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Washing Methods
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Abstracts

This study was conducted to experiment the removal rates of 2 pesticides in lettuce during cultivated field and storage
by washing materials. As result, the removal rates of Endosulfan and Diniconazole for cultivated field were 5.43%, 18.87%
(1 day), 19.73%, 31.92% (3 days), 57.52%, 66.84% (7 days), 73.04% and 77.43% (15 days), respectively. At the top
of the lettuce removal rates were appeared a little high than the bottom. The removal rates of room temperature and
cold storage for 5 days of 2 pesticides were 22.65%, 7.09% and 50.62%, 20.63%, respectively. The average removal
rates of washing materials were detergent water>vinegar water>salt water>tap water. Diniconazole in lettuce showed the
highest removal rates of washing by 2% detergent (71.87%).
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Table 1. The characteristies of pesticides
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Common name Chemical name MRLs™ ADI**
(mg/kg) (mg/kg/day)
6,7,8,9,10,10—hexachloro—1,5, 5a,6,9,9a—hexahydro
Endosulfan —6,9—methano—2,4, 3—benzodioxathiepin3—oxide 0.05~0.2 0.006
Diniconazole (8 E)—p —[(2,4—dichlorophenyl)methylene]—«a 0.05~1.0 0.02

—(1,1-dimethylethyl)-1H—-1,2,4—triazole—1—ethanol

*  Maximum Residue Limits

#% Acceptable Daily Intake
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sample(50 g) added acetonitrile 100 mL

acetonitrile layer(20 mL) after shaking & standing(—20C, 1 hr)

— by TuboVap evaporator

elution of hexane sample(2 mL) with hexane 5 mL(containacetone,

on florisil by SPE

Analytical sample

— Injection of sample(1xzL) by GC/MSD & GC(ECD)

Fig. 1. Schematic diagram of sample preparation method for screening of multi—residue pesticides.
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Table 2. Operating conditions of GC(MSD, ECD) for residue analysis of pesticides

GC / MSD

GC / ECD

Instruments

Injector(Inlet) Temp.

Detector(Aux) Temp.

Column

Oven

Agilent 6890N GC / 5973i MSD
HP-5MS 30 mx0.25 mmXx0.25 um

120C (1 min)
| 5C / min

200C (1 min)
| 5C / min

27 0C (10 min)

250C
Source : 230T
Quad., : 150T

Agilent 6890N GC
HP-5 30 mX0.25 mmx0,25 um
140C (1 min)
| 4C / min
200C (9 min)
|15C / min
290C (2 min)
260C

ECD @ 280T

Table 3. Recovery and detection limit of the analytical method for pesticides in lettuce

Sample Pesticide Fortification(mg/kg) Recovery+=C.V(%)* Detection limit(mg/kg)
Lott Endosulfan 0.5 91.78+2.8 0.005
ertuce Diniconazole 0.5 89.07+4.1 0,001

*Mean values of triplicate samples with coefficient of variation
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Fig. 2. Removal rates of endosulfan(A) and diniconazole(B) in cultivated field and part of lettuce.
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Fig. 3. Removal rates of endosulfan(A) and diniconazole(B) in room temperature and cold storage of lettuce.
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