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Analysis of Cytosinpeptidemycin in Soil and Tomato
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Abstract: An analytical method of high performance liquid chromatography (HPLC ) was developed to detect residues of cytosinpeptidemycin
in soil and tomato through examining the effects of different extractants and extracting methods on extraction efficiency of cytosinpeptide—
mycin in soil and the effects of different extracting solvents and column chromatography on cytosinpeptidemycin extraction from tomato. Cy—
tosinpeptidemycin in soil was extracted by the mixture of methanol and water(3/7, V/V), and detected by HPLC, while that in tomato was
extracted by methanol, and further by methylene—chloride. The extracts were then purified with silica gel column and detected by HPLC.
The average recoveries of cytosinpeptidemycin ranged from 87.00% to 94.31% and 89.96% to 107.45%, with the coefficient of variation
from 1.07% to 3.98% and 4.66% to 9.12%, for soil at 0.05~1.00 mg-kg™ and tomato at 0.5~5.00 mg-kg™, respectively. The minimum de—
tectable concentrations were 0.03 mg-kg™ for soil and 0.1 mg-kg™ for tomato. The method developed in the current study meets the require—
ments of detecting pesticide residue in soil and plant.
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Table 1 Recovery of cytosinpeptidemycin extracted from soil by

different extracting solvents
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Figure 1 Chromatogram of (a) cytosinpeptidemycin standard solution( 1 mg-L™), (b )blank soil, (¢ )soil spiked with

cytosinpeptidemycin(0.5 mg-kg™)
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Figure 2 Chromatogram of cytosinpeptidemycin with different chromatographic column from tomatoes
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Figure 3 The standard curve of cytosinpeptidemycin
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Table 2 Recovery of cytosinpeptidemyecin from soil spiked with

standard concentrations

A/ R %

CVI%

0.05 8523 86.54 8241 90.17 90.66 87.00 3.98
0.50 94.06 9098 9494 9856 93.02 9431 296
1.00 95.14 9395 9245 9421 9331 9381 1.07
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Table 3 Recovery of cytosinpeptidemycin from tomato spiked
standard concentrations
VR AR IElCR %
mg-kg™! 1 2 3 4 5 SEH
0.5 103.01 83.18 93.71 83.61 9474 9165 9.12
1.00 11890 101.25 98.42 11142 107.27 107.45 7.60
5.00 91.98 9200 93.66 83.05 89.09 89.96 4.66
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Table 4 Concentrations of cytosinpeptidemycin in tomato and soil
oy~ Bk fik/mg - kg™ .
1 2 3 4 5 S
11-M-T-D-C-1h 0.044 1 0.046 3 0.049 7 0.048 5 0.046 8 0.047 1 4.56
12-M-T-D-Z-1h 0.120 5 0.1259 0.112°5 0.117 6 0.122 4 0.119 8 4.23
12-M-T-D-G-1h 0.062 2 0.059 8 0.064 7 0.058 7 0.060 1 0.061 1 3.89
11-M-T-D-CMT-1h 0.531 6 0.516 4 0.543 5 0.527 1 0.534 9 0.530 7 1.88
12-M-F-D-Z-1h 1.247 0 1.301 0 1.196 0 1.293 0 1.213 0 1.250 0 3.74
11-M-F-D-C-1d 0.827 4 0.795 6 0.853 1 0.805 7 0.779 8 0.8123 3.52
12-M-F-D-G-5d 0.472 2 0.458 9 0.497 1 0.502 1 0.463 8 0.478 8 4.10
12-M-F-D-Z-7d 0.443 5 0.428 9 0.460 3 0.438 7 0.467 8 0.447 8 3.56
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