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Quality Control Index on GFAAS for Analysis of Lead in Water
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Abstract On statistic result of monitoring data from Chinese 82 laboratories quality control index was i-
dentified for determination of Lead in water by the graphite furnace atomic absorption spectrometry. The laborato-
ry quality control index for the method should be as fallow relative standard deviation RSD of standard sample
within laboratory <5.0% relative deviation of samples RD < 30.0% relative standard deviation RSD’
of standard samples from interlaboratory <10% relative error RE  of standard sample < +8.0% recovery
between 90% and 115% . A test study was carried out to verify repeatability and reproducibility of the method.
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Fig.1 Distribution of relative standard deviation for

standard sample in the same laboratory
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Table 1  Relative deviation statistical data of samples
n/ Y/ % /%
131 85 <22.0
138 90 <30.0
146 95 <37.3
@ 154
2

Table 2 Analysis of relative deviation

p/ mgeL~! /%
1.1x1073 ~5.52 <30
7 0.05~1.0 <25
>1.0 <I5
2.1.2
75 1 .48 <26
9
91 1.21 mg/L
RSD’ RSD’ <6.0%
3,
0.3 mg/L
~1.8 mg/L RSD’ <10% »
3

Table 3  Statistical data of relative standard deviation for

standard samples from interlaboratory

RSD’

p/ mgeL7! n/  p/ mgelL”'  p/ mgeL”! /%
0.303 £0.014 3 0.298 0.005 29 1.8
0.593 £0.032 7 0.579 0.0323 .6
0.912 £0.033 19 0.896 0.037 8 4.2
0.996 0. 046 6 1.01 0.052 4 5.2
1.21 +0.05 6 1.33 0.141 10.6
1.37 £0.07 10 1.38 0.049 3 3.6
1.48 0.07 19 1.47 0.044 9 3.1
1.56 £0.07 15 1.56 0.0713 4.6
1.76 +0.08 6 1.70 0.079 3 4.7
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Table 4 Repeatability and reproducibility data

p/ mge L7} n/ /o p/ mgeL' p/ mge L
0.593 +0.032 3 3 0.017 4 0.037 6
0.912 +0.033 6 3 0.029 3 0. 166
0.996 +0. 046 3 3 0.018 2 0.107
1.37 +0.07 6 3 0.016 2 0. 149
1.48 £0.07 5 3 0.022 6 0.059 7
1.56 +0.07 5 7 0.076 1 0.108
1.76 +0.08 3 3 0.018 3 0.196
2.2
2.2.1
80 1 \51
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Fig.2 Distribution of standard sample relative error

132 3 3 3

100% 0
90% ~115%

O ZF Fiimer
o0 W F e S AT
O 2 e i o

B FI o
3

043 1039 1135 1230 1327 1423
R EDEE (%

3

Fig.3  Distribution of recovery data
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