g LIEGE université COMPARISON OF HIGH CONCENTRATION CAPACITY HEADSPACE TECHNIQUES
g Gembloux FOR BREWED COFFE CHARACTERIZATION FOLLOW BY GCxGC-MS

AgFO-BIO TECh Damien Eggermont, Steven Mascrez, Giorgia Purcaro
Gembloux Agro Bio-Tech, University of Liege, Belgium

Introduction

Volatile and semi-volatile components are highly relevant to characterize different samples, among which food. These compounds contribute to the peculiar aroma profile of foods and
are widely used to assess quality and authenticity. The most common technique used to characterize the headspace of food samples is the used of high-concentration capacity (HCC)
technique and in particular solid-phase microextraction (SPME). Recently HiSorb™ technique has been introduced, which can be considered an intermediate tool between SPME and
stir-bar sorptive extraction (SBSE), allowing an easy automation as SPME but with higher sample capacity as SBSE [1].

The performance of the novel Hisorb™ probe have been compared with the traditional SPME approach. Time and temperature conditions were carefully optimized, and the possibility
of performing multiple cumulative trapping was investigated as well. The analyses were performed on a multidimensional comprehensive gas chromatographic system coupled with a
quadrupole mass spectrometer (GC x GC-gMS) and equipped with a Flow modulator. The fingerprinting obtained from a series of different coffee was investigated for quality purposes.
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HiSorb™ optimisation
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Application: Packaging impact on the aroma profile A) HiSorb™ 3x10’ MV B) SPME Tri 3x10’ MV
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sample packaging according to their aroma profile. This model permits the
identification of discriminant compounds.
This separation is also expressed by the

Euclidian distance (Tab 2.). The comparison
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Conclusion

The extraction conditions were optimised using a non-targeted approach. The HiSorb™ performances were compared to usual SPME (Triphasic and PDMS) on a single sample, but also
on the capability to capture the fingerprinting to differentiate between different coffee packaging, proving superior performance of the HiSorb™ tool.
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