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Abstract; In order to develop standards for safe use of acetamiprid on grapes, a supervised trial experiment which used high-perform
liquid chromatography were conducted to study the dynamics of degradation of acetamiprid in grape fruits and leaves. The half-lives
of acetamiprid 3% ME in grape leaves and berries were 3.55 ~3.93 days and 4.14 ~5.60 days, respectively. Being treated 3 times
for every 7 days with acetamiprid 3% ME at recommended concentration of 22.5 g + hm > (a.i. ) and double concentration of 45 g
- hm™(a.i. ), the residue of acetamiprid in grape fruits 7 days later was <0.2 mg + kg™', and 14 days later <0.1 mg - kg™".
The limit detection amount and concentration were 0.5 ng and 0.01 mg + kg ™' respectively. These values are lower than the relevant
maximum residues limits of the United States, South Korea and Japan. The results suggested that acetamiprid 3% ME could be used
in grape 1 ~3 times for every 7 days at a concentration of 22.5 g + hm > (a. i. ) with a safety interval of 7 days before harvest.
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Table 1  The recoveries of acetamiprid in grape fruits and leaves
R ISWAE”
e B e PRI R R
Plant part Sample size , (/mw-kg/’] ) Average recovery/ % Standard deviation/%
S Fruit 3 0.05 86.20 5.49
3 0.2 92.57 5.47
3 2 91.55 3.29
M- H Leaf 3 0.05 86.93 6.04
3 0.2 86.36 4.61
3 2 91.01 2.71
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Fig.1  Residual dynamics of acetamiprid on grape leaves and fruit, in relation to safety standards in South Korea and the USA,

with an indication of the seasonal dynamics of the grape leathopper
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Table 2 Degradation equation of acetamiprid in grape fruits and leaves
. Jiti 2575 . KRE e
T A 7. ) Wl e AREE ey
Samole n: Pesticide dose Avolication ti Phenological st Dearadati " Correlation co- Half-life/d
ample name /(g'hm™?)(ai.) pplication time enological stage egradation equation efficient (1) alf-life,
M A 45 2009 426 H f) FFAER] C =0.922¢ 01861 -0.9930 3.72
Leaf In early June 2009 Flowering stage
22.5 2009 6 A k4] FFEHH C =0.4606e ~ %187 -0.9901 3.65
In early June 2009 Flowering stage
Lige) 45 2009 47 A LA HRA M) €=0.9416¢ 07 -0.9983 3.93
Leaf In early July 2009 Berries growth stage
22.5 2009 4E7 7 14 KRR € =0.3757e 0195 -0.9947 3.55
In early July 2009 Berries growth stage
s 45 2009 4F 8 A LA] Hel C =0.2354¢ 01481 -0.9911 4.68
Fruit In early August 2009 Coloring stage
22.5 2009 4 8 H 14 Eegubll € =0.1659¢ =167 -0.9905 4.14
In early August 2009 Coloring stage
R 45 2008 4F8 A kA Egur € =0.2667¢ ~*-130% -0.9975 5.30
Fruit In early August 2008 Coloring stage
22.5 2008 4E8 A I-f) gegut €=0.1757¢ 13" -0.9982 5.60

In early August 2008

Coloring stage
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Table 3  Residual amount of acetamiprid in grape fruits and leaves

—02— X =N — - =3
25 KUHL GREENNG AR

Fe 5% B Residual amount/ (mg-kg™")

Treatment dose

/(g-hm=?) (a.i.) Time after the last spraying/d Sample size

2008 45

2009 4EH5: 2009 4EM- B

Fruit, 2008 Fruit, 2009 Leaf, 2009

45 7 3
14 3
22.5 7 3
14 3

0.1556 +0.0466
0.0541 £0.0091
0.0773 £0.0256
0.0384 +0.0114

0.1654 +0.0519 0.2437 +0.0960
0.0362 +£0.0147 0.0418 £0.0173
0.0733 +£0.0074 0.0842 +0.0174
0.0256 +0.0081 0.0132 +0.0028
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Data in the table are mean + SD.
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