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Evaluation of the uncertainty of sucrose content in milk beverage by different
nonlinear curve fitting methods

CHEN lJing, HU Xue, DUAN Guo-Xia, WU Lun-Wei, LIU Chun-Xia, GONG Hui-Li,
LIU Li-Jun, LI Cui-Zhi", LV Zhi-Yong

(Inner Mongolia Yili Industrial Group Co., Ltd., Hohhot 010010, China)

ABSTRACT: Objective To study the uncertainty evaluation of sucrose detection limit in milk drinks by 2 different
nonlinear curve fitting methods. Methods Referring to JJF 1059—2012 Evaluation and expression of measurement
uncertainty, a mathematical model was established for the determination of sucrose content in milk beverage by
means of variable substitution and power-up linearization, and the method of high performance liquid
chromatography evaporative light-scattering detector was used to evaluate each uncertainty factor. Results The
average sucrose content was 0.21 g/100 g, the expansion uncertainty of variable substitution linearization method was
27.8%, and the extended uncertainty of the power-up linearization method was 3.3% under 95% confidence interval,
k=2. Conclusion The linearization method of power mode is suitable for the evaluation of uncertainty.
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B, AT AR HE 0@ ) r k2, fb ¥ A CN
AS—CL01—G003:2019 il i A g BEAYEER ). BB
J7 A RB/T 151—2016 € £ AR 428 2 A6l iy i) 2 ANy
FEFEVEAG TR R ). AR T 1A CNAS—GL022—2018
CCFE T BT 0000 PR S5 A 0 0 £ S 8 FE VTP e 4R T )
SR AN B 5 BE 0438 5 R AEXT AR 22 B SE 30 07 B AT AN
W BE VT N AR AE — 2 W R BR 1%, B wi A A Ze vk it 4240
A AR BE W S0 BRUS R R 2, T ke 2 1 2%
LA AT E BEPE E BF R SOk . Bk i & i =
AW AH €6 1 - 2% & 6 BT R 2% (high performance liquid
chromatography-evaporative light-scattering detector, HPLC-
ELSD)i v (B #00-& i) i 2k A iy JE 2k vt 26, H. ELSD
R R e Rz, BT RGN EE gy o
SERTIN AR, AR AT G B P SCRRAR 2D, R
HPLC-ELSD {5 [ 1 Hh = % IE Bl 5 5 19 AS 1 5 & 1F
S AR AL (ELSD 75 )i 55 4 4 W A A 0 B Fr) A
S BEPERE SR gE 20 ARBIF g R FH AR R R e i i 11
T /I 3 3 POVRN 3R R XA £ Ak BTV AT LA X
HPLC-ELSD il 5 LR} FREME AG: 4 B 35 Sk XA 5 88
PR, LY HPLC-ELSD 3£ SR RERE &8 75
A PR B e SR AR R0 T SE A B AR, AR AR IR LR
PR &G A€ BT E 2R, ARGt & i
BRI Z RS %,

1 MR5ERZE

1.1 #8 R S5HmA

GRS, R AR TR AL 2 i A IR H D
SEEG K M MILLI-Q #H4l/K; 0.45 pm ffLid 8RS (i
TSR B A BRA /), AR RERE(C1,H,0,;, CAS
5 57-50-1)(FE 25 LA R B | . FRbh: T EL
YRR I RERRAE & .

1.2 UFE5E%

1260 F30R A OIS (B ELSD Rl 2%, 36 2 HES
23al); AL204 43 #rRF-(Fii: METTLER-TOLEDO /A #]);
KQ-600DB 7 I & A= 5 (1 B 1L i A5 38 BR A 7)o
1.3 MEFRZE
1.3.1 KR H &

Z i GB 5009.8—2016¢ it Z & FERRME iR
Wi A RERE. IR, FLBEROIAE ) , FRIC 10 g A
AT 100 mL A= HY, K FEA-EAR, A CBREEFIE 2R
FALBIPIIENS 5 mL, KESR, #A 30 min 54Kl IE,
i 0.45 pm MFLIEREE EAL/ING, FFEALINE .

1.3.2 47 h &R 69454
VRN 5 TEEHEBR IR (0.1197 . 0.2394, 0.5984

1.197, 1.795. 2.394 mg/mL), jcsRIEHE R, DIEHFY ¥
B, DIBRE TARR M BT R X B, 28 R A #5
KR RO AR Hl AR 2
1.3.3 KAFeRE
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- P U < R/ W N SR S g

2 HREDH

2.1 HEEREN
I R TR A € T B R R i X I FRR R
=)V xn 00 (1)
mx1000
AP, X URE R ERE ) B &, ¢/100 g;
po FERFIE H RERE A _ ALK, mg/mL;
po: 25 FIHREREY WL B, mg/mL;
V. EHAEFL, mL;
n: FRARELG
m: PR, g;
1000: #3525
100: B RE.
T po 25 A 0, LA EAXATHEAE Ky
_P xV xn y
mx1000
FEARRZ A R AV, p Fln EEMERRFITA S,
At X EEMEE, HILTHEXNMAL V, p Mo EE
PRSI B E BE A b 40 A PERE, B I i 5 SR (RE A
TrEE RS AR E B B TS . TR Q) Reh:

X:gfrep (3)
m

@) ATAL FAR V. Co m F frp HEICICEL, AT
SR 5 FAR 7 D A TARMEAS O 2 FE I 5 e TR B i
HI R R AR V. Com BB, LU AR AR
AN AE BE 5 B

g (X) =t (O + s (M) + s (P + gy (reg)? (4)
K@F, REERE N =1, ca=-1, ¢5=1, ¢4=1.
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SIFTIRALAT 3 AU ARk R i BT | A A AR o
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QCKEI AR v 52 2 FIF 5 LA AT AT 52 BE w(P),
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TRMEENE frop T, WAEAITE o AL R E R
FRUEASTE B uy(V)o

QAR TR m FRER S ASRHERTIEE u(m), 57
MR UG A KR e . R m AR A R A e, 2P
R R LR, B 2 WBRE, R— kB
PREASE], SFRAER Ty 10.0351 g I, RFPMEKR RIFIRE
H+0.5 mg.

(4) TR 2 B 2 7 P 5 A RIS R B 0a(frep) o
{CHS A B PR RIRE S I T AR A TUE B AR RER S I X BR
WA IS u(fep)o
23 FHEEITE
23.1  FEAEDASEM W KT NG RAE N F 49 AR AT R R
EIENFE t1,(C)FER
2311 SR/ Ak T A A A AR TEAS B A B ) it
u1re1(C)ﬂz%

P 28 ' AN 25 15 Rl 2 P L BV 7 R BT
KUk, LA AAKEG).

y=ax’ (%)
A (5) AT A4 Ry 24 2(6), Lny=Lna+bLnx (6)

4 Y=Lny, A=Lna, B=b, X=Lnx, XA LR (6O)TH
Y=A+BX, i@l FiREE A, EL vl & Oy BT LU
TR Y M X EHLRR T,

MRS S g B s T A A HEdh 2 r iR o

y=1.2243734x+7.841269 (7

APy AR AR Lo {E, x R0 BB A Lo
H, MHIXZRECH 0.9987,

M FERRARE AT IR 6 Wk, 158 g A
Ap=367.5368, FIIAFEMRE C=0.2058 mg/mL. DL F¥ds
AITFEAS H B/ N IR LA IR v B 2k 5 | AR O B

C BIRRHEAHE BE 34wy (C)o

il 2 2 Bl U ) b o 222 S =

=0.0737 .

(Ado—4x)*
o)
a®Y (G~ Cp)’
i=1
1 (5.9068-5.9058)°
18 1224377 x20.906

(€)= 5(Cy) ==

I 1
—+—+
g J

0.0737
1.22437

=0.0284

1
—+
6

KA, 4,—Y C=C; B ()T B H A i T AU
J=18—AEHEST(C,, 4)EH;
g=6—i A AT R IR B
FITLA, ADLA A v B 26 5 | A ARG B v AN o

u(C)  0.0284
”lrel(c): lC :02058
O .

23.1.2 i SRR AL BB AR X R v AN W
Uirel

«%ﬁ%%%ﬂﬂﬁgﬁmﬁﬁmﬁﬂﬁﬁ%%ﬁ%
AR Bk FE MBI B B 1Y . Excel F 5 1Y R EURIR
TR A B0 A B ) R AR AT G P R B T
FHESL, G5 Excel Wy 72646 AT LUASE oA 0 RmFE 8k K (8.
it VR B2 KRR R x B, W TRTBCN y SO B, IFpR
Wkt . AR EHE R RS, WNEIRZ—Pkik K
R R KM R . DL K (B2 e i 1 AL i
AR AL A o il 2R A T B (AR Ry XX, MR AY x B A R
JERRASH N XN BORHR R R 1 AT, Y
k=1.3959 i}, R* e K

=0.138=13.8%.  (8)

®1 EEERRENEREUE

Table 1 Information date of sucrose standard curve

b y X x'? X' x'3% x'3%%
1 205.996 0.11968 0.041403053 0.052293775 0.051631902 0.051642865
2 206.696 0.11968 0.041403053 0.052293775 0.051631902 0.051642865
3 205.646 0.11968 0.041403053 0.052293775 0.051631902 0.051642865
4 425.522 0.23936 0.117105519 0.137050837 0.135880145 0.135899574
5 423.006 0.23936 0.117105519 0.137050837 0.135880145 0.135899574
6 424.571 0.23936 0.117105519 0.137050837 0.135880145 0.135899574
7 1216.95 0.5984 0.462900209 0.489799461 0.488292723 0.488317798
8 1214.5 0.5984 0.462900209 0.489799461 0.488292723 0.488317798
9 1218.13 0.5984 0.462900209 0.489799461 0.488292723 0.488317798
10 3069.86 1.197 1.309607717 1.283958152 1.285344176 1.285321063
11 3064.06 1.197 1.309607717 1.283958152 1.285344176 1.285321063
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F 18
Eg% ¥ X xl.5 x1.39 x1.396 x1.3959
12 3049.26 1.197 1.309607717 1.283958152 1.285344176 1.285321063
13 5363.3 1.795 2.404898101 2.255015802 2.262944883 2.262812503
14 5356.4 1.795 2.404898101 2.255015802 2.262944883 2.262812503
15 5363.84 1.795 2.404898101 2.255015802 2.262944883 2.262812503
16 7923.33 2.394 3.70412999 3.364980587 3.3826519 3.382356619
17 7929.56 2.394 3.70412999 3.364980587 3.3826519 3.382356619
18 7929.61 2.394 3.70412999 3.364980587 3.3826519 3.382356619
R? / / 0.9993 0.9999735 0.99997563 0.99997564

AR L B T AR I 25 R
y=2318.73102x+93.27750 )
AUy Sy M TR, o S SRR S A X%, MG R Bk
0.999.
DA b e nl 505 e B/ kAU B fth £k
FIARJEBATE C HIPREAHE 5 B ) (O)-
24 [l U o i 22

2
1 w
S=,—— ! =14.7265 .
Jw_z;va )

(dg—4)  _
3(C - Co)
i=1
14.7265 \/1 1. (0.1183-0.1101)°
2318.73102\6 18  2318.73102% % 26.489
K, A—Y C=C; if (7)1 545 0 10 B
w=18— X (C,, AN H ;
Z=6—AFE AT A AL
FITLL, A v M 225 LA A AR XA v AN 1
_uy(C) 0.00299
U1 (C) = o 02058 (10
232 AFAEBRZHIAMSFERHTESE tya(C)
#97F 2
5 s B9 L RO R 2K S S8, Frl R

w(©=SC=> S+

=0.00299

1.45% .

SAEHES | BIBREANE E B LR 2.

®2 BETFRERERSINGFERHEE u(m)
Table 2 Standard uncertainty introduced by electronic balance
calibration u;(m)

- B R ES
W PRHEAREE o
2K ViR GRRUERHE
2y JINARTS S Wk JE w(m) AR 2
FE uy(m)
AMERZE  £0.05 mg 2 0.029 mg
0.065 mg
RERIR2E  £0.1 mg 2 0.058 mg

TEAARVE S BB m B A AR XA AN 1 2 A
w2 _ 0.065 mgx~/2
1196.8 mg
DA WR I C AR AR AR 22w (C) R B/ N T
VAR EI 14,0 (C) =\ (C)? +t12,0(C): =13.8% . (11)
Te LML P BRI Y
U (C) = it (C)? + 3y (C)F =1.45%
KAERAR VR B0 5| N AF A R (V)
SPTIREEE 2 ASRIR: AERHE . E AR EE MY
W, EAREEERTIDAZNE S EEENE f, AHEE,
R H A R HES ) A IFRUEAIRE R w(V), MR 3. 4,

Upre1 (C) = =7.68x107° ,

(12)
2.3.3

F3 ERREREIEIEBRCRERSI AN THER

Table 3 Uncertainty introduced by pipette calibration in standard solution configuration

B R/ WL BUAT/UL)  SEBRIR DR 25/ ARMEARTRE R AXTAREATREE AR AT RoR o UCEL
100 B WA (50) 0.7 0.285773803 0.005715476 1 50(V) 1
100 AL (100) 0.2 0.081649658 0.000816497 U 100(V) 1
1000 £ HE(250) 0.4 0.230940108 0.00092376 Ue250(V) 1
1000 F& A (500) 0.4 0.230940108 0.00046188 Ura500(V) 1
1000 #% ¥ #(1000) 2.4 1.385640646 0.001385641 1:11000(¥) 1
1000 % HE(750) 2.4 0.979795897 0.001306395 e 750(V) 1
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Table 4 Uncertainty introduced by volumetric flask calibration when preparing and constanting
ki FLVFIRZ2E/mL AERT b FERERATEE w()  AHITREATEE wa(Ve) fil VAL
100 mL A 2% +0.1 2 0.04082 mL 0.0004082 6
50 mL A 2% +0.05 2 0.02041 mL 0.0004082 1
10 mL A 2% +0.02 2 0.00816 mL 0.000816 6
%%m@?ﬁmﬁgﬁﬁﬂ%%ﬂﬁéﬁimﬁﬁﬁﬁ E/‘J ?)I]U % 21: % *H Xd— ‘JJ:}L % Z: ﬁ% % E Urel j‘j : Urel:UCrel(X)

U (V) = e (F)? + g (F)? =0.657%  (13)
234 EKHARZINGAATE RS F u(m)

PRUBT m A2 B A, R PR A 3, B
Wit 2 AR, FH— R R (5 ) PR T A A — Uk 2y
A2 RIE: RFRMEMESE M, TR A RIS
WIE M fio, ABE T, HA TOPRUER 5B bR UE
AW 5E B 1)(m)=0.065 mg.

m BRIt AR FR EASTA 5 B it () S0RE 1 BT 2L
m=10.0351 g, RAE LR 2 WIRAR S, R EE
m R (A AR s v AR A 40
ul(m)\/z 0.65 mgxﬁ

tret () = ~10033.1 mg
23.5 FHAMFI AR ARAE R T

FRIBOHIRIRE L 6 (2 5), [RIIS BEA T4k LIS 7EAR R
GRS T HEA TR N, REME SRR 6 (3 FEah i it 2
{25 o X=0.2053 /100 g, NI 2R ARG 8

6
YW R B AR fE 22l S(X) = lﬁz(xi —x,)?
T li=l

S(X) 0.001854

=0.92x107* (14)

=0.001854 , S(X)= = =0.000757 .
(X) T NG
DY O S 0 B A 5 LA M X AR A S B
,el(frep)—w 0.369% (15)

Xo

2.4 WEERANESRITETHEEITE

(1) H=R(1). (13). (14), ASHFCAR@) P& b
Tow oM A K R o Ucrel (X) =
\/Mrel(c)2 + urel(m)z + ”rel(V)z + U] (ffep)z =13.9%.

B TR k(x)=2, EHER Ty P=95%, M ERE & it

$k(x)=13.9%x2=27.8%.,

TEREN RS 6 AR TFES O X=021 g/
100 go FEMH G I REAS AR TR E [ Upe=27.8%, (3¢
VIRAHEE U=0.059 ¢/100 g)H & Bbn AT & R LA
T k(=2 Zhih, $RHE P=o5% I o i

QK (12), (13). (14). (ISHRAK DO HFIHEIE
BE o B X A AR HE AR B E E ue(X) =

it (C + g ()% + 1y (7 4ty (frep)” =1.64%.

WEHEFH k(x)=2, GEHEER P=95%, IHERE & &
(I 25 SR AT YR A E U N UemUcra(X) %
k(x)=1.64%%2=3.3%.

REBEI LS R H 6 PHARER A R X=021 ¢/
100 go & S A5 AR A E L Ur=3.3%, (3
PIRAHE R U=0.0069 g/100 g) & BAREA I E R L
WEHET k(x)=2 %, 12 P=o5% &M,

3 & 1

JRLe B AN BE B A A XIS ZE R A R,
TR AL AR A B P 2R A Bh v 2 = i
A PR A A LR A 1 e/ N IRk A TR A Ffe O =
LML A TLG, THEE LR RIS R i 4
AHE RSB 27.8%F 3.3%, MR 2 FhAEL il a =
Ve ut i AT Ao PP, (RS Rl A, A i
A /N TR T LA BT IR YT R R E B K,
MAmm%%%@&£ WRERK, WIEAEART ALk

SR NI E RV E SRR S AR R 1
Tﬁmﬁﬁm R, ARSON ARG AE I LB AT RS

FRAE I E R TS H TR

RS MHRMIEESE

Table 5 Sucrose content of 6 samples
I R 1 2 3 4 5 6 PRI
TR 367.06085 360.22379 364.80951 370.98398 372.29019 369.85251 367.5368
C/(mg/mL) 0.205607 0.20247 0.204577 0.2074 0.207997 0.206884 0.2058
X/(g/100 g) 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.2053
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