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Recently, there has been a worldwide problem of 
increased bee mortality (Colony Collapse Disorder) 
and the intensive use of pesticides is suspected as 
one of the causes. Honey samples are one of many 
indicators to assess bee exposure to pesticides. In 
this work, a method for the simultaneous analysis of 
the pesticide Fipronil and its degradation products 
in honey samples by gas chromatography with 
electron capture detector (GC-ECD) is presented 
and validated. The extraction procedure was 
investigated using C18-SPE with different solvents 
and methanol showed the best performance. The 
analytical quantification was performed by internal 
standard matrix-matched calibration, which resulted 

in analytical curves presenting correlation coefficients higher than 0.99. The proposed method was 
validated with good results, such as recoveries around 70 – 99%, limits of detection and quantification 
bellow 0.014 and 0.072 μg mL-1, respectively, and relative standard deviations below 7%. The method is 
simple, effective and was successfully applied to 28 commercial honey samples, regular and organic, from 
different floral sources. The results showed the presence of fipronil desulfinyl, the main degradation product 
of fipronil, in some samples, even among the organic ones.
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INTRODUCTION 
Every day, honeybees (Apis mellifera) make successive flights, covering a wide area, collecting nectar, 

water and pollen from flowers. During travel, they come into contact with various particles (e.g. pesticides) 
and microorganisms in the air, soil or water that may become embedded on the surface of their bodies or 
be inhaled and adhered to their respiratory system. 
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Bees and their products can be considered as bioindicators of environmental contamination.1 The level 
of contamination of hives by pesticides is directly related to the proximity of a source of pollution and thus 
can provide information about a specific polluted environment.2-4 Although honeybees are not targeted by 
pesticides, their exposure to these products can cause their death in cases of acute toxicity,3 or impair their 
foraging behavior and affect colony health and development in cases of chronic toxicity.4 

The pesticides, when carried to the hive, contaminate the bee products (honey and pollen), reducing 
their beneficial properties. These products, if highly contaminated, can pose threats to human health 
when ingested.5 In addition to foraging contamination, bees and honey can also be contaminated by direct 
application of pesticides to treat hives.6 

The loss of hives, a phenomenon known as colony collapse disorder, observed in several countries in 
the northern hemisphere,7,8 has been highly associated with diseases caused by Varroa (an ectoparasite 
mite), Nosema (a kind of fungus), certain viruses, and exposure to pesticides.9 Thus, concern for the 
preservation of bees is increasing worldwide, especially since about 80% of plant species depend on 
pollination to exist, and bees are important pollinators.10 Therefore, the loss of bees can cause a collapse 
in the economy of many countries, both by reducing the productivity of honey derivate and negatively 
impacting agriculture due to decrease in pollination.7,8,10 

Fipronil, 5-amino-1-[2,6-dichloro-4-(trifluoromethyl)phenyl]-4-[(trifluoromethyl)sulfinyl]-1H-pyrazole-
3-carbonitrile, is a widely used insecticide that belongs to the chemical family of phenylpyrazole.11 
This compound interferes with Gamma-Amino Butyric Acid (GABA) receptors, interrupting the influx 
of nerve transmissions. In sufficient doses, it causes excessive neural excitation, severe paralysis, 
and insect death. The main degradation products of fipronil (Figure 1) also showed strong insecticidal 
properties.11,12 

Figure 1. Fipronil and its degradation products: fipronil sulfone, fipronil 
desulfinyl and fipronil sulfide.

Fipronil has been extensively studied in recent years due to its harmful effects on non-target organisms, 
such as birds, aquatic organisms and honeybees.12 For a variety of birds, this compound is highly toxic 
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through acute and chronic exposure. For aquatic organisms, it can be accumulated in tissues. For 
honeybees, fipronil has high acute toxicity, and its lethal dose (LD50) ranges from 4 to 6.2 ng/bee.13,14 
Fipronil degradation products, even at low concentrations, have also shown high toxicity to aquatic 
organisms.11 

A relevant study confirmed the threat of fipronil to Apis mellifera and found that sublethal exposure of 
fipronil causes motor and behavioral changes in bees, culminating in the collapse of all colonies and the 
abandonment of hives. These researchers strongly recommended discontinuing the use of this active 
ingredient.15 

Several works in the literature describe the determination of fipronil residues in several environmental 
samples16 and different honey matrices.17-21 However, to the best of our knowledge, there is no scientific 
paper dedicated to optimizing the figures of merit (e.g., low LOQ and high precision) for simultaneous 
quantification of fipronil (F) and its three most important degradation products, namely fipronil desulfinyl 
(FD), fipronil sulfone (FSO) and fipronil sulfide (FSE) in commercial honey samples reported in the 
literature. Therefore, the objective of this study was the development and validation of a fast and accurate 
method using SPE and GC-ECD for the determination of F and its most frequent degradation products in 
commercial honey samples.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Chemicals and materials

Certified individual standards of F (97%), FSO (100%), FD (98%), FSE (99.6%) and the internal 
standard (IS) decachlorobiphenyl (PCB209) were purchased from AccuStandard (New Haven, USA). 
Residue analysis-grade methanol, n-hexane, isopropyl alcohol and acetone were purchased from Tedia 
(Ohio, USA) and ultrapure water was obtained from a Milli-Q® system (Millipore, Milford, MA, USA). The 
stock and working solutions of each compound were prepared in methanol and stored at 4 oC. Solid phase 
cartridge, C18, was purchased from Silicycle (Specifications: C18-17%; Bed Weight - 500 mg; Cartridge 
Volume - 6 mL; Ultrapure Silica Gels). For extraction under vacuum, an SPE manifold (Supelco, Sigma 
Aldrich, USA) coupled to a vacuum pump (Alfa Mare, Brazil) was used. For method optimization and 
validation, an uncontaminated honey sample was used as a blank sample for matrix-matched standards.

Sampling
Twenty-eight samples of commercial honey were purchased in local markets in Brasilia (Brazil). These 

samples come from different floral sources, being twelve predominantly wild, two from orange tree, one 
from eucalyptus and the other thirteen samples do not present this information. All samples were kept in 
their original packaging at room temperature in a dark place. Nine of these samples were organic honeys.

Extraction
The extraction method was enhanced by optimizing it, leveraging insights from prior research as a 

foundation.18 Initially, the C18 solid phase cartridges (500 mg / 6 mL) were preconditioned by passing  
5 mL of methanol followed by 5 mL of purified water (both by gravity) and not allowing complete drying 
of the sorbent after each wash. An aqueous solution (15 mL) was prepared with 5 g of uncontaminated 
honey, spiked with 400 µL of F standard and extracted. 

Four trials were done to evaluate and select the solvent extraction mixture to be used. They were 
performed in duplicate with the following solvent mixtures and under vacuum: (1) 3 x 3 mL of methanol,  
(2) 3 x 3 mL of isopropyl alcohol, (3) 2 x 3 mL of methanol + 3 mL of isopropyl alcohol and (4) 3 x 3 mL of a 
mixture of n-hexane:isopropyl alcohol (1:1, v/v). Solvent extraction was performed at concentration levels 
of approximately 0.19 µg g-1. This step is presented in Figure 2A.

Each honey sample (1.0 g) was diluted with water to a volume of 3 mL and a 1 mL aliquot of this solution 
(previously evaluated to avoid saturation of the cartridge) was passed through the pre-conditioned solid 
phase cartridge at a flow-rate of about 10 mL min-1. Thereafter, the SPE was washed with 5 mL of water and 
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the retained compounds were finally eluted by passing 3 x 3 mL of methanol. The eluate was evaporated 
to dryness using a gentle steam of nitrogen at 40 °C, resolubilized in methanol containing 0.032 µg mL-1 of 
the IS and quantitatively transferred to a 1-mL vial. For analysis, 1 µL of each extract was injected into the 
GC-ECD system. This step is presented in Figure 2B

Figure 2. Sample preparation scheme. (A) strategy sequence for solvent selection and (B) 
sample preparation.

GC-ECD conditions
The chromatographic conditions were initially based on previous work.22 A Shimadzu GC-2010 gas 

chromatograph equipped with an electron capture detector (GC-ECD), with a 30 m × 0.25 mm i.d. capillary 
column coated with a 0.25 µm thick film of 5% phenyl and 95% methylpolysiloxane (Rtx®-5 Restek) was 
used. Helium was used as carrier gas at a flow-rate of 1 mL min-1. The injection port temperature was  
260 °C and 1 µL of standard and samples were injected under splitless mode for 2 min, followed by the 
split ratio of 1:20. The detector temperature was 305 °C, with nitrogen as make up gas (20 mL min-1). The 
oven temperature program was: 100 °C (1 min), 15 °C min-1 up to 230 °C, 2 °C min-1 up to 256 °C (2 min) 
and 20 °C min-1 up to 280 °C (10 min). The total analysis time was 35.87 min.

Analytical Performance and Method Validation
Due to low linearity observed in the analytical curves in methanol, additional curves were prepared 

in honey extract free of the target compounds (blank honey extract). IS was used in all curves. The 
comparison of the analytical curves (in methanol and honey extract) for each analyte was based on their 
angular coefficients. All analytical curves are presented in Table I, each with 6 levels called P1, P2, P3, P4, 
P5 and P6 in triplicates, and matrix-matched standards were produced according to described previously 
in the Extraction topic. Pesticides stock and working solutions were prepared in methanol.
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Table I. Concentration of F, FD, FSO and FSE in methanol and in honey extracts for each point of the calibration curve

Analyte
Analytical Curve (μg mL-1)

P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6

F 0.0230 0.0322 0.0414 0.0552 0.0690 0.0828

FD 0.0240 0.0336 0.0432 0.0576 0.0720 0.0864

FSO 0.0236 0.0330 0.0425 0.0566 0.0708 0.0850

FSE 0.0230 0.0322 0.0414 0.0552 0.0690 0.0828

F 0.0230 0.0322 0.0414 0.0552 0.0690 0.0828

FD 0.0240 0.0336 0.0432 0.0576 0.0720 0.0864

A validation of the method was carried out with the following parameters: matrix effect, analytical curve 
and linearity, limits of detection (LOD) and limits of quantification (LOQ), precision (repeatability and 
intermediate precision) and recovery.

Linearity was evaluated according to the coefficient of determination (r2) of all analytical curves with a 
minimum acceptable correlation coefficient equal to 0.99.23 LOD was established considering the lowest 
concentration capable of generating a detectable signal, while LOQ was the lowest concentration capable 
of generating a linear analytical curve (P1 in Table I). For recovery assays with an acceptance criteria 
between 70 and 120%24 a honey sample free of the target compounds was fortified at two levels, 100 and 
200 ng g-1, for each compound. The precision of the method, in terms of repeatability, was assessed by 
extracting and analyzing fortified samples at 0.046 μg mL-1 in six replicates. To evaluate the intermediate 
precision of the method, different days were used, also in six replicates. The acceptance criteria was  
≤ 20%24 and precision was calculated according to the Equations 1 and 2, as follows:

	 	 (1)

Where, S is the combined standard deviation, I is the number of samples and J is 
the number of replicates.

Precision was assessed using the relative standard deviation (RSD) in accordance to equation 2:

	 	 (2)

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Solvent selection

In order to evaluate solvents with a wide range of polarity for elution, different solvents and mixtures 
were tested. The results of the recovery studies are shown in Table II.

Performing a F-test to compare the recovery results, it can be seen that the recovery for the four 
solvent combinations did not differ statistically, as any calculated F-value was greater than the unilateral 
limit of the F-distribution of Fisher-Snedecor with 5% significance level to 3 and 6 degrees of freedom  
(Fcritic = 4.191). Thus, pure methanol was chosen as the elution solvent, considering the availability of 
methanol in the laboratory and the convenience of using the same solvent for extraction and instrumental 
analysis.
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Table II. Recoveries for the tests of the choice of solvent for F, FD, FSO and FSE with the respective calculated 
values for the F-test

Analyte
Hexane/Isopropyl 

alcohol (%)
Isopropyl alcohol 

(%)
Methanol/Isopropyl 

alcohol (%) Methanol (%)
F-test

R1 R2 R1 R2 R1 R2 R1 R2

FD 85 98 85 100 101 99 97 84 0.55

F 65 70 59 51 73 69 73 60 2.87

FSO 50 54 45 49 55 52 55 50 1.82

FSE 71 73 70 72 74 72 71 72 1.11

Degradation of the compounds
F and its degradation products apparently degraded during storage or during chromatographic analysis. 

Confirmation of the presence of degradation products was performed by injecting each pesticide standard 
solution individually. In the FD, F and FSO chromatograms more than one peak was observed. In the 
chromatogram of the combined standard solution (Figure 3), additional peaks (e.g., F+FSO and two FD 
peaks) can be seen.

Figure 3. GC-ECD chromatogram for the standard solution containing F, FD, FSE and FSO.

Validation conditions
The analytical curves in methanol did not show good linearity for all analytes in question, with a 

determination coefficient lower than 0.990 for F, FSO and FD. The first alternative to improve the linearity 
of the analytical curves was to build a new curve considering the sum of the area of all analyte signals  
(Σ F, FSO, FD and FSE) versus the sum of their concentrations. The new equation showed better linearity 
(r2 = 0.999) compared to the individual curves, but lost information about the individual analytes.

Thus, in order to obtain better results for each individual analyte, new standard solutions were prepared 
in blank honey extracts (matrix-matched). Comparing each analytical curve in methanol with each analytical 
curve in blank honey extract, a strong matrix effect can be observed, resulting in better sensitivity and 
linearity for the matrix-matched curves, as can be seen in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Analytical curves of F, FD, FSO and FSE in methanol and in honey blank extracts with PCB 
209 as IS.

This matrix effect may be due to the injector, low analyte concentrations and matrix properties. In 
relation to the injector, when standards are prepared in pure solvent and analyzed by GC, the active 
sites of the liner formed by free silanol groups and metal are available for the retention of the analytes, 
causing a lower transfer of the molecules to the column and consequently to the detector. When standard 
solutions prepared in blank honey extracts are injected, a competition between the matrix compounds and 
the analytes for the active sites of the liner occurs, allowing a greater amount of the pesticide to reach the 
detector.25 

A stronger matrix effect was also observed at lower analyte concentrations, probably because if present 
at higher concentrations, the percentage of analyte that is trapped in the active sites of the liner will be 
much lower and the error associated with each injection will also be less expressive.25 With regard to matrix 
properties, the sample and co-extractives can also influence the strength of the matrix effect, depending 
on the size of molecules, thermal stability, polarity and volatility. Co-extractives such as lipids, pigments 
and other high molecular weight compounds present in honey can remain in the extract, interfering with 
chromatographic analyzes and promoting a matrix effect.25 

For all the above reasons the calibration was performed using matrix-matched standards prepared as 
described in the experimental section.

The parameters for linear regression (y = ax + b) obtained for a six-level calibration curve, in triplicates, 
are shown in Table III. Good linearity was obtained for all analytes in the concentration range within the 
evaluated interval, with determination coefficients greater than 0.990.
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Table III. Matrix-matched analytical curve parameters and limits of the method for F and its degradation 
products

Analyte Linear regression
y = ax + b r2

Limits of the method
(μg g-1 of honey)

LOD LOQ

F y = 14.17x - 0.108 0.998 0.0138 0.069

FD y = 11.39x - 0.165 0.990 0.0101 0.072

FSO y = 25.85x - 0.093 0.998 0.0097 0.069

FSE y = 11.77x + 0.020 0.993 0.0091 0.071

LODs and LOQs
The LODs were established considering the lowest concentration capable of generating a detectable 

signal, and the LOQs were established as the lowest concentration capable of composing a linear analytical 
curve.23 The LODs and LOQs for F and its degradation products are also presented in Table III, expressed 
per mass of analyte per mass of honey. These values are similar to those obtained by Flores-Ramirez et 
al. when working with the same analytes in soil samples.22 

The LODs reported in the literature for quantification of F and its degradation products in honey through 
a multicomponent method vary from 0.83 to 1.16 ng g-1 of sample using solid phase extraction and  
LC/MS-MS, while the values found in this work vary between 9.10 and 13.8 ng g-1. Despite achieving lower 
LODs, techniques such as LC/MS-MS26 are more sophisticated and expensive compared to GC-ECD, 
which allows performing analyzes with good sensitivity and linearity. A more recent study compares the 
determination of F and some of its degradation products in chicken eggs, using LC-MS/MS and GC-ECD 
techniques. The work concludes that the methods for the analyzed samples are extremely compatible, 
presenting practically equal results.27 

Precision and Recovery
Method precision was determined by repeatability and intermediate precision, expressed by relative 

standard deviations, RSDR and RSDIP , respectively. These data are shown in Table IV. The method was 
found to be precise (RSD < 10%) for all the compounds studied at both spiking levels.

Table IV. Precision (n = 6) in terms of repeatability (RSDR) and intermediate precision (RSDIP) and recovery for F and 
its degradation products

Analyte
Precision Recovery (%)

RSDR (%) RSDIP (%) Spike level 100 ng g-1 Spike level 200 ng g-1

F 6 10 99 ± 6 74 ± 4

FD 4 8 71 ± 3 72 ± 5

FSO 3 7 84 ± 7 70 ± 6

FSE 5 8 79 ± 4 71 ± 2

The recovery results of the honey samples, at two levels of fortification, were between 70 and 99%, as 
shown in Table IV. Considering the acceptability criteria for recoveries between 70 and 120%,24 it can be 
concluded that the method is in agreement with the required parameters.
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Prior research on fipronil and its degradation products in honey
While there are some review papers on the determination of pesticides in honey or other food 

samples,28-32 there is none exclusively dedicated to F and its degradation products. Even though there 
is a growing interest in multi-analyte methods, the determination of F and its derivatives in honey is not 
yet well-established in the literature. Thus, the quest for creating a robust method remains a challenge, 
primarily due to the risk that F and its derivatives pose to bees.

Table V presents some analytical strategies previously used to determine F and some of its degradation 
products in honey samples. As we can see, some more sophisticated methods require a more complex 
sample preparation, such as the use of extraction and clean-up steps. The addition of more steps, combined 
with more expensive analytical methods, makes the method even more costly and, consequently, may 
hinder the analysis of such importance in areas of interest.

Even the more sophisticated methods in the literature, such as LC-MS/MS, have some merit figures 
similar to those found in this study, such as recovery values, linear range, and LOD, as presented in Table 
V. It is also worth highlighting that among the methods found, few focused on the determination of its 
degradation products, which are important sources of information about the contamination of floral sources 
for honey production.

Table V. Analytical strategies for the determination of F and some of its degradation products in honey samples 
reported in the literature

Analytes
Sample Preparation Analitycal 

Method
Linear 
range LOD Recovery 

(%) Ref
Extraction Clean-up

F LLEa
SPE by 
Florisil 

Columm
GC-ECD 0.001 – 2 

mg kg-1 1 µg kg-1 72.0 – 93.0 17

F  Modified QuEChERSb LC-UV 0.03 – 0.25 
mg kg-1 30 µg kg-1 70.7 – 

101.1 33

F OCLLEc LC-MS/MS 2.5 – 10
ng g-1

0.015
µg kg-1 72.0 34

F Modified QuEChERS LC-MS/MS
0.005 – 
0.05 mg 

kg-1

0.0004
mg kg-1 68.4 – 83.8 35

F SPE GC-MS 10 – 300
ng g-1 1.4 ng g-1 99.0 – 

106.0 36

F LPEd SPE by 
Florisil

UHPLC-
MS/MS

0.1 – 5
µg kg-1

0.03 -1.51
µg kg-1 75.0 -125.0 37

F QuEChERS LC-MS/MS 0.01
mg kg-1

87.6 – 
111.0 5

F LPE UHPLC-
MS/MS

0.05 – 10
µg kg-1 81.9 – 98.1 38

F QuEChERS LC-MS/MS 0.2 – 10
ng g-1 30.0 – 96.0 39

(continues on the next page)
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Analytes
Sample Preparation Analitycal 

Method
Linear 
range LOD Recovery 

(%) Ref
Extraction Clean-up

F, FSO, FSE, 
FD,  

and fipronil  
carboxamide

LPE
SPE by 
Florisil 

Adsorbent
LC-MS/MS 2 – 18

ng mL-1
0.83 – 1.16

ng g-1 89.9 – 98.8 26

F, and FSO QuEChERS LC-MS/MS 1 – 100
ng g-1

1.3 and 0.3
ng g-1 82.0 – 97.0 40

F, FD, FSE, and 
FSO QuEChERS LC- MS/MS 0.001 – 0.1

mg kg-1
0.001

mg kg-1
75.0 – 
120.0 41

F, FD, FSE, and 
FSO SPE GC-ECD

0.0230 – 
0.0864
µg mL-1

0.0091 – 
0.0138
µg kg-1

70.0 – 99.0 This study

aLLE – Liquid-Liquid Extraction; bQuEChERS – Quick, Easy, Cheap, Effective, Rugged and Safe; cOCLLE – On-Column Liquid-
Liquid Extraction; dLPE – Liquid-phase

Analysis of commercial honey samples
The only compound found in the analyzed samples was FD. However, in some of these samples, the 

generated signal was lower than the LOQ. The results are presented in Table VI. No signals related to the 
retention time of F, FSO and FSE were observed.

Table VI. Results of analyzes of honey samples for FD
Organic 
samples

Concentration
(μg g-1)

Conventional 
Sample

Concentration
(μg g-1)

Conventional 
Sample

Concentration
(μg g-1)

1 <LOQ 11 <LOQ 21 <LOQ

2 <LOQ 12 <LOQ 22 <LOQ

3 0.13 ± 0.01 13 <LOQ 23 0.081 ± 0.003

4 <LOQ 14 0.16 ± 0.03 24 0.075 ± 0.001

5 <LOQ 15 0.094 ± 0.009 25 <LOQ

6 0.10 ± 0.01 16 <LOQ 26 0.129 ± 0.005

7 <LOQ 17 <LOQ 27 0.076 ± 0.004

8 0.079 ± 0.002 18 0.075 ± 0.003 28 <LOQ

9 <LOQ 19 0.080 ± 0.001

10 <LOD 20 <LOQ

Table V. Analytical strategies for the determination of F and some of its degradation products in honey samples 
reported in the literature (continuation)
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FD, the main degradation product of F, is very persistent in the environment and considered 
bioacumulative.42,43 This compound proved to be more toxic to rats and mosquitoes than F and presented 
high toxic potential for human health.44 Therefore, in addition to being a potentially dangerous contaminant, 
it can also be considered a marker of fipronil use.

The presence of F and its degradation products does not depend on the production type of honey, 
whether organic or conventional, probably because bees, when foraging, can go further than expected 
reaching areas of conventional agriculture. Thus, although the beekeeper does not directly use any type of 
pesticide in the treatment of hives, bees can be contaminated in crops treated with pesticides. Furthermore, 
in Brazil the use of F has been suspended due to serious adverse effects on bees.45 

CONCLUSIONS
The method for determining F and its degradation products in honey samples using IS matrix-matched 

analytical curves proved to be simple and effective. Extraction with a C18 SPE column and elution with 
methanol resulted in clean extracts capable of being injected in the GC-ECD system.

Validation parameters were all within the expected range, resulting in recoveries ranging from 70 ± 6 
to 99 ± 6%. All determination coefficients for the IS matrix-matched analytical curves were above 0.990, 
higher than the ones obtained for external standard analytical curves in methanol.

The optimized method was applied to 28 commercial honey samples, including organic and conventional, 
and 11 samples showed a signal of FD higher than LOQ, regardless of whether the sample was organic 
or not.

In this study, we cannot infer the initial contamination level of each sample, as these active ingredients 
are subject to degradation over time. Thus, it is possible that samples with pesticide concentration results 
lower than the LODs were contaminated at the time of collection, but with the passage of time the analytes 
were completely degraded.

The analyte found in the samples, FD, is a product of the photodegradation of F and represents a 
potential risk to human and bee health.

Conflicts of interest
The authors declare that they have no financial conflicts of interest.

Acknowledgements
This work was carried out with the financial support of National Institute of Advanced Analytical Science 

and Technology (INCTAA). The authors would like to thank National Council for Scientific and Technological 
Development (CNPq) and Coordination for the Improvement of Higher Education Personnel (CAPES).

REFERENCES
(1)	 Ponce-Vejar, G.; de Robles, S. L. R.; Macias-Macias, J. O.; Petukhova, T.; Guzman-Novoa, E. 

Detection and Concentration of Neonicotinoids and Other Pesticides in Honey from Honey Bee 
Colonies Located in Regions That Differ in Agricultural Practices: Implications for Human and Bee 
Health. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19 (13), 8199. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19138199

(2)	 Panseri, S.; Catalano, A.; Giorgi, A.; Arioli, F.; Procopio, A.; Britti, D.; Chiesa, L. M. Occurrence of 
Pesticide Residues in Italian Honey from Different Areas in Relation to Its Potential Contamination 
Sources. Food Control 2014, 38 (1), 150–156. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2013.10.024

(3)	 Moreira, I. R. C.; Barros, D. C. B.; Lunardi, J. S.; Orsi, R. O. Effect of Protein Supplementation in 
the Bee Apis mellifera L. Exposed to the Agrochemical Fipronil. Sociobiology 2021, 68 (3), e5830–
e5830. https://doi.org/10.13102/SOCIOBIOLOGY.V68I3.5830

(4)	 de Oliveira, R. C.; Queiroz, S. C. do N.; da Luz, C. F. P.; Porto, R. S.; Rath, S. Bee Pollen as a 
Bioindicator of Environmental Pesticide Contamination. Chemosphere 2016, 163, 525–534. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2016.08.022

da Costa, N. R.; Brito, G. F. da S.; Chagas, C. L. S.; Almeida, F. V.



89

(5)	 Tomasini, D.; Sampaio, M. R. F.; Caldas, S. S.; Buffon, J. G.; Duarte, F. A.; Primel, E. G. Simultaneous 
Determination of Pesticides and 5-Hydroxymethylfurfural in Honey by the Modified QuEChERS 
Method and Liquid Chromatography Coupled to Tandem Mass Spectrometry. Talanta 2012, 99, 
380–386. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.talanta.2012.05.068

(6)	 Kujawski, M. W.; Namieśnik, J. Levels of 13 Multi-Class Pesticide Residues in Polish Honeys 
Determined by LC-ESI-MS/MS. Food Control 2011, 22 (6), 914–919. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
foodcont.2010.11.024

(7)	 Nath, R.; Singh, H.; Mukherjee, S. Insect Pollinators Decline: An Emerging Concern of Anthropocene 
Epoch. J. Apic. Res. 2023, 62 (1), 23–38. https://doi.org/10.1080/00218839.2022.2088931

(8)	 Zhang, Z. Y.; Li, Z.; Huang, Q.; Zeng, Z. J. The Effects of Sublethal Doses of Imidacloprid and 
Deltamethrin on Honeybee Foraging Time and the Brain Transcriptome. J. Appl. Entomol. 2022, 146 
(9), 1169–1177. https://doi.org/10.1111/jen.13061

(9)	 Malaspina, O. Losses of Brazilian Bees: An Overview of Factors That May Affect These Pollinators. 
Julius-Kühn-Archiv 2012, No. 437, 159. https://doi.org/10.5073/jka.2012.437.043

(10)	 Anwar, M. I.; Sadiq, N.; Aljedani, D. M.; Iqbal, N.; Saeed, S.; Khan, H. A. A.; Naeem-Ullah, U.; Aslam, 
H. M. F.; Ghramh, H. A.; Khan, K. A. Toxicity of Different Insecticides against the Dwarf Honey Bee, 
Apis florea Fabricius (Hymenoptera: Apidae). J. King Saud Univ. Sci. 2022, 34 (1), 101712. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jksus.2021.101712

(11)	 Van Scoy, A. R.; Tjeerdema, R. S. Environmental Fate and Toxicology of Clomazone. Rev. Environ. 
Contam. Toxicol. 2014, 229 (3), 35–49. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-03777-6_3

(12)	 Gonçalves, S.; Vasconcelos, M. W.; Mota, T. F. M.; Lopes, J. M. H.; Guimaraes, L. J.; Miglioranza, 
K. S. B.; Ghisi, N. de C. Identifying Global Trends and Gaps in Research on Pesticide Fipronil: A 
Scientometric Review. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 2022, 29 (52), 79111–79125. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11356-022-21135-8

(13)	 Aliouane, Y.; El Hassani, A. K.; Gary, V.; Armengaud, C.; Lambin, M.; Gauthier, M. Subchronic 
Exposure of Honeybees to Sublethal Doses of Pesticides: Effects on Behavior. Environ. Toxicol. 
Chem. 2009, 28 (1), 113–122. https://doi.org/10.1897/08-110.1

(14)	 Pisa, L. W.; Amaral-Rogers, V.; Belzunces, L. P.; Bonmatin, J. M.; Downs, C. A.; Goulson, D.; 
Kreutzweiser, D. P.; Krupke, C.; Liess, M.; Mcfield, M.; Morrissey, C. A.; Noome, D. A.; Settele, J.; 
Simon-Delso, N.; Stark, J. D.; Van Der Sluijs, J. P.; Van Dyck, H.; Wiemers, M. Effects of Neonicotinoids 
and Fipronil on Non-Target Invertebrates. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 2014, 22 (1), 68–102. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11356-014-3471-x

(15)	 Zaluski, R.; Kadri, S. M.; Alonso, D. P.; Ribolla, P. E. M.; Orsi, R. de O. Fipronil Promotes Motor 
and Behavioral Changes in Honey Bees (Apis mellifera) and Affects the Development of Colonies 
Exposed to Sublethal Doses. Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 2015, 34 (5), 1062–1069. https://doi.
org/10.1002/etc.2889

(16)	 de Toffoli, A. L.; da Mata, K.; Bisinoti, M. C.; Moreira, A. B. Development, Validation, and Application 
of a Method for the GC-MS Analysis of Fipronil and Three of Its Degradation Products in Samples of 
Water, Soil, and Sediment. J. Environ. Sci. Health, Part B 2015, 50 (11), 753–759. https://doi.org/10
.1080/03601234.2015.1058091

(17)	 Jiménez, J. J.; Bernal, J. L.; del Nozal, M. J.; Martín, M. T.; Mayo, R. Sample Preparation Methods to 
Analyze Fipronil in Honey by Gas Chromatography with Electron-Capture and Mass Spectrometric 
Detection. J. Chromatogr. A 2008, 1187 (1–2), 40–45. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chroma.2008.02.014

(18)	 Sánchez-Brunete, C.; Miguel, E.; Albero, B.; Tadeo, J. L. Determination of Fipronil Residues in Honey 
and Pollen by Gas Chromatography. Spanish J. Agric. Res. 2008, 6 (SPEC. ISS.), 7–14. https://doi.
org/10.5424/sjar/200806s1-368

(19)	 Gan, J.; Bondarenko, S.; Oki, L.; Haver, D.; Li, J. X. Occurrence of Fipronil and Its Biologically Active 
Derivatives in Urban Residential Runoff. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2012, 46 (3), 1489–1495. https://doi.
org/10.1021/es202904x

Braz. J. Anal. Chem. 2024, 11 (43), pp 78-91.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2010.11.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2010.11.024
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-022-21135-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-022-21135-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-014-3471-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-014-3471-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.2889
https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.2889
https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/200806s1-368
https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/200806s1-368
https://doi.org/10.1021/es202904x
https://doi.org/10.1021/es202904x


90

(20)	 Kurz, M. H. S.; Martel, S.; Gonçalves, F. F.; Prestes, O. D.; Martins, M. L.; Zanella, R.; Adaime, M. B. 
Development of a Fast Method for the Determination of the Insecticide Fipronil and Its Metabolites 
in Environmental Waters by SPE and GC-ECD. J. Braz. Chem. Soc. 2013, 24 (4), 631–638. https://
doi.org/10.5935/0103-5053.20130078

(21)	 Wu, K. H.; Huang, W. C.; Chang, S. C.; Kao, C. H.; Shyu, R. H. Preparation of Competitive 
Immunochromatographic Assay for Detection of Residual Fipronil in Urine and Food Samples. Mater. 
Express 2021, 11 (1), 63–72. https://doi.org/10.1166/mex.2021.1889

(22)	 Flores-Ramírez, R.; Batres-Esquivel, L. E.; Díaz-Barriga Martínez, F.; Lopez-Acosta, I.; Ortiz-Perez, 
M. D. Development and Validation of an Analytical Method to Determine Fipronil and Its Degradation 
Products in Soil Samples. Bull. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 2012, 89 (4), 744–750. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00128-012-0780-y

(23)	 Ribani, M.; Bottoli, C. B. G.; Collins, C. H.; Jardim, I. C. S. F.; Melo, L. F. C. Validação Em Métodos 
Cromatográficos e Eletroforéticos. Quim. Nova 2004, 27 (5), 771–780. https://doi.org/10.1590/
S0100-40422004000500017

(24)	 European Commission. Analytical Quality Control and Method Validation Procedures for Pesticide 
Residues Analysis in Food and Feed SANTE 11312/2021. Doc. N° SANTE 11945/2015 2021, 11813, 
1–57.

(25)	 Pinho, G. P.; Neves, A. A.; Queiroz, M. E. L. R.; Silvério, F. O. Matrix Effect in Pesticide Quantification 
by Gas Chromatography. Quim. Nova 2009, 32 (4), 987–995. https://doi.org/10.1590/s0100-
40422009000400030

(26)	 García-Chao, M.; Agruña, M. J.; Calvete, G. F.; Sakkas, V.; Llompart, M.; Dagnac, T. Validation 
of an off Line Solid Phase Extraction Liquid Chromatography-Tandem Mass Spectrometry Method 
for the Determination of Systemic Insecticide Residues in Honey and Pollen Samples Collected 
in Apiaries from NW Spain. Anal. Chim. Acta 2010, 672 (1–2), 107–113. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
aca.2010.03.011

(27)	 Charalampous, A. C.; Liapis, K. S.; Bempelou, E. D. Fipronil in Eggs. Is LC-MS/MS the Only Option? 
A Comparison Study of LC-MS/MS and GC-ECD for the Analysis of Fipronil. J. Chromatogr. B Anal. 
Technol. Biomed. Life Sci. 2019, 1129, 121785. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jchromb.2019.121785

(28)	 Rial-Otero, R.; Gaspar, E. M.; Moura, I.; Capelo, J. L. Chromatographic-Based Methods for Pesticide 
Determination in Honey: An Overview. Talanta 2007, 71 (2), 503–514. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
talanta.2006.05.033

(29)	 Kujawski, M. W.; Namieśnik, J. Challenges in Preparing Honey Samples for Chromatographic 
Determination of Contaminants and Trace Residues. TrAC - Trends Anal. Chem. 2008, 27 (9), 785–
793. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trac.2008.07.004

(30)	 Tette, P. A. S.; Guidi, L. R.; Glória, M. B. De A.; Fernandes, C. Pesticides in Honey: A Review 
on Chromatographic Analytical Methods. Talanta 2016, 149, 124–141. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
talanta.2015.11.045

(31)	 Andreo-Martínez, P.; Oliva, J.; Giménez-Castillo, J. J.; Motas, M.; Quesada-Medina, J.; Cámara, M. 
Á. Science Production of Pesticide Residues in Honey Research: A Descriptive Bibliometric Study. 
Environ. Toxicol. Pharmacol. 2020, 79, 103413. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.etap.2020.103413

(32)	 Li, X.; Ma, W.; Li, H.; Zhang, Q.; Ma, Z. Determination of Residual Fipronil and Its Metabolites in 
Food Samples: A Review. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2020, 97, 185–195. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tifs.2020.01.018

(33)	 Tomasini, D.; Sampaio, M. R. F.; Cardoso, L. V.; Caldas, S. S.; Primel, E. G. Comparison of Dispersive 
Liquid-Liquid Microextraction and the Modified QuEChERS Method for the Determination of Fipronil 
in Honey by High Performance Liquid Chromatography with Diode-Array Detection. Anal. Methods 
2011, 3 (8), 1893–1900. https://doi.org/10.1039/c1ay05221g

Development and Validation of an Analytical Method for the Determination of Fipronil and its 
Degradation Products in 28 Organic and Regular Honey Samples by GC-ECD

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00128-012-0780-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00128-012-0780-y
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-40422004000500017
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-40422004000500017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aca.2010.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aca.2010.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.talanta.2006.05.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.talanta.2006.05.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.talanta.2015.11.045
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.talanta.2015.11.045
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2020.01.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2020.01.018


91

(34)	 Pirard, C.; Widart, J.; Nguyen, B. K.; Deleuze, C.; Heudt, L.; Haubruge, E.; De Pauw, E.; Focant, 
J. F. Development and Validation of a Multi-Residue Method for Pesticide Determination in Honey 
Using on-Column Liquid-Liquid Extraction and Liquid Chromatography-Tandem Mass Spectrometry. 
J. Chromatogr. A 2007, 1152 (1–2), 116–123. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chroma.2007.03.035

(35)	 Zheng, W.; Park, J. A.; Abd El-Aty, A. M.; Kim, S. K.; Cho, S. H.; Choi, J. min; Yi, H.; Cho, S. 
M.; Ramadan, A.; Jeong, J. H.; Shim, J. H.; Shin, H. C. Development and Validation of Modified 
QuEChERS Method Coupled with LC–MS/MS for Simultaneous Determination of Cymiazole, 
Fipronil, Coumaphos, Fluvalinate, Amitraz, and Its Metabolite in Various Types of Honey and Royal 
Jelly. J. Chromatogr. B Anal. Technol. Biomed. Life Sci. 2018, 1072, 60–69. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jchromb.2017.11.011

(36)	 Notardonato, I.; Avino, P.; Cinelli, G.; Russo, M. V. Rapid and Reliable Method for Analyzing Acaricides 
in Honey-Based Products. Food Anal. Methods 2016, 9 (6), 1675–1685. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12161-015-0344-y

(37)	 Orso, D.; Floriano, L.; Ribeiro, L. C.; Bandeira, N. M. G.; Prestes, O. D.; Zanella, R. Simultaneous 
Determination of Multiclass Pesticides and Antibiotics in Honey Samples Based on Ultra-High 
Performance Liquid Chromatography-Tandem Mass Spectrometry. Food Anal. Methods 2016, 9 (6), 
1638–1653. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12161-015-0339-8

(38)	 Zhan, J.; Shi, X.-z.; Ding, Y.; Qian, N.; Zhou, J.; Xie, S.-d.; Cao, G.-z.; Chen, X.-f. A Generic and Rapid 
Analytical Method for Comprehensive Determination of Veterinary Drugs and Other Contaminants 
in Raw Honey. J. Chromatogr. A 2022, 1665, 462828. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chroma.2022.462828

(39)	 Calatayud-Vernich, P.; Calatayud, F.; Simó, E.; Picó, Y. Efficiency of QuEChERS Approach for 
Determining 52 Pesticide Residues in Honey and Honey Bees. MethodsX 2016, 3, 452–458. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.mex.2016.05.005

(40)	 Kasiotis, K. M.; Anagnostopoulos, C.; Anastasiadou, P.; Machera, K. Pesticide Residues in Honeybees, 
Honey and Bee Pollen by LC-MS/MS Screening: Reported Death Incidents in Honeybees. Sci. Total 
Environ. 2014, 485–486 (1), 633–642. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2014.03.042

(41)	 Gaweł, M.; Kiljanek, T.; Niewiadowska, A.; Semeniuk, S.; Goliszek, M.; Burek, O.; Posyniak, A. 
Determination of Neonicotinoids and 199 Other Pesticide Residues in Honey by Liquid and Gas 
Chromatography Coupled with Tandem Mass Spectrometry. Food Chem. 2019, 282, 36–47. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2019.01.003

(42)	 Masutti, C. S. M.; Mermut, A. R. Degradation of Fipronil under Laboratory Conditions in a Tropical 
Soil from Sirinhaém Pernambuco, Brazil. J. Environ. Sci. Heal. - Part B 2007, 42 (1), 33–43. https://
doi.org/10.1080/03601230601017981

(43)	 Tavares, M. A.; Palma, I. D. F.; Medeiros, H. C. D.; Guelfi, M.; Santana, A. T.; Mingatto, F. E. 
Comparative Effects of Fipronil and Its Metabolites Sulfone and Desulfinyl on the Isolated Rat 
Liver Mitochondria. Environ. Toxicol. Pharmacol. 2015, 40 (1), 206–214. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
etap.2015.06.013

(44)	 Hainzl, D.; Cole, L. M.; Casida, J. E. Mechanisms for Selective Toxicity of Fipronil Insecticide and 
Its Sulfone Metabolite and Desulfinyl Photoproduct. Chem. Res. Toxicol. 1998, 11 (12), 1529–1535. 
https://doi.org/10.1021/tx980157t

(45)	 Instituto Brasileiro do Meio Ambiente e dos Recursos Naturais Renováveis (IBAMA). Ibama 
suspende cautelarmente aplicação de agrotóxicos à base de fipronil, 2024. Updated in 2024/01/02. 
https://www.gov.br/ibama/pt-br/assuntos/notas/2024/ibama-suspende-cautelarmente-aplicacao-de-
agrotoxicos-a-base-de-fipronil (accessed 2024-01-31)

Braz. J. Anal. Chem. 2024, 11 (43), pp 78-91.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jchromb.2017.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jchromb.2017.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12161-015-0344-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12161-015-0344-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chroma.2022.462828
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.etap.2015.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.etap.2015.06.013

