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W E NS R R S SR R 2 1 R, 20 5 R I QUEChERS Y& A1 Florisil [ AH A% Bk g 57
UL R SE S b B YR 0 B AR I Oy k. 45 R S8R, QUEChERS 325 1k JUF (4 24 9% i [81 e 8 Ky 80.34%—
99.20% , 28 F B BN 5.3%—17.9% , e /P& RIS 0.1 ng, B AEA B HEE N 0.01 mg- L™ Blorisil [&4H
HEEUE OB E O E I BN 78.45%—88.24% , A5 5t R BN 7.8%—10.9% , i /MK INE YR 0,1 ng, KK
ot R R R 0.02 mg - L' T AH 5 B 28 AR 20 9% B A0 M RO R

KA REEME, SERM A, RE, BEIAAERGE.

Liquid phase analysis of tebufenozide residues
in apple leaves based on two pretreatments

KOU Hongru LIU Shifeng SUN Yanchao YANG Liu WANG Jinzhong ZHANG Zhiyong ™"
(Beijing Key Laboratory of New Technology in"Agricultural Application, Beijing, 102206, China)

Abstract; In order to further study the regularity of tebufenozide release in apple canopy, the liquid
phase analysis method of tebufenozide on apple leaves was established by QuEChERS and Florisil
solid phase extraction. The results showed that the recovery of tebufenozide with QuEChERS method
was 80.34%—99.20% , the coefficient of variation was 5.3%—17.9%, the LOD was 0.1 ng, and
the LOQ was 0.01 mg-L ™4 the recovery of tebufenozide with Florisil solid phase extraction method
was 78.45%—88.24% , the coefficient of variation was 7.8%—10.9%, the LOD was 0.1 ng, and
the LOQ was 0.02.mg-L_". Both methods could meet the requirements of pesticide residue analysis.

Keywords : tebufenozide , apple leave, residues, solid phase extraction.
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(HPLC-MS) '™ A €0 - R 96 3 % 25 (LLC-MS) ' | 8 125 280V M €00 385 #P J96 TR 3%/ % 3% 9% ( UPLC-MS/
MS) 100 BB €38 - LB 55 IR B 1 (HPLC-ESI-MS ) U 42 %of st itk e % BR A5 2 Kl
FR O F AT SERENST T e A ek B R R Bk B A AT IR R B R TR
KR RN S ARRRSE 2 Y AT AN LIRRR R i A

WOAR O TE 73 T A Y R rh A28 1 0 A B BRI FE A B 207 5. il T v R 24 ) S B vk 32
ZRPPR R, 240K WHAE R e 3% B 3 A R I D7 v R AH DG B 7 R B, it e rh S ) Ak
WEE, BAZHE ORGSR T, 2R AN RAR KT, B 1 i 7 4R 24 5% B A 1Y
SE R0 o TR (3R A Ak TR SRR VA A o8 P [ R A B3 0 S TLAR  — o AR 7= it A T e ke
FE AT FRE AR -QuEChERS ( Quick \Easy . Cheap | Effective ,Rugged | Safe ) 7 Br b & sk %05
T D LRI AR A2 BRI AR B, $47 2 AR P 02 BT 550 S 5 5 o b 40 2% S A B A T 2 B 24 S DA T 326 8] i £
Y AT IR R D V5 5N AR TR R T B A A

AWFFEAR T QUEChERS 11 Florisil [EAHAS B 45 G WA 3% 2 F D01 , 2 7 BOmg Ak 7E 3 R
AR BTARSIN J LA Ay HP S SRR T e AL A | B XU T A A AR B T o S

1 #B5S 7 ( Materials and methods)

1.1 8

TRF2h & . OB IEARE B (4BE 99.2%) , Hi CATO 23w Hi i (TR GSE ) 5 (3346 205 (CNW A+l ),
HA R 5314k

AL ER %% Agilent 1200 AT (34X ( DAD K25, Agilent (i T4E S, ) | 35 [ % #4848 7] ; BC/BD-
2755B IR VKA , 5 5 1 SR AR s pkHE A FRZA W] DWAFL208 AR vk Af , HhRF 5638, JA2003N T 43 2 —%
MR, FHERALES) ; LABOROTA 4001 efficient % 26 % 1X , 7 [H Heidolph 2% 7] ; QL-861 iR iR A
i, TR TRORS DL 7R Be AN ) 5 SB-3200DT LE 75 I v ks , 7 I v B8 S8 A 1l B {4 ) SHB-TIT 7Y
TEFR KR Z FHE 2 MR T 504 B vl 4.

1.2 FRUEE I £

3 22— R WERFREL 0.1000 ¢ HUEEEbR &, F 6154 25 B 1000 mg - L™ bR AERR A5
FH i 2 2N 7 R A 2 VRO AR 0 b v i 2. T A 3 — 4 °C VKA TP AR AT
1.3 K&

o RSB €0 33 SRR €00 (S0 R AG 0 FR BRI, 50 D /A € 3 A6 0 S P S 7k 1 et o 2R A P 3437
Ak BRI R R R BRI T Agilent 1200 (5 28080M 215 1 ( MR 4 BE A A 28 52 Agilent
A2 A )i XDB-C18(250 mm x 4.6 mm,5 wm) (%4 X3S 74 i v o it ik ) 5 B8 i A7 4
BRI

G AE Agilent 1200 1= 8RO (A ( A MR RIER S Agilent fh2F TAESS) 544, FIH
XDB-C18(250 mm x 4.6 mm,5 wm) (A, 35 B AN B A JE S A L] | 3l A I 2R AR g RS ) 38k K X
[Fi) Ve J32 1) SRR PR v VA VR A ARG, AR R € 3 0 T R %) DR/ R P S [ 1 i AR I 45 1 o I
RS I 2% A1

FFH A ARSI 2% ( DAD) 7EJE K 190—400 nm 78 ] P 41 K6 0 7] 75 e ok A 74) e A 000 3 <
1.4 brAERhER M ET

W RS 45 T (3 48 2 RS R 0.1.,0.2.0.5,1.,2.5.10.20 mg- L™ ARvER , 7054 5 19 (3% 551
A3 SIHERE 10 WL, 15 2 HOBE 25 SRR VR JE BOAH N 04 TR AR, DADEAS PG &R
1.5 Wbk

FREL 1.00 g RS0 0.01 g) LW AMFIE 45 AT BRI B RE A 10 03, 43 A% 2 41, B4 5 0. 8 F 15 mL
BT R I0.05.0.2,0.5 1 mg- L™ FIARER IR, 8 HE 5 min, 7 B VA 30 min. AR TS INZT5A95F
IR as O B H A QuECKERS A [ 25 H50 o D 3k ot S SR v - vt 7k e T 5 23R 19 S i) X 6 7 42
51k.
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QuEChERS ¥ WU 1 AUARMER AL, 10 mL ZH5: K (V/V) = 8:2 $2HL, LA 2 ¢ NaCl #h 47, I E
5 min, 10000 r+min~" &0 5 min B3 7 mL, B E &4 100 mg PSA .30 mg GCB .50 mg C18 fE L
B IRHE 5 min, 10 000 r+min™ B0 5 min B E 3 6 mL, BEH 78 &AM T .1 mL 5, i 0.45 pum
PR, R

Florisil [FIAHAHE B 2 HARMETR KL , 10 mL 257K (V/V) = 8:2 42 HL, A 2 g NaCl Eh 7,
IRE 5 min, 10000 remin~ B0 5 min BRI 4 mL, BEREZ A SGRATE T, 1 mL SHEH LR B2
R - R ZE U N AL KPR 20 T8 58T 5 mL 200 T vk [ AR /N | 3525 0K 0 U0 K vk 4
B E/IMEN, 1 mL x4 YRWRGE DR AE PIRE S USRI R R, E G 28 R AN MR 4RI+, 1 mL SIS
fi# 3 0.45 wm BEME, 0.
1.6 LRI EEE

N TR A BGOR S — 2 R BREE A R I 3R B IR Y AR R PSA (GCB . C18 4
Aok Florisil [EIAHAEBUR SRR 5 512 LIRE S A AL RR BE (T 1) RSN (DR R 5, PP Ak 700X
IS T | R RE S AL R 2 LI I ( PANTONE) C 0, 4E Jg Ak 48 3L 36 15 10 ARk 34, 4540 21
HE 3 U HEEFR KA 1 mg- L KRR & 5 [ 5CR.

ffExcellent

PANTONE 379C PANTONE 380C PANTONE 381C

K Good

PANTONE 382C PANTONE 383C PANTONE 384C ‘

Hilntermediate

PANTONE 368C PANTONE 369C PANTONE 370C

#*Bad

PANTONE 362C PANTONE 363C PANTONE 364C

318 W SVIRE L A X a1

Fig.1 The standard of sample purification level

1.7 WAl B2

R T WS A 4 SR e 7 225 SR (R i, AR 6 B 5 W B AG 3 AR TR X R S A T vk
45 AFE it B S IR R Fe b , TP AG e 4 U B2 bk 4 45 A sz e ke i 3 A B A b B 4T 3 kL
BEEZS KA 1 mg- 1" RGN S ) TSR
1.8 JrikEeE

WM 7RI 2 FRE S TR I I B & 040 0.05.,0.2.,0.5 .1 mg - L™ HUBEIFAR TR, 2148
I FEE R 5 K, AR5 AT AL B 5 R U e 4.

WEE LRGeS A TRE S, ES IR 1 mg- L' AR 1 0 7]
—FEER AT 6 YRAEATINAE .

REE R DA AR e RoR.

/PR (ng) XFEASE W E 25 A (mL)

FRAS I (e L) = e e e FEFRBL( L) <P PE T ()
Ao, B/ H 3 (limit of detection, LOD) Ffdi kil R 4077 4E 3 A5 M5 (5 = P s el 4 1 i & (LA ng A
PANF IR ) Y B ARAG IR EE (limit of quantification , LOQ ) 1 JH 7R AN 5 1 REAG 0 M 437 000 99y A6 6 o v 1) B
R BB mg- L i i) 14
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2 5 59718 (Results and discussion)

2.1 Kl SR

ANFIRGI 60 E RIS B 26 176 Agilent 1200 75 3500 €0 RS A ( W2 45 B4 ) 460 2% & Agilent
fb2F T ARG ) £ F , AL XDB-C18(250 mm X 4.6 mm, 5 pwm) (s XM Al o @) bR 7 At RE
T TR

M 1—4 BRI g5 2R n] LU St sh A B K : S5 (V/V) = 30:70 I, U [ 3R &) 52
FIRESH IR T M UERE R R 20 pL B, S BTV e, L rP 2 1 ARG S (A0l T B A A s ST Y
R AT 25, B 2 32 BIRE i 2 B B T, S th BRI TR 0

S 5—8 2 B KL I 25 5 0T LLE Y sh Al Ee 6] oK 2B (V/V) = 40:60 B, £/ B3 B (8] 24
10.1 min.2f 5 A 6 AR A5, PRHCHERE S A0/ I o) 1oy 16 T AR A I 358 /)N 5 #5658 2 Ay DN 2% A4
T, BME AR 7 41455 SO 2 8, B ARSI 41.59%.

FIFH — WA PR FIKE 2% ( DAD) 7£ 190—400 nm 4714546 0 ] 75 5 Wk o A% e K O 7 197 nm. &2
I, 197 nm 55604, TP/, B RS &, il R A 2558 B b i) 2K

R RFER AT B9 H RIS O

Table 1 Target peaks under different detection conditions

5 s i s . ]
. RSRILE ik Foi e Jek .
. Portion of mobile phase RS . FARIELE I
Serial = Flowrate/ Column X Detection
b K HE Lemin-! \ wure/C Sample size/ L avelenathy/ Target peaks
number Water : Acetone(V/V) (mL+min™") emperature wavelength/nm
PR UGE , DR R IH] 5585 1 I 2 B
1 30:70 1 35 20 234 s
B [ 4 2
RIS , DR B TR 528 T ) O
2 30:70 1 30 20 234 N
LS
RIS , DR B TR 528 O ) O
3 30:70 1 30 20 205 s
LS
B ] S 2 1 I - 2 AR
4 3070 ' 0 5 205 DR BRI 528 F I f A R R B 4 T
i
5 40:60 1 30 2 205 M o L TN
6 40:60 1 30 5 205 e L T AR/
7 40:60 1 30 10 205 A
8 40:60 1 30 10 197 BTN 41.59%

2.2 brRuEdh 4 S et TulH

S SERE 10 WL B AR ARV, A5 300 SR IO R 5 1A AF Ve J32 A g e v AR AN [R) R AR W B () FAH
I WETRIFR () FEAE S FEARCHE B .y = 96.388x + 3.1192 MR % r= 0.9999(n=8) ,7£ 0.1—20 mg-L"'
TN PRAEM 2 2 RAFRIZMC R (K 2).

2500 0

%)
=3
=4
=]

1500

1000

Peak area/(mAU-s)

500

0 5 10 15 20 25

Concetration/(mg-L™")

B2 R 2

Fig.2 The standard curve of thiamethoxam



134 58 SR A5 < T PR R AL B S SR i R v R B A WA M T I 183

2.3 LRI e RS

AL AR 9 2 A v A R B R AR L 3 2. A3 2 A ST LR GCB AV sk R fe i, C 18 IR
Z,PSA 22 5 7.9.10 1Y 3 DG AR AR BE X R DL g, MR 4l I [nDSe 3 %) v A, A i de 4 B L 9
57 10 BILH AL B ALRE .

®2 AFEALRILE B RICR L (n=3)

Table 2 Comparison of recovery rates of different purification agent combinations(n=3)

e #+4k3 Purification agent/mg Ak B S [ i R
Serial number PSA GCB C18 Purification level Average recovery/ %
1 100 0 0 = 100.31
2 0 100 0 R 78.23
3 0 0 100 H 96.12
4 100 100 0 R 78.09
5 0 50 0 LE 88.45
6 0 0 50 w 98.88
7 100 50 50 1 90.41
8 0 30 0 wh 95.77
9 100 30 50 s 95.84
10 Florisil [F40 %% HUH: 0 105.93

2.4 WRARIERE LR
AR A TR BE T 1 [ AR SR L 36 3.l 326 3 I SRl DA & Py 3 A 4 TR 114 [ i 3R 238 SR 143k
ARGFR B HT RO EESR , Herp 40 °C 25 1F T A 25 HREIGH B fele , SRt i , 1R B EAE R G i e 4 TR

R 3 AFWSEER PR LR (n=3)

Table 3 Comparison of recovery rates of different concentration temperatures(n=13)

¥ pitEos Reclalied
Serial number Tempreture/ C Average recovery/%
1 30 100.02
2 35 103.57
3 40 103.26

2.5 J7EERYHE R R R R N R
2.5.1 UEWHE

FESE R AR TR ITR 2380 0.05.0.2.0.5 .1 mg- L™ (9 HUBEIF bR, 452 B8 R PR 5 1548
b e A AR A SR L3 4. N3 4 AT LI, PRI AL B vk B4 2 L Ik ke 7 o0 BT A 26K

PIRNTTAL 5 I, QUECKERS X5 AN [RS8 I 7K SF- B BE A 09 TR0 38 57 4 A8 I ZKCF- 18 57 2 [ fig %
4 80.34%—99.20% ,0.05 .,0.2 0.5 mg- L™ AR 7K A [F) 8 52 () A8 5 550K 5 Florisil [ AH % Bk XF
ANTRVES I 7K ST HOBE %) TR 263 8, 4 A8 K ST - X [ Ry 78.45%—88.24% , [a] — s K -
AN[RVEE A [B) A S/ IU Ak, AR AE B 2 BOH h — R e, EAHLA R B R 2, AR B & FERT ALK,
/D AR S RTI  AH LRI, QUEChERS IEHERAE I A ML FH D AR, FERT B iE A
AL A 5 A AL 2.

H AT, E NSRBI TAEE BT 87 SO 5% B8 4B O s SV 24005 2 5% B8 43 BT (R 223K, (H 38 3k 77
A WL P 2 A g TRl R 4810 G, XoF 7K e B A5 v v FE P R 3% B R OK R K R B AR RN 5
A ) 35 55t P A ML AR A P o 4 )R 217 152,182,227 217 L, Hovbh 5 H e 19 348 100 mIL>".
AR SCHEST B P RD T A MR D, Horh QUEChERS B3 WL H (8 FH 2 9 9 mLL, Florisil [ 4H A% B
A BRI RS 19 mL.

] PR, T 5 A 5 e SR A A 3 B8 R T A BB IR [R] 3K 1 h P KRS SR v A B A B 4%
AT A EEAR A (R AR R EH b R R R 5 DU RS [R) 3 34938 50 min ™' Z0AR A RS AR I o 1 L e
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k% B AR B i A 3R IR IR g 30 miin > A SCHE ST 14 R T 12 7 ALk 38R B SR R 3 B B0 41 BB [
AHXS R, 5 min B ATIA S EOR,

R4 HBPHESER M AR B R

Table 4 The recovery rates of thiamethoxam in apple leaves

Jrok Wk & [A i3 Recovery/ % Sy IRl BN
Spiking level/ Average TR
Method & CV/%
(mg-L7") 1 | I v Vv recovery/ %
0.05 94.51 87.76 77.64 70.89 70.89 80.34 13.1
OQUECHERS 0.2 86.02 71.40 103.23 65.38 81.72 81.55 17.9
uEChE
0.5 83.22 89.95 120.65 103.95 84.83 96.52 16.3
1 93.10 105.50 99.37 103.05 95.00 99.20 5.3
0.05 73.42 70.89 75.95 91.14 86.08 79.49 10.9
Florisil 0.2 76.13 90.32 96.77 80.00 77.42 84.13 10.7
orisi
0.5 78.77 88.06 77.56 76.75 71.10 7845 7.8
1 89.76 98.75 81.17 92.21 79.33 88.24 9.1

2.5.2 KEHE

FE ERRE O T R AR IS, BE SRR AR BE 1 mg - L SR I o 5 T A ] — B ot
116 YCEATINE (£ 5) , QUEChERS & I TR YIE N 72,9 mAU -sy 28 5 R ECK 4.7% ; Florisil [F A%
Bk i s TR RS- I(E R 43.7 mAU -s, B3 R BN 8.6% .78 57 ZBIMKTF 20% HbrHE , FRHPIF ik BA
R ryE .

RS PIRIRIAT D E

Table 5 Analytical precision of two methods

UIRES G S

Method Sampling serial number ! 2 3 4 3 6
IETHFH Peak area/(mAU-s) 68.3 71.4 72.9 75.6 69.7 73.5
QuEChERS I T A3 {H Average peak area/(mAU:s) 72.9
SR CV/ % 4.7
I TH P Peak area/ ( mAU-s) 43.9 48.3 39.7 45.1 38.8 46.3
Florisil W TR AR 29{E Average peak area/ (mAU-s) 43.7
A2 FEBCV/ % 8.6
253 REE

A A A K 2 T 55 B, QUECKERS ¥ 0 S5 /K BBl 0.1 ng, e fI0KS H vk B2 Ry
0.01 mg-L™" ; Florisil %[/ M HIE N 0.1 ng, He /A KRB 0.02 mg- L7

R 6 PIFHTTER R R

Table 6 Sensitivity of two methods

771 Method LOD/ng LOQ/(mg-17")
QuEChERS 0.1 0.01
Florisil 0.1 0.02

2.6 SEBRAEAL G

M8 LRIk e BUR L 55 07 35U 209% HUBEIFE TR AL BE A DN 25 )5 2 7 R ANER 14 KSR e
JZ IR A5 B e (% 7). SEUEI 4 R _ESA PRIk, DRI KPR S R A L A Sk B i, M
THEB A — @RI



14 58 SR A5 < T PR R AL B S SR i R v R B A WA M T I 185

RT PIRITER PSRRI (n=3)

Table 7 Detection on practical samples of two methods(n=3)

R BA bR 22
il ey Fk Residue+SD/ (mg-L™!)
Dosage/ (g a.i*ha™!) Method 25 7d 2514 d
Days after spraying Days after spraying
60 QuEChERS 39.05+2.49 37.04+1.60
Florisil 39.60+2.67 36.51+£2.90

3 4512 ( Conclusion)

A3 HIR I QuECKERS 1 Florisil [F1AH A B0k #E S 1 HUE 7RSS0 5 b 4 ez i i 3
% HOIEHHL, PSA (GCB C18 445X Florisil [AAHA< U A AR 3, C18 (3T 7325 WA (3l DAD 3
DU 2800 2 A 5t v B AR 24 8% BR A Uk AT M AR RIOR BT, S AR i (0.1 ng) B A ok
(QuEChERS # 0.01 mg-L™"; Florisil [EIAHZ£HL% 0.02 mg- L") SEH RN (>70% ) $175 /24 25 5% iR
B D A 2K

QuEChERS JE#AERI B P, B b 3l b P38 DR A 25 BERERT /0 ) 10 min. &
S P e L AR R S5 5 1 1R AR S R B K, 1 A AR A G R orisil 7 A A& I 45 25 O AG T
1—5 min A I ALK 10 000—20000 Fé 221 H 3R Florisil [ AHREHEE 4 A RCR 4, S 15 1] i Rt 55
AR ZBUN B BRAEI AR | R 25 min, ELETARFR R R . PR, 7E S SR F rpos )
5% B4, QUEChERS 1538 A RALUER S BRsAG I | Florisil EAREE HUEE A /> R b ARSI

B e B A T EDIR s AR SR Bl A e 2 |
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