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Safety evaluation of methylmercury in rice in Liaoning province

HAN Xiao-Ou, LI Yan-Yan, ZHANG Yuan-Yuan, CAO Zhong—Bo*

(Liaoning Provincial Center for Disease Control and Prevention, Shenyang 110005, China)

ABSTRACT: Objective To evaluate the potential risk of methylmercury in rice in Liaoning province to the health
status of Chinese residents. Methods Totally 200 rice samples were collected from large shopping malls and small
agricultural markets in Liaoning province. The content of methylmercury in rice was determined by high performance
liquid chromatography atomic fluorescence spectrometry. Using risk assessment software RISK@7.5, the risk
assessment model of methylmercury in rice was established, and the risk of dietary intake of methylmercury in rice in
Liaoning province was evaluated by combining the risk of acute dietary intake and chronic dietary intake. Results
Methylmercury was detected in 26 samples, the detection rate was 21.7%, the number of samples exceeded the
standard was 2, and the rate of exceeding the standard was 1.67%. It could be inferred from the model that the
average probability of detection of methylmercury in rice in Liaoning province was more than 8.5%, less than 33.5%,
and the average probability of one sample exceeding the standard was less than 5.5%. The acute dietary intake risk of
methylmercury was 0.94%, and the chronic dietary intake risk of methylmercury was 0.11%. Conclusion
Methylmercury in rice in Liaoning province is at a safe level, and the risk is acceptable. However, the high detection
rate should be paid attention to by the public.
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Fig.l1 Standard chromatogram of methylmercury
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Table 1 Analytical results of samples
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Table 2 Analysis of methyl mercury residue in rice from 2017 to 2018
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Fig.2 Prevalence model of methylmercury detection in
Liaoning province
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Fig.3 Probability model for detection of methylmercury in rice in
large supermarkets in Liaoning province
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Fig.4 Probability model of detection of methylmercury in rice in medium and small markets in Liaoning province
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Fig.5 Probability model of excessive methylmercury in rice in large supermarkets in Liaoning province
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Fig.6  Probability model of excessive methylmercury in rice in medium and small markets in Liaoning province
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Table 3 Chronic and acute risk assessment of methylmercury
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