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ABSTRACT

The objectives of this study were to measure ambient TGM concentrations in Seoul Korea, to determine the temporal
variation of TGM, and to analyze the relationships among TGM, meteorological data and PM2.5 measured at the same
time. Ambient TGM and PM2.5 concentrations were measured at the roof of the Graduate School of Public Health
building in Seoul, Korea for the period of January to October 2004. Average TGM concentration was 3.43+1.17 ng/
m®, The average TGM was at a low concentration similar to those of background sites in other countries. The temporal
variations and meteorological phenomena of TGM were not statistically significant. There was a positive link between
TGM and PM2.5. It didn’t indicate that reduction of Hg? to Hg0 had occurred in liquid water contained in smog as
in a previous study, but it shows that PM2.5 and TGM could be emitted from the same sources such as power plants
and combustion engines. Also, the strong correlation between TGM and SO, concentrations indicated that the source

of TGM was from fossil fuel combustions including coal combustion. Specifically, SO, and SO~

concentrations cor-

related to TGM concentrations could be linked to TGM emitted from local and regional sources as well.
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Fig. 1. Diagram of TGM sampling system.
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Fig. 2. Diagram of TGM analysis system.

Table 1. Amount of mercury injected for calibration curve

Injection volume (W) Mass (Ng)
0 0
20 0.198
50 0.495
100 0.990
200 1.98

*Flask Temperature = 16.6°C, Vapor Density = 9.912 Ng/m’
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Fig. 3. Comparisons of side by side samples.
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3. QA/QC(Quality Assurance and Quality Control)
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Table 2. TGM concentration each month (ng/m®)

Month OS82 pent pon CLESSiFiCR pp
tion tion
Mean 4.526 Mean 3.241
Feb Max 7.629 Tul Max 4392
M 2431 " Min 2331
Std. 1.895 Std. 0.785
Mean 2.799 Mean 3.095
Max 4.298 Max 4.362
Mar . Aug. X
Min 1.432 Min 2.246
Std. 0.826 Std. 0.684
Mean 3.025 Mean 3.206
Max  4.655 Max 3435
Apr. . Sept. .
Min 1.986 Min 2.364
Std. 0.802 Std. 0.38
Mean 3.325 Mean 3.183
Max 3.817 Max 4.649
May . Oct. .
Min 2.885 Min 1.671
Std. 0274 Std. 1.003
Mean 4.483 Mean 3411
Max 6.813 Max 7.629
Jun. X Total R
Min 2.746 Min 1.308
Std. 1.416 Std. 1.198
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Fig. 5. Box plot of TGM concentration each month.
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