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Abstract
Pesticide use is a common practice worldwide, especially in Sub-Saharan African (SSA) countries, where ongoing 
agriculture intensification and the need for disease vector control make it essential. The population can thus be 
exposed to variable amounts of pesticides through the diet. Edible insects are a highly regarded food source in SSA. 
However, they are still mostly harvested from the wild, where chemical applications are not necessarily controlled, 
representing a major cause of concern for consumers. We investigated residues of legacy (OCPs) and current-use 
pesticides (CUPs) in selected edible insects commonly consumed in Uganda and Nigeria, and evaluated the 
eventual health risk for the adult population associated with their consumption. Targeted OCPs were < LOQ in all 
analysed edible insects, except for hexachlorobenzene (up to 0.87 ng/g dw), while several CUPs were present at 
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notable levels. Cypermethrin showed the highest median concentration (17 ng/g dw), while the Nigerian cricket 
Brachytrupes membranaceus was the most contaminated sample, with concentrations of aldicarb, propoxur, 
chlorpyrifos, dichlorvos and paclobutrazol reaching 118 ng/g dw, 327 ng/g dw, 156 ng/g dw, 26 ng/dw, and 
14 ng/g dw, respectively. The concentrations of pesticides were generally well below the available maximum 
residue levels (MRLs), and the dietary risk assessment did not indicate health threats for the adult population. 
However, we suggest that the monitoring of the chemical safety of edible insects in SSA should be further 
investigated and insects should be integrated into more extensive dietary studies.

Keywords: Legacy pesticides, current-use pesticides, entomophagy, Uganda, Nigeria, human exposure

INTRODUCTION
Pesticides are chemical compounds applied to control disease vectors or household pests and to help 
increase crop productivity[1]. They are often divided into organochlorine pesticides (OCPs), also called 
legacy pesticides, and current-use pesticides (CUPs). OCPs were widely used in the past for agricultural 
purposes, but because of their persistence in the environment and proven toxicity to wildlife and humans[2], 
they have been included in the list of persistent organic pollutants (POPs) regulated by the Stockholm 
Convention[3] and banned for agricultural uses. However, they are still used in some developing countries 
for disease vector control[4]. CUPs emerged mostly as an alternative to OCPs and encompassed several 
chemical groups of insecticides, fungicides, and herbicides which are thought to be less persistent in the 
environment and less bioaccumulative than OCPs. Nevertheless, some CUPs (like atrazine, imidacloprid, 
and chlorpyrifos) are also highly toxic for non-target organisms and have been associated with adverse 
environmental and public health effects[1].

In many Sub-Saharan African (SSA) countries, ongoing agriculture intensification, driven by population 
growth and the expansion of local markets, and the crucial need for disease vector control have led to the 
increasing use of pesticides[5]. Once applied, pesticides can be transported from the application site to non-
target areas by wind erosion of particles or volatilization from soils, water, and vegetation, resulting in a 
complex mixture of compounds potentially entering the environment and related food chains[1,6]. In 
addition, product usage and handling as prescribed by the manufacturers are often not complied with, 
leading to the misunderstanding of safety guidelines and the consequent direct and indirect exposure of 
applicators and individuals and families living adjacent to agricultural sites, respectively[7]. The population 
can ultimately be extensively exposed to minor quantities of pesticides through food and water, making it 
imperative to monitor the levels of various pesticides in foods to safeguard consumers’ wellbeing[8].

Entomophagy, the practice of eating insects, has been and still is an essential source of nutrients in many 
developing countries and in certain cultures. In Western countries, insects are recently promoted as an 
alternative protein source for food and feed because of their high nutritional contents[9] and environmental 
sustainability[10]. In SSA, insects are included as a regular part of the diet throughout the year or in seasons 
of occurrence[11], and the type of edible insects consumed is usually community- or area-dependent[12]. 
Insects are mostly harvested from the wild (e.g., grasslands, bushes, forests and farmlands), where the 
control of chemical applications is difficult, thus representing a major cause of concern for consumers[11]. 
The environmental advantages of insect farming over wild harvesting, including the fact that chemical 
hazards can be controlled to a larger extent, have been recently highlighted[10]. However, insect farming 
practices in most SSA countries remain limited, mostly due to the lack of clear legislation regarding the 
rearing, consumption, and commercialization of edible insects[13,14].
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Therefore, taking into account, on the one hand, the general lack of knowledge about the environmental 
occurrence and human exposure to pesticides in SSA countries[5], and on the other hand, the high potential 
represented by edible insects as a sustainable food source in the interest of food security and wealth 
creation[11], the chemical food safety of edible insects should receive particular attention.

In this preliminary study, residues of legacy and current-use pesticides were investigated for the first time in 
selected wild and farmed edible insects commonly sold and consumed in Uganda and Nigeria. Additionally, 
eventual health risks for the adult population associated with the consumption of such edible insects were 
also evaluated.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Sample collection
A total of nine edible insect samples were collected in the frame of this preliminary study [Table 1]. House 
crickets from Uganda were obtained in 2022 from a cricket farmer in Masaka (UGD-01) and from the 
cricket rearing laboratory at the Department of Zoology, Makerere University (UGD-02). In addition, 
between November and December 2018, wild harvested long-horned grasshoppers were obtained from 
traders from three geographical areas and major harvesting hubs (Masaka - UGD-03, Mubende - UGD-04, 
Kampala - UGD-05) in Uganda. Samples were packed in zip-sealed plastic bags and delivered to Makerere 
University on flaked ice. These samples were then washed clean using water, drained, dried in a solar dryer 
on aluminium foil, milled per species (about 5 g insects) using an electric blender with a plastic body 
(acrylonitrile butadiene styrene, ABS plastic) and stainless-steel blades, transferred to pre-cleaned 
polypropylene (PP) tubes, and finally stored at -18 °C.

Four species of wild harvested edible insects, already processed and ready for consumption, were purchased 
from local markets in North-central Nigeria (NGR-01) in February 2020 and Southwestern Nigeria (NGR-
02, -03 and -04) in January 2022. NGR-01 (short-horned grasshopper) and NGR-02 (giant cricket) are 
usually consumed in the adult life stage after being roasted [Supplementary Figure 1A]. NGR-03 
(rhinoceros beetle) and NGR-04 (African palm weevil) are typically consumed in their larval life stage and 
processed by frying [Supplementary Figure 1B]. Individual insects per sample (about 5 g) were pooled, 
homogenized using an electric blender with plastic (ABS) body and stainless-steel blades, and stored in pre-
cleaned PP tubes at -18 °C pending analyses.

The lipid content of each sample was determined gravimetrically, as detailed in the reference[15].

Sample preparation and instrumental analysis
Detailed information on purchasing chemicals and materials is reported in Supplementary Material, 
Supplementary Table 1. A total of 12 OCPs and 44 CUPs were analysed in the edible insects 
[Supplementary Table 2].

Organochlorine pesticides
Analysis of OCPs was done according to the procedure described in[16]. Briefly, 1.0 g of dry insect sample 
was weighed in pre-cleaned PP tubes, spiked with 50 µL internal standard, IS mix (CB-143, 500 pg/μL and 
13C-HCB, 50 pg/μL), and extracted with 10 mL of hexane:acetone (3:1, v/v). The extract was concentrated to 
a volume of 0.5 mL and cleaned up via an acid silica (AS) cartridge (25 mL cartridge containing 6 g of AS, 
44% w/w, prewashed with 15 mL hexane) by elution with 20 mL of hexane and 15 mL of DCM. The final 
extract was concentrated to near dryness and reconstituted in 50 µL iso-octane and 50 µL of recovery 
standard (RS, CB-207, 50 pg/μL). The targeted OCPs were analysed by gas chromatography coupled to a 
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Table 1. Details of edible insect samples collected from Uganda (UGD) and Nigeria (NGR)

ID Species (order) Common name Life 
stage Collection site Wild/farmed Processing Lip (%) 

dw

UGD-
01

Acheta domesticus (Orthoptera) House cricket Adult Uganda, Masaka district Farmed Sun dried 17

UGD-
02

Acheta domesticus (Orthoptera) House cricket Adult Uganda, Makerere 
University

Farmed Sun dried 14

UGD-
03

Ruspolia differens (Orthoptera) Long-horned 
grasshopper

Adult Uganda, Masaka district Wild Sun dried 39

UGD-
04

Ruspolia differens (Orthoptera) Long-horned 
grasshopper

Adult Uganda, Mubende 
district

Wild Sun dried 34

UGD-
05

Ruspolia differens (Orthoptera) Long-horned 
grasshopper

Adult Uganda, Kampala 
district

Wild Sun dried 46

NGR-
01

Cytacanthacris naeruginosus 
(Orthoptera)

Short-horned 
grasshopper

Adult North Central Nigeria Wild Roasted 36

NGR-
02

Brachytrupes membranaceus 
(Orthoptera)

Giant cricket Adult Southwestern Nigeria Wild Roasted 28

NGR-
03

Oryctes boas (Coleoptera) Rhinoceros beetle Larvae Southwestern Nigeria Wild Fried 29

NGR-
04

Rhynchophorus phoenicis 
(Coleoptera)

African palm weevil Larvae Southwestern Nigeria Wild Fried 5

mass spectrometer operated in electron capture negative ionization mode (GC-ECNI/MS), as detailed in[16].

Current-use pesticides
Analysis of CUPs was performed by applying a modified QuEChERS method. Samples (between 0.2 and 
0.5 g depending on the lipid content) were weighed in pre-cleaned PP tubes, spiked with 30 µL IS mix 
(composition reported in Supplementary Table 1), and extracted with 6 mL of acetonitrile acidified with 
0.1% formic acid, FA. Salting out of the supernatant was achieved by adding 1 g of MgSO4 and 0.25 g of 
NaCl to the extract, followed by vortexing for 1 min and centrifugation at 3000 rpm for 5 min. The 
supernatant was transferred to a clean glass tube and concentrated to 2 mL under a gentle nitrogen stream. 
The sample clean-up was then performed by dispersive solid phase extraction, SPE (d-SPE), by the addition 
of 50 mg of PSA and 100 mg of C18 to the extract, followed by vortexing for 1 min and centrifugation at 
3000 rpm for 5 min. The supernatant was finally transferred into a clean glass tube, concentrated to dryness, 
reconstituted in 200 µL MeOH:MilliQ (1:1 v/v), and filtered through a 0.2 µm nylon membrane to an 
autosampler vial for analysis by LC-MS/MS.

Analysis of CUPs was carried out using an Agilent 1290 Infinity liquid chromatography system coupled to 
an Agilent 6460 Triple Quadrupole mass spectrometer (LC-MS/MS, Agilent, Santa Clara, USA) equipped 
with an electrospray ionization (ESI) source. Briefly, separation was achieved using a Kinetex XB-C18 
column (4.6 × 100 mm, 2.6 µm, Phenomenex, Torrace, USA) using MilliQ and MeOH, both containing 
5 mm of ammonium formate, as mobile phases. The acquisition was carried out in dynamic multiple 
reaction monitoring (dMRM) mode. Details of the method are described in Supplementary Material (
Supplementary Section 1, Supplementary Tables 3-6).

QA/QC
Quality assurance and control of the analytical method for the quantification of OCPs in edible insects was 
performed through four replicate analyses of SRM 1945 (NIST, organics in whale blubber) with accuracy 
ranging from 67% to 152% [Supplementary Table 2]. The mean recoveries of IS were 108% ± 22% for 
CB-143 and 85% ± 20% for 13C-HCB. The reliability of the method for CUPs was assessed using a duplicate 
analysis of a blank sample spiked with a known mass of native compounds. Accuracies for individual 
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compounds are reported in Supplementary Table 2, while the recoveries of IS ranged between 80% ± 32% 
(D5-Atrazine) and 121% ± 15% (13C-Fipronil).

To control potential background contamination, two procedural blanks were run in parallel with the batch 
of samples. For OCPs, the average blank levels per batch were then subtracted from the sample results, and 
a value equal to 3×SD of the blank measurement was used as the limit of quantification (LOQ). For CUPs, 
due to the absence of detectable pesticide concentrations in the procedural blanks, the LOQ was set at the 
lowest quantifiable calibration concentration. LOQs of all individual compounds are shown in 
Supplementary Table 2.

Statistical analysis
For descriptive statistics, concentrations < LOQs were treated as LOQ*df, where df is the detection 
frequency of the compound above LOQs in the samples. The normal distribution of the dataset was tested 
by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (K-S test). Most concentration results (86%) were found to have a skewed 
distribution. To better understand the correlations and/or patterns of residue concentrations, only 
compounds with df > 30% were considered in the statistical analysis and discussed in the text. Spearman’s 
correlation was used to investigate the correlation among the concentrations. An individual t-test was 
carried out to compare the mean value of the “farmed” and “wild” Ugandan samples. Factor analysis was 
done using “KMO and Bartlett’s test of sphericity” as a correlation matrix and extracting principal 
components (PCA) based on eigenvalue > 1. Statistical analysis was performed using IBM SPSS 20.0 
(Chicago, IL, USA), with a bilateral test (P < 0.05).

Human exposure
The average insect consumption for the adult population in Uganda was estimated to be 62.6 g/day during 
grasshopper seasons (lasting about 3 months, i.e., from March to May and from November to January)[17]. 
Since no insect consumption figures are currently available for Nigeria, the average insect consumption of 
grasshoppers in Uganda was thus used for the risk assessment estimation. In addition, to cover the most 
conservative scenario, the insect consumption rate was assumed to be constant throughout the year.

The estimated dietary intake (EDI) of OCPs and CUPs was calculated for each compound with DF > 30% by 
multiplying the median concentration of that pesticide (ng/g dw) by the average consumption rate of edible 
insects (62.6 g/day) by the adult population and dividing by the average body weight of the adult population 
for each country (i.e., 62 kg and 60 kg for the adult population of Uganda[18] and Nigeria[19], respectively). 
The hazard quotient (HQ or the potential risk of non-carcinogenic effects) per each compound was 
calculated by dividing the total EDI by the relative oral reference dose factor (RfD). HQ values ≥ 1 indicate a 
potential health risk for the population. The potential carcinogenic risk (CR) was calculated by multiplying 
the EDI by the relative oral cancer slope factor (SFO). A public screening criterion sets a threshold of CR < 
1.0 × 10-6 as acceptable[20].

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Levels of pesticides in edible insects
Targeted OCPs were < LOQ in all analysed insect samples, with the sole exception of HCB, measured in 
NGR-02 (0.45 ng/g dw), UGD-01 (0.62 ng/g dw), and UDG-05 (0.87 ng/g dw) [Supplementary Table 7]. No 
pattern of contamination was identified, considering the species, wild/farmed source or processing method, 
suggesting low background contamination with OCPs in the environment. HCB levels in the analysed 
samples were also comparable with levels measured in farmed edible insects from Europe and Asia 
(0.1-69 ng/g lipid weight)[15,21].
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Out of 44 CUPs, a total of 23 compounds were detected in edible insects, among which 13 chemicals have a 
detection frequency higher than 30% [Table 2]. Generally, there was a wide variation in the concentrations 
and patterns of the different CUP residues in the analysed edible insects [Figure 1]. The organophosphate 
insecticides chlorpyrifos and dichlorvos were detected in 100% and 89% of the samples, with total median 
concentrations of 2.6 and 5.0 ng/g dw, respectively. For both compounds, the highest concentrations were 
observed in the wild sample NGR-02 (156 and 26 ng/g dw, respectively) [Figure 1, Supplementary Table 8]. 
As of 2020, chlorpyrifos was banned in the EU[22], and in 2021 the US EPA announced a ban on the use of 
chlorpyrifos on food crops in the US[23]. Unauthorised application of chlorpyrifos in certain SSA countries 
has, however, been identified and highlighted as potentially posing a threat to human health[24]. Dichlorvos 
has been reported to be applied as an agricultural insecticide on crops, stored products and mosquitoes in 
SSA countries, including Nigeria[25]. In addition, these two compounds are reported to be affordable and 
readily available, supporting our outcomes. Concentrations of chlorpyrifos and dichlorvos were also highly 
correlated with each other (P = 0.007) [Supplementary Table 9], suggesting a similar source and fate in the 
environment. Another organophosphate insecticide, ethoprophos, was detected in only three insect 
samples, with a total limited median concentration of 0.1 ng/g dw.

The carbamate insecticide aldicarb was detected in 78% of the samples, with a total median concentration of 
8.9 ng/g dw, while other carbamates, such as oxamyl and propoxur, were detected in 44% and 67% of the 
samples, with median concentrations of 0.6 and 1.2 ng/g dw, respectively. Aldicarb is a systemic pesticide 
applied to control certain insects and nematodes on both food and non-food crops. Due to its toxic effects, 
control actions to ban or severely restrict aldicarb use have been reported by European countries, while its 
use for agricultural purposes is still allowed in some countries, including SSA[26]. Aldicarb presence was 
highly correlated with both dichlorvos and cyfluthrin (both P < 0.001) [Supplementary Table 9], possibly 
indicating that these pesticides were applied together or in a similar pattern. Propoxur has less toxic effects 
on pests than aldicarb, and it has both contact and systemic activity[26]. It is used on a variety of pests in 
either agricultural or non-agricultural applications, including malaria control activities[27]. Interestingly, the 
highest individual concentrations of aldicarb and propoxur were measured in the wild sample NGR-02, 
reaching 118 and 327 ng/g dw, respectively. Propoxur was also the highest measured pesticide concentration 
in all analysed edible insects [Figure 1, Supplementary Table 8]. This can be attributed to the harvesting 
style of giant crickets, which are manually dug out from their soil burrows by insect pickers[28]. Aldicarb, 
usually applied as soil fumigant or as direct soil solution[29], can thus have been taken up by the crickets 
during their underground lifetime. Similarly, the long residual effect of propoxur after application on turfs, 
forestry, household, and agricultural environments[30] could have been a major reason for the high levels 
found in this soil insect species.

The pyrethroid insecticide cypermethrin, detected in 67% of the samples, showed the highest median 
concentration measured in edible insects, up to 17 ng/g dw, while the median levels of other pyrethroids, 
such as cyfluthrin and permethrin were 4.5 and 1.0 ng/g dw, respectively. Cypermethrin is a toxic broad-
spectrum insecticide that has been reported to be widely used by farmers to control populations of 
variegated grasshopper (Zonocerus variegatus), which is among the main pests of crops grown in West and 
Central Africa (including Nigeria)[31]. This is confirmed by the generally higher concentrations of 
cypermethrin measured in insects from both Uganda and Nigeria compared to the other pyrethroids, but 
also generally to the other investigated insecticides [Supplementary Table 8]. Interestingly, this grasshopper 
is among the most consumed species of Orthoptera in Africa[32]. Therefore, even if this species was not 
analysed in the frame of this study, this highlights the threats potentially represented by the use of 
insecticides in relation to the consumption of edible insects.
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics of CUPs (ng/g dw) in edible insects from Uganda and Nigeria. In bold, compounds with df > 30%. Individual concentrations of all CUPs are reported in 
Supplementary Table 8

ALL (n = 9) UGD (n = 5) NGR (n = 4)
Compound df (%) Mean SD Min Median Max Mean SD Min Median Max Mean SD Min Median Max

Fenpyroximate 11 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.9

Metalaxyl 11 0.3 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.6 1.3 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Boscalid 11 0.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.6 1.2 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Myclobutanil 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Tebuconazole 22 0.5 1.0 0.1 0.1 2.8 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 1.1 1.3 0.1 0.7 2.8

Diuron 11 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Isoproturon 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Atrazine 22 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.0

Prometryn 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Propazine 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sebuthylazine 22 0.3 0.8 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.6 1.2 0.0 0.0 2.4

Simazine 67 6.6 8.8 0.1 0.8 22 12 9.0 0.6 15 22 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.8

Terbuthylazine 11 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.8 0.0 0.0 1.7

Terbutryn 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Novaluron 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Spirotetramat 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aldicarb 78 20 37 0.2 8.9 118 10 7.1 2.3 15 17 32 58 0.2 4.6 118

Carbofuran 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Methiocarb 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Methomyl 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Oxamyl 44 2.9 5.0 0.6 0.6 16 1.3 1.0 0.6 0.6 2.9 4.9 7.4 0.6 1.6 16

Propoxur 67 37 109 0.2 1.2 327 0.9 0.7 0.2 1.2 1.7 83 163 0.2 1.4 327

Acetamiprid 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Dinotefuran 44 0.6 0.6 0.1 0.1 1.5 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 1.3 0.2 1.0 1.3 1.5

Imidacloprid 33 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.21 0.4

Thiacloprid 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Thiamethoxam 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Chlorpyrifos 100 20 51 1.1 2.6 156 3.9 2.8 1.6 2.9 8.8 40 77 1.1 2.0 156

Diazinon 11 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Dichlorvos 89 7.5 7.7 1.3 5.0 26 6.8 3.8 3.0 5.1 13 8.2 11.6 1.3 3.0 26

Dimethoate 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Ethoprophos 33 0.7 0.8 0.1 0.1 1.9 0.8 1.0 0.1 0.1 1.9 0.5 0.7 0.1 0.1 1.5

Malathion 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Phosmet 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Fipronil 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Bifenthrin 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cyfluthrin 67 7.1 8.6 1.0 4.5 27 5.6 4.9 1.0 4.5 13 9.0 12.5 1.0 3.9 27

Cypermethrin 67 27 31 0.4 17 72 32 36 0.4 17 72 22 27 0.4 15 57

Deltamethrin 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Permethrin 33 5.2 7.4 1.0 1.0 22 5.2 9.5 1.0 1.0 22 5.2 5.2 1.0 4.2 11

Flonicamid 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Chlorantraniliprole 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Piperonyl butoxide 22 0.4 0.7 0.1 0.1 1.9 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.9 0.1 0.6 1.9

Paclobutrazol 67 4.5 4.9 0.2 3.0 14 4.9 3.4 0.2 5.2 8.6 4.0 6.9 0.2 0.8 14

Imidacloprid and dinotefuran, two neonicotinoid insecticides, were both present in median concentrations of 0.1 ng/g dw. Dinotefuran, in particular, was 
detected only in wild samples from Nigeria and in similar concentrations among the four insect species [Supplementary Table 8]. Neonicotinoids are 
considered particularly toxic to insects and can kill both targeted pests and not-targeted insects, including bees and other pollinators[33]. For this reason, the use 
of imidacloprid was banned in the EU in 2018[34], while in SSA, both imidacloprid and dinotefuran are still in use[35]. In addition, these two insecticides can also 
be applied at the same time to reach a combined effect of quick action and longer protection[36]. Thus, the low concentrations of imidacloprid and dinotefuran 
measured in the edible insects from this study seem to suggest a past or diffuse background environmental contamination.

The herbicide simazine was detected in 67% of the samples, with a median concentration of 0.8 ng/g dw, indicating the use of this compound in the SSA 
environment, although it has been withdrawn from the EU with "essential use" derogations[37]. Finally, the plant growth regulator and fungicide, paclobutrazol, 
was detected in 67% of the samples, with a median concentration of 3 ng/g dw. Paclobutrazol is known to protect several crops from various environmental 
stressors, including drought and heat radiation and can thus be used to improve the growth and yield of crops[38]. In addition, in this case, the highest 
individual concentration was measured in sample NGR-02 (14 ng/g dw).

Cypermethrin was the highest contributor to the median CUPs in the insect samples, up to 38% in all insects, 25% and 39% in Ugandan and Nigerian insects, 
respectively [Supplementary Figure 2], followed by aldicarb (20%, 22% and 12%). Simazine and permethrin accounted then for 22% and 11% of the Ugandan 

5227-SupplementaryMaterials.pdf
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Figure 1. CUP concentrations (ng/g dw) in edible insects from Uganda (UGD) and Nigeria (NGR) and their individual contribution to 
the overall contamination.

and Nigerian median contamination with CUPs.

Differences between CUPs in Ugandan farmed and wild insects were compound-specific 
[Supplementary Table 8]. For simazine and paclobutrazol, the average concentration in farmed house 
crickets (2.2 ng/g dw and 1.6 ng/g dw, respectively) was significantly lower (P < 0.05) than the average 
concentration in wild grasshoppers (18 ng/g dw and 7.2 n/g dw). These results suggest that the 
contamination with these CUPs in a farming setting could be more easily controlled or that this difference 
could be species-specific. However, in the case of the aldicarb, measured in similar concentrations in the 
farmed UGD-01 (17 ng/g dw) and in the wild UGD-04 and -05 (15 ng/g dw), as opposed to the lower 
concentrations in farmed UGD-02 (3.1 ng/g dw) and wild UGD-03 (2.3 ng/dw). Oxamyl was measured only 
in farmed Ugandan house crickets (average 2.3 ng/g dw), similar to the concentration measured in wild 
NGR-02 (giant cricket, 2.5 ng/g dw), but lower than NGR-04 (African palm weevil, 16 ng/g dw), while it 
was < LOQ in the other Ugandan wild insects. In this case, it is possible that the insect order, habitat or life 
stage played a role in the accumulation of the contaminant. Permethrin was measured in UGD-01 (22 ng/g 
dw), while it was < LOQ in the other farmed or wild Ugandan samples, suggesting a site-specific application 
of this insecticide. No significant or notable differences were observed between farmed and wild insects for 
the other CUPs.

The principal component analysis (PCA) of pesticide residues in the current study suggests that the residue 
levels were distributed according to their application. The first and second principal components (PC) in 
the factors extracted based on compounds accounted for 48.4% and 20.4% of the total variance, respectively 
[Figure 2A]. PC1 reflected the residue levels of the pesticides. PC2 showed a difference attributable to the 
main pesticide use, clearly separated into insecticides, herbicides, and fungicides. In addition, the 
statistically significant correlations between chlorpyrifos and dichlorvos and between aldicarb, dichlorvos 
and cyfluthrin [Supplementary Table 9] were also confirmed by the PCA, supporting the hypothesis that 

5227-SupplementaryMaterials.pdf
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Figure 2. Principal component analysis (PCA) of the pesticide residue in edible insects. Factors extracted based on compounds (A) and 
edible insect samples (B). Herb: Herbicide in black; Ins: insecticide in red; Fung: fungicide in blue; Carb: carboxamide; OP: 
organophosphate; Neo: neonicotinoids; Pyr: pyrethroid, OCP: organochlorine pesticide.

these compounds are commonly used in mixtures depending on the scope of application. Factors extracted 
based on the residue level of the samples [Figure 2B] only reflected limited variations among the samples, 
with PC1 of 35.1% and PC2 of 21.5%, respectively. Samples could not be clustered in PC1 nor PC2, 
indicating that the residue levels were not significantly impacted by the species of the insects, region of 
origin, or habitat. In this preliminary study, only a limited number of edible insect samples were analysed, 
which strongly hampered the interpretation of the data. This is because obtaining edible insects from SSA 
countries presented several hurdles, mostly represented by their partial availability throughout the year and 
their site-specificity. In addition, most samples were purchased from vendors and traders in open markets, 
with no possibility of gaining specific information on the exact location and situation of the collection site 
of wild insects. This, together with the limited available information on the use and application of pesticides 
in these areas, made it difficult to draw further conclusions.

To the best of our knowledge, no previous study investigated the occurrence and concentrations of the same 
pesticide residues in edible insects commonly consumed in SSA countries, particularly in Uganda and 
Nigeria. The levels of CUPs were therefore compared with concentration levels reported for other food 
commodities from the same and neighbouring countries. The median concentrations of dinotefuran and 
imidacloprid in edible insects from this study were lower than those reported for honey from South Africa 
(0.89 and 0.49 ng/g, respectively)[33]. In addition, the mean concentration of chlorpyrifos in insects was 
significantly lower than the levels measured in smoked fish from Mali (i.e., 2591 ng/g), but generally higher 
than the average levels in a wide variety of other food commodities, including cereals, vegetables and 
fruit[39]. Concentrations of chlorpyrifos in insects were in the same range as fruit, vegetables, wheat, and 
coffee beans from Ethiopia[40] and Ghana[41]. Mean concentrations of dichlorvos, propoxur, chlorpyrifos, and 
ethoprophos in insects were generally higher than or comparable to those recorded in cereals, pulses, fruit 
and vegetables from Nigeria[19]. Finally, the mean concentration of cypermethrin in the insects was similar to 
the levels measured in vegetables and fish, but generally higher than those detected in legumes, fruit, eggs 
and dairy products from Benin, Cameroon, Mali and Nigeria[39].
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Human exposure
For the average adult population, the dietary intake of pesticides via consumption of edible insects, based on 
the consumption figures of grasshoppers in Uganda[17], was comparable between the two countries, ranging 
from 0.1 to 17 ng/kg bw/day in Uganda and from 0.1 to 16 ng/kg bw/day in Nigeria. The highest EDI was 
estimated in both cases for cypermethrin. The estimated EDIs were then compared to the available 
compound-specific RfD and SFO values [Table 3]. The calculated HQ and CR values were orders of 
magnitude lower than the indicated thresholds, while the CR of simazine and dichlorvos were close to the 
acceptability threshold of 1.0 × 10-6. This suggests that the exposure of the adult population to pesticides 
through the consumption of edible insects is low. However, it is relevant to point out that data on the per-
capita consumption of edible insects are lacking in most SSA countries. Moreover, when available, they 
concern only a limited number of species among the several widely consumed, giving an incomplete 
representation of the insect consumption pattern.

Finally, no MRLs (i.e., the highest concentration of a pesticide residue legally tolerated in a food commodity 
when pesticides are correctly applied)[42] are currently available for edible insects; thus, the pesticide residues 
in insects were compared with the most conservative MRLs available for meat from mammals or poultry 
[Table 3]. Concentrations of individual pesticides in insects, calculated in ng/g wet weight - considering an 
average dry fraction of 0.5, were generally below their considered respective MRLs. However, the 
concentrations of aldicarb, chlorpyrifos, dichlorvos, and cyfluthrin in sample NGR-02 were above the 
selected MRLs. According to these findings, the adult population of Uganda and Nigeria is not expected to 
suffer adverse effects from the ingestion of pesticide residue through insect consumption. It is, however, 
necessary to highlight that insects represent only a part of the daily diet, and their consumption is 
dependent on availability and seasonality. To be fully representative, these data should thus be revisited in 
light of the availability of per-capita consumption data of most consumed edible insects and, eventually, the 
availability of MRLs set specifically for insects.

CONCLUSIONS
Information on pesticide residues in edible insects from sub-Saharan African countries is currently lacking. 
This preliminary study yielded the first insights into the concentrations of OCPs and CUPs in edible insects 
from Uganda and Nigeria.

Results showed no contamination of the insects with OCPs but highlighted the presence of several CUPs at 
notable levels, likely attributable to their extensive use in SSA countries accompanied by a lack of relative 
rigorous legislation, regulations, and proper training for handlers. In this study, the concentrations of 
pesticide residues were below the available MRLs (for meat), suggesting that the selected edible insects were 
safe for consumption. Finally, the dietary risk assessment did not indicate health threats for the adult 
population. However, due to the challenges encountered when conducting this study, we suggest that the 
monitoring of the chemical safety of edible insects in SSA should be further investigated and insects should 
be integrated into more extensive dietary studies.
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Table 3. Dietary risk assessment for pesticides detected in more than 30% of the insect samples

MRLs RfD SFO UGD NGR
Compound

(ng/g)a (mg/kg per day) (mg/kg per day)-1 HQ CR HQ CR

Simazineb - 5.00E-03 1.20E-01 3.04E-03 1.82E-06 1.99E-05 1.19E-08

Aldicarbb 10 1.00E-03 - 1.46E-02 - 4.78E-03 -

Oxamylb 10 2.50E-02 - 2.55E-05 - 6.59E-05 -

Propoxurc - 5.00E-03 - 2.36E-04 - 2.97E-04 -

Dinotefurand 20 2.00E-02 - 6.37E-06 - 6.59E-05 -

Imidaclopridb 20 5.70E-02 - 1.68E-06 - 3.88E-06 -

Chlorpyrifosb 10 1.00E-03 - 2.87E-03 - 2.11E-03 -

Dichlorvosb 10 5.00E-04 2.90E-01 1.03E-02 1.49E-06 6.28E-03 9.10E-07

Ethoprophose 10 1.00E-04 2.81E-02 9.55E-04 2.68E-09 9.94E-04 2.79E-09

Cyfluthrinb 10 2.50E-02 - 1.79E-04 - 1.61E-04 -

Cypermethrinb 100 1.00E-02 - 1.71E-03 - 1.57E-03 -

Permethrinb 100 5.00E-02 - 1.91E-05 - 8.84E-05 -

Paclobutrazolb - 1.30E-02 - 4.01E-04 - 6.35E-05 -

HCBb - 8.00E-04 1.6E+00 1.63E-04 2.09E-07 1.70E-04 2.17E-07
aMRL values available for meat from mammals or poultry[42]

bRfD and SFO from[20]

cRfD and SFO from[27]

dRfD and SFO from[43]

eRfD and SFO from[44]

MRLs: Maximum residue levels (in ng/g ww); RfD: reference dose; SFO; HQ: hazard quotient; CR: carcinogenic risk.

DECLARATIONS
Acknowledgements
We thank Mr. Rasak Rabiu for the help with pictures and purchase of palm weevils and rhinoceros beetles 
from local markets in South Western Nigeria, and Dr. James Habila and Dr. Elaoyi Paul of the Department 
of Chemistry, Ahmadu Bello University, Zaria, who helped with taking pictures and purchasing of locusts 
from local markets in North Central Nigeria. This work was supported by the INTERWASTE project (grant 
agreement 734522) funded by the European Commission (Horizon 2020) and by the Exposome Centre of 
Excellence of the University of Antwerp (BOF grant, Antigoon database number 41222). SSY acknowledges 
a FWO junior post-doc fellowship (1270521N) and Start-up fund of Zhejiang Shuren University 
(2021R001). AMS acknowledges a PhD fellowship funded by the EU Horizon 2020 research and innovation 
programme under the MSCA-FoodTraNet project (grant agreement no. 956265).

Authors’ contributions
Conceptualization, methodology, formal analysis, investigation, writing - original draft preparation, review 
and editing, visualization, funding acquisition: Poma G
Conceptualization, methodology, formal analysis, investigation, writing - review and editing, visualization: 
Yin S
Methodology, investigation, writing - review and editing: Folarin B
Investigation, writing - review and editing: Schönleben A, Ssepuuya G, Nakimbugwe D, Oluseyi T
Methodology, writing - review and editing: Bombeke J, Altamirano J
Conceptualization, methodology, resources, writing - review and editing, supervision, project 
administration, funding acquisition: Covaci A



Page 13 of Poma et al. J Environ Expo Assess 2022;1:23 https://dx.doi.org/10.20517/jeea.2022.25 14

Availability of data and materials
Additional data for this study are presented in the Supplementary Material.

Financial support and sponsorship
None.

Conflicts of interest
The authors declare that there are no conflicts of interest.

Ethical approval and consent to participate
None.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Copyright
© The Author(s) 2022.

REFERENCES
Veludo AF, Martins Figueiredo D, Degrendele C, et al. Seasonal variations in air concentrations of 27 organochlorine pesticides 
(OCPs) and 25 current-use pesticides (CUPs) across three agricultural areas of South Africa. Chemosphere 2022;289:133162.  DOI  
PubMed

1.     

der Veen I, de Boer J. Phosphorus flame retardants: properties, production, environmental occurrence, toxicity and analysis. 
Chemosphere 2012;88:1119-53.  DOI  PubMed

2.     

U N E P .  T h e  n e w  P O P s  u n d e r  t h e  s t o c k h o l m  c o n v e n t i o n .  A v a i l a b l e  f r o m :  
http://www.pops.int/TheConvention/ThePOPs/TheNewPOPs/tabid/2511/Default.aspx [Last accessed on 8 Oct 2022].

3.     

Adebusuyi AT, Sojinu SO, Aleshinloye AO. The prevalence of persistent organic pollutants (POPs) in West Africa - a review. Envir 
Challenges 2022;7:100486.  DOI

4.     

Fuhrimann S, Wan C, Blouzard E, et al. Pesticide research on environmental and human exposure and risks in sub-saharan africa: a 
systematic literature review. Int J Environ Res Public Health 2021;19:259.  DOI  PubMed  PMC

5.     

Figueiredo DM, Duyzer J, Huss A, et al. Spatio-temporal variation of outdoor and indoor pesticide air concentrations in homes near 
agricultural fields. Atmospheric Environ 2021;262:118612.  DOI

6.     

Sarkar S, Dias Bernades Gil J, Keeley J, Mohring N, Jansen K. The use of pesticides in developing countries and their impact on health 
and the right to food. Available from: https://library.wur.nl/WebQuery/wurpubs/583698 [Last accessed on 8 Oct 2022].

7.     

Akande MG, Sanni FS, Enefe NG. Human health risk evaluation of organophosphate insecticide residues in post-harvest cowpea in 
Gwagwalada, Abuja, Nigeria. J Health Pollut 2020;10:1-8.  DOI  PubMed  PMC

8.     

Bbosa T, Tamale Ndagire C, Muzira Mukisa I, Fiaboe KKM, Nakimbugwe D. Nutritional characteristics of selected insects in uganda 
for use as alternative protein sources in food and feed. J Insect Sci 2019;19:23.  DOI  PubMed  PMC

9.     

Huis A, Oonincx DGAB. The environmental sustainability of insects as food and feed. A review. Agron Sustain Dev 2017:37.  DOI10.     
Alamu OT, Amao AO, Nwokedi CI, Oke OA, Lawa IO. Diversity and nutritional status of edible insects in Nigeria: a review. Int J 
Biodivers Conserv 2013;5:215-22.  DOI

11.     

Olum S, Wesana J, Mawadri J, Kizza Nakiranda J, Odongo W. Insects as food: Illuminating the food neophobia and socio-cultural 
dynamics of insect consumption in Uganda. Int J Trop Insect Sci 2021;41:2175-84.  DOI

12.     

Usman HS, Yusuf AA. Legislation and legal frame work for sustainable edible insects use in Nigeria. Int J Trop Insect Sci 
2021;41:2201-9.  DOI

13.     

Meludu NT, Onoja MN. Determinants of edible insects consumption level in Kogi State, Nigeria. J Agr Extens 2018;22:156.  DOI14.     
Poma G, Yin S, Tang B, Fujii Y, Cuykx M, Covaci A. Occurrence of selected organic contaminants in edible insects and assessment of 
their chemical safety. Environ Health Perspect 2019;127:1-14.  DOI  PubMed  PMC

15.     

Poma G, Cuykx M, Amato E, Calaprice C, Focant JF, Covaci A. Evaluation of hazardous chemicals in edible insects and insect-based 
food intended for human consumption. Food Chem Toxicol 2017;100:70-9.  DOI  PubMed

16.     

Sepuuya G, Kirinya J., Bonabana J., Nakimbugwe D. Estimating the market size of wild harvested raw grasshopper ruspolia differens 
in Uganda using a supply and demand analysis.

17.     

Kirunda BE, Fadnes LT, Wamani H, Van den Broeck J, Tylleskär T. Population-based survey of overweight and obesity and the 
associated factors in peri-urban and rural Eastern Uganda. BMC Public Health 2015;15:1168.  DOI  PubMed  PMC

18.     

Fatunsin OT, Oyeyiola AO, Moshood MO, Akanbi LM, Fadahunsi DE. Dietary risk assessment of organophosphate and carbamate 19.     

5227-SupplementaryMaterials.pdf
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2021.133162
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34875296
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2012.03.067
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22537891
http://www.pops.int/TheConvention/ThePOPs/TheNewPOPs/tabid/2511/Default.aspx
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envc.2022.100486
https://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19010259
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35010520
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC8750985
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2021.118612
https://library.wur.nl/WebQuery/wurpubs/583698
https://dx.doi.org/10.5696/2156-9614-10.28.201203
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33324500
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7731488
https://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jisesa/iez124
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31853552
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6920063
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13593-017-0452-8
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/bf00055976
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s42690-020-00309-2
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s42690-020-00291-9
https://dx.doi.org/10.4314/jae.v22i1.14
https://dx.doi.org/10.1289/EHP5782
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31891522
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6957287
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2016.12.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28007452
https://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12889-015-2506-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26602893
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4659217


Page 14 of Poma et al. J Environ Expo Assess 2022;1:23 https://dx.doi.org/10.20517/jeea.2022.2514

pesticide residues in commonly eaten food crops. Sci Afr 2020;8:e00442.  DOI
US EPA (Environmental Protection Agency). Regional screening levels (RSLs)-generic tables. Available from: 
https://www.epa.gov/risk/regional-screening-levels-rsls-generic-tables [Last accessed on 11 Oct 2022].

20.     

Poma G, Fujii Y, Lievens S, et al. Occurrence, patterns, and sources of hazardous organic chemicals in edible insects and insect-based 
food from the Japanese market. Food Chem Toxicol 2021;154:112311.  DOI  PubMed

21.     

European Commission. Chlorpyrifos & chlorpyrifos-methyl. Available from: https://food.ec.europa.eu/plants/pesticides/approval-
active-substances/renewal-approval/chlorpyrifos-chlorpyrifos-methyl_en [Last accessed on 8 Oct 2022].

22.     

US EPA. Chlorpyrifos. Available from: https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/chlorpyrifos [Last accessed on 8 Oct 
2022].

23.     

Ingenbleek L, Verger P, Epiphane Hossou S, et al. Human dietary exposure to chemicals in sub-Saharan Africa: safety assessment 
through a total diet study. Lancet Planet Health 2020;4:292-300.  DOI  PubMed

24.     

Musa U, Hati SS, Mustapha A, Magaji G. Dichlorvos concentrations in locally formulated pesticide (Ota-piapia) utilized in 
northeastern Nigeria. Sci Res Essay 2010;5:49-054.  DOI

25.     

Maran E, Fernández M, Barbieri P, Font G, Ruiz MJ. Effects of four carbamate compounds on antioxidant parameters. Ecotoxicol 
Environ Saf 2009;72:922-30.  DOI  PubMed

26.     

U S  E P A .  U S  E P A  -  P e s t i c i d e s  -  F a c t  S h e e t  f o r  P r o p o x u r .  A v a i l a b l e  f r o m :  
https://www3.epa.gov/pesticides/chem_search/reg_actions/reregistration/fs_PC-047802_1-Aug-97.pdf [Last accessed on 8 Oct 2022]

27.     

Temitope AO, Job OO, Abiodun AT, Dare AO. Eco-diversity of edible insects of Nigeria and its impact on food security. JBLS 
2014;5:175.  DOI

28.     

Sun H, Xu J, Yang S, Liu G, Dai S. Plant uptake of aldicarb from contaminated soil and its enhanced degradation in the rhizosphere. 
Chemosphere 2004;54:569-74.  DOI  PubMed

29.     

Zhang X, Karungu S, Cai Q, Yuan Z, Hu X. Effects of propoxur exposure on insecticidal susceptibility and developmental traits in 
Culex pipiens quinquefasciatus. Insects 2019;10:288.  DOI  PubMed  PMC

30.     

Agwu J, Odo Ejikeme G, Oloto Chiwetalu J, Uwagbae M. Effects of cypermethrin on the biochemical profile of the hemolymph of the 
African pest grasshopper Zonocerus variegatus (Linn). Int J Biom Sci Engin 2016;3:15-9.  DOI

31.     

Kekeunou S, Tamesse J. Consumption of the variegated grasshopper in Africa: importance and threats. J Insects as Food Feed 
2016;2:213-22.  DOI

32.     

Abafe OA, Chokwe T. Determination and dietary risk assessment of neonicotinoid and insect growth regulators in honey. JEEA 
2021;1:3.  DOI

33.     

Food Safety Authority (EFSA). Peer review of the pesticide risk assessment for the active substance imidacloprid in light of 
confirmatory data submitted. EFS2 2016:14.  DOI

34.     

Network of African Science Academies. Neonicotinoid insecticides: use and effects in African agriculture. A review and 
recommendations to policymakers. Available from: http://hdl.handle.net/20.500.11911/178 [Last accessed on 8 Oct 2022].

35.     

Hemlock restoration initiative. When to use imidacloprid versus dinotefuran. Available from: https://savehemlocksnc.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/03/Chemical-Product-Comparison-Charts_Oct-2020.pdf [Last accessed on 8 Oct 2022].

36.     

PAN Europe - Pesticides Action Network Europe. What substances are banned and authorised in the EU market ? Available from: 
https://www.pan-europe.info/old/Archive/About%20pesticides/Banned%20and%20authorised.htm [Last accessed on 8 Oct 2022].

37.     

Tesfahun W, Yildiz F. A review on: Response of crops to paclobutrazol application. Cogent Food & Agriculture 2018;4:1525169.  
DOI

38.     

Ingenbleek L, Hu R, Pereira LL, et al. Sub-Saharan Africa total diet study in Benin, Cameroon, Mali and Nigeria: pesticides 
occurrence in foods. Food Chem X 2019;2:100034.  DOI  PubMed  PMC

39.     

Mekonen S, Ambelu A, Spanoghe P. Pesticide residue evaluation in major staple food items of Ethiopia using the QuEChERS method: 
a case study from the Jimma Zone. Environ Toxicol Chem 2014;33:1294-302.  DOI  PubMed

40.     

Bempah C, Asomaning1 J, Boateng J, Bempah CK. Market basket survey for some pesticides residues in fruits and vegetables from 
Ghana. J Microb Biot Food Sci 2012;2:850-71.  DOI

41.     

Codex Alimentarius Commission. Codex pesticides residues in food online database. Available from: https://www.fao.org/fao-who-
codexalimentarius/codex-texts/dbs/pestres/en/ [Last accessed on 8 Oct 2022]].

42.     

U S  E P A .  U S  E P A  -  p e s t i c i d e s  -  f a c t  s h e e t  f o r  d i n o t e f u r a n .  A v a i l a b l e  f r o m :  
https://www3.epa.gov/pesticides/chem_search/reg_actions/registration/fs_PC-044312_01-Sep-04.pdf [Last accessed on 8 Oct 2022].

43.     

U S  E P A .  R e r e g i s t r a t i o n  e l i g i b i l i t y  d e c i s i o n  f o r  E t h o p r o p .  A v a i l a b l e  f r o m :  
https://archive.epa.gov/pesticides/reregistration/web/pdf/ethoprop_red.pdf [Last accessed on 10 Oct 2022]

44.     

https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sciaf.2020.e00442
https://www.epa.gov/risk/regional-screening-levels-rsls-generic-tables
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2021.112311
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34082048
https://food.ec.europa.eu/plants/pesticides/approval-active-substances/renewal-approval/chlorpyrifos-chlorpyrifos-methyl_en
https://food.ec.europa.eu/plants/pesticides/approval-active-substances/renewal-approval/chlorpyrifos-chlorpyrifos-methyl_en
https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/chlorpyrifos
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(20)30104-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32681900
https://dx.doi.org/10.5923/j.re.20120202.10
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoenv.2008.01.018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18328561
https://www3.epa.gov/pesticides/chem_search/reg_actions/reregistration/fs_PC-047802_1-Aug-97.pdf
https://dx.doi.org/10.5296/jbls.v5i2.6109
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0045-6535(03)00722-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14581059
https://dx.doi.org/10.3390/insects10090288
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31500284
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6780599
https://dx.doi.org/10.5897/jmpr2016.6277
https://dx.doi.org/10.3920/jiff2015.0087
https://dx.doi.org/10.20517/jeea.2021.04
https://dx.doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2016.4607
http://hdl.handle.net/20.500.11911/178
https://savehemlocksnc.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Chemical-Product-Comparison-Charts_Oct-2020.pdf
https://savehemlocksnc.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Chemical-Product-Comparison-Charts_Oct-2020.pdf
https://www.pan-europe.info/old/Archive/About%20pesticides/Banned%20and%20authorised.htm
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/23311932.2018.1525169
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fochx.2019.100034
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31432018
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6694844
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/etc.2554
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24648104
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2011.11.035
https://www.fao.org/fao-who-codexalimentarius/codex-texts/dbs/pestres/en/
https://www.fao.org/fao-who-codexalimentarius/codex-texts/dbs/pestres/en/
https://www3.epa.gov/pesticides/chem_search/reg_actions/registration/fs_PC-044312_01-Sep-04.pdf
https://archive.epa.gov/pesticides/reregistration/web/pdf/ethoprop_red.pdf

