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Determination of Chlorothalonil and Pyrethroid Pesticides in Water by GC

CAO Aidi SUN Rui-hua
( Pudong Environmental Monitoring Station Shanghai 200135 China)

Abstract: A method for determining concentrations of chlorothaonil and 6 pyrethroid pesticides in surface
water was developed by using GCHCD with capillary column the contaminants being extracted from surface wa—
ter by n-hexane. The linear ranges of 7 pesticides were 10.0 pg/L ~200 pg/L( chlorothaonil) and 50.0 pg/L
~1 000 wg/L( fenpropathrin cyhalothrin permethrin cypermethrin fenvalerate deltamethrin) . The average
recoveries of pesticides by spiking ranged from 91.3% to 118% ; RSD ranged from 0.8% to 4.9% . The method
detection limits are: chlorothaonil 0. 054 pg/L fenpropathrin 0. 62 pg/L  cyhalothrin 0. 68 pug/L  permethrin
0.40 pg/L  cypermethrin 0. 65 wg/L fenvalerate 0. 78 wg/L  deltamethrin 0. 15 pg/L.
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2 pg/L
Table 2 Test results of method detection limits and minimun quantitative detection limits pg/L
0.054 0.62 0.68 0.40 0.65 0.78 0.15
0.22 2.48 2.72 1.60 2.60 3.12 0.60
2.5 AFFE L AR DGR 6 90.5% ~122%
6 91.3% ~118% RSD <5%
3 3,
3
Table 3 Test results of precision and spiked recovery
1% RSD
p/(pg-L7") 1 2 3 4 5 6 1% 1%
0.50 110 106 112 107 110 110 109 2.0
2.00 112 103 114 106 114 103 109 4.9
10.0 92.5 90.5 91.0 91.0 91.0 92.0 91.3 0.8
2.50 107 108 107 110 107 111 108 1.6
10.0 118 117 120 115 119 110 116 3.1
50.0 112 109 113 109 109 110 110 1.6
2.50 119 116 118 110 119 110 115 3.7
10.0 90.6 99.1 92.4 102 92.5 99.3 96.0 4.9
50.0 115 111 113 110 109 113 112 2.0
2.50 104 99.2 102 96.5 102 103 101 2.7
10.0 119 116 122 117 121 116 118 2.2
50.0 113 108 110 106 106 97.5 107 4.9
2.50 109 106 109 107 110 109 108 1.4
10.0 113 107 112 105 112 105 109 3.4
50.0 106 105 108 106 104 108 106 1.5
2.50 113 107 111 108 112 107 110 2.4
10.0 98.1 97.6 99.8 101 99.6 103 99.8 2.0
50.0 117 113 116 111 107 115 113 3.3
2.50 115 112 115 107 116 107 112 3.7
10.0 94.7 98.5 97.8 101 98.2 99.6 98.3 2.2
50.0 114 112 111 110 105 112 111 2.8
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