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Degradation dynamics and final residues of
propamocarb in cauliflower

YU Fuli, WANG Yuping,LEI qi, WANG Xu

(Institute for the Control of Agrochemicals of Shaanxi Province , Xi’an,Shaanxi 710003 ,China)

Abstract: [Objective] The degradation and final residues of propamocarb in cauliflower were investiga-
ted to evaluate its application safety. [Method) The method of LC-MS/MS was established for determina-
tion of propamocarb residues in cauliflower. Field experiments at Baoding of Hebei, Xi”an of Shaanxi,and
Guangyuan of Sichuan were conducted in two years,and the plant samples were collected at different dates.
Propamocarb was extracted with ethylacetate and cleaned by liquid-liquid extraction. After the solvent was
evaporated in vacuum.the residue pesticide was dissolved and detected by LC-MS/MS. [Result) The recov-
eries of propamocarb were 85. 9% —104.5% and 87.5% —101. 5% in plants and cauliflowers,respectively.
L.OQ and LOD of propamocarb were 0. 05 mg/kg and 0. 25 ng in leaves and cauliflowers,respectively. Pro-
pamocarb can be rapidly degraded in cauliflower, and the original deposit amounts were 4. 68 and 1. 36
mg/kg in 2013 and 2014. The half-life (t1/2) in leaves were 6.0 and 5.3 d at 2013 and 2014, respectively.
Final residues of propamocarb in cauliflower 5,7 and 10 d after the last spraying were 0. 94 and 0. 76,0. 62
and 0. 55 mg/kg,0. 52 and 0. 36 mg/kg,respectively. [Conclusion] The LC-MS/MS method was successful

established for determination of propamocarb residues in agricultural products. The propamocarb residual
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in cauliflower was below the EU standards,and it is degradable and safe to be used for cauliflowers.
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Sample Add concentration 1 2 3 4 5 SEH{E Average .
0.05 98.7 101. 4 87.9 104. 5 95.4 97.6 6.7
Iﬁ?iﬁ 0. 15 89.0 88.5 94. 2 101. 2 87.5 92.1 6.3
1.50 98.4 103. 2 101.9 88.7 85.9 95.6 8.2
0. 05 88.7 87.5 89. 2 90. 7 89. 1 89. 0 1.2
7]
ﬂ:ﬁfﬁnlﬁﬁ 0. 15 88. 8 90. 5 95.4 89.7 94. 8 91.8 3.6
Edible part
1. 50 90. 8 98.1 95.5 89.7 101.5 95.1 5.6
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Fig.4 Digestion dynamics of propamocarb

in cauliflower plant
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Table 2 Final residues of propamocarb in cauliflower edible part
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Position .. . .
administration times 5d 7d 10 d 54d 7 d 10 d
1083 3 0.17 0.11 <20. 05 <20. 05 <20. 05 <C0. 05
R 4 0.22 0.20 0.08 0.20 0. 14 <0. 05
Baoding. Hebei L 62 3 0. 36 0. 26 0.15 0. 40 0.23 0.10
4 0. 94 0.62 0.52 0.76 0.55 0. 36
1 083 3 0.12 <C0. 05 <20. 05 0.12 <20. 05 <C0. 05
[ PG P 22 4 0.21 0.08 <C0. 05 0. 15 <C0. 05 <C0. 05
Xi’an, Shaanxi |62 3 0.51 0. 24 0.17 0.13 <0.05 <<0.05
4 0. 60 0. 28 0.15 0. 27 0.15 <C0. 05
3 <0.05 <C0. 05 <C0. 05 — — —
1083
DI 5E 4 0.29 0.23 0.08 — — —
Guangyuan, Sichuan 3 0.49 0. 30 0.21 — — —
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4 0.48 0.47 0.32 — — —
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