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INTRODUCTION
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Figure 3: The representative chromatogram of diluent. Figure 4: The representative chromatogram of blank

RESULTS an d DISCUSSIONS non-botanical matrix extract.

Sample Extraction CONCLUSIONS

For sample extraction, we started from using USP extraction solvent, which is proper for botanical matrix, but not proper for Linearit){ This method is a fast, specific, sensitive and comprehensive method, and firstly published to
non-botanical matrix. The AOAC extraction solvent was then tried, but not proper for dry powder sample like dietary o . simultaneously quantify 112 pesticides in both botanical and non-botanical dietary supplements.
supplements (7able 5). More extraction solvents were further investigated, and Dyad Labs’ solvent can efficiently extract The curve range of 2.00-1,000 ng/mL, covering mnic PO‘mS a} 200, 5.00, _lf)'o’ 20.0,50.0, 100, 200, 500 and

pesticides from both matrix (Figure I). Different dSPEs were also compared for sample clean-up, and Agilent Fatty Sample 1,000 ng/mL, was successfully validated. Each pesticide has its own specific range among 2.00-1,000 ng/mL

dSPE (part#5982-5122) was selected for both matrix. During the sample extraction, some pesticides have hydrogen bonding based on USP 561, The regression is quadratic with 1/x as the weighing factor (Figure 5). The correlation D yA D

. . . R . NN . coefficient R? is > 0.995 (Figure 5). The representative chromatograms for ULOQ were in Figure 6.
with the active sites on container surface. In order to prevent this bonding issue, the analyte protectant solvent (sorbitol and (Fig ) P 8r Q 8

gulonolactone in H,0) was used (7able 6). The final optimized extraction procedure is shown in Figure 2. LABS



