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Qingdao. Methods A total of 150 batches of fresh Fragaria ananassa from the production bases in Qingdao were
randomly selected. Based on the results of visits and investigations, typical pesticides in the 150 batches of samples
were tested, and dietary intake risk assessment of typical pesticide residues in Fragaria ananassa was conducted.
Results It was found that 17 kinds of pesticide residues were detected in 150 batches of Fragaria ananassa in
Qingdao, and 10 kinds of pesticides were registered for use in Fragaria ananassa, accounting for 58.8% of the total
number of pesticides detected. The 7 kinds of unregistered pesticides were detected in Fragaria ananassa, accounting
for 41.2% of the total detected pesticides. The types and quantities of pesticides detected were
fungicides>insecticides>acaricides, and plant growth regulators were not detected. In the 5 different harvest periods,
the highest pesticide residue levels and the detection frequency were detected in Februry and March. The risk
coefficients of the 17 kinds of detected pesticides were all less than 1.5, indicating that the detected pesticides were at
a low risk. The dietary intake risk of the detected pesticide residues in fresh Fragaria ananassa was also relatively
low. This suggested that the impact of the 17 kinds of detected pesticides on the safety of Fragaria ananassa was
acceptable. Conclusion Through the monitoring of pesticide residues of Fragaria ananassa in Qingdao, it is found
that the qualified rate of pesticide residues in Fragaria ananassa is relatively high, the quality and safety status of
Fragaria ananassa is good and acceptable. However, judging from the monitoring data, the use of unregistered
pesticides in Fragaria ananassa still occurs, so the supervision of the use of unregistered pesticides in Fragaria
ananassa should be further strengthened.

KEY WORDS: fresh Fragaria ananassa; typical pesticide; risk assessment
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Table 2 Detection rate and over-standard rate of pesticide residues in Fragaria ananassa

P2 2 Fx REGHET e H B K /% AR/ % TR LEOEN MR A 58 R
M, H ok Ik B 1 0.7 0 BB 1 1.1
g A Jpk A 10 7.0 0 RESST 1 1.1
W7 i Nl 3 2.0 0 £l 1 1.1
Wk i fiiz AW 1 0.7 0 Bl 1 1.1
JE 7 F AW 30 20.0 0 Bl 1 1.1
NP ik T i AREEH 44 293 0 EEie 1 1.1
i D AR 30 20.0 0 RESST 1 1.1
167K ikt AR 17 11.3 0 [REEST 1 1.1
RN P O e AW 13 8.7 0 Bl 1 1.1
W TR T EE Rl 4 2.7 0 EEid 1 1.1
o175 T L Nl 1 0.7 0 AL 1 1.1
= IR AR 5 3.0 0 Kl 1 1.1
B Rl PN 1 0.7 0 AL 1 1.1
HH A TR EN il 3 2.0 0 A 1 1.1
ZWR EE Rl 5 3.0 0 FA 1 1.1
15 th W A 1 0.7 0 A 1 1.1
TR, AW 8 53 0 FRERt 1 1.1
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Table 3 Pesticide residue situation of Fragaria ananassa samples from January to May in Qingdao area
1A 2 A 3H 47 5H
REAMRE geomepkr Wb gaistmkor B kemekr B kemekr B keismmky R
/(mg/kg) WL /(mg/kg)  KE /(mg/kg) WL /(mg/kg) WL /(mg/kg) WH
M, H ok 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.049+0.005 1
WE K 0 0 0.210£0.010 3 0.100+0.005 1 0.350+0.030 4 0.689+0.050 2
W7 i 0 0 0.180+0.010 2 0.220+0.020 1 0 0 0 0
D f fiie 0 0 0 0 0.014+0.001 1 0 0 0 0
JEERM  0.056£0.004 1 0.102£0.010 7 0.130+0.010 10 0.0560.020 5 0.041+0.004 7
MEMEE B R 0.0510.003 15 0.120£0.010 10 0.152+0.020 9 0.051+0.003 6 0.051+0.005
EIME 0.257+0.012 10 0.420£0.020 12 0.502+0.050 5 0.257+0.030 2 0.257+0.030 1
AR 0.395+0.040 2 0.395£0.030 5 0.480+0.050 4 0.210+0.020 1 0.310+0.020 5
FMLTEBERE  0.017+0.002 1 0.046+0.005 3 0.048+0.005 3 0.024+0.002 2 0.030£0.005 3
WATATE  0.014+0.002 1 0 0 0.071+0.005 3 0 0 0 0
o175 T NS b 0 0 0.010+0.001 1 0 0 0 0 0
SR 0.015+0.002 1 0.015£0.001 1 0.015+0.003 1 0.015+0.002 1 0.015+0.002 1
AT E AR 0 0 0.013+0.001 1 0 0 0 0 0
R A T 0 0 0.014+0.001 1 0.02040.002 1 0 0 0.014+0.002 1
ZHEA  0.013£0.002 1 0.013£0.001 1 0.013+0.002 1 0.013+0.002 1 0.013+0.002 1
IgE R 0 0 0 0 0 0.030+0.004 1 0 0
FEREH 0.035+0.002 1 0.035£0.002 2 0.070+0.003 3 0 0 0.020:£0.002 2
AR A 244 LR AT RN B AKOP 28 S . Horp 1 7 R PRI, ANTHE;, HAARLRE BT ook R &,

il PR H E UK, 2—5 T 35T BE EURAG R, 4 A s AR
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17 Fpge 2 vh, A5 AR A 245 DK ff i R G 5 Ja AR il o e K ok F

FE SR RE A
60
k% 40 |
S
pic)
=
20
0
1 2 3 4 5

Ay
P TR 1—5 A AR B AR

Fig.l1 Frequency of pesticide residue detection in
Fragaria ananassa from January to May

MR AL, FAREHORH Y 17 Rk 2519 % ADIYE Y
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A G T e A R A % A DT 5 T 0.1%, Hidx 15 bzl
F1%ADI HIE T 0.1%, EEH 0.001%iX R, 7 5 X 5
REAR 2 5% PR M P I 4 A KUK 4R, AT A2 11



284 £ L A SO A I A 4 F17%
*4 BEEPERHRAKBELSBANE
Table 4 Dietary intake risk of pesticide residues detected in Fragaria ananassa
K25 K 4 K- V-1 5% B e i B RER B IR E ADI ARfD %ADI %ARSD
/(mg/kg) /(mg/kg) /(mg/kg) /(mg/kgbw)  /(mg/kg bw)
it = ok 0.049 0.005 0.50 0.06 0.40 0.007 0.09
E H Jpk 0.010~0.687 0.018 2.00 0.07 0.10 0.020 5.10
W7 e 0.010~0.384 0.008 7.00 0.20 NGRS 0.003 -
DK ff frie 0.014 0.005 - 0.01 0.10 0.039 0.10
Ji3 0.010~0.130 0.015 10.00 0.10 - 0.012 -
MEMEEE DB 0.010~0.152 0.018 2.00 0.03 0.70 0.047 0.16
i A e 0.010~0.936 0.056 1.00 0.03 0.30 0.141 2.30
IR R 0.010~0.506 0.049 2.00 0.01 NG 0.375 -
FLTAEEE  0.010~0.056 0.009 0.40 0.01 0.50 0.066 0.08
W T i 0.010~0.071 0.006 10.00 0.20 NGRS 0.002 -
o7 TR A b 0.014 0.005 0.05 0.20 0.60 0.002 0.02
= I i 0.010~0.026 0.005 0.70 0.03 0.08 0.013 0.24
SRR A 0.013 0.005 0.20 0.02 0.02 0.019 0.48
H 3 g 0.010~0.02 0.005 2.00 0.03 - 0.013 -
ZWR 0.010~0.015 0.005 0.50 0.03 0.10 0.013 0.11
WgE U 0.031 0.005 0.50 0.08 1.00 0.005 0.23
FER 0.010~0.083 0.007 - 0.40 2.00 0.001 0.03
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