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Glutaraldehyde Residue Determination in Chutty by HPLC
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Abstract: A method for the determination of glutaraldehyde residue in chutty by HPLC was developed. In the range of glutaraldehyde

content of 0.2~5 mg/L, the method was fast and accurate with a linear correlation of 0.9995, average recoveries of 77.2%~83.9%, a relative

standard deviation of 4.95%~6.22% and a minimum determination concentration of 0.2 mg/L.
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Fig.1 UV-spectrogram of glutaraldehyde derivative
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Fig.3 Effect of different concentration of HsPO,4 on reaction
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Fig.4 HPLC-chromatogram of glutaraldehyde derivative
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Table 1 Recovery and RSD of glutaraldehyde
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H HhnF (mgke) PR AR £ /%
1 2 3 4 5 6
10 708 832 803 727 714 845 772 6.22
1 AHE 20 814 763 857 721 776 871 80.0 534
50 879 826 7715 902 793 857 83.9 495
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