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Risk assessment of pesticide residues in muskmelon in xinjiang
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Abstract; To evaluate the dietary risk level of pesticide residues in
muskmelon in Xinjiang and identify the types of pesticide residues
with relatively high risks. Based on the research of 127

muskmelon samples of the 2-year-producing in Xinjiang, 60 kinds
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of pesticide residues were analyzed by chronic, and the acute diet-
ary exposure assessment, and the dietary risk levels were evalua-
ted. Moreover, the usage of veterinary drug residue council sort
veterinary drug residue risk matrix, and the pesticide residue in
high-risk types were discussed. The results showed that 10 kinds
of pesticide residues, icluding phenyl ether metronidazole, chlor-
pyrifos, chlordimeform, and chlorphenidine, were detected in the
melon samples, and the detection rate ranged from 0.79% to
22.05%. The risk of chronic dietary intake (% ADI) and acute di-
etary intake (7% ARfD) of pesticide residues in different popula-
tions were significantly lower than 100%. The risk scores of
chlorpyrifos, phenyl ether metronidazole, and dinitrile were
24.03, 18.12 and 18.05, respectively, showing higher than those
of other pesticide residues. Most importantly, chlorpyrifos and
phenyl ether metronidazole were high-risk residual pesticides,
and we need to be very careful of the usage of them.

Keywords: muskmelon; pesticide; risk assessment; the sorting
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Table 1 Pesticide and its CAS number

42 CAS 5 V&) CAS & 42l CAS & & CAS &
FH e 10265-92-6 || =48 2 i i 115-32-2 DES 16752-77-5 || SR MK 36734-19-7
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Table 2 Evaluation criteria for ranking risk of pesticide residues in muskmelon
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Table 3 Pesticide residue in melon sample

VESTUIES R/ (mg - kg™ FREEGSE REBEST N/ % FREKF/(mg - kg™ )
B SC I 1 0.79 0.011 6
L — 2 1.57 0.012 7~0.013 8
5 i i — 4 3.15 0.000 3~0.000 4
P Tk A e — 5 3.94 0.000 7~0.020 4
i TR - 5 3.94 0.000 4~0.010 5
I Pk iy bk 0.5 6 4,72 0.000 3~0.002 5
Ui - 2 1.57 0.010 3~0.012 1
ZHR - 21 16.54 0.000 2~0.015 1
W H g - 1 0.79 0.009 9
IE H bk 2.0 28 22.05 0.000 4~0.019 9
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Table 4 Risk assessment parameters of melon intake
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Table 5 The reults of assessing anout pesticide residues though chronic dietary intake risk
GROEHME, B/ ADI/(mg+ 7%ADI/ HRTHE, BE/ ADI/(mg+  %ADI/
K2 2

(mg+kg™ ") (mg-kg ™)) kg !+ Bw % (mg+kg ) (mg+kg ') kg '+ Bw) %
FE A0 0.000 1 0.000 1 0.010 0 0.002 5 5 T 1 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.200 0 0.000 1
g 0.000 2 0.000 2 0.030 0 0.001 9 U5 REERYN 0.000 2 0.000 2 0.060 0 0.000 8
0% 75 i 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.200 0 0.000 0 LR 0.000 4 0.000 4 0.030 0 0.003 7
ik F BA 0.000 2 0.000 2 0.010 0 0.006 3 I d 152 0.000 1 0.000 1 0.080 0 0.000 3
[ T A 0.000 2 0.000 2 0.030 0 0.001 5 IE 01k 0.001 1 0.001 1 0.070 0 0.004 5

TR B 4R 25 7% ADI {5 =>>100% , 13 W 5% B A< 25 19 48 1 i
B AU E AT 2 Ju .

2.2.2 2VERERBEAN 0T HUREG R ok 0L A
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BRI 3 FONHEM% AR/D {H 4331 2Ky 0.163 4% ~
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P I B R s B AE P 402 37 7 T Y

WFIE AP — i A THE 5 M A B A XU <0..006 396, 2
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Table 6 The results of assessing anout pesticide residues though acute dietary intake risk
4~6 % L3 it — e AT
o HR/ ARfD/
R ESTI/ %ARD/ ESTI/ %ARfD/ ESTI/ %ARfD/
(mg kg ') (mgekg ")
(mg » kg™ 1) % (mg » kg™ 1) % (mg + kg™1) %
Ey 0.011 6 0.1 0.004 5 4.484 2 0.001 5 1.466 0 0.001 3 1.285 2
T ik R 0.020 4 0.3 0.007 9 2.621 9 0.002 6 0.857 2 0.002 3 0.751 4
i T e 0.010 5 0.3 0.004 0 1.349 4 0.001 3 0.441 2 0.001 2 0.386 7
5 T 1 0.002 5 0.6 0.001 0 0.163 4 0.000 3 0.053 4 0.000 3 0.046 8
n dr R 0.012 1 0.4 0.004 6 1.160 9 0.001 5 0.379 5 0.001 3 0.332 7
£ R 0.015 1 0.1 0.005 8 5.812 6 0.001 9 1.900 3 0.001 7 1.665 9
I H1 2 0.009 9 1.0 0.003 8 0.382 9 0.001 3 0.125 2 0.001 1 0.109 7
g d1 0.019 9 0.1 0.007 7 7.657 6 0.002 5 2.503 5 0.002 2 2.194 7
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Table 7 The score of pesticide residues for risk rank
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Figure 1 Risk ranking of pesticide residues in melon
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