Gisele USANASE?, Aurélie CORTEJADE!, Cecile VINCENT?, Roxane CHENE?!, Sami BAYOUDH?, Michel AROTCARENA?,
Kaynoush NARAGHI?, Mickaél NICOLAS?

Overview

 Comparison of QUEChERS vs. Molecularly Imprinted Polymers (Ml

ICARSO-LSEHL, Vénissieux, France (acortejade@groupecarso.com)

2Affinisep, Le Houlme, France (contact@affinisep.com)

Ps) extraction

* MIPs offer better selectivity, 4 to 20 times lower detection limits than QUEChERS.
 Method validation: LOQs of 0.5-1 pg/kg for 18 to 25 PAHSs, relative standard deviations 5 % - 25 %.
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Introduction

"his study addresses the growing concern about Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs), carcinogenic organic compounds found in food, especially in oils due to their lipophilic nature.
With the implementation of EU Commission Regulation 2023/915, which sets maximum PAH levels in edible oils at 2 pug/kg for benzo[a]pyrene and 10 pg/kg for a combination of four PAHSs,
developing a reliable and sensitive analytical method became essential. Therefore, the objective of this study was to develop such a method, and to achieve this, two PAH extraction
techniques in oils and oil-rich foods QUEChERS and Molecularly Imprinted Polymers (MIPs) were tested to determine the most effective method in compliance with the regulatory standards.
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- Conclusions w

MIP cartridges for PAHs have demonstrated good performance in the extraction and analysis of oil and oil-rich foods. Specifically, 25 PAHs were validated in sunflower oil, and 18 PAHs were
validated in both avocado and walnut. The method exhibited excellent accuracy ranging from 72% to 110%, with repeatability varying between 5 % and 25 %. Additionally, excellent LOQs
were achieved ranging from 0.5 to 1 ug/Kg (except for naphthalene at 10 pug/Kg) , further highlighting the high efficiency and reliability of the MIP cartridges for the extraction of PAHs in
complex oil-based matrices. The next step would be to use this method with even more complex matrix such as meat, fish...
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