A Comparison of ITEX Dynamic Headspace-GC/MS to other Enrichment Techniques for Analysis of Flavoring Compounds
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* PALRTC robotic sample handler for automated analysis. VIS barameters + Column used was an Agilent DB-SMS (30 m x 0250 mm X Tum) Figure 3 show a comparison the two ITEX techniques where the incubation time was varied. The data shows
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Enrichment technigues are commonly used for the analysis of flavoring compounds in different matrices in « Ramped to 280° at a rate of 40°C/ minute, Figure 1: Comparison of the Enrichment Techniques
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2-Methylpropanal 78-81 + Ramped to 200°C at a rate of 10°C / minute The ITEX Dynamic Headspacg Unit demonstrated-equwalent accuracy and precision when compared to
Diacetyl 431-03-8 + Ramped to 280° at a rate of 40°C / minute, 0 | purge and trap and was considerably more sensitive.
3-Methylbutanal 290-66-5 » Held at 280°C for 5 minutes
2-Methylbutanal 96-17-3 + Carrier Gas helium flow rate 1.5 ml/min . * The automation of the ITEX Dynamic Headspace Unit increases sample throughput while reducing the ana-
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