Method development and validation of a serum and urine method
for the analysis of ultra-short chain PFAS in humans
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Figure 1. Mean (min/max) USC-PFAS concentrations in and identify trends between the

human serum (top) and urine (bottom) from literature
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Ultra-short chain (USC) PFAS, especially Environmental conce_ntrations_. of TFA | _
trifluoroacetic acid (TFA), are consistently  are expected to continue to rise due Data coverage on USC-PFAS concentrations Make recommendatlons for USC-
detected in the environment?, food?, to industrial runoff, use of F-gases in humans is limited and variable. Further, PFAS analysis and long-term human
animals3, and water4 around the world. in air conditioning, and degradation the connection between urine and serum is monitoring studies.
of CF; containing compounds!. not well understood.
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Table 1. Limits of detection and quantification (ng/mL) for urine extraction method 2
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