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Determination of Quinclorac Residues in Tobacco Soil by High Performance
Liquid Chromatography
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Abstract: Two extraction methods of quinclorac in soil were compared and a method for the determination of
quinclorac residues in tobacco soil by HPLC was developed by optimizing the pretreatment methods and the conditions of
HPLC. The samples were extracted with the mixture of methanol and 0.05 mol/L borax solution (9:1, v/v). The extracts
were centrifuged and concentrated, and then diluted with methanol for HPLC determination. The quinclorac was eluted
with methanol and 1% acetic acid solution (65 : 35, v/v) as the mobile phase and detected by photo-diode array (PDA) at
238 nm wavelength. The results showed that the average recoveries of quinclorac in soil were in the rang of 93.40% -
100.94% at the three different spiked concentration levels of 0.1, 0.5 and 1.0 mg/kg; the precision of intra day and inter day
were 1.38%-8.09% and 5.64%-6.16%, respectively. The limits of detection and quantification were 0.005 mg/kg and 0.025
mg/kg. This method has the advantages of convenience, lower amount of organic solvent, rapid detection and good
reproducibility. It is suitable for the rapid determination of quinclorac residues in tobacco soil.
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