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Abstract

Extract processing, such as solvent exchange (liquid-liquid
extraction), is often a necessary step to render the extracts
amenable to chemical analysis.

Potential losses of extractables during extract processing can
result in underestimation and/or underreporting of extractables,

Materials and Methods

Direct injection gas chromatography — mass spectrometry
(Agilent 6890B/5975B)

Ultra-high performance liquid chromatography -—
quadrupole mass spectrometry (Agilent 1290/6495C)
Samples spiked before solvent exchange or evaporation to

triple

Results and Discussion

 Chemicals with a range of logK, values demonstrate the
change from 0 % to 100 % recovery.

* The recovery inflection point is most sensitive to logK, and
therefore tends to have the highest error.

* Alternative loss mechanisms can cause recoveries below the

Table 2. Recovery error for various sample preparation methods
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 The framework for application to the representative chemical
space allows for easy comparison of methods to determine
best practices for high recovery

« To apply the approach to alternative sample preparation
techniques, it is necessary to have a model that includes all
critical parameters

 Acceptance of a cutoff recovery at 80% was applied to
determine effective coverage

extractables profile.
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Introduction

« Solvent exchange and evaporation are the two most common
extract preparation techniques used Iin  chemical
characterization studies.

* For solvent exchange, the impact on analyte recovery is a well
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