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Abstract: Objective To study the matrix effects (MEs) and the compensation measures of 15 quinolones (QNs)
determination in animal derived food by high performance liquid chromatography-tandem mass spectrometry (HPLC-MS/
MS) . Methods Fish, pork and chicken as typical substrates were tested by post-extraction spiking method and dynamic
multiple reaction monitoring to evaluate matrix effects. Results More than 60% of the quinolones suffered moderate and
strong matrix effects in the three samples. Enrofloxacin, pefloxacin and dalfloxacin had strongly matrix enhancement effect,
and fleroxacin was strongly inhibited. Pretreatment methods, matrix species, compound species and mass concentration
were the main factors affecting the matrix effect of quinolones. Conclusion In the process of daily monitoring which the
pretreatment method specified in the test standard cannot be changed casually, matrix matching standard curve, isotope
internal standard, diluted sample and improving chromatography resolution combined with dynamic multi reaction monitoring
could effectively compensate the matrix effect of quinolones and improve the reliability and accuracy of the detection results.
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Table 1  Mass spectrum parameters of 15 QNs and 3 isotope internal standards
&Y BT A (m/2) fill 48 B/ V (Rl fig e V)
{45 V5 2 (Enoxacin, Eno) 321.1(303.3%,234,231.8) 159(16,24,40)
WV B (Fleroxacin, Fle) 370.14(326%,268.9) 150(20,24)
i D B (Norfloxacin, Nor) 320.1(302.1,276*,233.2) 150(25,25,40)
LU B (Ofloxacin, Of]) 362.2(318.2%,.261.1) 149(20,40)

B 570 B (Pefloxacin , Pef)
IRV Ciprofloxacin, Cip)
%EVME( Lomefloxacin , Lom )
SRR Danofloxacin, Dan)
RigrbE( Enrofloxacin, Enr)
BN Orbifloxacin, Orb)
YRIVPEL( Sarafloxacin , Sar)
R VS & (Difloxacin, Dif)
AJAYP A (Sparfloxacin, Spa)
I W 1% ( Oxolinic acid, Oxo)

334.2(316%,290.1,233.1)
332.1(314,288%,245,231)
352.2(334,308.2,265%)
358.2(340.1%,283,82.1)
360.2(342.2,316.2%,245.1)
396.2(352.1%,295.1,267)
386.1(368.1,342.1%,299.1)
400.1(382.1,356.2%,299.1)
393.2(375.2,349%292.1)
262.07(243.9%216,159.9)

174(16,16.,28)
149(20,20,30,48)
159(20,16,25)
151(20,20,48)
156(20,16,32)
159(16,28,39)
150(20,20,40)
156(20,16.,32)
164(20,20,28)
114(20,20,45)

FH W (Flumequine , Flu) 262.1(244.1%,202) 108(12,32)
D5-Enrofloxacin 365.1(321) 110(32)
D5-Norfloxacin 325(307) 110(20)
D8-Ciprofloxacin 340(322) 110(20)
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Figure 1 Matrix effects of 15 QNs in 3 matrixs
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Figure 2 Matrix effects of different pretreatments for 15 QNs

Figure 3 Matrix effects of 15 QNs in the processing of different

pretreatments (n=3)
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Figure 4 Matrix effects of 15 QNs in fish (n=3)
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Figure 5 Matrix effects of 15 QNs in different meat products
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Figure 6

Matrix effects of 15 QNs in different concentrations fish (n=3)
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