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Abstract: In order to clarify the status of pesticide residues in watermelon fruits produced by different cultivation methods
and their differences, this paper took 65 watermelon samples produced in three cultivation methods: Large shed, small arch
shed, and open field as the research object, and 60 pesticide residues in the completed samples. On the basis of quantitative
analysis, through technical methods such as chronic and acute dietary risk analysis and risk ranking, the differences of
pesticide residues in watermelon fruits produced by the three planting methods were discussed. The results showed that:
Some samples had residual pesticides, but their chronic and acute dietary risks were not high; among the three planting
methods, the open field planting method had the largest number of residual pesticides, with 9 types, and the proportion of
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very lowrisk samples was also low. In the other two methods, it reached 76%; in addition, the three types of planting

methods need to focus on the relatively high risk of different types of residual pesticides. The green house used triazophos,

and the small arch house used difenoconazole, profenofos, and chlorofluoro cyanurate. Pyrethrin was grown in the open as

triazophos, profenofos, and prochloraz. Based on the above analysis, it could be concluded that among the three planting

methods, the risk of pesticide residues in watermelon grown in open field was relatively high, and supervision should be

strengthened according to the differences in the types of pesticide residues with relatively high risks.

Key words: watermelon; cultivation method; pesticide residue; dietary risk; difference analysis
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Fig.1 Proportion of residual pesticides
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Table 1 Evaluation criteria of risk ranking
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Table 2 Risk analysis of chronic dietary intake

FEZUES ZWR MR WEMRBR WENUR —EBE NIRBE MR BREERE KAk GEEEMIRME SUOREUAEE

ADI(mg/kg-bw) 0.03 0.2 0.07 0.08  0.001  0.03 0.06 0.01 1.25 0.01 0.02
- STMR(mg'kg')  0.0002  0.0002  0.004  0.0078 0.0001  ND ND ND ND ND ND
%ADI(%) 0.0014  0.0002 0.0135 0.0227 0.0231  ND ND ND ND ND ND

I STMR(mg'kg') ~ 0.0008  0.0003  0.0084 0.0122  ND 0 0.0013  ND ND 0 0.0011
%ADI(%) 0.0066  0.0004 0.0279 0.0356 ~ ND  0.0002 0.005  ND ND 0.0008 0.0134

-~ STMR(mg'kg') ~ 0.0053  0.0001  0.0081  0.0135 0 0.0001  0.0124 0 0.0002 ND ND
%ADI(%) 0.0413  0.0001 ~ 0.0271  0.0394 0.0046  0.0004  0.0482  0.0005 0 ND ND
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Table 3 Risk analysis table of acute dietary intake

PRLFNAS ZWR Wt Jpk WE g = IR M s pk AT B SRR D fef fiie
ARFD(mg-kg™) 0.5 0.1 1 0.001 0.03 0.06 0.3 0.04 0.1
HR(mgkg™") 0.0036 0.0522 0.1342 0.0009 ND ND ND ND ND
K ESTI(kg) 0.0008 0.0109 0.0281 0.0002 ND ND ND ND ND
%ARFD(%) 0.15 10.91 2.81 19.21 ND ND ND ND ND
HR(mgkg ") 0.0169 0.0724 0.2185 ND 0.0006 0.0139 0.0007 0.0229 ND
JINEER ESTI(kg) 0.0035 0.0151 0.0457 ND 0.0001 0.0029 0.0002 0.0048 ND
%ARFD(%) 0.71 15.13 457 ND 0.01 0.73 0.05 11.98 ND
HR(mg-kg™) 0.0865 0.1012 0.1554 0.0003 0.0014 0.2492 ND ND 0.0005
i ESTI(kg) 0.0181 0.0211 0.0325 0.0001 0.0003 0.0521 ND ND 0.0001
%ARFD(%) 3.62 21.15 325 6.28 0.03 13.02 ND ND 0.11

TH: NDREFEARKH
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Fig.2 Risk ranking of watermelon pesticide residues
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Fig.3 Risk value of watermelon sample produced in
greenhouse, small arch shed and open cropping mode
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