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P B 7E 8 A R (T R 3 1 2

B EkH Y Bmal? dmAa? ZEEY # o'
(1. FEK=RIEIR R EE KT B8 2660715 2. FHEEEHERFAESFR L 201306;

3. R AR TR L 2N ESRE HS  266071)

E AL AEQ6L2)CHRTEKRT, K & M A € 15— 8 5 il 15 % (HPLC-MS/MS)#F % 7 LA
30 mg/(kg-bw)Hy 7| & X 48 & (Cyprinus carpio) AT %X % %1% 5 ¥ #\ & % (Thiamphenicol, TAP)7E
48 R B 2 A R B ) . @it DAS 2.0 30 7 F AT TAP R R W B -t LA, R %K
A —FR R —FEHA, TAPENA . B U, AU, &k, 8 B EAfn i 3¢ & 41 80 24 4y 3% 1 Bt
Bl (Tpea) 7 16, 2, 16, 8, 0. 240 16 h, KIE K FE (Cra) A A 15.6. 353, 124, 9.0, 33.0.
11.6 mg/kg #1 21.0mg/L; 25—kt #5 & T AR (AUC) % Al % 1084.5. 1578.1, 777.3. 541.1. 0.1,
478.1 mg/(kg-h)7n 485.1 mg/(L-h), HER+FZH (1o 2% K 114, 100.2, 542, 41.1, 69.5, 38.0 A=
71.9 h, TAP ZE 8 K W& AR WA An R A0 Z A ; 78 B NE P o 2 4 34 W B 18] 4 EL3K I8 3R
EuTHMAS, EHBREZHOHEE THMAL, BN EEEE KN TAP EHAX UM £
BERE WBRLH (P UEEFTEARTRYRE) XHHE, TAP EKFF ¥ &E ik HR
E(MRL)A &5 T 50 nghkg, ReFEF, WA BUE. . 25, BEMLY SN TAP AH KT
MRL B 5] 27 & 16, 16, 12, 12, 12, 10 F8 12 RFF#4, FRALA Fn 5 1 TAP 2 4 5% ¥ &y
AR, BWKRGIHAFET 16d,

KR FOREER; RERE; 84, HRFHHF

hESES S917.4 XEHRAEE A XEHS  2095-9869(2018)05-0166-07

N %% # (Thiamphenicol, TAP) X #% 4 N A &
R.MERS, BEAEREE M TSR, Hait
WL S PURETE . R R AL, X522 SRR
FBAPE R A Bom A HIVE A, H3EMA BT FEAK (Yoo
et al, 2003; Park et al, 2004), TAP /E N A FH XY,
PURRCRAE H LM BE, H TR 7 40 B 2 S
FIRCIE - Sk FIWE R 45 7K S5 50 3 (DR 8%, 2009)

H AT, B A R aEs R 256 sh AR e AT
B, BENYELLETTES(Bovine). F-(Caprinae).
¥ (Sus scrofa domesticus) 3% (Gallus domesticus) 5]
Yy (Al-Nazawi, 2005; Gamez et al, 1992; Mestorino
et al, 1993 ; Haritova et al, 2002; FEWE#SE, 2013); 7F
K=, KR R #(Songpu mirror carp) . filllfa

(Carassius auratus). #iff(Lateolabrax japonicus). £1.
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W89 (Lutjianus sanguineus) . FLENIEXTHF(Litopenaeus
vannamei) . BRBEW A1 fi(Sciaenops ocellatus). %k
ffi(Oreochromis spp)“5 ¥4 il (ki 4, 2013a, b;
Castells et al, 2000; ZEFH 955, 2013; PRER:, 2009;
POHR AR, 2017; AT AR, 2005) . ## fh (Cyprinus
carpio), WFRELESF | B FIL Mm%, IR EE
SRy Ak, MR Y R R SR B AR R R A T
BRaE Y [R5 | e 22 b £ S0 8 [n) A, B0l 57 8 P A
I BH o A A AR e A s R R R AL A BT
RIS (BEMRTE, 2016), XFEREE TS e A A\ s
FRHAR AR . L, #1747 5¢ TAP 7E#fa AP
SOESE AN s DA T s & s DA O /N TR E RS S
TAP TEHR A0 AR P I 245 1080 1 290 v R DL A, AU
L A5 (201 3) X #5111 A 2% 52 S b AR I B R AT 1
H# TAP W s J122 058 . AR T A A 5 22 35 %)
KT B E R 25 245 7 1, AR SE 6 R AR R 2
AL bR T 2 i FE . SEERHE(26+2)C
MIFRFKIR T, LA 30 mg/(kg-bw) b $5 M 5] Ha: Xt i £1
AT HRIR PR 2SI 2525, WY T TAP FEfa ik N
20 253 A R AR B ] ) A8 AL, DA AR AR
SRR BT IR 2 IR 2 R e SR e 2 %

1 #FREFE
1.1 ##

111 #Hae LKA TAP FrifEfh I4ERE R 99.0%
(Dr. Ehrenstorfer GmbH A r], fE[E); TAP Jikl 24k
J& 98.0%(Macklin 24 7)), AN 5 R (d5- 45 54l i
A 99.0%(Dr. Ehrenstorfer GmbH A &), f[E), LR 4
fis (i al, CNW A rl); ZK(Egesl, E2ER b
WA BR AR ; IECRe(fikal, CNW Al F (R
ikli, Merck A ]); Jo/KBRRREA (T4, REE 1L
TR ABRAF]); KK,

112 MEEE TSQ Endura & AH (03— 3 T
##4% (Thermo Fisher), CR 22G & %E LAHL(H L), /)
Y E B0 HL(1-14, Sigma), GHG-9203] 446 ( F 1
ZRPBIEAERA R E]), HR2014 S FRHLERE 2T
DX RAFINTH S 2 L A AT PR H ), KQ-600DE 8 7 i1 it
eds (BRI AU AR AR, WiRRA
(TAIBOYS), N-EVAP A M (24 fL, Organomation
/3 7)), Gradient A10Mill-Q #4li /K #% (Millipore) .
113 £®HHH e 150 4%, “FXIHAE N
(1000+50) g, H &M HAF K= I & A BRA Al He L

1.2 G H*E

1.21 St ARSH 2016 428 H 1 H~9 H

7 H TIOR8 s S A5 K 7 I & A7 PR ml
fFo SEE LI H(1000+50) g Hf REME 2 R X 42,
SCIRT 2RI TC TAP 5% B L B SR A8 N IR KRR 5
K, i 7m. $e Sm. KR 1.5 m, FREZRE N
150 J&/ih . SEHA ] 1) K IR IR REFE(2642)C, B KAk
1R, 22584, L 30 mg/(kg-bw) 5] X £a kA 7
PR A M2 0H  1E SUR VAT 1 d 2R e R R A LA
1 = 1 O 1111 e = S R = o S
FWRIEARE L, 2. 4, 6, 8, 12, 16, 20, 24, 36,
48, 96, 144, 192, 240, 288, 384, 480. 576. 672
F1 768 h KAt AN E] S AR AE B 6 BAE N 1 41
SEATRE, R fn 2 E K0 5 ml, FRCE TS IRIRAT R N
B 3 BS0AF R, 4500 r/min 25,0 8 min, B )2 100,
PRAET 4°CHR AR T, EUIL e b o HCAE £ 4 9t o] 75
EEAL P LP . BIE . PR . fr L SRR A RE
&b RAET-20°C R UKAR

122 #rBfh&RH & PR 10.0 mg HIE R iR
HEdh, HH BRI R IT EAR 2 100 ml AR A7
Y, MR 100 pg/ml, —20°C kAR G FRARTE
AR 1.

1.2.3 AR AARAFEAE &R B & FRE10.0 mg N
by dS-E AR, W BEARIE I E A E 100 ml 1Y
PSR, W 100 pg/ml, —20°C yKA6 s
BURRAE, R0 1 4E,

1.2.4 Ak AR & H & P 1.2.2 A bR ifEfE
W, T sh A # B 10 ng/ml ., 100 ng/ml Al 1 pg/ml
FRUEWR, F7F o 72 6 S HEREIR P 43 A AGE & TAEW,
FE53 090 1.0 pg/ml STACAAR TAEW 50 pl, HIGshAH
ERRE 1.0ml, BCHBIRNEE HEw. 2. 5. 10,
20, 50 F1 100 ng/ml MIFRAEIR . FR bR AERH A (2
TE—HR IR T AT , DA AMR AR HE ) BT BEAE R R A bR
(X), LASM . PAbm g iy e T AR (o 7 ) LU ABLAE R A A A
(), fHARuErhge, FEHoa m A R A OC R 5L

1.3 HmariE

131 H&H&MRR A5 L% 45 21 SURE
BERMAS, AYEVUESALERM T, /. R
A ZURE A [(1.0£0.1) gl AILSE[(1.0£0.1) mI]F 15 ml
BB EOE P, A 1.2.3 PR AC AR TAEW 50 ul,
A 5ml ZFR TG, 1 g TO/KBEREN, 100 pl &K,
TR HEHEEL 5 min, HAHEEL 5 min, L 4500 r/min 2.0
5min, FIHFREEMSZE 15 ml e @ R TR
A 3 ml (LR TR, R FibEE, A LERE
15 ml (@A, FEIRE N 40C FARET .

1.3.2 A4t S R IE I 3 ml 4tk
M, A 5 min, LA 3 ml IEC%E, IBHEIRS 1 min,
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BEYZ, FREZEMIECK, HIMA 3 ml WIEC
B, WHERA 30 s, #EDZE. BEBE 1 ml Bk
AHF 1.5 ml R ELAE T, LA 12000 r/min #.0
10 min, B EWEWGE 0.22 pm AKAHJERR , AEAH (3% —
R I o

1.4 {US;{EH

141 &iE5H gt MG Cig(2.0 mm x
100 mm, 3 pum); WshAH: WshA A B, A
B JHR4lisK; W 200 pl/min, AER: 40°C, HEEE
He 10 pl; BREEEVEE SRR W 1,

142 JRiEsH B WSS B IR (ESD;
P AR ISR 2500 V; 1R
JEJ7: 40 Arb; HEBHARE 1. 25 Arb; filf SR
2 mTorr; &AM EAEIRIE : 340°C; Kl Jr=t.
VEPE S W (SRM) 5 e 2 by W BE 5 7 . T8 1
FFIVRIE T RE L2 2.

E i 939 &
x1 RaENEBEEREHE
Tab.1 Gradient elution conditions of mobile phase
s ] Uit 3 FH i K
Time (min) Flow rate (ul/min) Methanol (%) Water (%)

0.0 0.3 10.0 90.0
0.5 0.3 10.0 90.0
2.0 0.3 90.0 10.0
3.0 0.3 90.0 10.0
3.1 0.3 10.0 90.0
5.0 0.3 10.0 90.0

1.5 EUERMBEZRE

S 4 A2 FAREIEA T IR T, 7E2S L RE R
A TAP PR, HEHZ5WREHR 20.0. 50.0 F1
100.0 pg/kg 4 3 MK, BAKE 5 417, %
22 3d, WRECR . HNHAH R %E .

%= 2 SRM EEMNENXTBHFRIRESH

Tab.2 Spectral parameters of target material under SRM monitoring model

PN P B %t E 1 B % 1ilf 12 fiE
R#RL6 ) Target compound Qualitative ion pair (m/z) Quantitative ion pair (m/z) Collision energy (V)
353.9/290.0 11.6
TAP 353.9/185.1
353.9/185.1 19.8
SN E R ds-chloramphenicol 326.00/157.0 326.0/157.0 17.0
1.6 #E\HH B 4.0
B g 35t
B4 % JH Excel 2007 A1 DAS 2.0 £ 70 44 X5t Z 30l Y=0.03X+0.09
TAP TESA0 A PN 25 2H S 25 )ik R A 7 24— A5 al A 3L @gzy R*=0.99703
ga"
295l
o @ Eﬁ 2.0
EE 15t
B~
2.1 hRifE & AN (KA ER _;% 1.0}
=N o
- —pee ; N — N 505
FINAREE &, Pl TAP W X)) AR AR RS, LA P
TAP FRyED FIRAC N bR 8 06 1 AR A LGB () I AR Fm £ 00 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

ERE, W 1 B, TAP AREVRAE 2.0~100.0 ng/ml
W PETE I M R AT, MR E(R)H 0.99703,
LPERIT AR ¥=0.03X+0.09, % s e AR A I BR N
0.3 pg/kg (fFMELL SIN=3). Z5IEW, %k R %
=, BEAS I L S EOR

22 MEREEEE

e ta pAILIAL . 2 EFIE L RFE . BRI
I3y P[] e R 5 ORS R A 2L, gy AR IR
(1.00+0.05) g/ml, JIA TAP bRiEW , i H25H Ak i Ky
20.0. 50.0 Fi1 100.0 ng/kg, BAKF 5 A AT, HELL
AT 3d, SR WE 3,

2544 % Concentration of drug/(ng-ml™")

Bl 1 TAP FRUE S FRiE 2R

Fig.1 Standard curve of TAP standard

2.3 TAP 78 fa {5 f 25 B i 2 (Ci-Ti)

ASLEAE(26+2) CHIFRFFZKIR T, LA 30 mg/(kg-bw)
)30 et 0 L EA TSI 25 24, BFSY TAP 7EfEfL
RN 253 72 o R e A8OBOR €0 3 — HR 30K o 157
AYHT TAP FE A0 A PN 45 21 2R 5% B3 R B S ) 28 TR A
gk, WK 2(ik 0~50 h 25mf £k &) e 2
o, BRA R AEE R TAP 5% B kI B 43
35300.1 1 33009.5 pg/kg, HBE & T HAMAL,
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%3 EMESHEE

Tab.3 Recovery and precision

5 X 0 1‘0 2‘0 3‘0 4"0 5‘0
10000 &% i8] Time/h

B JBE BB TR) 2R AE ) T 225030 2 SRR 4

g1 FMK T e ¢ HPOR BRI 2 A b G 22
Tissue Addition level (ng/g) Rate of recovery (%) Within-day RSD (%)  Intra-day RSD (%)

LA Muscle 20 95.0+2.5; 93.2+1.3; 90.2+1.9 3.7; 1.9; 0.4 2.6

50 90.743.7; 89.0+3.2; 89.1£1.2 5.8; 5.1; 1.7 1.1

100 88.7£1.5; 89.1+2.0; 89.2+1.8 0.8; 1.5; 1.1 1.3
Ifi. 3% Plasma 20 95.0£2.5; 116.5+4.0; 96.5+£5.5 3.7; 4.9; 8.1 11.4

50 90.7+3.7; 87.0+£2.9; 95.1+7.1 5.8; 2.0; 10.6 6.9

100 84.7+4.6; 89.2+1.0; 86.8+1.7 7.6;5 1.5; 2.8 4.3
1 {7 Fish skin 20 86.8+£5.6; 90.0+0.5; 93.54+2.5 9.4; 0.4; 3.8 5.5

50 83.8+£3.2; 87.0£1.2; 92.2+4.2 5.4; 2.0; 6.0 5.8

100 78.242.0; 87.7+0.5; 86.8+1.7 3.5; 0.8; 2.8 5.9
B Kidney 20 91.043.5; 93.2+4.3; 90.2+5.9 4.1; 5.2; 6.1 7.1

50 91.743.1; 87.0+2.2; 89.1+2.2 3.9; 2.8; 2.7 4.1

100 91.7£1.5; 89.1+3.0; 89.2+1.8 1.25; 4.1; 1.8 3.8
JFIE Liver 20 86.8+£5.6; 90.0+6.5; 93.5+4.5 4.6; 6.1; 5.9 7.2

50 83.8+£3.2; 87.0£1.2; 92.2+4.2 3.9; 1.5; 5.1 4.8

100 88.2+2.0; 87.7+0.5; 90.8+1.7 2.1; 0.9; 1.5 2.9
i Gill 20 95.0+5.5; 106.5+4.9; 96.5+5.5 6.1; 5.9; 5.6 9.2

50 87.7£3.7; 89.5+4.2; 89.1+1.2 3.9; 4.3; 2.1 5.9

100 87.7£3.6; 89.2+2.0; 89.8+2.7 2.9; 2.8; 3.5 4.2
JUE Spleen 20 86.8+5.6; 93.049.5; 90.5+4.5 6.1; 7.1; 49 10.1

50 92.74£3.7; 89.9+£3.4; 89.1+4.2 3.9; 2.9; 42 5.3

100 88.7+£3.5; 88.1+2.8; 87.2+3.8 3.0; 2.9; 4.5 5.9
40000 g0 R e U H B f B I 2 i TR AR
5y 35000§ o 35000 —a— JFHE Liver e e 4o
P £ 2000 v #4J% Fish skin 24 TAPEHGBFENZALANTENTFSH
Ta’ 300001 2 5000 —— il Gill
ES 2 —>— JBUIE Spleen TAP 7E il £ 45 41 4 (1) 25— 5% B3 il o DAS
"&o 25000 & 20000 —e— 3% Plasma .y e gl L - o e e
& 3 15000 2.0 Mot S s AR i AT A AT G 3
2 2000088 = e . "
3 £ g o000 AR — I —E AR, TAP 7R85 L ZU R
&
&H
i

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800
B [A] Time/h

Kl 2 TAP Zj-ifili £k
Fig.2 TAP drug-time curve

LRI 1 JEE R 2 4 Sk U P ] — B, SMAEZR 2GR 2 h ik
PR, Jim Bl o ()2 AL AR A s LD o AR A
KL R VT ACHT , TEZR 255 16 h A B,
WiJm TAP WRBEFSZE TR Ml 252 45 25 )5 D
IRFNEAE, o)Al BE Ry TR MR £ 32 S0P AR,
MEAE R RO, HE 22 R0 A 0 AL, R
fifp T 7 VR ) 24 W A o A R R ] P S o Bl A R A G

3 g
3.1 TAPZEEHEAKKMAN 3h 1 F4F1E

TE(262)°CHIFRFE/AKHL T, X i i A 7 A0l 4 1
752530 mg/(kg bw)RIFI, R4 412N Bl 22
DAS 208 /F FIExcel BRI HUA , F76 — I — = A
B, pegS RS it FLANEXTER . KEEEE
(Scophthalmus maximus). "WEGEE (Eriocheir
sinensis)Fl H AN 68 #i(Anguilla japonica Temminck et
Schlegel)(Z# T 9%, 2013; HUtIESF, 2013a, b; BR#%
B, 2010, MREAE, 2011; T4, 2015)% 310
BRI 3, (H5 WX KA (Oryctolagus
cuniculus f. domesticus) . FHMFEEFHEITE, 2010;
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Tab.4 Pharmacokinetic parameters of TAP in carp
ZH LR JULP I JiTF e i1 B fif VAL [li%4
Parameter Unit Muscle Kidney Liver Fish Skin Gill Spleen Plasma
a 1/h 0.01 6.25 0.01 0.40 0.02 0.05 0.01
B 1/h 0.01 0.06 0.013 0.02 0 0.02 0.01
K, 1/h 15.00 26.12 16.50 83.98 0.03 4.25 26.31
i h 99.96 0.11 54.17 1.72 35.60 13.58 71.88
tp h 11.36 100.24 54.25 41.13 69.47 38.02 71.90
Hka h 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.01 23.93 0.16 0.03
Ko 1/h 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.02  184732.30 0.02 0.01
K 1/h 0.01 6.243 0 0.39 0 0.03 0
K> 1/h 0.01 6.25 0.01 0.40 0.02 0.04 0.01
Vi L/kg 0.004 0.001 0.003 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.002
Cur L/(h-kg) 0 0 0 0 410.03 0 0
AUC(0-t) pg/(L-h)  1084503.54 1578125.26  777334.27  541064.82 0.07 478146.83  485097.86
AUC(0—») pg/(L-h)  1111708.31  495097.86  778918.58  541069.50 0.07 482152.64 1580110.43
Tpeak h 16 2 16 8 0 2 16
Conax “%gﬁf“ 15556.3 35300.1 12418.3 9007.5 33009.5 11571.8 21000.6

TE: o HOTHRE G BRI R W R K N YWSCGHE AR R 100 AOTHRRE R 105 S TH BRARF 210 5
toka AR REW] 5 Koo 25 WTE h R 38 TH BRI A s Koo 25 A vh e s B 0 3 ) — s R s Koy 2y A L
FRPRE RGBSR Ve AR AR Cur MY A RNTHER B ETEER R, AUC o 0~t I A 25 I T2k F &
A AUC o) ) 0~m I AYZG I MR ST Tear HIRIITEWEIS ] 5 Crnax A 2P I IR IR JEE

Note: a denoted distribution rate constant; B denoted elimination rate constant; K, denoted the drug absorption rate constant;
t1» denoted alpha phase half-life; #,,3 denoted elimination half-life; #,/,x, denoted absorption half-life; K, denoted drugs from the
central chamber of the towel eliminating rate; K;, denoted transport rate for the drugs from the central compartment to the
surrounding room; K,; denoted the drug from the periphery room to a central compartment; V' denoted transport rate; Cp/r
denoted apparent volume of distribution; AUC (o denoted total area under the time curve of 0~t; AUC,_, denoted the total area
under the curve of 0~00; Ty, denoted peak time; Cynax denoted drug peak concentration

TR ¥S 25, 2009; Mengozzi et al, 2002; Abdennebi et al,
1990 S W IWF R S5 RAFEZE R, X Re 52 5)
YR E . B2 BRI E ML SR
X

3.2 WRYLHN S T FRAE

A S0 B 0 SR FH 45 L 25 AR A 4 R D B 4y
B TAP FEHE AR P4 AU 2 sh AR e Rl . 3k
WA ] Tpeqse AR MR FE - C o A2 17 151 245 0 R A 38K 2 T
M EESE, A, TAP fESLfa LA . &
WE . BFRE . fRpz o B REUE 0 ) IR N R] Ten
P16, 2. 16, 8, 0, 2 f1 16 h, KIEIKEE Chax
3R 15.6., 353, 12.4, 9.0, 33.0. 11.6 mg/kg I
21.0 mg/L, SLIRZERFRI, TAP b AR N 5 R
TRAE S L 2V BT ) ] N 35 SN0 A BRI Thear
B, RE, ARFFASEER, AT o] e i T i
0 2 BT A T EL AR A A A, R, B4
% T 7K eI 24 W A R B T R A G T L A
Hry BFAER TAP & f kg ) HL (A B s
fZHZ, TAP 7RI F & . BB Y H b i &

KR (Wu et al, 2006), Kith, #EM TAP 7ELH 2 534
A5 R B T B R 3 A OGS

21 42 T BL(AUC) A& 2 1 245 W iE AT 34 2
By /b, R i 25 YR S B P AR Y A 4L
B S bR 458 WoR , TAP 7E i fa (R LA
BE . FERE . . 68 MRAERIIN K ) AUC 435k
1084.5. 1578.1., 777.3. 541.1, 0.1, 478.1 mg/(kg-h)
F1 485.1 mg/(L-h), &5 %KW, TAP 78'B e Byl i
B  TAELP . FFAE . ff Rz . SRR BELAIE Hh R W i
I 25 B 5 A7k i (20132) L 30 mg/(kg-bw) i 71 BRI
I AT e B ) 25408 1 e 4 R — 3K

3.3 HRRYBE

ZEIREH, (E)ERI TAP 7 fa <2 T
R BE RO, I IR R BB N 18, TH BRI
(t1/2p) 72 M7 25 245 ) FE DIF 52 0T G2 A4 P U o o 3 ) — A R
BN 1S5 TAP TEAS [ 585 G2 v 03 B 2 o 1
ZEFBK ., AT TAP fEHIORPALE . B, i
JUE g BN I A ZH LU 1105 530 11,4
100.2, 54.2, 41.1, 69.5, 38.0 f1 71.9 h, Z55RLFEH,
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TAP 785 HEH BRI, #ED TAP 7l A2
T8 A 0V WA A AR A AU, R B A HE o
T3 A, THBRAHE R B 7 AR B Hh g 2 ] S R )
W ARfL %, TAP 4% 2H ZU7E A0 1A N 4 2L R
BH BTN B 0.061 > B iy 0.018 > By 0.017 > B e
0.013>B ux 0.01>B wy 0.007>P w0, AILIFTE
Ingebrigtsen(1991) Y WTF 5T 45 S . Ingebrigtsen(1991)7E
WEFERE ) £ 24 25 50 42 Hh 24 W) A £ B %) T B AH
R T IHAL L 2L, X 0T RES B IR T R
4 K (Ingebrigtsen et al, 1991; Kowalski, 2007).

Zr L Frik, TAP 76 {4 oy m i sl H o3 A )
7, ANFEHLRY2E R B FBRT it
S 2 i AR R B A ) SCIFRILE TAP 72K 8
Hh R e 5k B BR A (MRL) AN 5 T 50 pe/kg. PR25 101
H DR G212 ) A ZUVE R 5% B R ZH 2, DLk
ERZ . AU LA . B R, FFIE. R B
JEUIE RN ) TAP 5% B EEIRT MRL Y] 351 )
16, 16, 12, 12, 12, 10 Ff1 12 d F¥ah, Bk, &L
faip £ JIL PR R AR S A U e AR I . #E(26+2)°C
FERHAKIR T, LA 30 mg/(kg-bw)5| i Xt i 6 JE 7 Bk
Hemd TAP 2500, IR HIAE T 16 do
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Abstract

In this experiment, the water temperature was raised at (26+2)°C. The experiment used high

performance liquid chromatography tandem mass spectrometry(HPLC-MS/MS) to study thiamphenicol in

pharmacokinetics of carp with 30 mg/(kg-bw) single dose of carp feed. Data were analyzed using DAS 2

dynamics software, and the experimental results suggest a two-compartment model of primary absorption.
The peak of thiamphenicol (TAP) in muscles, kidneys, liver, skin, gills, spleen, and plasma were 16, 2, 16,
8, 0,2, 16 h; the Cp,x were 15.6, 35.3, 12.4, 9.0, 33.0, 11.6 mg/kg, and 21.0 mg/L; the area under curve
(AUC) was 1084.5, 1578.1, 777.3, 541.1, 0.1, 478.1 mg/(kg-h), and 485.1 mg/(L-h); the ¢,,3 was 11.4,
100.2, 54.2, 41.1, 69.5, 38.0, and 71.9 h. The results showed that the distribution and elimination rate of
TAP in carp tissues varied greatly; the peak time of renal drugs is shorter; the peak concentration is higher

than in other tissues, and the elimination half-life is higher than that in other tissues, which suggested that

kidneys are the main organ of TAP accumulation and metabolism. In accordance with the Ministry of

Agriculture, Animal Food in Veterinary Drugs Maximum Residue Limit document provides that the

maximum of TAP in aquatic animal residue limit (MRL) shall not be higher than 50 pg/kg. In this

experiment, the amounts of TAP residues in muscle, kidney, liver, skin, spleen, and plasma were lower
than MRL, starting from 16, 16, 12, 12, 12, 10, and 12 d respectively. It is recommended that the period

of withdrawal should be no less than 16 d.
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