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Uncertainty Analysis in the Determination of Famoxadone Residues
in Grapes by LC-MS/MS
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Abstract: In order to analyze and evaluate the uncertainty of determination of famoxadone pesticide residues in grape by UPLC-tan-
dem mass spectrometry, the pesticide famoxadone was selected to evaluate the measurement uncertainty of the methods from six as-
pects including sample weigh, standard solution preparation and standard curve fitting, etc., with "National food safety standard-De-
termination of 331 pesticides and metabolites residues in foods of plant origin-Liquid chromatography-tandem mass sprctrometry
method" (GB 23200.121-2021) and "Determination of 450 pesticides and related chemicals residues in fruits and vegetables-LC-MS-
MS method" (GB/T 20769-2008) standard methods as the research objects. The results showed that the relative extended uncertainty
of famoxadone pesticide residue was about 0.22% (4=2), in which the main uncertainties were derived from the use of UPLC-tan-
dem mass spectrometer, standard solution preparation, standard curve fitting and standard recovery rate. In order to reduce the uncer-
tainty of test results, in actual work, we need to improve the stability of equipment, optimize the preparation process of standard solu-
tion and improve the operating skills of test personnel. At the same time, we should also take the results of uncertainty as an impor-

tant reference to judge whether the limit threshold data meets the requirements of the limit standard.
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W 3 4 BRI A 7 B0 PR SE R TR REL il B2 5
FR 3 T, A 24 5% B 1) 2 4 R R A 4
R FE PRz — o i T AR 4 4L (World
Health Organization, WHO ) Fl ¢ & 8 # 4k 41 41
(Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations , FAO) 4 ti , 4 24 5k B 19 887 B A 458 i XF
TR B A I D 2 A i B U 2 OG H
T AR AR A b W TR IR b TR T ROR
G-, BRLFR) M A2 C T R0 A5 B o L R TR A W I
b R AR I, iz N T A L P AL
i R EEEY b A, HAEAE T
BEE T A9 22 55 VR W, B A v B AR 24 filE T S A
B XU, DR I 3 4 i 2 e T e R R A 24 5k P
VERARSCHIFE X R BA T ELE L.

0S5 AN R R O A I A O B RO S
I e 25 SR G ME ) S8, % S RO e T e
R A B DR B B A T2
I T 4% A I v, A Sy A D0 25 2R AT R R
A% 0 TR, B RE 88 45 78 20 i A TP A T A 1R
2R, T A ARG I 7k 4 i AR
AT AR R, WRORH (3 — A3 IR 0 vk DY SR U
Fi S PG BT IR EE 0 5 R L © O R 25 5%
B ARSI 79 4 A o o R P R £t b 331 A
2l e HoAC W Wy 5k B 00 D0 AR 0 3% — o 5 Tk
i) (GB 23200.121-2021) 1 € 7K 5 Al 8% 3 v
450 Fifr A 2 e AH S Ak 27 it ik B B A 2 WA
T - B KB ) (GB/T 20769-2008) B 28 1 K
B P A f o Iz i TRORE (5 T - S IR o
AL H B A I b o o (EL G R N IR B U
AN E JE L, O B RS [R) S B PR T A R
&5 S LA AT LR R — O el 4 40K i
JEPEAL J7 ik, LR T A 28 5k B ARG T A oA Aff R A
Ko, YA R 2 — o 25 BRTiR AR
SRS A 2 vV A R IR Y B R R SR H LA B A
P U AT A 1A O R T 4 SR 4 B (A2 i
I AN fy S RE T E ) R Gl AN B E B E S
FeoR )y HI K, AT 43 A HEBAEAS [A) i 0

PRI PR O B E L iR Rl i A
JEAH 5 BE, X i L E RO, )= 0 7 i B (L
RS 5 B 5 B v A 0 TR B A A A T
R AR AL TR A
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1.1 ##
111 M

AB Sciex Triple Quad 5500+ ¥ #H {5, 3% — &
X 5T 3% X (C18 8 3% #£ , 100 mm X 2.1 mm, 2.6
pm) ; Med03e HL - K- ; IKA MS3 Jiig a1 21 %% 5
3-18KS & H ¥4 U B 0 Bl 5 3K15 ik i &5 X B O
ML ; Milli-Q Advantage A10 # 2l /K & 40 ; T 18
digital ULTRA-TURRAX 43 #{ #ll ; RV 10 digital
V e i 78 AL o
1.1.2  3&KA 5

O CHBECEISa) s R W e (A
ali ) 5 AL AN L TS K B R B (43 B 2 ) 5 T e T
Fr E ®1 i BW900683-1000-A ( 37 8 i 46 B} 4% %
A BR 2 A ) 5 NH, [# A % HUH: (1 g/6 mL) |
0.22 pm Jé e AL € B (13 mm) . QUEChERS #<
W) & Ky i Al on & .
1.2 Ak
1.2.1 Hsmarkz

SEUG S vk s (R PR B b 331 A
A 25 Fe FLAR S P 5% BRI R A 8 -
B ) (GB 23200.121-2021) , 57 125 2+ (K SR
B S T 450 F e 2 S AH DG Ak A 5 8% BR A 0
W AH €3 — R B B3 7% ) (GB/T 20769-2008) .
1.2.2 BBEEH

Jri LAk 2 i Gk S AR ], 2R
C18 {43 4% 100 mm>x2.1 mm, 2.6 um) ; £ K
30 °C; #EFERFL R 5.0 pl s AR FL43 % 0.01% H iR
—2 mmol/L H iR &% 09 /K i W AE R i s A0 AR, 1K
FR43%10.01% HE -2 mmol/L H 2 %% 114 PP 22 W
YEH B AH 5 86 B BE AR T : 0.0~1.0 min, 90% Aj;
1.01~6.0 min, 90%~2% A; 6.01~8.0 min, 2%
A;8.01~13.0 min, 90% A ;¥ A 0.2 mL/min,

J7 ¥k LRV 2 0 o A% R AR TR, SR R dn
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B TR S B TR (ESLIER) 5 B 1
P8 BE < 550 °C s Ak 5K s 2 Ny B
(MRM) 5 J 45 77 3K« 1E 85 7 4l 5 w55 %
5500 V; WIS 1: 379 kPa; # B <, 22 379 kPa;
AT 241 kPas Bl 48 <2 55 kPa, B X A
HReE SR £,

R BRI BT AembdE it E AH

Table 1 Ion pair and collision energy parameters of famoxadone

T RN ER R T

1.2.3 ARt B
1.2.3.1  ArifEREAR A BT ]

7 B R B s TR R A ofE 4 BT 0.10 mL T
100 mL &b, KL 2%, 145 1.0 mg/L
() bR WAl 25 W, T hR A — 18 CR R IR A7 .
1.2.3.2  FEJRVCHELbRIE TR RS EC T

Fie BEC1.2.1 20 BRA Jy 1% ) 2% W mee T ) 56 ot 25
F I T, T R T B o T R AT A v i A
Z 1 mL &R, S 3R e A, 15 bR
HE T AR o 43 o0 BT 25 1 W B )
i B 1 0.005 . 0.010 . 0.020 . 0.050 , 0.100 ., 0.200 .
0.500 mg/L i R 5 bR ifE TAEW -

1.3 AHEESH
1.3.1 #FEAGES

R GB 23200.121-2021 #1 GB/T 20769~

2008 J7 ik (3% 2) , F A v WE me T W AR R o

1.3.2 RAZERRIHT

Foe HE AL 0 9 R, R b A A 1 o R
A B AN A FE IR AT Z W AN ER A A A
15 AN 0 BE 3 i AL 4 - A O PR 1Y S i B
wCm) FE i AT A B PR R AR R B AS B R w
(V) W5 B AU AN 22 B w (inst) | b 7 1
T TE 1) S b o il B LA AN B BE w (¢ ) AU
J7 35 8 NE w (rep) FUAE & AR RIS w (R) 7S

o BT T EHWIE AR/ AT
a (m/2) (m/2) % eV 1.4 EESHTLIE
MR 392.20 2ﬁ3 2 i B e Ak B AR A Excel 2013 #E47 o

2 phrSgR

2.1 AWEESENRBEDT
TSR P T ) W s R A ) R AN
gy E ORI TR S PRRE BT R L RE AT AL B
TR W AR BRLAE 6 A J7 T, Hi 06 AT A5 S s fER
B B, X (2) PR .
wi(m) 4+ ui(V)+ui(c)+
el X)= /uil(inst) +ul(R) 4 ul(rep).
2.2 AHEENTEAR
A R N A B S AR X A TR S B B T
BAKX WA (3)—(6) o E AL T 32 3n
E &4, 4<n<<9 B}, fff I 22 45 5 24 =10
B, o D1 ZE R 5
.9(1)27]2(*&%), (3)

4

(2)

s(x)Z/ L S e—2r, W

(X)) =12
_ X VXS u(x)=" (5)
X — (1) u(z) ik

SR« 2B AL 40 R B (gL u)

Ve B A2 UL (L) 7 B B B0 2 el )= o

(GB 23200.121-2021 & 1.GB/T 20769-2008 K
2) s AE S ARAE T A (g) 5 X2 8 24 v IV s TR i)
& (mg/kg) o

B AR E AN B 72 BE SR T A oA 1 5 T
BIEWA(7)—(9), (7)) a =
A RE A Y DX TA] 2 S0, A RN AL K10

*2 F AR GB 23200. 121-2021 5 GB/T 20769-2008 rtiz

Table 2 Comparison of national standard GB 23200.121-2021 and GB/T 20769-2008

FE AL HEEL
g ke : e T
T TR iR RUmL IOr Rl ARy L S Bl B
GB 23200.121-2021 10 10 PR HEHL AT 10 AT A AR L 1 LN INES
GB/T 20769-2008 20 40 B3] 5iE /i1 20 1 [EIAHAEHL 2 VNS
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w(zx)=2, 7) k2, w. (m)=0.002 911 1 g/20 g=
k 0.000 145 5,
u(a)=Ju*(x)+u*(z), (8) 24 RSBECAFER(V)3IANMEIMIRERH
el ) =" 5 1003 (o) EEwlV) .
x 241 BERANERRV TN AT AFE R R

PR A 2 E U & lbs HE A 8 E K w

}:iurel(vl)
() et 5 N kA 207 #2228 30 (10) 3157 Fvk 1l T B AS T 4 AR
U= tu(x), (10D e B A4 W R 0 22 B 00 (V7)) , A 52 5 R T
23 HBEBWE (n) 3 NWEMIRERREE

Uralm)

ROV 10 B o A MR e 3 2 B AR TR 22
XAy T B A O B R Ok
PRUE A5 iR 1
231 AFiRE

R SRR B 23 BE R 0.001 g 1Y) 75 v J3E 4%
I3 MR, FR A EE L 10.000 g, 18 i HA e IE
733, 75 0~50 g FR 12 o7 5 19 70 [l N o R i i
250 £0.005 g, # I 5 T i 7% 7E 1% T i Al e
DX J] PN B4 AT 2 Ak 7 BT RE M AR ) A i o 3255
Gy AR JE R IR A o A Ab B JE B 2N B a2
JE k=3, WA B w (m) =0.005/v3 =
0.002 886 8 g,

232 fpEig £

RV A IE 5 14 D 2K 15 22 Fe /N R 0.000

g, I KAEH A +0.001 g, 4 v B} K FE #8510 430 5

A %10 mL FUBRZR W AE 0 R HEIE S, A
BARAERENIOmL, XN BAEREALEN
+0.020 mL"*", BLFR 2k W 45 Y IR A VK 7 %
a3 R X TR H o 1 1T B fe K, B = A 4
i, I = Ao J8 B R AR E T, b=
V6, M w (V) =0.020/+/6 =0.008 165 mL; %5
LR IR SR VB IR 22 R R AR B AR
HEAS 2w, (V) 32 B 7 20 B B R FRURE K
A B 1.37X10°/°C , 52 5 % 3 Bg I B AR AL 3
(20+4) °C, B ¥ i B 7E BL X 1] P4 AT 35 {8 /9 7T
e = I < e I o PP B v 3 e 7 M T
P R BEARAMEE b =V3,w(V,)=4X
10X1.37X10%/+/3=0.031 64 mL">!_ Wi A %
F AR BV A R S B wa (V)=

w (V)4 w,?(Vy) /V, X 100% =0.326 8% , [A]
B3 vk 2 45 0 S5 R LR 3

A, M 5 A A0, FE IR 2215, AR 242 SRR VAW AT AR E R A T E
Mo=5 0, W22 RELC R 233 MR E B 4, (V)

u,(m)=R/C/v5=0.001/2.33/v/5=0.000 191 9 g.
233 EEMK

RV B e IE 5 1 B A 5 25 O 0.002 g, AR
i JIG 1036 — 2022 ( HL F K ) , £ I o A6 2 119
RV 1 A AT DT 6 IR, i IR 22 9315
AT Y n=6 W}, # 22 R C, O 2.53, WA B 58
J¥ w(m)=R/C/V6=0.002/2.53/v/6=0.0003227 g.

w(m) 4w (m)us*(m)

urcl<m): m -

0.002911 1 /10 g=0.000 291 1,

Tk 1 T BUR R AL E B ik 2, ik 2
o, A3 BORE AR B 51N AR X bR o AN B 22 ok
H AN 7 T« T 5 R B S W R A R AR R A
N0 B (Vo) , A 9% 20 mLL B AR 26
A4 43 M 20.00 mL 2 B, 225 +0.030 mL,
AEESI AT RS RES 8w (V) HIR &L
55 % W AR AL G A BIARTE A B wa (V) , 2
W0, (V) 5 W43 BOPR AR V51 A 8 R X b 78 S 16
EFE u (V) ZWRu, (V) , g5 0L E£4,
2.4.3 HouZEARRVZIN AT AT R HE B

RI AR TR

Table 3 Evaluation of sample extraction volume uncertainty

REUAR  WarE R ERRRAR
VoA Jrik ) w(V)/mL w(V)/mL (V) /mL wy(V)/%
V] V,/mlL 2 /mL H/C 1V 2\ V1 1 1INV 0
s BT GB 23200.121-2021 10 +0.020 1.37xX10° 0.008 165 0.031 64 0.032 68 0.326 8
S IAL R
GB/T 20769-2008 40 +0.10 1.37X10° 0.040 82 0.126 6 0.133 0 0.3324
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Table 4 Evaluation of uncertainty of subsampled liquid volume
. SYHUREL IR fe s/ BRIk
K254 Dy VL o %;’_& e VML (VML a(V/mL (V)%
I T ) GB/T 20769-2008 20 +0.030 1.37X107° 0.012 25 0.063 28 0.064 45 0.322 3
(V) b B 7 A B R R B AN B TR R R E

FE1 X EREBR AFZET L2, WA
T 2 78 A R B 51 A B AR X B o R B E . — 2
FH A 91 mL Fpr 28 W 48 1), (R R AR B
P AR EAR T 0w (V) AZL T mL FRARZE
W 45 I B 1.00 mL $2HUHK , f2 254 +0.007 mlL,
WH S (V)58 LR =HEEATA
AR EAS B B 0, (V) OG- 7K (3:2) 58
&, CNEMRRIE K 28 1.37X107°/°C, K1Y
T B Kk & Bk 2.08X107Y/°C, B & B w
(V) o W 2RV, g1 A B AR X b E AS it
JEuu (V) S Bu, (V) , 85 RWEKS.

W LA b B R FEURE X AN B R R A e A
58w, (V) , W (11) &6,

ua(V)= Vs (V) +udy (Vo) + a2 (Vy) . (11)
2.5 TEMEERARAE B2 T & RIS 7= £ TR
HERTREE w.(c)

2.5.1 AR R NG AR AR R ()

WEEE A8 B ) o 74 420 S VAR R 1. 000.0 mg /L,
HARXT Y B A0 2 B A AR ME FE B b 2 %
(A& B £ =2) , THE A HAR X A5 o B
B 1 (¢) 2 1.00% o
2.5.2 A AR A SRS A AFER
B a(cy)

1 mlL W W BT B v 4 B 3l 0 A 2% 1 mL PR
FREWEEWE L, B EALIOmL ERHT .2
JIE 7 %5, 1% 245 A% 45 W (100.0 mg/L) , & K Hi
B 19 2 AR W W (1.0 mg/L) , B WAL ¥
1.0 mg/L 1 b o 5 W% R B, 15 2R 9 bR o T
YE Wi (0.005 ., 0.010, 0.020 ., 0.050 ., 0.100 . 0.200 .
0.500 mg/L ) o #i PG> J5 T 2 A o AR il 4 il 45

PABR 2R A BB A R 2 e (o)
BB A WO BE 3K, 25 & e 22 +0.007 mL,
WHEZS M (V)58 A% 10 mL & & i E &
PR FRAS B Pk 5 AR AR X AR 2 B e (o), 35
PG WG RE 3R, A5 22 +0.02 mL, A%
1 mlL 75 5 25 B AR Bl 5 B AH XA B
BE e Coooy) BRI TAEWRILE 45 TR, LA 2
S +0.01 ml., BUbR 2k 25 & ) 10 B 0 25 75 76 1%
43 BE 2% IX A H ot 5 AT RE R A oK, IR = o
LI R = Mo, 8 T BRAHEE,
F=6 , Mty (csn ) =0.020/+/6 =0.008 165 mL,
e (¢55,) =0.010//6 =0.004 082 mL; 5 =, %
VAR PR AR M 5 LA AH X AN 3 B 0 (o) o
% W A Brand (0.02~0.2 mL ) B} , 5% B W4 2
& T % B8 WU VPR B AT RE A IX [R) N B9 AT R A Ak
ONEIET=R o= I (5o RS s T IN A 70  o
AER R B R E T, h=V3 , Hh B BUARL

0.02 mL B}, 51 A B A0 X N80 22 BE A st (o)
RN +H4.0% 7 e EE R 2%, B H
TS B BUAR A S 0.1 mL W), 51 A B9 A0 %R
W22 R e (conony) , 58 FLZE N £2.0%, W 42
EEM 1%, B3 W ; BIUAF N 0.2 mL
BF L 5B A X AN 0 BN wa (o), X TREFD
ZENFLIEY, MEEEE I, BRIRK. ¥
W Brand (0.1 mL~1.0 mL) &, #3595 0 10, &
BN EBEIERE , b =V3 , BEAEH K 0.5 mL
BF L 51 A X AS 00 08 BN e (o) o 5 1T
20 £1.0%, W& EE W 0.5%, B2 .
S0, SC I A A R R AR AR AR (20+4) °CL K
AR 1 AR V5 B A R A R AR b 35 A7 3

RS AR SRR I

Table 5 Evaluation of uncertainty of sample constant volume

ERERE Wi s/ BRIk
25 FR Fik ) (V,)/mL (V)/mL w(Vy)/mL uy(Vy)/%
REGHH V.,/mL il ZH/C mivs U\ V3 3 I\ V3) /70
1.37X107°
WA DTl GB/T 20769-2008 1 + 0.007mL 0.002 858 0.002 090 0.003 541 0.354 1

2.08Xx10 *
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SR WE s TR IR A 9 2 E 2 T H R S

W (1 AN B 22 B2 DL e (V) o T B 3k 7 e B8 AR

BBGE RO AR AT E R T KR8, brifk

it 2 ] & 2k AR ] B R X AR E S B

() WL (12)17,

U “(C21) X 3+t *(Co01) X 7+
Ut “(Co92) X 3+ 1 *(Co51) T+
U “(C252) X 34 1t *(Cr55) +

U *(Co54) X 2

. (12)

urol( Co ) -

F6 AR ATALIL IR AR A0 R LA AR,
Table 6 Synthesis of uncertainty resulting from solution

volume in sample pretreatment

Zzzzj ﬁ?f Ure) Urel Urel Ure|
TR (VD/% (V)% (V) /% (V)%

g GB 23200.121-2021  0.326 8 0.326 8

Wl GB/T 20769-2008 0.3324 0.3223 0.3541 0.5829

2.5.3 AWM RIS FINGARAATAE R L uu(co)
¢ 1.2.3.2 e il e W s 127 1) 2R 50 A o T AR
T, A TR R A 10 VR, 3k VT B AR
D, A o s W v B2 5 R g 7 5 B SR T e /s — e
R PE R A BT
FIFH 2 C13) 3580 s Wt e B ) s v 92 YA i) g

BR 25 B BRE 22 Say a ARG 5 0 B s n MR ifE
VS VB ) 000 A R B 5y, Sy W A T TR 55 YK ) W)
{8 5 2o, Shy T e T TER) 565 7 UK ORY VR B 5 E &R 8 s o il
LW, W EERE N E 10 IR (n=7X10=
70) o PAA ML MR R A E R B9,

PLA TAEM &5 AR EE U(e) A
(14) T o oo R R A il 2 A5 21 (1% B & vk B2
-IE WL AR 95 7 TR A5 FR G bR 1V WO T 1Y
{4 0.126 4 mg/L 5 p R il & WAL (p=10)"%",

B o 2R AULA A SR 8 BEVEE , RR DI AR
an B A I E 10 W, VR Y L O 0.160 mg/L~
0.181 mg/L, br et Z& U A 51 AASBA 2 B 45 SR 1t
B 9. M WE mk R ER MW E W E N
0.172 0 mg/L , 51 AR AR EANHA & B2 2.540% -

_/Z;’l[yf(aJr bx,) F
5 n—2 ’

(13)

(l"ui‘f)z
n

i=1

) 1,1
U(Co)—ij+n+2

. -, (14)

(Ii_-f)

W A T 5 s o ot 2k ) B KA AN B E
TR R AR HE W) BT b o A i 2 i) A A
P pHh 2 UL 3 = AT T, PRI AR B AH X R
HEATHE B o () SR WK 10,

RT BB TR R R

Table 7 The uncertainty introduced during the preparation process

. o et et oy A ALEMFRER IREEZIAAARIEAR  AHXTR AT E
E4S Hirs EFRB/ mL A 2E/mL Wi/l - sy
Coq 1 +0.007 0.002 858 0.003 164 0.426 3
PABREL I i oo 10 +0.020 0.008 165 0.031 64 0.326 8
[ 1 +0.010 0.004 082 0.003 164 0.516 5
R8 BirACHIL RTINS
Table 8 The uncertainty introduced during pipette removal
P . Wi/ B i Wi ﬁiﬁf’éﬂ%i‘(ﬁ ‘Jﬂﬂ%ﬁﬁ‘tﬁkﬂ%ﬁ‘(ﬁ ?%EEZUIEJ PIPRIE  AROFREA
mlL /mL o/ EEMW/Y% O AHERE/mL A/ mL AWEE/mL WEE/ %
Cogq 0.02 +4.0 2 0.000 4619 0.000 2309 0.000 063 28 2.601
o Cogp 0.2 0.1 +2.0 1 0.001 155 0.000 577 4 0.000 316 4 1.329
Pttt Cog3 0.2 +1.5 1 0.001 732 0.001 155 0.000 632 8 1.088
Cogy 1 0.5 +1.0 0.5 0.002 887 0.001 443 0.001 582 0.718 9
R9 AR RN AR AR R
Table 9 The relative standard uncertainty introduced by the standard curve
ot LR Wi B FEERER TS 2y bRt 2 it brif Ulc) HeEE Us(co)
/(mg/L) 2 (S,) /(mg/L) /%
VIS T y=7 290 86434 728 0.999 1 0.1720 93788 0.004 369 2.540
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R0 ARRBER TN AAATE R AL
Table 10 The relative standard uncertainty introduced by the

standard solution

11 10k mArEDk Rt 4R

RAGLH wa(c)/% wu(c)/%  Uyle)/ % uy(c)/%
e AT 1.00 4.125 2.540 4.947

2.6  MREEANEINBIEITERAERTE E w.(inst)
T I AN A B AR SRR E R 0 T

(inst) o FH A% A HEIE 5 BT HLAH X 9 8 A i o

JE U=6% (k=2) , W A1 XF #5 1E K 0 E BE A s

(inst) =3.0% .

2.7 BRMEREIUZER RSINMBENIRERHEE

u.a(R)

YE B R B 10.0 g 3 5 25 (R 10 4%, 439l
B 0.1 mL 4 10 mg/T. W& g 4 B b5 o T 45 %
W, 45 A B 0.10 mg/kg T4 A6 I RE &, 7
1R Ak B BRI E RE I AR DR ) B o
B Bk B 20.0 g 3 i 25 AR 10 43, 4 Bm A
0.2 mL 19 1.0 mg/L W i B B Ar o T A 3 9, 1
2 W& o 0.01 mg/kg R A AR &, O ik 2
A AR B A B A R 0 bR R R 25 SR LR T
FE S AR R R #&ox , IR AL, T
E A AN E BE o 7 A B R G bR S B
U (R) WLH 11,

[ GB 23200.121-2021 [ GB/T 20769-2008

0.15 100
.‘./.\ |
2 o12f - S 80
B’) . I\ [
1S
=
S oo9t {60
© x
> 3
S ©
© 006 440
o 5
2]
53]
(3]
= 003} 420
0.00 0

1.2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Frequency

1 EPE B 10 UCHIR [TSCA i Kot
Fig. 1 Measured data of recovery rate of 10 times adding

standard of famoxadone
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Table 11  Calculation results of recovery rate of 10 times
adding standard
ik SFEEAR S S(R) w(RN uy(R)
(R)/% /% /% /%
GB 23200.121-2021 87.8 4.215  1.333 1.517
GB/T 20769-2008 814 4460 14104 1.733
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Fig. 2 Repeated determination of famoxadone sample
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Table 12 Calculation results of repeated determination of

famoxadone sample

ik X/ s(X)/ u(X)/ U
(mg/kg)  (mg/kg) (mg/kg)  (rep)/%
GB 23200.121-
0.017 27 0.000 8510 0.000 269 1 1.558
2021
GB/T 20769~
0.017 18 0.000 727 7 0.000 230 1 1.339
2008
R
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GB 23200.121-2021 J5 % W A5 f0 1 e 1 il 5%
BT N e BE A5 R W A =0 (15) , GB/T
20769-2008 J7 ik 45 LA K (16) .

X, =[X+U(X)]=(0.01727 +0.002205), k=2,
(15)
X,=[X+U(X)]=(0.01718 £ 0.002 184), k=2,
(16)
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Table 13  The values of each component relative to the standard uncertainty component

IEAH
Ure] Ue] Urel Ure] Urel Urel M(X) / U(X) /
EL % (xX)/
e e m)/% (V)% (/% Gnst)/% (R)/ % (rep)/ % (X)/% ( /)k ) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)
mg/xg

m GB 23200.121-2021  0.02911 0.326 8  4.947
I 1 1]
GB/T 20769-2008  0.01455 0.5829  4.947

1.517 1.558 6.383
1.733 1.339 6.356

0.01727 0.001 102 0.002 205
0.01718 0.001092 0.002 184
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