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Fig. 1. Chemical structure of ethoprophos.
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Fig. 2. Picture of closed chambers for pesticide
volatilization test
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918 27 31 nhexane:dichloromethane:acetonitrile (49.65:
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Table 1. GLC conditions for the analysis of etho-
prophos
Instrument HP6890 series GC (Agilent, USA)
Detector Nitrogen phosphorus detecter(NPD)
Column Rtx®-OPPesticides2(Fused Silica, 30
m L.x 032 mm id.x 032 pm
film thickness)
Temperature ~ Oven 100°C—10C/min—270°C(2 min)
Injection port 220°C
Detector block 250C
Flow rate Carrier (N;) 2.6 mL/min
Makeup (N2) 10 mL/min
Hydrogen 3.5 mL/min
Air 60 mL/min
Sample size 1 uL, splitless mode
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Table 2. Recovery and detection limit of ethoprophos in sweet-pepper

Fortified Recovery(%) LOD? LoQ?
concentration (ng) (ppm)
(ppm) A B C Mean:sd g PP
0.01 1104 105.3 994 105.04£5.5 0.05 0.002

0.02 106.8 109.3 102.6 105.9+3.9

YLimit of detection
Limit of quantification



AYGaF A A A EZ YA Hegd AFHEA 115
15.0 0.08
-—-4&—Hydrophilic culture solution
E 120 | ~@— Bell pepper fruits ’é‘
o 0.06 2,
& &
2 90 2z
o =
- 0.04 <
= =
S 6.0 o
= 3
i s
@ 0.02 A
g 3.0 &
0.0 0
Days after treatment
Fig. 3. Residual pattern of ethoprophos with elapsed day after pouring treatment.
Table 3. Residue of ethoprophos scattered in model by different matrix
Water Treatment Residue Aerial
condition position Sweet pepper (mg/kg) On PE film (mg/m’) (mg/m)
Dry Tray 0.18 0.42 4.55
Soil 0.02 0.03 0.46
Wet Tray 0.37 0.19 10.70
Soil 0.62 0.75 11.75
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Residual properties of ethoprophos with treatment methods in sweet pepper under greenhouse condition

Jin Bae Kim', Byung Hun Song, Soo Hyung Lee, Hong Shik Nam and Kyung Ae Son'(National Institute of
Agriculiural Science and Technology, RDA, Suwon 441-707, Korea, and 1Gyeongsangrwzm-do Agricultural Research
& Extension, Jinju 660-360, Korea)

Abstract : Two experiments were carried out in greenhouse under hydrophilic culture facilities and simulation
model to provide residual characteristics of ethoprophos treated in sweet pepper’s growth. To identify the pattern
of absorption-translocation through the plant roots, ethoph 5% GR were diluted in hydrophilic culture solution and
drenched at a time per day for three days. The residue in fruit came closed to 0.02 ppm of MRL at 10 days
after treatment(DAT) and reached peaked 0.06 ppm at 30 DAT and remained excess MRL level until around 40
DAT. To confirm the pattern of contamination by volatilization of ethoprophos, ethoph 5%GR was scattered 2 g
per cubic meter. At 72 hours after treatment, the residue in sweet pepper fruit was exceed the MRL and the
maximum residual amount were 0.62 ppm by volatilization. Consequently the use of ethoprophos during the
growth of sweet pepper would be strong possibility to exceed the MRL.
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