) AR W R B0, oK AL & W) K ] 5005 7 1 ) Jo 9
THAE. 28 —BrBe(15—60 d) £F4E 2K | AR5 3R 25 DA 0 03 Ak i IN 50 Tt LA B R wf e i 57 e AL &
Yy, 57 FAEW) B B 4. 5 =B B (60 —120 d) BROKAL G Y . A HLIR A58 20 B iU W T A, MERE R D7
AVEY) BRI SR B . DOM Hh 263 (1 st 5t o BRI JEs ik ik 8] AR 96 22, 90 d Jm A D
Kok, SR e o ) T i 5 B SE RRRAR T m A

(3) 1 L4L DOM {2 ok F AL BE ) 52 05 P . 0 T R/ RE E R S S N R, w05
P, /N5 DOM {2 3t MeHg 74 i /K P 2H 73 & A7 R 55 A P o, A5 08 o FR R AR ) £ 1A
3 T ROKAEAL Iy SRR L (0 R 4 BE ) 1 R B TS D) R AR IRAERNTLTE, e ok W AL RE
5.
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