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Comparison of 2 pretreatment methods for determination of aluminium in
starch noodles by ultraviolet spectrophotometry
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(Weinan Institute for Food and Drug Control, Weinan 714000, China)

ABSTRACT: Objective To compare the effects of dry ashing and wet digestion on the determination of residual
aluminum in vermicelli. Methods Samples were treated by 2 pretreatment methods and analyzed by national
standard method. Ultraviolet spectrophotometer was used to determine the content of standard-added samples and
quality control samples. The recoveries and reproducibility of pretreatment methods were compared. Results The
recovery and reproducibility of dry ashing method were obviously higher than those of wet digestion method. The
recoveries of dry ashing method were ranged from 99.3% to 110.5%. The average recovery was 104.3%. The
recoveries of wet digestion method were ranged from 70.2% to 83.0%. The average recovery was77.6%. The RSD for
reproducibility of dry ashing method was 9.3% and the wet digestion method was 14.9%. Conclusion The
pretreatment method of dry ashing is easy, fast, maneuverable and less harm to the environment and the experimenter,
which is more suitable for batch inspection of vermicelli.
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Table 1 Recoveries of wet digestion
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Table 2 Recoveries of dry ashing 3.4 *ﬁ%*i B RS ¥ an o ZE
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Table 3 Repeatability of aluminium determination in starch noodles(n=6)
Hs 1 2 4 5 6 FHE RSD/%
T TH AR & i/ (mg/kg) 190.5 200.6 189.8 196.1 160.4 175.9 185.6 14.9
T RAGEAR B 1/ (mg/kg) 220.1 215.1 210.0 235.2 210.4 219.8 218.4 9.3
F 4 FRITHR 10 M EFEBONE
Table 4 Aluminum determination in quality control sample and 10 batches of starch noodles
= 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 i

TBIL T AL 2/ (me/kg) 89.5 165.8 96.3 280.9

TR AIEAR & 5/ (mg/kg) 110.1  179.6 1225  290.6

330.1 98.5 186.1 195.3 265.7 208.0 52.8

350.7 113.7 200.8 209.9 281.0 228.1 66.5
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