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A simple, rapid and sensitive method has been developed for the determination of aromatic low-
molecular mass aldehydes (LMMAs) such as benzaldehyde (BA) and methyl derivatives in water samples
through the use of liquid chromatography–diode array detection (LC–DAD). The method is based on the
continuous in situ derivatization of the aldehydes with 2,4-dinitrophenylhydrazine (DNPH) on a LiChro-
lut EN solid-phase extraction (SPE) column in the presence of sodium dodecyl sulfate (SDS) micelles.
After elution, hydrazones were successfully separated on a RP-C18 column using a linear gradient mobile
romatic low-molecular mass aldehydes
,4-dinitrophenylhydrazine
olid-phase extraction
odium dodecyl sulfate micelles
iquid chromatography–diode array
etection

phase of acetonitrile (ACN)–water at 75–95% ACN for 10 min. Linearity was established over the concen-
tration range 0.4–200 �g L–1 and limits of detection (LODs) from 120 to 200 ng L–1; the inter-day precision
expressed as the relative standard deviation (RSD) of the aldehydes ranged from 3.0% to 3.5%. The method
was successfully applied to the analysis of aromatic and aliphatic LMMAs in water samples with average
recoveries ranging between 93.6% and 99.5%. The proposed method surpasses other chromatographic
alternatives in terms of LODs, sample requirements for analysis and cost.
. Introduction

Aldehydes are one of the most important classes of organic
ompounds that are known for toxicity and carcinogenic proper-
ies, hence the increased interest in their analysis in recent years.
hese carbonyl compounds are present in the atmosphere as a pri-
ary source of pollutants derived from industrial processes and

ehicular exhaust, and are produced furthermore as secondary
ollutants of the photooxidation of atmospheric hydrocarbons
1–4]. Because aldehydes are water soluble, they are deposited
n the ground and the sea surface as rain, which constitutes an
mportant removal mechanism for these compounds that can influ-
nce ecosystem health [5–7]. The presence of these compounds
as been reported in natural waters due to the photochemical
egradation of dissolved oxygen matter [8,9] and more recently

n drinking waters as disinfection by-products produced primar-
ly from organic matter present in water after treatment with
zone [5,10–12]. In addition, various aldehydes are also recog-

ized as potential indicators of lipid oxidation in food [13,14] and
s diagnostic markers of cancer status [15–17]. In view of the
idespread presence of these compounds, accurate aldehyde mea-
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surements are important both on order to study the formation
mechanism of aldehydes and to evaluate their implications for
human health.

The direct determination of LMMAs is complicated due to their
high polarity, chemical instability, volatility and the absence of
a chromophore or fluorophore group in their chemical structure.
In view of all these worrying peculiarities, derivatization reac-
tions are required prior to their detection by chromatographic
techniques. Although a variety of derivatizing reagents have been
reported for this purpose, 2,3,4,5,6-(pentafluorobenzyl) hydroxy-
lamine hydrochloride (PFBHA) [18–25] and DNPH [26–39] are the
most widespread choices for gas chromatography (GC) and LC anal-
ysis, respectively. Both derivatizing reagents are included in the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Methods 556.1 and
8315A for the determination of free carbonyl compounds in various
matrices [40,41]. Over recent years, LC-DNPH methods are increas-
ingly being viewed as a useful alternative to GC-PFBHA ones for the
determination of these aldehydes in liquid samples, particularly in
waters [34–39]. Aromatic LMMAs have scarcely been determined
in water samples even though interest in the analysis of aldehy-
des has increased significantly in recent years because human are
becoming more and more exposed to contaminated waters. To our

knowledge, no reference has been reported for the determination of
aromatic aldehydes in water samples by LC using DNPH. Recently,
the analysis of BA in spiked water samples has been the subject of
two sporadic studies [34,37].
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In the present work, a rapid and sensitive method for the deter-
ination of aromatic LMMAs by LC-DAD is developed based on

he combination of an efficient SPE system with a SDS micellar
edium for the in situ derivatization of aldehydes with DNPH. In

revious works [35,36], we have determined aliphatic LMMAs at
icrogram-per-litre levels in waters after their in situ derivati-

ation/preconcentration with DNPH using a continuous-flow SPE
pproach by LC with UV [35] and mass spectrometric (MS) [36]
etection. In this work, a micellar medium for improving the effi-
iency of the DNPH derivatization process is presented and the
PE approach is extended to the analysis of aromatic LMMAs in
ater samples. To our knowledge, this study constitutes the first

eport on the enhancing effect of micelles on the DNPH deriva-
ization of aldehydes. BA, 3-methylbenzaldehyde (3-MBA) and
,5-dimethylbenzaldehyde (2,5-DMBA) have been selected in this
tudy because they are included as target analytes in the list
rovided by EPA Methods 556.1 and 8315A [40,41] for the deter-
ination of carbonyl compounds in air and water samples.

. Materials and methods

.1. Standards and solutions

All solvents and reagents were of analytical grade and used
ithout further purification. Water was purified using an Elix-
electrodeionization station coupled with a Milli-Q Simplicity
ater purification system (Millipore Ibérica S.A., Madrid, Spain).
A (≥99.0% purity), 3-MBA (≥97% purity), 2,5-DMBA (≥99% purity)
nd 2-methyl-1-nitronaphthalene (≥99% purity), as an internal
tandard (IS), were supplied by Aldrich (Sigma–Aldrich Química,
adrid, Spain). Formaldehyde (C1, 37% w/v solution in water)

nd acetaldehyde (C2, ≥99.5% purity) were supplied by Sigma
Sigma–Aldrich Química), whereas propionaldehyde (C3, ≥96%
urity), butyraldehyde (C4, ≥99% purity) and valeraldehyde (C5,
97% purity) were acquired from Fluka (Sigma–Aldrich Química).
tandard stock solutions of each carbonyl compound and the IS
ith a concentration of 4000 �g mL–1 were prepared by dissolving

n appropriate amount in chromatographic grade methanol (Romil
hemicals, Cambridge, UK); standard mixtures of the analytes were
repared daily by dilution of the corresponding stock solutions
ith purified water as required. Stock DNPH (≥99% purity, Fluka,

igma–Aldrich Química, Madrid, Spain) solution, 60 mmol L−1, was
ade by dissolving 594.4 mg of the derivatizing reagent in 50 mL of

oncentrated hydrochloric acid:water:ACN solution (2:5:1). A solu-
ion containing 0.25 mg mL−1 (1.25 mmol L−1) DNPH was prepared
y appropriate dilution of the stock solution with purified water. All
tandard, DNPH and IS solutions were stored at 4 ◦C. LiChrolut EN
particle size 40–120 �m, surface area ∼1200 m2 g−1) was provided
y Merck (Darmstadt, Germany). SDS, polyethylene glycol tert-
ctylphenyl ether (Triton X-100), and polyoxyethylene (23) lauryl
ther (Brij 35) were purchased from Fluka whereas cetyl trimethy-
ammonium bromide (CTAB) was supplied by Sigma. Other solvents
nd chemicals were purchased from Romil Chemicals and Merck.

.2. Derivatization/preconcentration of aldehydes

A schematic diagram of the setup of the continuous-flow
PE system used in this study for the in situ DNPH derivatiza-
ion/preconcentration of aldehydes is given in Fig. 1. Initially, the
aboratory-made sorption column (PTFE, 3 mm ID, 1.0 cm long)
acked with 25 mg of LiChrolut EN sorbent material and located
n the loop of the injection valve IV1 (Rheodyne, Cotati, CA, USA)
as conditioned with 1.0 mL of ACN and then 1.0 mL of puri-
ed water both delivered at a flow rate of 0.5 mL min–1 using a
inipuls-3 peristaltic pump (Gilson, Middleton, WI, USA) fitted
Talanta 85 (2011) 449–454

with poly(vinylchloride) tubes. After conditioning, the SPE column
was impregnated with 2.0 mL of 0.25 mg mL–1 DNPH solution at
1.0 mL min–1. Then, a volume of 25 mL of standard solution or water
sample with a concentration between 0.5 and 250 �g L–1 of alde-
hydes and 400 �g L–1 of IS in a 50 mmol L−1 SDS and 1.0 mol L–1

hydrochloric acid medium was continuously loaded into the sys-
tem at 1.0 mL min–1 using the selecting valve (Rheodyne). The
aldehydes were derivatized in situ with DNPH on the LiChrolut
EN column and the sample matrix was sent to waste. Simultane-
ously, the loop of injection valve IV2 (Rheodyne) was filled with the
eluent by using a syringe. Prior to elution, by switching IV1, resid-
ual aqueous solution inside the column and the connectors were
flushed by passing an air stream through the carrier line of IV2 at
0.5 mL min–1 for 2 min. In the elution step, IV2 was switched and
100 �L of ACN, carried by an air stream at 0.5 mL min–1, were passed
through the column (upstream through the sample) to elute deriva-
tives. The extract was collected in an eppendorf vial and 20 �L
aliquot was injected into the LC. LiChrolut EN columns prepared
sequentially provided analytical signals with similar DNPH deriva-
tive peak areas, which confirmed their high reproducibility. Under
these experimental conditions, the SPE column was serviceable for
about 6 months.

2.3. LC analysis

The LC system (Varian, Palo Alto, CA, USA) included a Varian 230
multisolvent pump and a Varian 335 DAD. A Rheodyne Model 7215
manual injection valve with a 20 �L sample loop was used for sam-
ple injection. Separations were performed on the Microsorb-MV
100-5 analytical column, 250 mm × 4.6 mm id, stainless steel tube
packed with octadecylsilane and 5 �m particle sizes. The DAD was
operated at 380 nm. DNPH-aldehydes were chromatographically
separated with this LC system by using a linear ACN-water gradient
75–95% ACN in ca. 10 min circulated at 1.0 mL min–1. Under these
conditions, all derivatives were eluted within about 9 min. Chro-
matographic data (retention times and peak areas) were processed
with a 6.41 Varian Star Chromatography Workstation interfaced to
a PC compatible computer.

3. Results and discussion

3.1. Optimization of the in situ derivatization/preconcentration of
aldehydes

The optimization of the continuous-flow SPE system used in
this work for the cleanup, derivatization and preconcentration of
aromatic LMMAs is based on one reported elsewhere by us for
aliphatic LMMAs [35]. However, and because aromatic LMMAs have
a smaller polarity and volatility than aliphatic ones, some variables
have been re-optimized. So, the acidity of the aqueous sample,
adjusted with hydrochloric acid, was studied in the 0.5–3.0 mol L–1

range. All aromatic LMMAs behaved similarly: the analytical sig-
nal showed a peak at about 1.0 mol L–1 hydrochloric acid over the
range studied (see Fig. 2A), and therefore this concentration was
selected as optimal. By comparing to aliphatic LMMAs, they require
less acidity for DNPH derivatization (pH 1.5) [35]. This behaviour
can be ascribed to the different charge distribution in the carbonyl
group when comparing both types of LMMAs [42]. In fact, the C O
bond in aromatic LMMAs has a higher dipole moment and as a
result, higher acidity is required for the protonation of carbonyl
oxygen prior to the nucleophilic attack of the amine group of DNPH

to form the corresponding hydrazone. The amount of DNPH was
studied in the range of 0.1–1.0 mg by passing 2.0 mL of derivatizing
reagent solution through the SPE system at a rate of 1.0 mL min–1.
Maximum analytical signals were obtained for DNPH amounts of
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Fig. 1. Continuous-flow SPE system developed for the determination of aromatic LMMAs in water samples. IV, injection valve; SV, selection valve; W, waste.

Table 1
Characteristic parameters of the calibration equations and analytical figures of merit for the determination of aromatic and aliphatic LMMAs.

Aldehyde Calibration equationa r Linear rangeb ((g L–1) LOD (�g/L) RSD (%)

BA S = (0.181 ± 0.003) C + (0.8 ± 0.3) 0.9993 0.4–200 0.12 3.3
3-MBA S = (0.153 ± 0.001) C − (0.1 ± 0.1) 0.9994 0.5–200 0.15 3.0
2,5-DMBA S = (0.108 ± 0.001) C + (0.4 ± 0.2) 0.9991 0.7–200 0.20 3.5
C2 S = (0.225 ± 0.003) C + (0.3 ± 0.2) 0.9990 0.3–200 0.10 9.1
C3 S = (0.194 ± 0.004) C − (0.3 ± 0.2) 0.9987 0.4–200 0.12 9.0
C4 S = (0.124 ± 0.004) C + (1.4 ± 0.2) 0.9982 0.6–200 0.18 8.6
C5 S = (0.122 ± 0.004) C + (2.1 ± 0.2) 0.9979 0.6–200 0.18 8.3

a S, analyte to the IS peak area; C, analyte concentration ((g L–1).
b Sample volume, 25 mL.

Fig. 2. Effect of (A) acidity of the sample solution and (B) SDS concentration on the
derivatization of aromatic LMMAs. BA (©), 3-MBA (�) and 2,5-DMBA (�) at 50 �g
L–1. Sample volume, 10 mL. Other conditions as described in Section 2. Each data
point represents an average of three individual runs and error bars indicate SD.
ca. 0.5 mg for all aldehydes and afterwards they remained practi-
cally constant. This amount of DNPH provided a DNPH to aldehydes
molar ratio higher 30,000 for the lower concentrations in the lin-
ear ranges shown in Table 1. Other SPE variables studied were the
organic solvent used as eluent and its volume, the flow-rate of the
air stream used as carrier for the eluent and the amount of LiChrolut
EN sorbent for which the following conditions were selected: elu-
ent, 100 �L of ACN flowing at 0.5 mL min–1 by using an air stream;
and sorbent material, 25 mg.

At this point and with the aim of increasing the sensitivity of
the proposed method further experiments were carried out, such
as the evaluation of the possible influence of surfactants on the
derivatization of aromatic LMMAs and the determination of the
breakthrough volume, which is simply a measure of the sample
that may be passed through the sorbent before the aldehyde is no
longer derivatized with DNPH. In the first instance, anionic (SDS),
cationic (CTAB) and non-ionic (Triton X-100 and Brij 35) surfactants
at concentrations below and above their respective critical micelle
concentration (CMC) were added to the sample solution. From the
results found, it can be concluded that nonionic micelles practi-
cally did not affect the peak area corresponding to each aldehyde
derivative, whereas cationic micelles strongly interfered with the
determination of aromatic LMMAs due to the presence of interfer-
ing peaks that co-eluted with those of BA and 3-MBA derivatives.
Only SDS at concentrations higher than its CMC proved to be suit-
able to increase the sensitivity for the determination of aromatic
LMMAs: the peak areas increased about 30–40% in the presence
of this micellar medium at SDS concentrations over 50 mmol L–1

(see Fig. 2B), and therefore this concentration was chosen as the
optimum. This influence can be ascribed to interactions between
the benzene ring of the aromatic LMMAs and the micellar core,
which could favour the protonation of carbonyl oxygen (rate-
determining step for the formation of the hydrazones [42]) with
the subsequent increase in the derivatization efficiency. Finally, the
breakthrough volume was evaluated in order to attain the great-

est enrichment factor. This study was carried out by adding 250 ng
of each aldehyde in variable volumes of purified water, from 5
to 50 mL, in a 50 mmol L−1 SDS and 1.0 mol L–1 hydrochloric acid.
Sample volumes up to 25 mL can be used with negligible changes
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ig. 3. Chromatograms for aromatic and aliphatic LMMAs using (A) an isocratic mo
5 to 95% in ACN. Aldehyde concentration, 50 �g L–1. Sample volume, 25 mL. Other

n chromatographic signals, although only a decrease of ca. 15%
as observed for the corresponding peak areas at higher sample

olumes (up to 50 mL). In any case, a sample volume of 25 mL flow-
ng at 1.0 mL min−1 was selected for further experiments, which
rovided a preconcentration factor of 250 for aromatic LMMAs,
llowing their detection in water samples at ng L–1 levels.

.2. Chromatographic optimization

The composition of the mobile phase and its flow rate were
ptimized in order to provide the most suitable conditions for
C determination of aromatic LMMA-DNPD derivatives. Because
NPH derivatives of aliphatic LMMAs were efficiently separated in
C18 column using gradient elution with ACN in water [36,38,41],

his mobile phase composition was also assayed in this study.
hus and based on experimental results, an isocratic mobile phase
f ACN-water (95:5 v/v) circulating at 1.0 mL min–1 was used
o separate DNPH-aldehydes in ca. 5 min using a 5-�m analyti-
al reversed-phase C18 column (25 cm × 4.6 mm). As can be seen
n Fig. 3A, the elution order for DNPH derivatives of the aro-

atic LMMAs was consistent with the polar character of these
ompounds. With a view to applying the proposed method to
he determination of these aromatic LMMAs in water samples,
nd bearing in mind the possible presence in these samples of
liphatic ones, some experiments were carried out to evaluate
he possible effect of these aliphatic aldehydes on the chromato-
raphic separation. Thus, mixtures of the most common aliphatic
MMAs found in waters (C1–C5 aldehydes) and the aromatic
MMAs were analyzed under optimum conditions and some of
he peaks observed in the chromatogram co-eluted with those
f aromatic aldehydes (see Fig. 3A). However, by using a linear

radient elution of ACN in water (75–95% in ACN for 10 min),
ll peaks were practically separated to the baseline (see Fig. 3B)
ith the exception of C1, which co-eluted with the excess of
NPH.
ase of ACN-water (95:5 v/v), and (B) a linear gradient elution of ACN in water from
tions as described in Section 2.

3.3. Analytical performance characteristics

The performance and reliability of the proposed method were
assessed by determining the regression equation, linear range, LOD
and precision expressed as RSD for the aromatic LMMAs studied.
For this purpose, 50–200 �L of working standard solutions con-
taining analytes at variable concentrations were spiked to 25 mL
of uncontaminated water in the 0.4–200 �g L–1 interval plus the
IS (400 �g L−1) and treated as described in Section 2. Calibration
curves were obtained by plotting the analyte to the IS peak area
against the analyte concentration. Table 1 gives the linear ranges
and the least-squares parameters of the working curves. Calibration
curves showed a wider linear range (from 0.4 to 200 �g L–1) with
adequate linearity (correlation coefficients greater than 0.9991).
LOD, defined as the lowest concentration of the analyte in a sam-
ple that provides a chromatographic signal three times higher
than background noise [43], ranged from 0.12 to 0.20 �g L–1. The
precision of the method expressed as the RSD was obtained by
analyzing 6 samples per run of 25 mL of uncontaminated water
samples spiked with 20 �g L–1 of each aldehyde on three differ-
ent days (inter-day precision). The average RSD found was ca. 3.3%,
which demonstrates the excellent reproducibility of the method
proposed. Finally, the RSDs of the retention times were within 1.5%,
which indicates the good robustness of the method proposed.

At this point, it may be interesting to compare the ana-
lytical features of the proposed method for the in situ DNPH
derivatization/preconcentration of aromatic LMMAs with reported
chromatographic alternatives for the determination of these car-
bonyl compounds in water samples. As stated above and to our
knowledge, no reference exists on LC determination of aromatic
LMMAs in water samples using DNPH as derivatizing agent; how-

ever, the analysis of BA in spiked water samples has been the subject
of two recent sporadic works focused on the evaluation of salt-
assisted liquid–liquid microextraction [34] and headspace in-drop
derivatization [37] techniques for the determination of carbonyl
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Table 2
Results for the determination of aldehydes in water samples.

Water sample Aldehyde Contenta (�g/L) Added (�g/L) Average recovery (%)

Tap C2 1.2 ± 0.1 5, 10 94.9
C3 ND 10, 25, 50 99.5
C4 ND 10, 25, 50 95.7
C5 ND 10, 25, 50 98.8
BA ND 10, 25, 50 97.6
3-MBA ND 10, 25, 50 99.2
2,5-DMBA ND 10, 25, 50 98.8

Stream C2 4.2 ± 0.3 5, 10 95.9
C3 ND 10, 25, 50 99.4
C4 ND 10, 25, 50 95.2
C5 ND 10, 25, 50 98.5
BA 3.2 ± 0.1 5, 10 96.3
3-MBA ND 10, 25, 50 99.3
2,5-DMBA ND 10, 25, 50 98.7

Indoor swimming pool C2 24 ± 2 10, 25 94.9
C3 ND 10, 25, 50 99.5
C4 17 ± 1 10, 25 94.0
C5 ND 10, 25, 50 98.2
BA 11 ± 1 10, 25 97.6
3-MBA ND 10, 25, 50 98.9
2,5-DMBA 0.9 ± 0.1 5, 10 97.9

Outdoor swimming pool C2 9.8 ± 0.7 5, 10 93.6
C3 ND 10, 25, 50 99.4
C4 ND 10, 25, 50 94.8
C5 ND 10, 25, 50 98.3
BA 3.2 ± 0.2 5, 10 97.4
3-MBA ND 10, 25, 50 98.8
2,5-DMBA ND 10, 25, 50 98.4

ND, No detection
a ±SD (n = 3)

F
i

c
t
u
m
t

class of water, and (iv) aldehyde concentrations were lower in out-
ig. 4. Chromatogram of indoor swimming pool water sample (see Table 2). Peak
dentification as stated in Fig. 3. For experimental conditions see Section 2.

ompounds. In these studies, the lowest limit for the quantita-
ive determination of BA was ca. 10 �g L–1. In addition and by

sing other derivatizing reagents, a solid-phase microextraction
ethod for trace analysis of aromatic aldehydes in aqueous solu-

ion has recently been reported by GC–MS [22]. In this method
aldehydes were derivatized with PFBHA at 80 ◦C for 30 min and
the LODs achieved ranged from 0.2 to 0.5 �g L–1. Triazine-based
hydrazine reagents have also been used for this purpose using
LC-DAD, although with lower sensitivity: LODs ranged from 10
to 100 �g L–1 [44]. These results lead to the conclusion that the
proposed method is a useful choice for the determination of these
aldehydes in water samples as it provides higher sensitivity than
existing LC [34,37,44] and GC [22] alternatives, even when using
more expensive instrumentation such as GC–MS, and in all cases
with simpler sample handling.

3.4. Determination of aromatic LMMAs in water samples

The performance of the proposed method in the analysis of aro-
matic LMMAs in waters was evaluated by analyzing different types
of samples such as tap, stream and mineral waters as well as water
samples from indoor and outdoor swimming pools. The detection
and/or quantification of the C2 to C5 aliphatic LMMAs have also
been carried out, for which the corresponding calibration plots
were constructed under the experimental conditions described in
Section 2 (see Table 1). C1 was not included in this study because
of its DNPH-derivative co-eluted with the excess of the derivatiz-
ing reagent (see Section 3.2). Thus, volumes of 25 mL of water were
analyzed, and the aldehydes found are listed in Table 2. The fol-
lowing conclusions can be drawn: (i) drinking and tap waters did
not contain aromatic aldehydes (or they were below the LODs) and
no aldehyde was detected in drinking water; (ii) C2 and BA were
the most common aldehydes quantified in the analyzed water sam-
ples; (iii) as expected, a higher number of aldehydes were found in
swimming pool waters taking into account the treatment of this
door swimming pool water samples owed probably to the volatility
of these compounds. On the other hand, and in order to assess pos-
sible matrix effects, concentrations of aldehydes between 5 and
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0 �g L–1 were spiked to the samples and the corresponding per-
entages of recovery determined. No matrix effect was observed
n the determination of these aldehydes in this kind of water sam-
les: the percentages of recovery ranged from 93.6% to 99.5%. Last,
y way of example, Fig. 4 shows the chromatogram obtained in
he analysis of indoor swimming pool water, where four aldehydes
ere quantified.

. Concluding remarks

In this work, continuous-flow SPE combined with SDS micelles
as found to be an effective tool for the in situ DNPH derivati-

ation of aromatic LMMAs, which provided a rapid, simple and
ost-effective way of measuring these aldehydes in water samples
y LC-DAD with LODs at ng L–1 levels and good reproducibility. The
btained results warrant the following comments: (i) to our knowl-
dge, this work constitutes the first report on the enhancing effect
f micelles on DNPH derivatization of aldehydes; (ii) the method
ntroduces LC with DNPH as a derivatizing reagent in the deter-

ination of aromatic aldehydes in water samples and, in general,
lso extends the scope of the determination of these aldehydes in
his type of samples since very few papers have been published
n this topic; and (iii) the proposed method has some advantages
ver EPA Method 8315A based on DNPH derivatization and LC-DAD,
uch as easier sample preparation, lower consumption of solvents
nd reagents, shorter analysis time, lower LODs (preconcentration
actors up to 250 can be achieved) and better reproducibility.

cknowledgments

The authors gratefully acknowledge the financial support
rovided by the Spanish Inter-Ministerial Commission of Sci-
nce and Technology of the Ministry of Education and Science
nder the CTQ2010-17008 and by the Junta de Andalucía under
O7-FWM-02493. FEDER also provided additional funding. J.M.
ernández-Molina would also like to acknowledge the Junta de
ndalucía for awarding him a predoctoral Grant.

eferences
[1] W. Liu, J. Zhang, L. Zhang, B.J. Turpin, C.P. Weisel, M.T. Morandi, T.H. Stock, S.
Colome, L.R. Korn, Atmos. Environ. 40 (2006) 2202–2214.

[2] S.S.H. Ho, J.Z. Yu, J. Environ. Monit. 4 (2002) 728–733.
[3] M. Possanzini, V. Di Palo, A. Cecinato, Atmos. Environ. 36 (2002) 3195–3201.

[
[
[
[
[

Talanta 85 (2011) 449–454

[4] E. Grosjean, J.B. de Andrade, D. Grosjean, Environ. Sci. Technol. 30 (1996)
975–983.

[5] S.D. Richardson, J. Environ. Monit. 4 (2002) 1–9.
[6] R.J. Kieber, M.F. Rhines, J.D. Willey, G.B. Avery Jr., Atmos. Environ. 33 (1999)

3659–3667.
[7] X. Zhou, Y.N. Lee, L. Newman, X. Chen, K. Mopper, J. Geophys. Res. D 101 (1996)

14711–14719.
[8] X. Zhou, K. Mopper, Mar. Chem. 56 (1997) 201–213.
[9] R.J. Kieber, K. Mopper, Environ. Sci. Technol. 24 (1990) 1477–1481.
10] S.D. Richardson, M.J. Plewa, E.D. Wagner, R. Schoeny, D.M. De Marini, Mutat.

Res. 636 (2007) 178–242.
11] S.D. Richardson, T.A. Ternes, Anal. Chem. 77 (2005) 3807–3838.
12] M. Petrovic, S. González, D. Barceló, Trends Anal. Chem. 22 (2003) 685–696.
13] C.N. Konidari, T.S. Giannopoulos, C.G. Nanos, C.D. Stalikas, Anal. Biochem. 338

(2005) 62–70.
14] O. Korchazhkina, C. Exley, S.A. Spencer, J. Chromatogr. B 794 (2003) 353–362.
15] C. Deng, N. Li, X. Zhang, J. Chromatogr. B 813 (2004) 47–52.
16] E.B. Bakeas, D.I. Argyris, P.A. Siskos, Chemosphere 52 (2003) 805–813.
17] M. Phillips, K. Gleeson, J.M.B. Hughes, J. Greenberg, R.N. Cataneo, L. Baker, W.P.

McVay, Lancet 353 (1999) 1930–1933.
18] E.G. Álvarez, M. Valcárcel, Talanta 77 (2009) 1444–1453.
19] J. Nicolle, V. Desauziers, P. Mocho, J. Chromatogr. A 1208 (2008) 10–15.
20] D.P. De Schutter, D. Saison, F. Delvaux, G. Derdelinckx, J.M. Rock, H. Neven, F.R.

Delvaux, J. Chromatogr. A 1179 (2008) 75–80.
21] H.G. Schmarr, T. Potouridis, S. Ganß, W. Sang, B. Köpp, U. Bokuz, U. Fischer, Anal.

Chim. Acta 617 (2008) 119–131.
22] J. Beranek, A. Kubatova, J. Chromatogr. A 1209 (2008) 44–54.
23] B. Cancho, F. Ventura, M.T. Galcerán, J. Chromatogr. A 943 (2001) 1–13.
24] Q. Wang, J. Oı̌Reilly, J. Pawliszyn, J. Chromatogr. A 1971 (2005) 147–154.
25] C. Deng, N. Li, W. Zhu, J. Qian, X. Yang, X. Zhang, J. Sep. Sci. 28 (2005)

172–176.
26] M.C. Prieto-Blanco, M. Iglesias, P. Lopez-Mahia, S. Muniategui, D. Prada, Talanta

80 (2010) 2083–2092.
27] Y.Y. Liu, T.C. Lin, Y.J. Wang, W.L. Ho, J. Air Waste Managem. Assoc. 59 (2009)

163–171.
28] H. Sun, K.Y. Chan, Y.S. Fung, Electrophoresis 29 (2008) 3971–3979.
29] Y.G. Chi, Y.L. Feng, S. Wen, H.X. Lu, Z.Q. Yu, W.B. Zhang, G.Y. Sheng, J.M. Fu,

Talanta 72 (2007) 539–545.
30] M. Uebori, K. Imamura, Anal. Sci. 20 (2004) 1459–1462.
31] E. Grosjean, P.G. Green, D. Grosjean, Anal. Chem. 71 (1999) 1851–1861.
32] L. Lili, H. Xu, D. Song, Y. Cui, S. Hu, G. Zhang, J. Chromatogr. A 1217 (2010)

2365–2370.
33] N. Dossi, S. Susmel, R. Toniolo, A. Pizzariello, G. Bontempelli, J. Chromatogr. A

1207 (2008) 169–174.
34] M. Gupta, A. Jain, K.K. Verma, Talanta 80 (2009) 526–531.
35] C.E. Baños, M. Silva, J. Chromatogr. A 1216 (2009) 6554–6559.
36] C.E. Baños, M. Silva, Talanta 77 (2009) 1597–1602.
37] A.K.K.V. Pillai, K. Gautam, A. Jain, K.K. Verma, Anal. Chim. Acta 632 (2009)

208–215.
38] K. Takeda, S. Katoh, N. Nakatani, H. Sakugawa, Anal. Sci. 22 (2006) 1509–1514.
39] C. Zwiener, T. Glauner, F.H. Frimmel, Anal. Bioanal. Chem. 372 (2002) 615–621.

40] U.S. EPA. Method 556.1. Cincinnati, OH, 1999.
41] U.S. EPA., Method 8315A. Cincinnati, OH, 1996.
42] J.Z. Dongg, S.C. Moldoveanu, J. Chromatogr. A 1027 (2004) 25–35.
43] L.A. Currie, Anal. Chim. Acta 391 (1999) 105–126.
44] C. Kempter, U. Karst, The Analyst 125 (2000) 433–438.


	Improved solid-phase extraction/micellar procedure for the derivatization/preconcentration of benzaldehyde and methyl deri...
	1 Introduction
	2 Materials and methods
	2.1 Standards and solutions
	2.2 Derivatization/preconcentration of aldehydes
	2.3 LC analysis

	3 Results and discussion
	3.1 Optimization of the in situ derivatization/preconcentration of aldehydes
	3.2 Chromatographic optimization
	3.3 Analytical performance characteristics
	3.4 Determination of aromatic LMMAs in water samples

	4 Concluding remarks
	Acknowledgments
	References


