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The following report has been prepared in response to the relevant

• recommendation past by ICES Fisheries Improvement Committee at

the Council meeting 1970.

AnalyuL on mercury content in marine organisms from Norwegian

waters were first made by Raeder and Snekvik (1941, 1949 Cl and 1949 b).

The levels in several specics of marine fish, crustaceans and molluscs

were recorded, and rangcd mostly betwcen 0.05 - O. 15 ppm total Hg

(wet weight).

•
As a consequence of the world wide problem of mercury contaminated

fish, some analyses were performed on commercial Norwegian cod (sampies)

in 1965. The recorded values were below 0.1 ppm in musc1e. Over the

last years a more intensive study of the mercury problem in the wholc '

biota has been performed.

Different laboratorles, identified by their initials in the text of the figures

1 to 8, have performed the analyses, the result of which are presented

here. These laboratories are: Institutt for Naeringsmiddelhygiene, Norges

Veterinaerhpyskole, Oslo, (NVH), Veterinrerinstituttet, Oslo, (VI), Sentral

instituttct for Industriell Forskning. Os10, (SI), Hermetikkindustriens

Kontrollinstitutt, Stavangcr, (Hk). The values are given in ppm, wet weight.

x) Institute of Marine Research,

Directorate of Fisheries.

Bergen, Norway.
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The results of a gradient study of mercury in thc Trondheimsfjord waters

are presented in Fig. 9. This fjord is an example of a ijord system

shown to be conto.min3.ted by mcrcury !rom the pulp mill industry situated

in the inner part of the fjord (Berge, Ljpen and Palmork 1970).

DISCUSSION

The commcrcial fishcries of Norway are based on coasta1 waters and high

sea .fizhing, Qxccpt Eo:- ~prat which are aloe caught in the fjords. The

results Comfl1.!.()C dcm.onr:tro.tc thai; the resotlrces on which these fisheries are

based are VCT-y 10"1,'," ic. ruc1"cury. For the different species of the offshore

fish, thcrc 3.re no noticcal11e increasc in t11.c mcan mercury levels since

t11.c time cf thc analyse!; rcported by Raeder and Snekvik (1941, 1949 a

and 1949 b).

Much of the analytical work has been conducted in areas of suspected

contamination from. inciuntrial pl::::.ntr> using mercury in their production.

Figures 1 to ü ehow that fivc <lrcas dcmonstrate a raised level of mercury

in fic7:1. T~o::"'; 7".!"C::'C ().;:c: Thc inner Tromlhc::'msfjord, the Sprfjorden

brC'.nch cf tri;:: E::t::-C:2nr; ..~::fjor(~, thc Fcdafjord, th;~ :2irlangcrfjord area an~

thc )~):.:';:::n~djc::(L 1'ho <:O"J:':CG3 cf inputs are identiiic;d as pulp mill factories,

zin(' r.toduction. ';:llr;·d1".(' ::-)::."or.h:ction and PVC production.

Du::~ 'Co tu·:; p:)ll·~..tio.n :-;.:"ct.lcms, the pulp null factories voluntarily stoppe~

u:JL'1g rn(,;~'r;u:tjr fll...,-,;;k~d.cG in their production by Janun.:ry 1970. Thc other

fac~()1:i~G :r.l.':j,u3SÜO:l. :1a?C started research programme:; to minimize their

mc r.::'i.".'.:'Y pollution.

Comp;),rL~.;;: thc levels 0: !T..'=1'C':1:.} in the different fish from the polluted

areas, it io noticcable tb2.t lcvdo are highest in eod, intermediate in

flatfish and haddock and lcwcRt in nprat. These differences are probably

attributablc to their fccding habits. Even in the most 8uspected arcas, no

sprat han been found to havc 2.ny notcworthy levels of mercury, the maxi

mum being 0.3 ppm and thc OVG:."n.ll mean O.Oß ppm. Cod, howcver, has

in the Sprfjord been recorded with maximum 4 ppm mercury.
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No commercia1 fisheries take p1ace in these fjords, but some sports

fishing and fishing for private consumption occur. The fact that thc

products of this fishing are not marketed and that they are of 1ittle

overall importance in the household explains why it has not been found

necessary to introduce restrietions.

Programmes have been carried out and others are under way to investi

gate the physical and biological transport from the input sourees. The

report by Berge, Lj~en and Palmork (1970) on the sediment and sea

water analysis on mercury from the Trondheimfjord, showed that in spite

of the input being stopped half a year ear1ier t great amounts of mercury

were still present in the sediments outside a pulp mill factory. Thio

contributed continously to the fjord water t and raioed levels were recorded

in the surface water within this basin. The impression from these results,

as well as from other observations are that there is a retardcd transport

of mercury out of the fjord system.
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Fig. 9. Mercury content of the Trondheim fjord water May 1970.

From Berge et el. (1970).


