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1. Introduction 3. Results and Discussion
The Clean Water Act of 1972 created the initial pathway for regulating Table 1. GCMS and P&T operating conditions Initial Calibration Table 2. Targeted compounds analyzed in the studly.
. . . . . . Gas Chromatography Nexis GC-2030 _ _ _ Peak # Compound Name Peak # Compound Name Peak # Compound Name Peak # Compound Name
tEe d'tShCh"E‘Jr e ‘j Sf’to't'“tagts " Watert blog'ets L theAU”'ted itgteESF; AS'ECG inection port mode Spit mode,_40.1 i et In the study, a calibration curve was prepared from 0.50 to 200 pg/L. This T | —m— | e—
C ler gas Helium . 1 . 3 Vinyl chloride 21 Cla;bon tetrachloride 39 1,2-Dibromoethane 57 ’ t'ert—Butbeenzene
t en’ e nl e a eS r?VIronmen a ro eC Ior'] 'gency ( - ) a'S |n?;;tlﬂn p[}rt tempE’fﬂturE‘ {EC) 200 |Inea‘r range WaS used to eStImate MDLS at bOth 0'5 a'nd 1'0 ug/L' Flgure 4 Bromome thane 22 1,1-Dichloropropylene 40 'Chlorob eeeeee 58 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene
developed several analytical methods for monitoring Volatile Organic Column SH.Rxi.62451 MS._ 30 m x 0.25 mmiD x 1.4 pm 2. shows calibration curves for selected compounds in the study 5 = rr— W — 59
Compounds (VOCs) in water and other environmental matrices. EPA Flow control mode Linear volcity, 32 cm/sec_ _ ' ' S = et e T e P
. . - . . D"H"Eﬂ Temperature 35 GC {40 mlﬂE_}, 14 QC.I'ImIHS_ tD 220 DE (?D mlnS.} . 8 1,1-Dichloroethene 26 1,2-Dichloropropane 44 m/p-Xylene 62 1,4-Dichlorobenzene
method 8260C is suitable for the analysis of VOCs in solid waste Mass Spectrometer QP2020 NX 1,1 Dichloroethane woras | BENZENE ; 7 ST—— s 63
matrices. On the other hand, EPA method 624.1 is approved for :gfgz‘;f;ﬂﬁ;f;ﬁrf{% LS 20]  Mean RF = 0.537 2 MeanRF= 1394 a Meliif’;i”ii.lide s iﬁi”.if;’liﬁi?lifli!f - m—— Zi 1,2-0ib?;i”:ffh".ifi;pane
analysis of purgeable organics in municipal and industrial wastewater. D Rolative o Tune 02Kk | RF %RSD= 4840 J RF%ReD= 6780 0050000 P T e penonons 5 insremem o oo
. . . resno 1'5__ =0. : = ' 14 Vinyl acetate 32 Toluene 50 Bromobenzene 68 Naphthalene
The standard operating procedures for both methods are similar, but Scon Rango 355330 5 SNE 2808 SIN = 82.40 r R e e—— ¥ e oy I
' ' ' Event time 0.18 secs. e : 5 2 oo s evahoatens 5 o
the “St Of targeted Compounds from eaCh methOd Ir_]C|UdeS dlﬁerent Purge and Trap Concentrator EST Encon Evolution and Centurion Autosampler 2_ 18 Br;mochmmethane 36 1,3-Dichloropropane ” >-Chlorotoluene
analytes. Overall, method 8260C is more comprehensive than method Trap VOCARB 3000
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Tuning Conditions.
A standard autotune was done prior to loading the new BFB tuning Sample Preparation o T T
algorithm to verify the instrument operational conditions. Unlike the  |ndividual stock standard solutions of analytes were prepared by Continuing cah_braﬂon verification (CCV) standards were used for the
traditional BFB tune, the new tune algorithm makes it easier to set dissolving the target compound in methanol, purge and trap grade, at three consecutive days of the MDL study. A laboratory control sample

target intensity ratios and keep those conditions longer. Each of the 100 pg/ml. Internal and surrogate standards for purging were prepared (LCS) was prepared and was analyzed prior to running the batch on each Figure 3. 8260C Method Detection Limits (MDL) (Figure3A, Top) and %RSD
three days that this MDL study was conducted, a BFB daily spectra  at 50 pgiL. day. (Figure 3B, Bottom) study results for compounds listed in Table 3

check was conducted with respect to EPA tuning criteria. For the MDL study that was conducted over three days, 10 replicates Method Detection Limit (MDL) 4. Conclusion

of spiked blank water samples were analyzed and the MDL for each MDLs_for _eafzh qf the analytes met both EPA method 624.1 and 82606 The study demonstrates the satisfactory performance of the Shimadzu
compound was estimated according to procedures described In the detection limit criteria. .For method 624.1, at 0.50 ug/L the MDLs ranged GCMS-Q?;ZOZO NX in the analysis of Vo}é:spby EPA method 624.1/8260C
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Continuing Calibration Verification

GC-MS and Purge and Trap Conditions.
In the study, an EST Analytical Econ

tl(;' the 1Shi_lr_rr1]adzu G_CMSt'?PZOZO tNX QP2020 NX and EST Econ  degree of freedom. list of all targeted compounds is shown in Table 2. Figure 3A illustrates methods., but only MDLS for EPA 82060C is shown in this poster.
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: Figure 3B shows the %RSD for each compounds at the two individual .43 while at 1.00 ug/L MDL ranged from 0.09 to 0.50 pgl/L.

listed in Table 1. spiking concentration.



