RERWARIZ, J. Anhui Agric.Sci. 2021,49(12) :202-203

B AR BRI E A RS 6 F K ZS KRR

1 > 1 N ~ 1 2?2
22 AR R - BRE D B
(1R R AR XR 25K E BT, B i 25 K55 830049 ;2. rhfig A R AL 26 K571 56, Brim 26 A 55 830011)

HWE [B8 ]G0 M6 ENEHRN T RREF 6 FHRARGOIW T ik, [T | HREHHI R, THIIR, 2 Cohf PSA
A 2 R Bk, [ R]6 ARG B RCR R, e FE A 82.7% ~107.4%;RSD 4 1.0% ~5.6% , % & & #3H R F
0.995 7, [ £54& 13Z 7 i 7T B B 52 dp N ot ok 6 AP R R G, LA BAR M AR (Bt oo AT B bR RS S S

KR SRuamEE R BN RABERG M T
FESES TS207.5°3 XHERFRIRES A
TEHRS  0517-6611(2021)12-0202-02

doi : 10.3969/].issn.0517-6611.2021.12.053
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Abstract
od] The samples were homogenized, extracted with acetonitrile, purified with C,4 powder and PSA powder, and the supernatant was taken to
be measured. [ Result] The separation effect of six pesticides was good, with average recovery rates of 82.7%—107.4%. RSD was 1.0% -
5.6%, and the determination coefficient was not less than 0.995 7.[ Conclusion] This method can simultaneously determine imidacloprid and
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[ Objective ] To establish a HPLC method for the determination of imidacloprid and other 6 pesticide residues in pumpkin. [ Meth-

other six pesticide residues in pumpkin, and has the advantages of simple operation, rapid analysis, fast analysis speed and high accuracy.
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Table 1 Gradient elution procedure
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Time // min Methanol //%  Water // % Detection wavelength // nm
0.00 45 55 270

4.00 60 40 270

7.00 38 12 270

9.00 88 12 230

15.00 88 12 230

15.01 45 55 270

16.00 45 55 270
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Fig.1 Chromatogram of mixed standard solution
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Table 2 Standard curve equation and correlation coefficient
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2
Pesticide Standard curve equation R

N Bk Imidacloprid y=62.07x+6.5 0.995 7
e Bk Acetamiprid y=20.13x+5.8 0.999 0
£ # R Carbendazim y=18.02x+4.2 0.996 9
WEFE N Pyrimethanil y=141.14x+0.7 0.999 9
FE ik F 28k Difenoconazole y=30.29x+1.5 0.998 2
Il 2 Pyridaben y=44.35x+2.5 0.999 3
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Table 3 Results of recovery rate and precision determination

3 S S A ] il 32
w Aol At rery P
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Tk HE bk 0.1 90.3 2.8
Imidacloprid 0.5 94.2 2.6
1.0 97.2 1.9
I 13 Jpk 0.1 101.7 4.5
Acetamiprid 0.5 100.6 3.1
1.0 92.0 3.7
ZHR 0.1 102.4 4.1
Carbendazim 0.5 87.4 3.8
1.0 96.6 4.1
LA 0.1 104.6 15
Pyrimethanil 0.5 106.1 1.0
1.0 107.4 14
H ik H B 0.1 82.7 3.2
Difenoconazole 0.5 99.0 2.6
1.0 100.7 3.5
Ik It 53 0.1 101.0 5.6
Pyridaben 0.5 96.2 2.4
1.0 84.2 14
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