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Uncertainty evaluation for determination of paracetamol in herbal tea by
ultra performance liquid chromatography-tandem mass spectrometry
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ABSTRACT: Objective To evaluate the uncertainty of determination of paracetamol in herbal tea by ultra
performance liquid chromatography-tandem mass spectrometry (UPLC-MS/MS). Methods According to BJS 201713
Determination of 59 compounds including paracetamol in beverages, tea and related products, the content of
paracetamol was determined by UPLC-MS/MS, the uncertainty evaluation model was established, the sources of
uncertainty components were analyzed, and the uncertainty of each component was evaluated. Results Under the 95%
confidence interval, when the content of paracetamol in herbal tea was 0.406 mg/kg, the expanded uncertainty was
0.013 mg/kg (k=2). Conclusion The preparation of standard solution, standard curve fitting and repeatability
experiment are the important components that affect the standard uncertainty. This study can provide a reference for
the quality control of the determination of acetaminophen content in herbal tea in laboratory.
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YRR BE E R AR bh IR 9, 2B BN
A TR BN 0.5%A i o B — RS R Ry, W]
THHRRE . AEHEE O, ISR HLIX, R SO R R
Sk 7 B SCARTREZ — o BEE BURAE Tl R T, Bt It
B3 NIRRT ZE A AR TR S 15, WO e A B IR
FHEE 5 (68 0 R BE S P 9 ORI AL
2005 HEEAPALE N FEZAEYIFUC I, 2006 4T AU
AIHNA FE Z B AR B T3t 44 5

PEEAEk, TR s RS, FEEAE AR I &
T 2 B B S5k 2% LA R DU A A o S R
— Tl SRR A R 24, AN R . T TR R
B R B . WA A, R RE S X B AT AR
PH o X CWEEIEBAE 2, AR S, 4
Yo,

RIS DU X 2 15 B T 1 e, 32 A0 A R RO A
3l WRORE (g - FR BT, i H TG S
FEM ASH E FE RV A /D, 22 I WA €0 33 - H K O i vk
AR 2R U mask g R,
SCHRAR 5 T D 5 £ St s R U Ty e U O AR
FEVTPRE o A T PRIEDBEAS HORT 20 I 2 2R Bl o 45 2R i MERf P
AR EEME, 0 W 45 R A AR S HOR D G E R, X
XF T 8 My 18 DN 5 235 SR A T AN S FE VT 2 T A A
DU AN B 5 Dt S SRR SCHR I 25, 3RAE T AT LA
G BRI 45 0 £ ) DX ) B A S e = 43 A
SN E XTI 28 SR 0 TR, PP I R I AN
THE R . DB AN BT 2 H BRI TAEEZE R AR
RSy, T LA SR 2 A v A I 2 2R A v P SR S
H U820 RBFFEARYE BIS 201713 CAJORE, 28 B AR & H
R OMEE B S 59 MAEHMME) , %
CNAS-CLO01-G003:2019 { Il &t AS 4 7 B () 225K ). JIF
1059.1-2012 (AN E BE T2 5 %8 ). CNAS-GLO006:
2019 (Al 50 A RO 2 BE B PEAG HE R ) 2R, SRATE &
W M 35 - R B BT % 75 (ultra performance  liquid
chromatography-tandem mass spectrometry, UPLC-MS/MS)
I T X TR A L, AL AN A o D E IR AL,
IR MR BE A3 i IR IR, X 2% 20t AT AN R BT,
FE £ o S SR, Ay S g A 45 2R o 4 o
SR

1 MR5ERE

1.1 55
WatersTQS-micro i = R0 AH €4 15 A3 1k = 2 PUAR AT
JRRERE X (36 [ Waters 24 1]); KJ202 W8 HEE 5 287 M

S FAEYRHE A RAF); KQL00-ES #8745 BE#F (R
LW A RS BR2S l); XSE205DU + 42 — K¥E( -
AR -0 R Z AR A IRA Ao

X Tk 2 B By bR ) o (SH R = 98%, fElEl DR.E &
rl); FEE(faial, S5 Honeywell 2Aw]); £ (tikal,
fiE Merck Aw]); HRR(GISLE, 36 EIER CH/REHEAT
FRSH); ZERE (g al, MH T Aw); Sz HKA
Milli-Q #4liK .

BARFE S S F B2 o
1.2 XWHE
1.2.1 BB

X Ot BB R HE R L MERRFREL 0.01000 g XF
CEEILE, AP ESAR, FEAH 10 mL Fald, 5
FH R 1077 pg/mL X £ B2 EEMAREGE A5 o IO 2
Tk S B AR VRS 457K 0.010 mL, B T 10 mL &8,
H A e R 20, 159 20X MRS SE M YR 4 1077 ng/mL.
HER R BUR S AR EH A 0.05. 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.5 mL T
10 mL #5 R, IR I 28 B 208, 530N 5.385.
10.77. 21.54., 32.31. 53.85 ng/mL FOFRUE TAE W
122 Hepara

WRIEARAE BIS 201713 (PR . Zm B AH G 5 okt 2,
kS LW A 59 FL-A WA sE ) SEA T2 o FREX 1.0000 g
O BBAMARRHE T 50 mL AP, A B EEZ) 40 mL,
W JE 2 min, 7 30 min, A EER, HREEREAE,
PEAT, s ALUERE(0.22 um, JR B, BOER, BHAHE
- BRI A AT o
1.2.3 Al G- 8 B A

(DA 5514

Cis B3 (2.1 mmx100 mm, 1.7 pm), ¥ 304
2 mmol/L ZFRERIET (A)-Z JiE(B), ¥iiE: 0.4 mL/min, HEFE
AL 1 pL, AR 40 °C. WM (OB VE L RL I 0~
0.5 min, 10%B; 0.5~2.5 min, 10%B~90%B; 2.5~3.5 min,
90%B; 3.5~3.6 min, 90%B~10%B; 3.6~5.0 min, 90%B.,

QBTG4

B R H 5 ZE (electron spray ionization,
ESHEFIE, [EEFHEM A, £ IN#E K (multiple
reaction monitoring, MRM), H EHJE 3.5 kV, i E
150 °C, Z54bSIRE 450 °C, #EFLIRHA 50 L/h, ZAIR
7 850 L/h,

Ko 2 T A W 1) W 5 - X R (m/z): 151.95/92.95 .
151.95/109.95(F BB T)

2 HER5SH

2.1 HEHFIER
TR 1R SRR € 3 - S/ o VA I IR P LR
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LMy T s 5 _(MPEN? _ [ 005 \?_ _
’ - cxV ufel’ 5(m) = (ka) N (\/§><10.78) =7.172 x 107,
=Toooxm < (3) 8% WA A0 25 2R A B 5 1S 1% AR X s T AS Wl 2
X—iFE Xt 2 B L B 1Y 7% &, mg/kg; Uret.4(V1)

C— AR T 2 A5 1 1) 4183 A 7 A b X 2 Tk S 3 1 11
W, ng/mL;

V—FE I e 28 23R R, mL;

m—iAE IR TR T i, g

BT
22 NEAEERIRSH

ABCEAERY 0 S R 4T, R R AR

i - R G (SUI 5 2% P X 2 IR FE I Ak B AR R

EHRBE%H. o o S VA TR O 7 A AN 2 B, 8 AR
PR AN E B, R BRI AR A E B, R EE
FE AN E B, f/ N AR AR I AR AR
TEJESE

ANTRI R 28 S s WL 1 e R
23 FAHMEEESDETE

2.3.1  Be ) AR IR BATE W K 5] N 6 A8 A AR T A
i 4
2.3.1.1  Beh X 2k EHE By br v VA B A A AR X S AR

ANHTE FE Uper,1(S)

(DFRHED 55 | S B AR X AR VA 22 BE Ut 2(P)

AR AEY) BOUEH Rl A, X 2 B = B AR Y R AP
JRAHRE BN 0.30%(k=2), 2L 99.91%; WIILARXT AR
AN TN

relz(P) (k:P)Z = (z:;f;/i%)z =2.255x107°.

QPR EY UFR & 5 | AR AR AEAT A Uper,3(M)

X 2 Tt R AR E B B T 2 — A R R
M4 B RO K IE A, R KA I IR 22 (maximum
permissible error, MPE)}+0.05 mg, $#4ETE /01 (k =+/3)

A JIG 196—2006 & FH B3 A0 4 HUAR ) |
10 mL A 4553 1 5 K45 it /. 25 (MPE) 8 +0.020 mL,
100 mL A Z75 Y e R 455 025 9+0.10 mL, 200 puL 7%
WAR B e R A fu 22 0£3.0 pl, AR B 73 B Ak~ i ik
R =534 AP, k= e, TR A TR A
B A AN 2 - 5
MPE\? 0.020

ka) =<\/E><10>

ubys (V1) = ukys(10mL) = (
=6.667 X 1077,
BE I P, {8 200 pL BIRSRAE, B 100 pL 4
W, FEEASE 100 mL A8, #E=/A01, k=46,
P M R AR AN R T M

5 ) MPE\? 0.10 \?
trels(V1) = thrr,o(100 mL) = (k x V) - (\/E x 100)
=1.667 x1077;
MPE\? 3.0 \?
W) = ;@00 = (i55) = (2 550)
=3.751x 1075,
% WA 125 AR B 5 1 R 1 A X A oA 8 o B
IR
Ul s (V1) = ul s (V1) + uley (Vo) + ey, (V1) = 6.667 X

1077 + 1.667 x 1077 + 3.751 x 105 = 3.759 x 1075,
(4)IEE 25505 [ A AR KT BRI E JE Uper s (T1)
VRO E 5 A E AR TRLEE (20 °C)AN [ 5 5 Y AH X

WERTAE A Upers(T1), 7E(20+4) °CEAE T T, %5
M 5 | 2 P9 A S 2 AT 3 o Ak A2 I B S RO AR BRI Bk 3R
BT VR A AU ik ) d R T 3 3 5 e 1 AR
N Mk, Dok 2 T R AT . R Y I K R B

5, BREBON Z R S Wbr Y 10.78 mg, HAHXIhRAE 1.19x 1073 /°C, $BRATEAM G, k=+3 , T RZEEIEI
ANH R BTk AR AN E TR
TR i
PR S ey BrE((w)
BEREARI A - T4
Bt o2 A
R —
b
iy
FRAE \\\ﬁ
ﬁ?ﬁ?’#ﬁﬁzﬁﬁu
mﬁgggm;& W@g PERES MERELH:
i fr2s E/ﬁ: WO )
Bl 1 UPLC-MS/MS i 7E it 25k Hh X £ Mok 2 ik My (9 A1 22 J32 ke U5 &

Fig.l Uncertainty source graph for the determination of paracetamol in herbal tea by UPLC-MS/MS
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(10><4><1.19><10‘3)2 _

10x+/3

V><4><1.19><10‘3)
Vxk
7.553 x 10_6;

uZy o (T10 mL) = (

V><4><1.19><10‘3)2 _

U2y 10(T100 mL) = (2252

(1oo><4><1.19><10-3

2
— —6.
e ) = 7.553 x 10;

V><4><1.19><1o‘3)2 _

uZy 14 (T200 L) = (2252

-3y 2
(%) =7.553x107°,

L T X 2 Mot 2 5 T s o it 45 W B v TRDVROIRLEE R 405
FES P RE XS R AN B S S 7
U?18(T1) = U%1o(T10 mL) + u? 1 10(T100 mL) +
20111 (T200 pL) = 7.553 x 1076 + 7.553 x 1076 +
7.553 x 1070 = 2.266 x 1075,
2.3.1.2  FRUE TAERS W EL B Az A A XA A i
(UYP3 M T AV R B ) 3 7 v 9T R 25 0 5 | RS R T
JE Urer,12(V2)
T 7 AR AV T o R P BT R 8 R R 10 AR X A o

A2 B ORI R E AR B A U .
Bl A ERALEEH N A &, THREZRE G
196—2006 { # P I R AR RE ) e, & =Mt
B, k=6, ZEMAR K AR 25 R AR AN 2 B 1
FnFz 1. BT AIARERE, dRAEEBERRK
A, WEMAMITE, BRSNR K AR RE KX bR
WEASBf 5 B (P an 3k 2 FTm

DU T A T ) Ao R R T i 5 | A A X A
AN RE B D
Ul 12(V2) = uly CERIR) + ule (BWHE) = 6.669 x 1077 +

1.667 x 1075 +3.750 X 10~% = 5.425 X 1075

()T BB AR AR EA I E S Urer13(T2)

VA VRO FBE 5 K0 R A IR PBE (20° C) AN [R] 5 1 PR X A 1
AHHE LT Urer13(T2), TEQ04) °CHAFTHEAT, HIRERI
R BCH 1.19%107° /°C, FEIBAEIEAMHEE, k=3 - FiiHhl
i T A 2R B IRLRE AR Th 5 | A BOAH SRR v AT 5 B L6 3

*1 ERAREMSENENITETHER

Table 1 Relative standard uncertainty caused by using volumetric flask

ey itk oK f225/mL FRUEATHH & B /mL AR AR AN 5 BE 14
2
10 mL FARZE 25 Il A 9 +0.020 0.020 [ 0.020 j =6.669x1077
J6 106

*2 ERABRESIENENRETHERE
Table 2 Relative standard uncertainty caused by pipette gun

WA IR fe2z/uL FRUEAN E /L AHXS bR AT 5E BE 1Y 7
1000 uL # Wikt +10.0 10.0 [ 100 )2 1.667x107>
. = =1. X
Jo 1000x+/6
2
200 pL R ikt +3.0 30 { 3.0 j =3.751x107°
200x/6
3 BEETUSIANNEMNRERNHEETS
Table 3 Square of relative standard uncertainty introduced by temperature change
BB =i FRUEASH E JZ/mL AHXS bR AT 5E BE 1P 7

-3
10 mL R AR A % 10x4x1.19x10 7
3
-3
1000»L$§?&4ﬁ 1x4x1.19x10
J3
0.2x4x1.19x1073

3

200 L B it

2
-3
10x4x1.19x10 —7553%10°0
10><\/§
1x4x1.19x1073 |
2XAaxLXAY 1 75531076
lx\/g

2
-3
0.2x4x1.19%x10 —7553%100
0.2x~3




3518 B 5 A BRI 2 4l

12

5 1 A 1A o 2 B L 2 A Ak 5 AP R X A T A
RESE - T7 R
uZ)13(T2) = uly (F M) + vl (BWE) = 7.553 x
1076 + 7.553 x 107® + 7.553 x 1076 = 2.266 X 1075,
TR 1 6T 2 Mot 22 25 T o 4 0 T B s o 1T e 5 | A R X
PR UEANH 5 B S 7
U re11(8) = Uy 2(P) + tfey3(m) + le 4 (V1) + tfeg(Ty)
+uly 1, (V) + uley 13(T2)
=2.255x107°+7.172x107° +3.759x107> + 2.266 x 10~°
+5.425x107° +2.266x107 =1.47x1074,
232 AR EIS AR AT R AR E M
M 7= A WG AR R ATAE TR A EJE Urer14(C)
2321 D2 E S 22 5 R I AHA € B 31 u(X)
B — M BRI, BEEL 6 1y, ZAbBR)E, AT
A, MEER N 4.

M DL AR, A4 B A bl bR 215 2 1y A
PEINSE 5 |2 A bR AN 2 BE R -
n=6 _ 2 ’
D (%=X
i=1

2:
uex) (n-1)

=3.571x107 ng/mL ,

2.3.2.2 ARUERN LA A 1R o AR 2 (06 T FR Ak 22 1Y) o A
Z)5 1 ARIAHXIBREASTRE B u(Y)

X} 2 ks BB bR v R AW 2 3 IR, 15 EIX) 21k
SSLTR AR E R AN WO TR, BOP-YME, DAX 22 ki
PRUfE R E Ty X A, XoF b I B b 1fE R B IR TR

KA RS, MR RIE S,

K A e/ NI AU A Vi -V T R L R BRI T A 2K,
Xt TR A I A M Bl I R R Y=3426.2X+1041.3, HH5&
ZH0M: r=0.9999, KF 0.995, FF4 GB/T 27404—2008( 5L
I S PSR B S A I ) FRAEEE SR, R 2
FIEBR AR R 5 VAV UG TR AR AR o R A VA e 2 LA
ERAT N . AR DL ZE R AR, bR IR 2R i bR i 2
Sk H:

5, = \/Z?=12}n=1(}’ij - ¥:)?
mxn-—2
= yij—ﬁ(%&%,ﬁﬂ@‘ﬁ H;
yi— EH BT,
n—ill & s8L, n=5;
m—F I e B 5 B, =3,
T I A v 25 (R T AS 66 2 B 14T
n -m 2
Zz(y” ) _1.007x10’
mxn-2 3x5-2
P R 8 B AR B AR AT B i, 75 5615 L1846 R 4L
X R y=ax+b, Ryw 3153
Xof T B 4% O3 B R AR BN
CO) ==t =5505=2919x 1074,
PRE IG5 G PR HEARTRE BE ua(c)h:
u2(c) = u?(X) + C?(y) x u?(Y) = 3.571 x 1073 +
(2.919 x 1074 * x 7.747 x 105 = 0.06958 ng/mL.
FruE M 2G5 A BB B AR ER B0 B Upe,
14(C)H:

=7.747x10° o

2 u2(c) _ 0.06958 —a
VETRLE R Y ARHR, RN —FRIEAR i — T )y A tret14(C) = 757 = Gy = 113X 1075
F4 HREEMNUESER
Table 4 Repeatability test results of samples

FEh 1 2 4 5 6 FXIME

Xf LTS BB/ (ng/mL) 9.422 9.444 9.532 9.579 9.488 9.451 9.486

x5 WIBEEMIRERTIZR 3 RMNENSER
Table 5 Results of three times determination of paracetamol standard series solution

Xof 2T a8 kB b v 22 91 1 WA B /(ng/mL) Xof LT 2 gy o 2R ) A R WA T R I ME PAEHE

5.385 19193 19062 19302 19186 19491

10.77 37318 37349 38458 37708 37941

21.54 76162 75483 75608 75751 74842

3231 110458 111885 112243 111529 111742

53.85 186944 184182 185016 185381 185542
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233 MBI A G ITEERH I Ui5(Q)
233,10 FF SR AR B R PORR B 5 AR AR AR TN T E
Uret,16(M)

WIEFRE M T 22— B F KPP A, R
1.0000 g i, feA AR 0.5 mg, FHEEA (k=3 ), H
ZREAERRES 6 173, 155 1005.8.1003.8.1005.0.,1005.5 .
1004.2, 1004.7 mg, 7254 0.58 mg, AR AERERD A5 |
PIANTHE B, DTRREL/DN, ZBEANTE. BRI & 2B AR ik
AN BE RO

2 _ s*  MPE* 058 , 05°

u =; (\/E)Z—T+T=O.18mgo

FREURE & 1.0480 g, 1.0204 g, FLEIHE K
1.0342 g, 77 Az AR AR HEAS I 2 -7 oA
) u? 0.18
trei1s (M) = 23 = 0342 x 109)2
2.3.3.2 BRI AR BT R A% a5 I AAE XS bR EAS B R B
Urer,17(V3)
i 50 mL AR ES, K2 R+0.05 mL, K
W =AM, k=6, HAMARIEAH 2 IR

0.05 2 _
Ufe17(V3) = (m) =1.667 x 1077,

2333 IREREG AR E E Uper,i(T3)
RWRE S EFRERE Q0 °O) AT I E A xR
ARERE LT R Ue1z(T3), FEARTE(20+4) °CAAMF F U TRE S,
Rl 2RI TP, RO R0 1.19%107° /°C, #%
WHE M, k=3 . HARXFREAE B -7

50x4X1.19%x1073

uly0(Ts) = (2 )2 =7.553 x 1075,
FE G AL B B 51 09 A X AR S i T
Urer,15(Q) 2
u? 1115 (Q) = Ul ey 16 (M) + U117 (V3) + UP ey 1(T5)
=1.683x 1077 +1.667 x 1077 + 7.553 x 10~°
=7.89 x 107°,
2.3.4 & AAAXATAE A LR
A4 B e AL, YORH T 2 T Z S B AR 1
W8 A R R AR A B 2 B2 P s o ot T VR T o1 7 A A A

=1.683 X 1077,

XEARMEANHE B, 5 S AR A AR R RS v AN S B,
A FRIU™ A (AR AR v AN B B, A A A 00 7 A A
IRAEAIRE B, /N IRIL LG bRt i 4o A= AR X AR
WEART A2 B A A A, e 6 FIim . DRI e oM (3
ER IR OR300 2 U A P o 2 T S R I 5 B U 4 A
FHERUEASH 22 JE Ay
e = 112 (5) + h15(Q) + 1614(C) =

V147 x10~* +7.89x 1076 + 1.13 X 10~% = 0.0163,
235 FRIRHEEGTE

iz E iR 28 T IESS M, WEEKF P=95%,
T k=2, WX 2, k2 5 1 1 AR X B T AN Bl 2 E
U, =2U,=2%0.0163=0.033,

AR B ILER RGO 0.406 mg/kg, HATREAR
B 7 B A U=0.406%0.033=0.013 mg/kg.

FRE AN 5 BE VAN IS, A R o 2B A R 45 R Ry
0.406 mg/kg; U=0.013 mg/kg, k=2,

3 & 1

AWFFE M BIS 201713 (Hokh . 250 K AH ¢ il &
X RS I S 59 Fiib B I E ) , BEATE
JE PP AG AR DG BESR R FH R i R0 AH T - AR I T S
FE TR AT O WEE L B i, RN E B PR AE 1Y
R o3 br T A BE B BRI, X 4% o B R AT R
FEEPEAE o A PR E S5 R AT LA Y, XRG4 SR 5
Wi 58 K 1 DR 28 A s v S %) T o s R A AR L bR
LPE . LR ERME, Wk, LB, NSl
FH RS V00 A T 1) T 7 B b VR VS TR B, B R RS TR A
LRSS, BRUEIEWE; 7EUEATARE ARk I, Y M
EAFE AL TEE, HHEAEMIMLEE; Rk
IS 6 3 A2 M iy R, B v N SR 4R A R T R A R
TR o 8 45 7 A B, T — A v R & SR ) o
Wk, BRI .

Fo6 MBPNZHEAHSENENARIETRETHEENE

Table 6 Component of synthetic relative standard uncertainty for determination of paracetamol in herbal teas

ZH AR bR AS B 52 JE £ - B TR b M A 22
i B PPV 5 | RS BR AT B Urer, o(S) 1.47x107%
e AU 5 1 AR XBR AT 5E FE Urer14(C) 113 x 107* 0.0163
FE A PR 5 AR AR R EANT € B Urer15(Q) 7.89 x 1076
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