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Sulfamerazine

Area ratio =-0.00118+0.0018[Sulfamerazine] R?=0.9954 W: 1/X

Compound % Recovery RSD (%)
Sulfacetamide 101.2 9.4
Sulfachlorpyrazine 103.7 10.5
Sulfachlorpyridazine 80.2 1.9

Sulfonamade Equation

Sulfacetamude y = 0.00456 + 0.0010x
Sulfachloropyridazine y = -0.00080 + 0.0005x : :
y = 0.00040 + 0.0006x 0.9989 1.6 0.70
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e Since the early 1950s, antibacterials have been used in agriculture to treat infections on food-producing animals. They are also utilized to prevent infections
or as feed additives to reduce animal susceptibility to stress-related diseases and enhance growth [1].
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in sulfonamide residues in milk. This is of concern, as the occurrence of antibacterials in food products can contribute to the spread of antibacterial resistance in Sulfapyridine Sulfaguinoxaline Sulbisoxazole 580 5 Sulfisoxazole y =-0.00185 + 0.0010x 09907 16 Figure 3. Calibration curve of sulfamerazine spiked
bacteria. Also it has been shown that sulfamethazine (also known as sulfadimidine) is carcinogenic [4]. Figure 1. Molecular structures of the studied sulfonamides. in dairy milk.
* We have developed a high throughput method in order to meet the daily analysis of milk samples required to insure food safety and protection of consumers. LazWell Sample Plate 35000 - 'egu. “ e iz (B4
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- Internal standard solution: 10 pg mL" of paracetamol in water. - Scan width: 0.01 m/z TrELEG)
- Working solution of sulfonamides: 10 pL of stock solution in 1000 pL of water. - QI peak width: 0.70 FWHM * Recovery study Figure 4. Internal calibration curve of sulfadiazine and
- Q1 peak width: 0.70 FWHM e sulfadimethoxine in dairy milk. Paracetamol was used as the
* Milk samples preparation - Q2 gas pressure: 1.2 mTorr Conclusion internal standard.
- Chrom. filter: 3s Spiked samples preparation

e An ultra-fast and sensitive method of quantification of sixteen sulfonamide residues in whole dairy milk using LDTD-MS/MS was successtully

- A 800-pL volume of ACN was added to 200 pL of whole dairy milk. developed and applied to real samples.

- The samples were mixed with a vortex for 4 min and then centrifuged at
24 000 g for 5 min.

- We added 10 pL of internal standard solution and the sample was mixed again
with a vortex.

- A 10-pL volume of the sulfonamides working solution was added to 200 uL of whole dairy milk and then mixed using a vortex for 10 s.
- Spiked samples were then allowed to settle for a period of 12 h to be more representative of real milk samples. After the rest period, the standard milk

preparation procedure was followed. e Analysis of each sample was completed in only 16 seconds, 60 to 100 times faster than similar methods of determination based on LC-MS or GC-MS
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Sultacilomyridanac A S = % - Sulfonamide recovery was calculated using the following formula:
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