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Determination of Probenazole in Soil by HPLC

Duan Ya-ling, Yang Lang, Li Jing-zhuang, He Yu, Yang Hong-bo", Tan Hong
(Guizhou Academy of Testing and Analysis, Guiyang 550000, China)
Abstract: In order to determinate the probenazole residue in soil, an analysis method was established by high
performance liquid chromatography (HPLC). Soil samples were extracted by ultrasound extraction, using acetonitrile as
extracting solvent. Then probenazole residue was analyzed by HPLC-PAD directly. At the concentration of 1.0-10.0 mg/kg,
the average recoveries of probenazole in black soil, paddy soil, red soil were 96.2%-98.4%, 98.0%-98.2% and 96.4%-97.1%,
the coefficients of variation were 1.3%-1.4%, 0.8%-1.3% and 1.1%-1.7%, respectively. The detection limit of probenazole
was 1.0 X 107 g, the quantification limit was 0.2 mg/L.

Key words: probenazole; soil; residue analysis; HPLC
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