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The plot above shows the injection averaged measurements for the two types of quality control The plot above shows (from top to bottom) the 0.25 ppb and 1.0 ppb calibration standards, * No obvious relationship between spike mass and variance
(QC) standards from two experiments. This variation shown here gives an empirical estimate QC leached standards, and QC spiked on charcoal and leached standards’ scan-level data.
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The data used here are from two experiments from Idaho National Laboratory (INL). The We implemented an unbalanced, nested, random effects analysis of variance S I
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This plot shows the variation in scans, injections, and batches for the 1 ppb * Upcoming replicated measurements experiment should improve these estimates.
calibration measurements. The connected dots represent the seven scans from on * Compare these Type A uncertainties to those generated by forward propagation:
injection, and the vertical lines represent runs, and the dates indicate batches. Also * Mass & volume measurement uncertainties
note the number of injections varies among runs. * [CP-MS ntensity variance

* (Calibration parameter uncertainty
* 128Te IPA correction uncertainty.
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