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Electronic Nose aFOX:

Smell & Volatile compounds Analyzer



Figl. Working principal of Electronic Nose compared to
human smell
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Tablel. Samples (left) and experimental conditions (right) used
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Fig2. Sensor responses for 2 samples (left) and radar plot
of sensor response at the maximum intensity (right)
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Fig3. Quality control monitoring by SQC
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Fig4. PCA of palm oil products of different qualities
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Fig5. PLS model for sensory score prediction

Table2. Prediction of unknown samples’ score with the E-Nose

Unknown sample | Score attributed by the E-Nose | Standard deviation

8.020
B ] 6.630







