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Pareto Chart of Standardized Effects; Variable: Area
7 Factor Screening Design; MS Residual=312803E2

DV: Area
(7)UT ¢ 8.228452
(2)Ds -6.52071
(5)VS | -6.34446
VT | -4.91734
(1)ES t -3.81847
@)s t 2.079945
p=.05
Standardized Effect Estimate (Absolute Value)
Figure S1: Pareto chart for standardized effects.
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Figure S2: Profiles for predicted values and desirability functions for peak responses

FAV. Vertical red line indicates current values after optimization.



Figure S3: TLC densitogram of FAV obtained after SA-DLLME-TLC-SDIC (a) Standard, (b)
Urine sample and (c) Plasma sample.
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Figure S4: HPLC chromatogram of standard sample at 10 pg mL"(a); and pharmaceutical
sample (b); HPLC chromatogram of Urine sample (c); and Plasma sample (d).

Table S1: Factors and their levels tested in PBD.

Factors Levels
Low (-1) High (+1)

Volume of extraction solvent (uL) 100 300
Volume of disperser solvent (m mol L) 0.20 0.3
lonic strength (% NaCl) 5 10
pH 3 8
Vortex timing (sec.) 30 120
Vortex speed (rpm) 1000 3000
Ultrasonic time (sec.) 30 120




Table S2: Factors and their levels tested in CCD.

Factors Levels Star points
Low (-1) Central (0) High (+1) -0 +a
pH 2 3 4 1.2 4.7
Ultrasonic time (sec.) 60 75 120 21 128
Volume of disperser solvent 0.30 0.60 0.90 0.06 1.13
(m mol L)

Table S3: Experimental design matrix of CCD.

Standard run Factors
pH Ultrasonic time Volume of disperser solvent
1 -1 -1 -1
2 -1 -1 +1
3 -1 +1 -1
4 -1 +1 +1
5 +1 -1 -1
6 +1 -1 +1
7 +1 +1 -1
8 +1 +1 +1
9(0) 0 0 0
10 (C) 0 0 0
11 -0l 0 0
12 +a 0 0
13 0 -0 0
14 0 +a 0
15 0 0 -0
16 0 0 +a
17 (C) 0 0 0
18 (C) 0 0 0




