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Residue and dietary risk assessment of quizalofop-p-ethyl and

its metabolites in adzuki bean
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0.3~0.6 mL/m* 325K E 2 2~3 K, 5 A RAFAFRETF .
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Abstract: In order to evaluate the long-term and short-term dietary
intake risk of quizalofop-p-ethyl and quizalofop-p-acid in adzuki bean,
the final residue of them was determined. Using the application con-
centration of 0.3~ 0.6 mL/m?, the application frequency of 2~ 3
times with various picking intervals, the residue of quizalofop-p-ethyl
in adzuki bean was 0.03~1.07 mg/kg. and that of quizalofop-p-acid
was 0.05~1.20 mg/kg. The long-term dietary intake risk quotient
(RQc) and short-term dietary intake risk quotient (RQa) were
1.989%6~19.70% and 0.50% ~1.30% . respectively.
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ke s R IR B R B 2% 5 0 IR A B R 3 A
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BRI R A L AT B 2T SR EE
W, HATE A X TR RAAEFERED Ikt 2
S A B B R I R . Alba 2NN AR R OK
R R R H AR Y 0 ok Bk B OR E ' (MRL)
0.02 mg/kg. 5% B o <C0.02 mg/kg. i % F L1/ 5 o R v
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LINERE B S R  (20% ~50%) 2 H AL R A
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3% /> B #:: Athena C;5 column (4.6 mm X
250 mm,5 pm) , 3 % FEAE A
L1z {58

3% . Agilent 1260 Infinity 11 %, 3% [ % £ {&

HLF RO CP214 AL, bl M ZE U384 IR A |

IR : MTN-2800D B, K it U8 4 28 BT (L % 4 [R
YNEI
1.2 Kk
1L.2.1 HEHAR 2019 4F 6 H 43 HI7E 4 ik GRIE LD Fi ik
FACFE) W53 TF 1R K50 . k0 H 8 F S AR
T AR SRR 1.93% ,pH 8.44; ik KA+ HEA LR &
BN 2.44%,.pH 7.86, K H + B Fa . HORZ R
B X0 4 D0 R R 245 R (] 3 8 R AR D 38 3 R 5 R /)
XA 30 m?, AR /N X BEE 3 ANE A AR A NX,
£L/IN 7 f 4 5% BRI 43 0 DA HE PR AR 70 3 (0.3 mL/m*)
MEFIE 0.6 mL/m™) gy, BEMEZ 2 KM 3 WHAR
[ B0 2, i 2 ) B 10 do TR R BT 4% 2 U5 I 56 14,
21,28 KR MFEH H BEMLUC B LT /N G RE S . 20 BT Wi BT A b
i B AT —20 CukAEh.
1.2.2 Frab® RIS g /N E RS 50 mL B0
LA 25 mL S5 1% L BRIE TR - IR HE 2 min, 43 5100
A 0.1 g NaCl, 2.5 g MgSO, » #JiE 1 min,4 000 r/min{ (>
5 min, X 1/2 FIHFRASRKTF . M1 mL %% O E 5,
AT 50 mg C (ELLE T, i€ 1 min, 10 000 r/minEg
L 1 min, BIFWRES 0.22 pm i 98 45 . 15 HPLC A3,
1.2.3 HPLC 4 AR 30 “C.¥ah Al 2 fsk A%
SRR 70 ¢ 30, %t 1 mL/min, £ 3 4 236 nm,
W HL 20 p L FpAar W0 ) 3 47 43 A7 FH A0 F A o 0 18T AR
R s R R e HAR T sk BR A

F1 100 EERRIAHAEREETAHE
Table 1 Field experiment design scheme of 10% refined

quinoline emulsion residue in adzuki bean

it 2455 4k /

ETRE , Jiti 245 Yk B % It i)
(mL +m %)
1~3 0.3 A A
4~6 0.3 A A A
7~9 0.6 A A
10~12 0.6 A A A
13 0.0

T AFIRWZY A BR IR B2 AL L RN B2 ]

BITR % A/NE PSR R R R E A G 5% B E 1 BE | KU T i

12,4 J A XUBS 3Tl

(1) A2k I B RUBS: - AR 21/ P A 2 W4 5k B8
HFE(STMR) ™ & H B AL/NE KT L KA H AT
BARADDM 55, R KA sk 8 e — 4~ &
BAER. MR R ADI 2 0.009 mg/kg « BW, HACHH4
R R R AR LA ADI i 75 18 L 50 s R 2 A 2ol
FEPEL SRR R 9 ADI 5D . v [ R [ 4E 8 B 2%

TRRKIRE SR A RS b E R RS (2016
MO (F 2,
k2 ARAFERABEERINTHEE
Table 2 Body weight and adzuki bean consumption of
different crowds
N LNEIH R/ (kg d ) (K ke
2~3 % %)L 0.03 14
4~6 2 4L 0.03 21
7~10 % JL#E 0.03~0.07 35
11~13 % JL3# 0.03~0.07 40
14~17 % L3 0.05~0.10 46
18~64 % i A 0.05~0.15 50~72
65 % LA BN 0.05~0.15 50~70
Fe R (D) (2) T8 VIR B AR
_ NEDI ,
RQ. = ADI X 100% , @D)
NEDp = STMRAXE 2
bw
EWiin

RQ. — M@K 1 - %05

NEDI— EZAfiiT4 H # A . mg/kg - BW;
ADI & H fRF A E,mg/kg « BW;
STMR Wi 45 5% B v fH . mg/ kg
F—2/NE & R H 57 9 it kg

7 kg,

A RQ. <1002, 18 Pk i £ 58 A KU 2 7 82 2 1,
RQ, fHM#/N , KUK A s 27 RQ. =100%% . 18 M Ji £ 48 AR
W6 2 A AT 4252 B, RQ. MK XU 7 07

(2) e KHR B BR A8 B (MRL) %1 2% % W A% 31 K F
ISR H R B A B (TMDI) X 1 2% 3 19 K 9 4 24 5
A AT PR IR (DI

TMDI = M, 3

bw

bw

A

TMDI— i 55 H e KA mg/kg « BW;

MRL—£L/NS 0 (1 f e 5% B8 B 1 ma/ kg

PP MRL < 391 1 £ 8 A KU, 19 AR 47 7K SF 32 28
R ADI {HAH HHR 0 4 H B K4 A Bk R R 9 =t ()
A5,
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. TMDI 0

CPLc = ADI x 100%, (4)
A

CPLc R XU B T B B R KL %

M CPLc<C100% B}, T @ 37 i MRL XF F & R K
R B T A RURS: 19 £ 47 7K - 75 7T 452 32 19 38 Bl 9 . CPLe fH
AN, aF R K B A RURR B R K MR
CPLc=>100% B, fiT & 57 (9 MRL % F Ja K 0 e 8 A
PR 9 AR 37 7K P 76 AS W] 42 52 (35 L 9, CPLe fH K, X
J AR U £ B A XU A A 4P K S AR
(3) BHEREEBARE ARG LN S P 2 f = R B
WP THE RN KRHE . 2ESHFHNREITR. BER
RaZSH R w (ArfD) K 1 mg/kg « BW, HAHY
Wi RRBRARAME. RAKERRZY ArfD . 2/
SRS R 0.019 4 kg, % AT W B RORE T
A T GE 3,
X5 O AT EA R,
NESTI

_ 0
RQa Ar/D X 100% , (3)
NESTI:(UXU-O-LP*U)XHR’ 6)
bw
vl elp
RQa SRR 26

B 22388 | 2020 £ 5 B | RS

x3 AMNERHBEANRBITMGESH

Table 3 Short-term intake risk assessment
parameters of adzuki bean
PNt WE/kg K%/ ke
4~6 % LT 16.5 0.140 5
2 2 52.6 0.213 7
— B 60.0 0.388 2

ArfD——2M 5% it mg/kg « BW;
NESTI—HZ AT WA i . mg/kg « BW;
U—4/h G E kg
LP—— R (WL /N 2 1 5 R 28 ) L ke
HR— ¥ 5% Bl mg/ kg
bw—KHE . kg;
v F RT3,

BHg A B Excel B 74T B8 AL AL
2 g5
21 RERARREARGHMSLRER

H 4l A, BREBILLA /DT R R EE N

0.07~1.07 mg/kg A&M AR R R ¥ B &~ 0.10~1.20 mg/kg;
W L0/ o e R R AR B 4 0.03~0.66 mg/ kg, #f MR
RIRELER R 0.05~0.97 mg/kg.

1.2.5

R4 BEARREREVELNETRELZRBREER

Table 4 Final residue test results of quizalofop-p-ethyl and its metabolites in adzuki bean

AT/ (mg - kg™

[/ (=1 — - g S Ty =1
s FldE/(mL» m™?) M2 RFEME/d Ty T
14 0.634-0.03 0.3974-0.03
2 21 0.2240.02 0.1140.02
) 28 0.0840.01 0.0340.01
03 14 0.9470.03 0.580.03
3 21 0.3340.02 0.1640.02
28 0.1240.01 0.0540.01
14 0.7140.03 0.44-0.03
HEER R 2 21 0.2270.02 0.1140.02
06 28 0.074-0.01 0.034-0.01
14 1.0740.03 0.66+0.03
3 21 0.3240.02 0.16+£0.02
28 0.104-0.01 0.0470.01
14 0.807-0.03 0.6540.03
0.3 2 21 0.3540.02 0.2640.02
28 0.1540.01 0.1140.01
14 1.2040.03 0.9740.03
3 21 0.5240.02 0.397-0.02
28 0.2240.01 0.1640.01
14 0.7940.03 0.56+0.03
KR R R 0.6 2 21 0.2840.02 0.1740.02
28 0.1040.01 0.0540.01
14 1.182£0.03 0.834-0.03
3 21 0.4140.02 0.2540.02

28 0.1540.01 0.08+0.01
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2.2.1 KM WA KKIEZA 14 d J5 R
W R 2 FURS R R R I &R BAH R T 21,28 d 1, AR 4 i
JIR B X AR R G 14 d S R BR B A AT K 0 R
£ XU TP Al o 2 RS 76 AT 428 32 9 1R P, R kit 2521, 28 d
5k B R S AR R . R ZY 14 d J5 KR
TR s R R BR Y STMR {43514 0.645,0.815 mg/kg.
RAZ D L2 A7 G B 3 A XUR PPAR .

HT 2 5 T, &AF I B AN BE I RS e R R NEDI fH Wy
0.000 48~0.001 40 mg/kg, RQc F 1.98% ~15.40% ; k&
MR R R NEDI {5 0.000 61~0.001 77 mg/kg, RQc
H6.80% ~19.70% , KimE R R KA YN RQe <
100 40 o Tt W ns R 8 T AR i 49 7 o [ A5 4 i B o I

BITR % A/NE PSR R R R E A G 5% B E 1 BE | KU T i

LR, BIEE KRR .

2.2.2 Z% MRLFRUEXE A G R 3k 6w
AU £1/IN 7 rhoRs s R R AR ) T A% AR I BN Y
Wi KE HEAEN 0.000 04~0.000 11 mg/kg, MRL
ol Xt T 2 R B KUK (9 PR B KO Oy 0.4 ~1.2% .
CPLc<<100 % - 1t W Hp [ #E 57 (10K s R 22 3 K ok ¥ BR
JE IR AT A5 A % B A HE I 3% o AR AP A T 32
HI .

2.2.3  SVEREE R I DN AR R R ORI M R R R
W) HR 435 1.07,1.20 mg/kg, & AR (5).(6) kT
ARG R A XS AL AR ILR 7, R 7 AT AL L,
2 — B NTER RS MR R 9 NESTI 2N 0.005 14 ~
0.011 63 mg/kg, RQa }30.5% ~ 1.2% ; K M & R & 1Y

x5 BETFONEPEERRMBERRENZ L% S XN MNE XK ITMG
Table 5 Chronic risk assessment based on the final residual test of quizalofop-p-ethyl and quizalofop-p-acid in adzuki
bean (14 d)
! KRR Hi e R R R
A NEDI/(mg * kg™ 1) RQc/% NEDI/(mg « kg™ 1) RQc/ %
2~3 % 4L 0.001 38 15.40 0.001 75 19.40
4~6 % 4L 0.000 92 10.20 0.001 16 12.90
7~10 % JL#% 0.000 55~0.001 29 6.10~14.30 0.000 70~0.001 63 7.80~18.10
11~13 % JL#& 0.000 48~0.001 13 5.40~12.50 0.000 61~0.001 43 6.80~15.80
14~17 % L3 0.000 70~0.001 40 1.98~2.37 0.000 89~0.001 77 9.80~19.70
18~64 % WA 0.000 65~0.001 34 7.20~14.90 0.000 82~0.001 70 9.10~18.90
65 % DL E A 0.000 65~0.001 38 7.20~15.40 0.000 82~0.001 75 9.10~19.40
%* 6 MRLIRAIHHZFERRKEH R KE
Table 6 Protection level of MRL to dietary risk of consumers (14 d)
! KRR K R R R
AHE TMDI/(mg * kg™ ') CPLc/% TMDI/(mg * kg™ 1) CPLc/%
2~3 441 0.000 11 1.2 0.000 11 1.2
4~6 % 4L 0.000 07 0.8 0.000 07 0.8
7~10 % JL#E 0.000 04~0.000 10 0.5~1.1 0.000 04 0.5~1.1
11~13 % )L 0.000 04~0.000 09 0.4~1.0 0.000 04 0.4~1.0
14~17 %)L& 0.000 05~0.000 11 0.6~1.2 0.000 05 0.6~1.2
18~64 % W A\ 0.000 05~0.000 10 0.6~1.2 0.000 05 0.6~1.2
65 % DL F A 0.000 05~0.000 11 0.6~1.2 0.000 05 0.6~1.2
x7 BETINEAHEERARMBERARBNELZEXNMN XK TG
Table 7 Acute risk assessment based on the final residual test of quizalofop-p-ethyl and quizalofop-p-acid in adzuki
bean (14 d)
! HiMER R KR R IR
A NESTI/(mg * kg™ ") RQa/% NESTI/(mg * kg™ 1) RQa/%
4~6 % L 0.011 63 1.2 0.013 04 1.3
Z 4 1k 0.005 14 0.5 0.005 76 0.6
— i N 0.007 61 0.8 0.008 54 0.9
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NESTI >}y 0.005 76 ~0.013 04 mg/kg,RQa Jy 0.5% ~
1.3 %6 R e R R K AR 19 RQa <100 %6 » 158 B A 1 R
F R HAHI Y TE b [ 25 48 0 B b 10 20 1 G 2 B A XU A
TE AT 2 P, B AR AR . BRI b, 285 JRl A e
AR T L o 24 J 0 N S IORR 2/ T R R R % AR 3
Pxs b E s REWIE R L A awkEE.
385

10 26 K s 7R 2 3L 3 43 1) % 77 %) & (0.3,0.6 mL/m*)
W24 2~3 WL G2 R 10 d. SRR Z )5 14,21,28 d %
W, 2L/ R g R R B B A 1 <C1.07 me/ ke, FEER R
TR A% w1 <{1.20 mg/kg. B & B A KK AL R B, 21
JIN TG rpORE R R T LA I R e R 2 TR 1 K B R
BB HR AR . PR, 23 08 R ol i 24, R IR
WL G 14 d PYAICIRZL /N 5L o6 e R R K AR )
HEREEZ ARG HE . Hah, b E R v
AR RTELL/N G I R BR B BR S 1 0 T 3% 3 i DR3P K Dy
0.4%0~1.2 %0 , Foxd o [ 45 47 % B HETH 3% & 0 £ 2 3k

BT e 32K o IR AU LD/ B HORY e R R A Y
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