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Abstract: Liquid chromatography–mass spectrometry (LC-MS) is the key technique for analyzing
complex lipids in biological samples. Various LC-MS modes are used for lipid separation, including
different stationary phases, mobile-phase solvents, and modifiers. Quality control in lipidomics
analysis is crucial to ensuring the generated data’s reliability, reproducibility, and accuracy. While
several quality control measures are commonly discussed, the impact of organic solvent quality
during LC-MS analysis is often overlooked. Additionally, the annotation of complex lipids remains
prone to biases, leading to potential misidentifications and incomplete characterization of lipid
species. In this study, we investigate how LC-MS-grade isopropanol from different vendors may
influence the quality of the mobile phase used in LC-MS-based untargeted lipidomic profiling of
biological samples. Furthermore, we report the occurrence of an unusual, yet highly abundant,
ethylamine adduct [M+46.0651]+ that may form for specific lipid subclasses during LC-MS analysis
in positive electrospray ionization mode when acetonitrile is part of the mobile phase, potentially
leading to lipid misidentification. These findings emphasize the importance of considering solvent
quality in LC-MS analysis and highlight challenges in lipid annotation.

Keywords: lipidomics; metabolomics; liquid chromatography; mass spectrometry; method develop-
ment; solvent quality; adduct formation; MS/MS annotation; misidentification; lipids

1. Introduction

Lipidomics, as a subsection of metabolomics, offers a comprehensive view of numerous
lipids in biological samples [1]. Over the last decade, advances in chromatographic and
mass spectrometric techniques, instrumental file processing, compound annotation, and
bioinformatics tools for data interpretation [2,3] have led to groundbreaking discoveries,
providing a better understanding of lipid metabolism, signaling, and their roles in various
cellular processes and disease pathways [4,5].

Comprehensive lipidome analysis employs two main profiling approaches: liquid
chromatography coupled to mass spectrometry (LC-MS) and direct infusion methods with
MS analyses. LC-MS has emerged as a powerful approach, offering several advantages
over direct infusion MS [6], including the ability to separate and detect isobars and isomers,
reduce ion-suppression effects, and allow the separation of compounds based on their
physicochemical properties [2]. Various LC-MS modes are available to separate complex
lipids, including different stationary-phase chemistries, column diameters, and composi-
tions of mobile-phase solvents and modifiers. Reversed-phase LC (RPLC) represents the
most frequently used chromatography-based method for lipid separation, followed by
hydrophilic interaction chromatography (HILIC), normal-phase LC (NPLC), and, more
recently, supercritical fluid chromatography (SFC) [1,3].
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While comparing column diameters [7], stationary-phase chemistries [8–12], and
mobile phase modifiers [8,13–15], the impact of organic solvent quality during LC-MS
analysis is often overlooked. As a common rule, LC-MS-grade solvents and modifiers
should be used [16,17], but it is unclear how variations in solvent quality may affect
LC-MS-based untargeted lipidomic analysis and data integrity.

Along with advances in LC-MS, tools for annotating complex lipids have dramatically
improved using computer-generated (in silico) MS/MS databases [18], such as Lipid-
Blast [19], LIQUID [20], or LipidHunter2 [21]. However, despite this improvement, the
annotation of complex lipids remains prone to biases [22,23], leading to potential misidenti-
fications and incomplete characterization of lipid species.

Here, we show how LC-MS-grade isopropanol from different vendors may influence
the quality of the mobile phase used in LC-MS-based untargeted lipidomic profiling of
biological samples. Furthermore, we report the occurrence of an unusual ethylamine
adduct that may form for specific lipid subclasses during LC-MS analysis in electrospray
ionization (ESI) in positive mode, potentially leading to lipid misidentification.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Materials and Reagents

LC-MS-grade solvents for mobile phases included acetonitrile (Honeywell, catalog no.:
34967), methanol (J.T.Baker, catalog no.: 9822), water (VWR, catalog no.: 83645.320), and iso-
propanol (Fisher Chemical, catalog no.: A461-212; Honeywell, catalog no.: 34965; J.T.Baker,
catalog no.: 9827-02; Supelco, catalog no.: 1027812500; VWR, catalog no.: 84881.320). For
sample extraction, methanol (J.T.Baker, catalog no.: 9822), methyl tert-butyl ether (Honey-
well, catalog no.: 34875), and water (VWR, catalog no.: 83645.320) were used. Mobile phase
modifiers such as ammonium formate (Supelco, catalog no.: 70221) and formic acid (VWR,
catalog no.: 84865.260) were also of LC-MS-grade quality.

The internal standards used for the system suitability test (SST) were obtained from
Avanti Polar Lipids/Merck and contained the following analytes: CE 22:1, Cer d18:1/17:0,
cholesterol-d7, DG 12:0/12:0/0:0, DG 18:1/2:0/0:0, Hex-Cer d18:1/17:0, LPC 17:1, LPE 17:1,
MG 17:0/0:0/0:0, PC 15:0/18:1-d7, PE 17:0/17:0, PG 17:0/17:0, PI 15:0/18:1-d7, PS 17:0/17:0,
SM d18:1/17:0, sphingosine d17:1, TG 17:0/17:1/17:0-d5, and TG 20:0/20:1/20:0-d5 [24].

Human serum (catalog no.: S7023-100ML) and NIST SRM 1950 plasma (catalog no.:
NIST1950) were obtained from Merck. The 3T3-L1 cells and mouse white adipose tissue
(WAT) were from the Laboratory of Metabolism of Bioactive Lipids, and the rat liver was
from the Department of Biological Control of the Institute of Physiology of the Czech
Academy of Sciences [13,24].

2.2. Sample Preparation

Samples were extracted using protocols published before [13,24]. Specifically, 25 µL
serum or plasma sample was mixed with 765 µL of ice-cold methanol/MTBE mixture
(165 µL methanol and 600 µL MTBE, respectively) containing internal standards (see
Ref. [24]) and this mixture was shaken (30 s). Then, 165 µL of 10% methanol was added,
vortexed (10 s), and centrifuged (24,328× g, 5 min, 4 ◦C). An aliquot of 100 µL of the upper
phase was collected, evaporated, and the dry serum extracts were resuspended in 100 µL
methanol containing an internal standard (CUDA), shaken (30 s), centrifuged (24,328× g,
5 min, 4 ◦C), and used for LC-MS analysis [13,24].

In a 2 mL tube, the 3T3-L1 cells (as pellets), liver (20 mg), and WAT (20 mg) were
homogenized (1.5 min) with 275 µL of methanol using a grinder. Then, 1 mL of MTBE was
added, and this mixture was shaken (30 s). Finally, 275 µL of 10% methanol was added, and
after vortexing (10 s), the tubes were centrifuged (24,328× g, 5 min, 4 ◦C) [13]. For 3T3-L1
cells, liver, and WAT an aliquot of 50 µL, 100 µL, and 10 µL the upper phase was collected,
evaporated, and the dry extracts were resuspended in 100 µL, 300 µL, and 1000 µL of
methanol containing an internal standard (CUDA), shaken (30 s), centrifuged (24,328× g,
5 min, 4 ◦C), and used for LC-MS analysis [13,25].
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2.3. LC-MS Conditions

The LC-MS systems consisted of (i) a Vanquish UHPLC system (Thermo Fisher Sci-
entific, Bremen, Germany), an Ion Max API ion source with a heated electrospray ioniza-
tion (HESI-II) probe (Thermo Fisher Scientific), and a Q Exactive Plus mass spectrometer
(Thermo Fisher Scientific), and (ii) a Vanquish UHPLC system (Thermo Fisher Scientific), an
OptaMax NG ion source with a HESI-II probe (Thermo Fisher Scientific), and an Orbitrap
Exploris 480 mass spectrometer (Thermo Fisher Scientific).

The lipids were separated on an ACQUITY Premier BEH C18 column (50 mm ×
2.1 mm i.d.; 1.7 µm particle size) equipped with a VanGuard FIT cartridge (5 mm × 2.1 mm
i.d.; 1.7 µm particle size) (Waters, Milford, MA, USA) [24]. The LC column was operated at a
temperature of 65 ◦C with a flow rate of 0.6 mL/min. LC-MS analysis was performed in pos-
itive ESI mode with the following mobile phases: (A) 60:40 acetonitrile/water with 10 mM
ammonium formate and 0.1% formic acid; (B) 90:10:0.1 isopropanol/acetonitrile/water
with the same type of mobile phase modifiers. Separation was conducted using the fol-
lowing gradient: 0 min 15% (B); 0–1 min from 15% to 30% (B); 1–1.3 min from 30% to
48% (B); 1.3–5.5 min from 48% to 82% (B); 5.5–5.8 min from 82% to 99% (B); 5.8–6 min 99%
(B); 6–6.1 min from 99% to 15% (B); 6.1–7 min 15% (B) +1 min preinjection steps [13]. An
injection volume of 2 µL, 0.3 µL, 5 µL, and 5 µL was used for serum, cell, liver, and WAT
extracts, respectively. The sample temperature was maintained at 4 ◦C.

The ion source and MS parameters of the Q Exactive Plus mass spectrometer were:
spray voltage, +3.6 kV; sheath gas pressure, 60 arbitrary units; aux gas flow, 25 arbitrary
units; sweep gas flow, 2 arbitrary units; capillary temperature, 300 ◦C; aux gas heater
temperature, 370 ◦C; MS1 mass range, m/z 200–1700; MS1 resolving power, 35,000 FWHM
(m/z 200); the number of data-dependent scans per cycle, 3; MS/MS resolving power,
17,500 FWHM (m/z 200); normalized collision energy, 20% [13]. The ion source and MS
parameters of the Qrbitrap Exploris 480 mass spectrometer were: spray voltage, +3.6 kV;
sheath gas pressure, 60 arbitrary units; aux gas flow, 25 arbitrary units; sweep gas flow,
2 arbitrary units; capillary temperature, 300 ◦C; aux gas heater temperature, 370 ◦C; MS1
mass range, m/z 200–1700; MS1 resolving power, 45,000 FWHM (m/z 200); the number
of data-dependent scans per cycle, 5; MS/MS resolving power, 15,000 FWHM (m/z 200);
normalized collision energy, 25%. For the profiling of triacylglycerol estolides (TG-EST), the
MS1 mass range m/z 1080–1300 was used. A product ion scan was used to record MS/MS
spectra at a mass resolving power of 240,000 FWHM (m/z 200) for specific experiments.

2.4. Data Processing

The LC-MS instrumental files from the untargeted lipidomic profiling were processed
through MS-DIAL v. 4.9.221218 software [26]. The lipids were annotated using an in
silico MS/MS library in MS-DIAL and an in-house retention time—m/z library (internal
standards, cholesterol, MG species). High-molecular-weight impurities in the mobile phase
were annotated using accurate mass (MS1) and MS/MS spectra from the NIST20 library.
Thermo Scientific Xcalibur Qual Browser software v. 4.1.50 was used for isotopic pattern
simulation.

The scoring for monitoring the impact of organic solvent (isopropanol) quality was
performed using the following criteria: (i) maximum signal intensity during the LC-MS
analysis with the running gradient (no injection) for m/z 70–1050; (ii) maximum signal
intensity during the LC-MS analysis with the running gradient (no injection) for m/z
200–1700; (iii) maximum signal intensity (total ion chromatogram, TIC) during the analysis
of human serum extracts for m/z 200–1700; (iv) average signal intensity of annotated lipids
in human serum extracts (Table S1). Each criterion was evaluated as “good,” “moderate,”
or “unacceptable.” For parameters (i) and (ii), we assigned a value of 1 to the maximum
signal intensity for a particular condition within the vendor tested and then proportionally
calculated the percentage for the rest. The criterion was evaluated as “good” for 0–0.33,
“moderate” for 0.34–0.66, and “unacceptable” for 0.67–1. For parameters (iii) and (iv), the
same calculation was used, but the criterion was considered “good” for 0.67–1, “moderate”
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for 0.34–0.66, and “unacceptable” for 0–0.33. The overall rank was calculated based on
the outcomes of each parameter evaluated. The evaluation did not include the cost of
particular organic solvents and is provided solely for informational purposes.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Impact of Organic Solvent Quality during LC-MS-Based Lipidomic Profiling

Organic solvent quality during LC-MS analysis is an essential factor that can influence
the accuracy, sensitivity, and reproducibility of lipid analysis. LC-MS-grade solvents should
meet specific criteria, including a low mass noise level, minimal organic contamination,
and minimal metal content, to fulfill the high purity requirements of LC-MS [16,17]. These
solvents are manufactured using additional purification processes, stringent quality control
measures, and innovative packaging techniques to minimize impurities. While several
quality control measures are commonly discussed in lipidomics workflows [27–30], the
impact of organic solvent quality during LC-MS analysis is often overlooked.

In RPLC-MS-based untargeted lipidomic profiling using C18 or C8-modified sorbents,
a weak mobile phase typically comprises a water-acetonitrile or water-methanol mixture.
Conversely, a strong mobile phase typically contains isopropanol mixed with acetonitrile or
methanol [2,6]. While various typical LC-MS-grade solvents such as water, acetonitrile, and
methanol are available from different vendors, the choice of isopropanol is more limited.
For instance, we found over 40 different kinds of LC-MS-grade alternatives for water,
acetonitrile, and methanol, but only 23 for isopropanol (Table S2). However, the choice
of available solvents can be overwhelming because all are declared “LC-MS-grade,” but
vendors may use different technologies to deliver the final products, resulting in differences
in their quality [16,17]. Based on our previous observations, we found that isopropanol
is a challenging solvent for LC-MS lipidomic profiling. For our comparison, we selected
five vendors delivering LC-MS-grade isopropanol to check if the quality is sufficient for
untargeted lipidomic profiling.

For this evaluation, we kept the weak mobile phase (A) as 60:40 acetonitrile/water
with 10 mM ammonium formate and 0.1% formic acid for all experiments, while iso-
propanol from different vendors was used in the strong mobile phase (B) as 90:10:0.1
isopropanol/acetonitrile/water with 10 mM ammonium formate and 0.1% formic acid.

The sequence consisted of the following injections in positive ESI mode: 4× solvent
injections to equilibrate the particular platform, 1× “no injection” analysis with the running
gradient, and recording mass range m/z 70–1050 to monitor masses m/z < 200, 1× “no
injection” analysis, and monitoring mass range m/z 200–1700, typically used in our LC-
MS lipidomics method [13,24], 1× injection of QC lipid mix (SST, Section 2.1), and 2×
injections of human serum lipid extracts. Before testing the next mobile phase with a
different isopropanol, the B channel of the LC unit was purged for 6 min, and the column
was rinsed for 5 min with the new mobile phase (B) to remove the residues of the previous
mobile phase.

Figure 1a,b show significant differences observed while monitoring the background
contamination from mobile phases. For the mass range m/z 70–1050, the maximum signal
intensity of impurities for vendors A and E was more than 2 × 109 (Figure 1a); thus, when
such highly abundant ions are present, they can dominate the orbital ion trap analyzer’s
capacity during the automatic gain control (AGC) process [31]. Consequently, the highly
abundant ions will quickly reach the AGC target, triggering the automatic ion injection
into the detector, potentially leaving insufficient capacity to adequately accumulate and
detect low-abundant ions. On the other hand, mobile phases containing isopropanol from
vendors B and D provided less than 4% of the maximum signal intensity, while vendor C
provided 9% compared to vendor E. Of note, the high intensity of impurities can also be an
issue for time-of-flight (TOF)-based analyzers because these ions hit the multichannel-plate
detector, causing its faster deterioration.

After switching to the mass range m/z 200–1700, typically used in our LC-MS lipidomics
method, the maximum signal intensity of impurities for vendor C was 3.9 × 108, while
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vendors A, D, and E reached around 40% of this value, and vendor B reached only 11%
(Figure 1b). This also indicates significant differences in mobile phase impurities. Al-
though this may suggest that particular mobile phases would be suitable for LC-MS-based
lipidomic profiling, the subsequent analysis of complex lipids in human serum extracts
showed that for vendors A and E, the maximum signal intensity dropped to 60% and 40%,
respectively, compared to vendors B, C, and D (Figure 1c).
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Figure 1. LC-MS analysis with a mobile phase containing LC-MS-grade isopropanol from five
vendors in positive ESI mode. Other mobile phase components (acetonitrile, water, ammonium
formate, and formic acid) were identical (see Section 2.1). Total ion chromatograms during the LC-MS
analysis with the running gradient (no injection) for (a) the mass range m/z 70–1050, (b) the mass
range m/z 200–1700, (c) human serum extracts for the mass range m/z 200–1700, and (d) scoring for
monitoring of the impact of organic solvent (isopropanol) quality. Note: Suppliers of LC-MS-grade
isopropanol are listed alphabetically in Section 2.1. However, the vendor codes (Vendor A–E) in this
figure are randomized to keep them anonymized.

Following the data processing of human serum lipid extracts in MS-DIAL [26] and
thorough annotation of 229 lipid species spanning 15 lipid subclasses (Table S1), consistent
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outcomes were observed for vendors B, C, and D, with average normalized intensities
ranging from 89% to 94%. In contrast, for vendors A and E, the average peak intensities
dropped drastically to 42% and even as low as 24%, respectively. Figure S1 illustrates the
average normalized intensities of lipid species in different lipid subclasses. The decrease
in signal intensity can be explained by the fact that even though these highly abundant,
low-m/z ions were not detected, they contributed to ion suppression during ESI, leading to
significantly reduced signal intensities of the analyzed lipids.

Figure 2 shows MS1 spectra of mobile phase impurities (average spectrum from 0 to
6.7 min) obtained during LC-MS analysis in positive ESI mode. Notably, the homologous
series of amines (high in isopropanol from vendors A and E) with m/z 88.112 (C5H13N,
[M+H]+), m/z 102.128 (C6H15N, [M+H]+), and m/z 116.143 (C7H17N, [M+H]+) was detected.
These amines may act as ion-pairing reagents [32], which should be avoided in LC-MS
analysis. Additionally, m/z 391.284 and m/z 413.266 (high in isopropanol from vendor A) be-
longed to dioctyl phthalate (C24H38O4, [M+H]+ and [M+Na]+), used as a plasticizer [33], and
m/z 338.341 (high in isopropanol from vendor D) to erucamide (C22H43NO, [M+H]+), used
as a slip additive [34]. The m/z 663.453, annotated as tris(2,4-di-tert-butylphenyl)phosphate
or Irgafos 168 oxide (C42H63O4P, [M+H]+) (high in isopropanol from vendor C), is an ox-
idized form of Irgafos 168, used as a polymer additive [35]. Moreover, m/z 548.503 was
annotated as octadecyl-3-[3,5-di-tert-butyl-4-hydroxyphenyl]propionate] or Irganox 1076
(C35H62O3, [M+NH4]+), used as an antioxidant [36].
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Figure 2. MS1 spectra of mobile phase impurities (average spectrum from 0 to 6.7 min) obtained
during the LC-MS method in positive ESI mode. Each MS1 spectrum was obtained using the gradient
elution (Section 2.3) with mobile phases: (A) 60:40 acetonitrile/water with 10 mM ammonium formate
and 0.1% formic acid, and (B) 90:10:0.1 isopropanol/acetonitrile/water with the same type of mobile
phase modifiers. LC-MS-grade isopropanol from five vendors (Section 2.1) was used to evaluate
the impact of its quality during LC-MS-based lipidomic profiling. Note: Suppliers of LC-MS-grade
isopropanol are listed alphabetically in Section 2.1. However, the vendor codes (Vendor A–E) in this
figure are randomized to keep them anonymized.
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Figure S2 showcases the extracted ion chromatograms and MS/MS spectra of these
impurities, revealing that they were frequently eluted across the entire chromatogram or
exhibited broad tailing peaks. The signal intensity increased with a higher percentage
of isopropanol during elution. Therefore, during the simultaneous MS1 and MS/MS
acquisition, ions (m/z) associated with these peaks, as well as other background ions, should
be included in the exclusion list. This precautionary step helps prevent the preferential
selection of background ions over the intended lipids during precursor ion selection.

These data highlight the importance of evaluating solvent quality in LC-MS analysis,
especially when developing new methods. The choice of organic solvents can significantly
impact the LC-MS system’s overall performance, affecting the ionization and detection of
analytes, including lipids that differ in concentration by several orders of magnitude in
biological samples [22,37,38]. Moreover, manufacturing process modifications or supply
chain changes can affect solvent quality without prior notice. Thus, regular monitoring
and verifying purchased solvents’ quality [39] are vital to maintaining the integrity of
LC-MS-based untargeted lipidomic analyses. Among the essential quality control practices,
we recommend routine background noise monitoring, even for masses not usually included
in the mass range of data acquisition methods. Additionally, comparing the intensity of
common contaminants observed during LC-MS analysis (e.g., phthalates, Irgafos 168 oxide)
over time and manufactured solvent lots, as well as regularly updating the exclusion list
when simultaneous MS1 and MS/MS data acquisition is performed, should also be part of
the routine practice.

3.2. Formation of Unusual Adducts during LC-MS-Based Lipidomic Profiling

Over the last decade, there has been a rapid increase in open-source and vendor soft-
ware applications for processing mass spectral lipidomics data [40]. This is because many
lipids break in an MS/MS experiment predictably; thus, fragmentation rules can be easily
compiled from the literature and authentic standards for different lipid subclasses [41].
These rules are then applied to lipid structures generated using in silico methods to create
a comprehensive lipidomics library for compound annotations. However, despite these im-
provements, the annotation of complex lipids remains prone to biases, leading to potential
misidentifications [22,23,42].

Adduct formation is essential during ESI, generating different ions in both the positive
and negative modes [43]. Mobile-phase modifiers (or additives) typically used at mmol/L
concentrations have been shown to impact peak shape, analyte ionization efficiency, method
coverage, and reproducibility of the LC-MS method, as well as the kind and intensity of
formed adducts [8,13,44].

For instance, when ammonium salts (e.g., ammonium formate, ammonium acetate) are
used in positive ESI mode, ammonium adducts [M+NH4]+ are observed for triacylglycerols
(TG), usually accompanied by adducts with sodium and potassium ([M+Na]+, [M+K]+).
However, when running a system suitability test (SST) during the LC-MS lipidomic method
using a simple mixture of various lipids (see Section 2.1), we started to observe the ap-
pearance of other masses over time other than those commonly observed for these internal
standards.

Figure 3a shows the example of the MS1 spectrum of TG 51:1-d5 (TG 17:0/17:1/17:0-
d5), in which case the difference between the accurate masses m/z 869.8312 [M+NH4]+ and
m/z 897.8621 was 28.0309 units, indicating an alkane series of molecules differing by C2H4
(exact mass 28.0308 m/z units). However, no standard that would correspond to TG 53:1-d5
was present in this mixture. Additionally, the retention times of both masses were found to
be identical, indicating a false positive. In RPLC, the lipid species are separated based on
the number of double bonds and the length of fatty acyl chains (carbon number). A higher
carbon number in the fatty acyl chains corresponds to increased retention times, while an
additional double bond has the opposite effect and leads to faster elution [22].
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This observation has raised suspicion that, in addition to the common [M+NH4]+,
[M+Na]+, and [M+K]+ adducts, another adduct of TG 51:1-d5 can be formed. Based on
the elemental composition calculated, we suggested that m/z 897.8621 corresponds to
[M+C2H8N]+. In 2006, Gu et al. reported that some compounds readily form the ethy-
lamine adduct [M+CH3CH2NH2+H]+ during ESI in positive mode, and this adduct was
observed only when the mobile phase contained acetonitrile but not methanol. Ethylamine
involved in the adduct was proposed to be a reduction product of acetonitrile, and the re-
ductive hydrogen originated from water via electrolysis [45]. The occurrence of this adduct
has been occasionally reported for acetic derivatives of sugars and sugar alcohols [46],
triacylglycerols [47], triacylglycerol estolides [48], and phenolic glycosides [49].

After replacing acetonitrile in both mobile phases used during LC-MS lipidomic
profiling with methanol, we observed that the [M+C2H8N]+ adduct completely disappeared
(Figure 3b), confirming previous observations by Gu et al. [45]. A thorough investigation
involving the replacement of stainless-steel capillaries, a column heater, an ESI needle insert,
testing of PEEK capillary tubing, and experimentation with varying column temperatures
(45 ◦C vs. 65 ◦C) showed that this adduct became negligible upon removal of the grounding
union connecting the tubing from the LC column and ESI probe (Figure 3c), as compared
to the previous setup.

Formation of ethylamine adducts [M+C2H8N]+ was also observed for another TG in
this mixture (TG 20:0/20:1/20:0-d5) and other lipid subclasses usually forming [M+NH4]+

adducts in positive ESI mode, such as diacylglycerols (DG 12:0/12:0/0:0, DG 18:1/2:0/0:0),
phosphatidylglycerols (PG 17:0/17:0), phosphatidylinositols (PI 15:0/18:1-d7), and cholesteryl
esters (CE 22:1).

Since the mass difference (28.0308 m/z units) between [M+NH4]+ and [M+C2H8N]+

adducts indicated an alkane series of molecules differing by C2H4, we were wondering
if this also impacts lipid annotation. Figure 4a shows that for each TG 52:2 and TG 54:2,
two theoretical species could be annotated in cell lipid extracts based on MS1 accurate
mass, assuming these are ammonium adducts. In contrast, only a single species was
detected and annotated when the mobile phases used methanol instead of acetonitrile,
eliminating the [M+C2H8N]+ adduct (Figure 4b). Figure 4c,d also shows how the MS1
spectra were simplified when using methanol in the mobile phases instead of acetonitrile
after eliminating ethylamine adducts. A similar observation was also noted regarding TG
species in various biological matrices: human serum (Figure S3), plasma (Figure S4), rat
liver (Figure S5), and mouse WAT (Figure S6). Additionally, the presence of [M+C2H8N]+

adducts was also observed for DG, PI, CE, and TG-EST lipid subclasses across distinct
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biological sources, as exemplified for rat liver (Figures S7 and S8), human plasma (Figure S9),
and mouse WAT (Figure S10).
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Figure 4. LC-MS lipidomic profiling of 3T3-L1 cell extracts. (a,b) Extracted ion chromatograms
corresponding to TG 52:2 (m/z 876.8015) and TG 54:2 (m/z 904.8328), indicating true lipids (in blue)
and misidentified lipids (in red) based on MS1 accurate mass only; (c,d) MS1 spectrum with annotated
lipids based on MS1 accurate mass only, indicating true lipids (in blue) and misidentified lipids (in
red). (a,c) Data acquired with mobile phases containing acetonitrile and including the grounding
union connecting the LC column and ESI probe; (b,d) data acquired with mobile phases containing
methanol instead of acetonitrile and including the grounding union connecting the LC column and
ESI probe. The mobile phases were (A) 60:40 acetonitrile or methanol/water with 10 mM ammonium
formate and 0.1% formic acid and (B) 90:10:0.1 isopropanol/acetonitrile or methanol/water with the
same type of mobile phase modifiers.

Ethylamine adducts are generally misleading, as they are structural isomers of [M+NH4]+

adducts of other TG species. For instance, TG 54:2 [M+NH4]+ and TG 52:2 [M+C2H8N]+

(misidentified as TG 54:2 [M+NH4]+) have the same accurate mass m/z 904.8328 but differ-
ent retention times (5.64 and 5.45 min, respectively, Figure 4a). Interestingly, when checking
MS/MS spectra for both TG standards (TG 17:0/17:1/17:0-d5 and TG 20:0/20:1/20:0-d5)
acquired at a normalized collision energy of 20%, no informative tandem MS/MS spectra
were generated from TG with ethylamine adducts, indicating that these adducts are not
sufficiently stable.

However, when analyzing lipid extracts, acquired MS/MS spectra contained frag-
ments that matched in silico MS/MS spectra (Figures S11–S14). These misleading fragments
originated from 13C precursor ions [M+2+NH4]+ of adjacent lipids; thus, their accurate
mass is slightly shifted compared to fragments from 12C precursor ions.

For instance, for true TG 52:2 (TG 16:0_18:1_18:1) [M+NH4]+ with m/z 876.7997
at 5.45 min (Figure 4a, upper chromatogram), the fragments m/z 577.5178 and m/z
603.5331 were observed (Figure S11a). On the other hand, for misidentified TG 52:2
(TG 18:0_16:1_18:1) with m/z 876.7979 at 5.25 min (Figure 4a, upper chromatogram), frag-
ments m/z 575.5074, m/z 577.5087, m/z 605.5399, and others were observed (Figure S11b),
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originating from the [M+2+NH4]+ ion of the adjacent lipid TG 52:3 (TG 16:1_18:1_18:1, m/z
874.7835, [M+NH4]+) with typically detected fragments m/z 575.5022 and m/z 603.5330
(Figure S11c). This misidentified TG 52:2 represents, in fact, the [M+C2H8N]+ adduct of TG
50:2. Figure 5 summarizes this observation for these TG species.
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Figure 5. Example of annotation of TG with [M+NH4]+ and [M+C2H8N]+ adducts based on retention
time, MS1, and MS/MS spectra.

Similarly, for true TG 54:2 (TG 18:0_18:1_18:1) [M+NH4]+ with m/z 904.8323 at 5.64 min
(Figure 4a, bottom chromatogram), the fragments m/z 603.5335 and m/z 605.5492 were
observed (Figure S12a). On the other hand, for misidentified TG 54:2 (TG 18:0_18:1_18:1)
with m/z 904.8328 at 5.45 min (Figure 4a, bottom chromatogram), fragments m/z 603.5320
and m/z 605.5399 were observed (Figure S12b), originating from the [M+2+NH4]+ ion of
the adjacent lipid TG 54:3 (TG 18:1_18:1_18:1, m/z 902.8171, [M+NH4]+) with typically
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detected fragment m/z 603.5334 (Figure S12c). This misidentified TG 54:2 represented
the [M+C2H8N]+ adduct of TG 52:2. Figures S13 and S14 provide additional examples of
misidentifications in TG species.

Using a mass resolving power of 240,000 FWHM for reliable differentiation of 12C
and 13C contributions to MS/MS fragments, we found that, for instance, for TG 52:2, less
than 15% of the original 12C fragment m/z 603.5347 (from adjacent lipid TG 52:3) passed
to the detector when the precursor ion was isolated with a 1 Da window, thus having a
negligible impact on the mass accuracy of the dominating 13C m/z 603.5256 fragment from
the [M+2+NH4]+ precursor ion.

Overall, when using, for instance, a 0.01 Da mass tolerance for fragment match during
data processing, they can easily pass through this criterion, leading to lipid misidentification
during automated lipid annotation. Therefore, manual inspection of annotated lipids based
on MS/MS and considering chromatographic behavior is helpful to refine the annotation
of lipid structures.

4. Conclusions

This study focused on the impact of organic solvent quality during LC-MS-based un-
targeted lipidomic profiling. Comparing LC-MS-grade isopropanol from different vendors,
we identified some with high signal intensities of impurities, leading to ion suppression
during ESI and affecting the intensity of complex lipids in biological samples. We fur-
ther annotated the most abundant impurities to be the homologous series of amines,
dioctyl phthalate, erucamide, tris(2,4-di-tert-butylphenyl)phosphate, and octadecyl-3-[3,5-
di-tert-butyl-4-hydroxyphenyl]propionate. Based on these findings, we recommend routine
background noise monitoring, comparing common contaminants’ intensities over time and
manufactured solvent lots, and regularly updating the exclusion list when MS/MS data
acquisition is used.

Next, we investigated the formation of unusual adducts during LC-MS-based lipidomic
profiling and its impact on lipid annotation. We noticed signals (masses) with high abun-
dance for certain lipid subclasses over time and in the routinely monitored masses and
adducts by conducting a system suitability test. Subsequent analysis revealed the forma-
tion of an ethylamine adduct [M+C2H8N]+ during LC-MS analysis in positive ESI mode
when the mobile phase contained acetonitrile and the grounding union connecting the LC
column and ESI probe was used. We found that ethylamine adducts [M+C2H8N]+ can
be misleading due to their similarity to [M+NH4]+ adducts typically formed for TG, DG,
PI, CE, and TG-EST species. As a result, we recommend employing manual inspection
of annotated lipids based on MS/MS data and considering chromatographic behavior to
refine lipid annotations.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https:
//www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/metabo13090966/s1, Figure S1: Average normalized intensity
(%) of lipids per subclass from LC-MS-based untargeted analysis of human serum lipid extracts;
Figure S2: Extracted ion chromatograms and MS/MS spectra of mobile phase impurities obtained
during LC-MS analysis in positive ESI mode; Figure S3: LC-MS lipidomic profiling of TG species
in human serum extracts; Figure S4: LC-MS lipidomic profiling of TG species in human plasma
extracts (NIST SRM 1950); Figure S5: LC-MS lipidomic profiling of TG species in rat liver extracts;
Figure S6: LC-MS lipidomic profiling of TG species in mouse WAT extracts; Figure S7: LC-MS
lipidomic profiling of DG species in rat liver extracts; Figure S8: LC-MS lipidomic profiling of PI
species in rat liver extracts; Figure S9: LC-MS lipidomic profiling of CE species in human plasma
extracts (NIST SRM 1950); Figure S10: LC-MS lipidomic profiling of TG-EST species in mouse WAT
extracts; Figure S11: Examples of MS/MS spectra of true and misidentified TG species in 3T3-L1 cell
extracts; Figure S12: Examples of MS/MS spectra of true and misidentified TG species in 3T3-L1 cell
extracts; Figure S13: Examples of MS/MS spectra of true and misidentified TG species in human
serum extracts; Figure S14: Examples of MS/MS spectra of true and misidentified TG species in
mouse WAT extracts; Table S1: Overview of annotated lipids in human serum extracts; Table S2:
Overview of LC-MS-grade solvents (isopropanol, methanol, acetonitrile, and water).

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/metabo13090966/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/metabo13090966/s1


Metabolites 2023, 13, 966 12 of 14

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, T.C.; methodology, T.C. and J.H.; software, T.C., M.N. and
O.K.; validation, T.C.; formal analysis, T.C.; investigation, T.C., J.H., O.K., L.R.K. and M.P.; resources,
T.C. and O.K.; data curation, T.C.; writing—original draft preparation, T.C.; writing—review and
editing, T.C., O.F. and O.K.; visualization, T.C.; supervision, T.C.; project administration, T.C.; funding
acquisition, T.C. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the Czech Health Research Council (grants no. NU20-
01-00186, NU22-02-00161), the Czech Science Foundation (20-21114S, 21-00477S), the Ministry of
Education, Youth and Sport of the Czech Republic (LTAUSA19124), the Czech Academy of Sciences
(LQ200111901), and the National Institute for Research of Metabolic and Cardiovascular Diseases
(Programme EXCELES, ID Project No. LX22NPO5104) funded by the European Union—Next Gener-
ation EU. The computational resources were supplied by the project “e-Infrastruktura CZ” (e-INFRA
LM2018140) provided within the Projects of Large Research, Development and Innovation Infras-
tructures program. The data were acquired at the Metabolomics Core Facility at the Institute of
Physiology of the Czech Academy of Sciences.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The animal experiments were approved by the Institutional
Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC) and the Committee for Animal Protection of the Min-
istry of Agriculture of the Czech Republic (Approval Number: 81/2016) for the care and use of
laboratory animals.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Data are contained within this article and Supplementary Materials.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Rustam, Y.H.; Reid, G.E. Analytical challenges and recent advances in mass spectrometry based lipidomics. Anal. Chem. 2018, 90,

374–397. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Cajka, T.; Fiehn, O. Toward merging untargeted and targeted methods in mass spectrometry-based metabolomics and lipidomics.

Anal. Chem. 2016, 88, 524–545. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Rampler, E.; El Abiead, Y.; Schoeny, H.; Rusz, M.; Hildebrand, F.; Fitz, V.; Koellensperger, G. Recurrent topics in mass spectrometry-

based metabolomics and lipidomics-standardization, coverage, and throughput. Anal. Chem. 2021, 93, 519–545. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

4. Kostidis, S.; Sanchez-Lopez, E.; Giera, M. Lipidomics analysis in drug discovery and development. Curr. Opin. Chem. Biol. 2023,
72, 102256. [CrossRef]

5. Géhin, C.; Fowler, S.J.; Trivedi, D.K. Chewing the fat: How lipidomics is changing our understanding of human health and
disease in 2022. Anal. Sci. Adv. 2023, 4, 104–131. [CrossRef]

6. Cajka, T.; Fiehn, O. Comprehensive analysis of lipids in biological systems by liquid chromatography-mass spectrometry.
TrAC-Trend Anal. Chem. 2014, 61, 192–206. [CrossRef]

7. Miller, K.E.; Jorgenson, J.W. Comparison of microcapillary column length and inner diameter investigated with gradient analysis
of lipids by ultrahigh-pressure liquid chromatography-mass spectrometry. J. Sep. Sci. 2020, 43, 4094–4102. [CrossRef]

8. Cajka, T.; Fiehn, O. Increasing lipidomic coverage by selecting optimal mobile-phase modifiers in LC–MS of blood plasma.
Metabolomics 2016, 12, 34. [CrossRef]

9. Narvaez-Rivas, M.; Zhang, Q.B. Comprehensive untargeted lipidomic analysis using core-shell C30 particle column and high
field orbitrap mass spectrometer. J. Chromatogr. A 2016, 1440, 123–134. [CrossRef]

10. Lange, M.; Fedorova, M. Evaluation of lipid quantification accuracy using HILIC and RPLC MS on the example of NIST (R) SRM
(R) 1950 metabolites in human plasma. Anal. Bioanal. Chem. 2020, 412, 3573–3584. [CrossRef]

11. Criscuolo, A.; Zeller, M.; Cook, K.; Angelidou, G.; Fedorova, M. Rational selection of reverse phase columns for high throughput
LC-MS lipidomics. Chem. Phys. Lipids 2019, 221, 120–127. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Contrepois, K.; Mahmoudi, S.; Ubhi, B.K.; Papsdorf, K.; Hornburg, D.; Brunet, A.; Snyder, M. Cross-platform comparison of
untargeted and targeted lipidomics approaches on aging mouse plasma. Sci. Rep. 2018, 8, 17747. [CrossRef]

13. Cajka, T.; Hricko, J.; Rudl Kulhava, L.; Paucova, M.; Novakova, M.; Kuda, O. Optimization of mobile phase modifiers for fast
LC-MS-based untargeted metabolomics and lipidomics. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2023, 24, 1987. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Monnin, C.; Ramrup, P.; Daigle-Young, C.; Vuckovic, D. Improving negative liquid chromatography/electrospray ionization
mass spectrometry lipidomic analysis of human plasma using acetic acid as a mobile-phase additive. Rapid Commun. Mass. Sp.
2018, 32, 201–211. [CrossRef]

15. Creydt, M.; Fischer, M. Plant metabolomics: Maximizing metabolome coverage by optimizing mobile phase additives for
nontargeted mass spectrometry in positive and negative electrospray ionization mode. Anal. Chem. 2017, 89, 10474–10486.
[CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.analchem.7b04836
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29166560
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.analchem.5b04491
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26637011
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.analchem.0c04698
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33249827
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpa.2022.102256
https://doi.org/10.1002/ansa.202300009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trac.2014.04.017
https://doi.org/10.1002/jssc.202000545
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11306-015-0929-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chroma.2016.02.054
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00216-020-02576-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemphyslip.2019.03.006
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30940444
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-35807-4
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms24031987
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36768308
https://doi.org/10.1002/rcm.8024
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.analchem.7b02592


Metabolites 2023, 13, 966 13 of 14

16. Lenk, A. Solvents: An overlooked ally for liquid chromatography–mass spectrometry. Column 2018, 14, 19–21.
17. Lupo, S. LC-MS sensitivity: Practical strategies to boost your signal and lower your noise. LC GC Eur. 2018, 31, 512–520.
18. Ni, Z.X.; Wolk, M.; Jukes, G.; Espinosa, K.M.; Ahrends, R.; Aimo, L.; Alvarez-Jarreta, J.; Andrews, S.; Andrews, R.; Bridge, A.;

et al. Guiding the choice of informatics software and tools for lipidomics research applications. Nat. Methods 2023, 20, 193–204.
[CrossRef]

19. Kind, T.; Liu, K.H.; Lee do, Y.; DeFelice, B.; Meissen, J.K.; Fiehn, O. LipidBlast in silico tandem mass spectrometry database for
lipid identification. Nat. Methods 2013, 10, 755–758. [CrossRef]

20. Kyle, J.E.; Crowell, K.L.; Casey, C.P.; Fujimoto, G.M.; Kim, S.; Dautel, S.E.; Smith, R.D.; Payne, S.H.; Metz, T.O. LIQUID: An-open
source software for identifying lipids in LC-MS/MS-based lipidomics data. Bioinformatics 2017, 33, 1744–1746. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

21. Ni, Z.X.; Angelidou, G.; Lange, M.; Hoffmann, R.; Fedorova, M. LipidHunter identifies phospholipids by high-throughput
processing of LC-MS and shotgun lipidomics datasets. Anal. Chem. 2017, 89, 8800–8807. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Rakusanova, S.; Fiehn, O.; Cajka, T. Toward building mass spectrometry-based metabolomics and lipidomics atlases for biological
and clinical research. TrAC-Trend Anal. Chem. 2023, 158, 116825. [CrossRef]

23. Kofeler, H.C.; Eichmann, T.O.; Ahrends, R.; Bowden, J.A.; Danne-Rasche, N.; Dennis, E.A.; Fedorova, M.; Griffiths, W.J.; Han,
X.L.; Hartler, J.; et al. Quality control requirements for the correct annotation of lipidomics data. Nat. Commun. 2021, 12, 4771.
[CrossRef]

24. Hricko, J.; Kulhava, L.R.; Paucova, M.; Novakova, M.; Kuda, O.; Fiehn, O.; Cajka, T. Short-term stability of serum and liver
extracts for untargeted metabolomics and lipidomics. Antioxidants 2023, 12, 986. [CrossRef]

25. Janovska, P.; Melenovsky, V.; Svobodova, M.; Havlenova, T.; Kratochvilova, H.; Haluzik, M.; Hoskova, E.; Pelikanova, T.; Kautzner,
J.; Monzo, L.; et al. Dysregulation of epicardial adipose tissue in cachexia due to heart failure: The role of natriuretic peptides and
cardiolipin. J. Cachexia Sarcopenia Muscle 2020, 11, 1614–1627. [CrossRef]

26. Tsugawa, H.; Ikeda, K.; Takahashi, M.; Satoh, A.; Mori, Y.; Uchino, H.; Okahashi, N.; Yamada, Y.; Tada, I.; Bonini, P.; et al. A
lipidome atlas in MS-DIAL 4. Nat. Biotechnol. 2020, 38, 1159–1163. [CrossRef]

27. Kirwan, J.A.; Gika, H.; Beger, R.D.; Bearden, D.; Dunn, W.B.; Goodacre, R.; Theodoridis, G.; Witting, M.; Yu, L.R.; Wilson, I.D.
Quality assurance and quality control reporting in untargeted metabolic phenotyping: mQACC recommendations for analytical
quality management. Metabolomics 2022, 18, 70. [CrossRef]

28. Benke, P.I.; Burla, B.; Ekroos, K.; Wenk, M.R.; Torta, F. Impact of ion suppression by sample cap liners in lipidomics. Anal. Chim.
Acta. 2020, 1137, 136–142. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

29. Lippa, K.A.; Aristizabal-Henao, J.J.; Beger, R.D.; Bowden, J.A.; Broeckling, C.; Beecher, C.; Clay Davis, W.; Dunn, W.B.; Flores, R.;
Goodacre, R.; et al. Reference materials for MS-based untargeted metabolomics and lipidomics: A review by the metabolomics
quality assurance and quality control consortium (mQACC). Metabolomics 2022, 18, 24. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. Kofeler, H.C.; Ahrends, R.; Baker, E.S.; Ekroos, K.; Han, X.L.; Hoffmann, N.; Holcapek, M.; Wenk, M.R.; Liebisch, G. Recommen-
dations for good practice in MS-based lipidomics. J. Lipid Res. 2021, 62, 100138. [CrossRef]

31. Page, J.S.; Bogdanov, B.; Vilkov, A.N.; Prior, D.C.; Buschbach, M.A.; Tang, K.; Smith, R.D. Automatic gain control in mass
spectrometry using a jet disrupter electrode in an electrodynamic ion funnel. J. Am. Soc. Mass Spectr. 2005, 16, 244–253. [CrossRef]

32. Urban, M.; Enot, D.P.; Dallmann, G.; Korner, L.; Forcher, V.; Enoh, P.; Koal, T.; Keller, M.; Deigner, H.P. Complexity and pitfalls of
mass spectrometry-based targeted metabolomics in brain research. Anal. Biochem. 2010, 406, 124–131. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Keller, B.O.; Suj, J.; Young, A.B.; Whittal, R.M. Interferences and contaminants encountered in modern mass spectrometry. Anal.
Chim. Acta 2008, 627, 71–81. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Hernandez-Fernandez, J.; Puello-Polo, E.; Lopez-Martinez, J. Recovery of (Z)-13-docosenamide from industrial wastewater
and its application in the production of virgin polypropylene to improve the coefficient of friction in film type applications.
Sustainability 2023, 15, 1247. [CrossRef]

35. Hermabessiere, L.; Receveur, J.; Himber, C.; Mazurais, D.; Huvet, A.; Lagarde, F.; Lambert, C.; Paul-Pont, I.; Dehaut, A.; Jezequel,
R.; et al. An Irgafos (R) 168 story: When the ubiquity of an additive prevents studying its leaching from plastics. Sci. Total.
Environ. 2020, 749, 141651. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Du, B.B.; Shen, M.J.; Pan, Z.B.; Zhu, C.Y.; Luo, D.; Zeng, L.X. Trace analysis of multiple synthetic phenolic antioxidants in foods by
liquid chromatography-tandem mass spectrometry with complementary use of electrospray ionization and atmospheric pressure
chemical ionization. Food Chem. 2022, 375, 131663. [CrossRef]

37. Lange, M.; Angelidou, G.; Ni, Z.X.; Criscuolo, A.; Schiller, J.; Bluher, M.; Fedorova, M. AdipoAtlas: A reference lipidome for
human white adipose tissue. Cell Rep. Med. 2021, 2, 100407. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Bowden, J.A.; Heckert, A.; Ulmer, C.Z.; Jones, C.M.; Koelmel, J.P.; Abdullah, L.; Ahonen, L.; Alnouti, Y.; Armando, A.M.; Asara,
J.M.; et al. Harmonizing lipidomics: NIST interlaboratory comparison exercise for lipidomics using SRM 1950-Metabolites in
Frozen Human Plasma. J. Lipid Res. 2017, 58, 2275–2288. [CrossRef]

39. Stoll, D.R. Contaminants everywhere! Tips and tricks for reducing background signals when using LC-MS. LC GC N. Am. 2018,
36, 498–504.

40. Koelmel, J.P.; Li, X.D.; Stow, S.M.; Sartain, M.J.; Murali, A.; Kemperman, R.; Tsugawa, H.; Takahashi, M.; Vasiliou, V.; Bowden,
J.A.; et al. Lipid Annotator: Towards accurate annotation in non-targeted liquid chromatography high-resolution tandem mass
spectrometry (LC-HRMS/MS) lipidomics using a rapid and user-friendly software. Metabolites 2020, 10, 101. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-022-01710-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.2551
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btx046
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28158427
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.analchem.7b01126
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28753264
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trac.2022.116825
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-24984-y
https://doi.org/10.3390/antiox12050986
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcsm.12631
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41587-020-0531-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11306-022-01926-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aca.2020.09.055
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33153597
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11306-021-01848-6
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35397018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jlr.2021.100138
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jasms.2004.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ab.2010.07.002
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20619249
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aca.2008.04.043
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18790129
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15021247
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.141651
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32836131
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2021.131663
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.xcrm.2021.100407
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34755127
https://doi.org/10.1194/jlr.M079012
https://doi.org/10.3390/metabo10030101


Metabolites 2023, 13, 966 14 of 14

41. Cajka, T.; Fiehn, O. LC-MS-based lipidomics and automated identification of lipids using the LipidBlast in-silico MS/MS library.
Methods Mol. Biol. 2017, 1609, 149–170. [CrossRef]

42. Koelmel, J.P.; Ulmer, C.Z.; Jones, C.M.; Yost, R.A.; Bowden, J.A. Common cases of improper lipid annotation using high-resolution
tandem mass spectrometry data and corresponding limitations in biological interpretation. BBA-Mol. Cell Biol. L. 2017, 1862,
766–770. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Kruve, A.; Kaupmees, K. Adduct formation in ESI/MS by mobile phase additives. J. Am. Soc. Mass Spectr. 2017, 28, 887–894.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Gonzalez-Riano, C.; Gradillas, A.; Barbas, C. Exploiting the formation of adducts in mobile phases with ammonium fluoride for
the enhancement of annotation in liquid chromatography-high resolution mass spectrometry based lipidomics. J. Chromatogr. A
Open 2021, 1, 100018. [CrossRef]

45. Gu, Z.M.; Ma, J.Y.; Zhao, X.G.; Wu, J.; Zhang, D.L. Reduction of nitriles to amines in positive ion electrospray ionization mass
spectrometry. Rapid Commun. Mass Sp. 2006, 20, 2969–2972. [CrossRef]

46. Licea-Perez, H.; Junnotula, V.; Zohrabian, S.; Karlinsey, M. Development of a multi-sugar LC-MS/MS assay using simple chemical
derivatization with acetic anhydride. Anal. Methods 2016, 8, 3023–3033. [CrossRef]

47. Byrdwell, W.C.; Kotapati, H.K.; Goldschmidt, R. Fast chromatography of pulse triacylglycerols. J. Am. Oil Chem. Soc. 2023, 100,
25–43. [CrossRef]

48. Brejchova, K.; Radner, F.P.W.; Balas, L.; Paluchova, V.; Cajka, T.; Chodounska, H.; Kudova, E.; Schratter, M.; Schreiber, R.; Durand,
T.; et al. Distinct roles of adipose triglyceride lipase and hormone-sensitive lipase in the catabolism of triacylglycerol estolides.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2021, 118, e2020999118. [CrossRef]

49. Wang, Y.F.; Harrington, P.D.; Chen, P. Metabolomic profiling and comparison of major cinnamon species using UHPLC-HRMS.
Anal. Bioanal. Chem. 2020, 412, 7669–7681. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-6996-8_14
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbalip.2017.02.016
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28263877
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13361-017-1626-y
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28299714
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcoa.2021.100018
https://doi.org/10.1002/rcm.2690
https://doi.org/10.1039/C6AY00061D
https://doi.org/10.1002/aocs.12665
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2020999118
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00216-020-02904-1

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Materials and Reagents 
	Sample Preparation 
	LC-MS Conditions 
	Data Processing 

	Results and Discussion 
	Impact of Organic Solvent Quality during LC-MS-Based Lipidomic Profiling 
	Formation of Unusual Adducts during LC-MS-Based Lipidomic Profiling 

	Conclusions 
	References



