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Fast and ultra-sensitive screening of PFAS in surface waters using a novel TIMS-QTOF MS and large volume injection
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** Fragment ions were detected only at noise levels.
*** The chromatographic peak shape was insufficient, preventing a reliable determination of the LOQ.

© 2026 Bruker For Research Use Only. Not for use in diagnostic procedures. Innovation with Integrity


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2026.127846

	Fast and ultra-sensitive screening of PFAS in surface waters using a novel TIMS-QTOF MS and large volume injection

