SUSPECT SCREENING ANALYSIS IN INDOOR DUST & AIR FROM
HOMES, OFFICES AND PRE-SCHOOLS USING LC-QTOF-MS
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Results

* The fortified ISs were found in 100% samples.
* Native compounds were found in samples ranging 24-100%
with confidence level of identification 1.
* Most positive hits were detected in dust (level of identification 3).

* Dominant compounds were carboxylic acids in both ionization
modes.

ESI+ ESI- * Drugs and personal care products were the major application

w Carboxylic Acids = Dicarboxylic Acids = Phosphates = Adipates ®» Benzoates = Acids CategOrleS of the identified Compounds.

Graph 1. Contribution of compound groups found in ESI+ and ESI- ionization mode.

Conclusions
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90%

80%

70%

Nl Level of Identification 1 was achieved for all known
native standards.

N ESI+: 49 compounds were identified with 89%
detection frequency in samples.

N ESI-: 16 compounds were identified with 15-20%
frequency detection in samples.
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N Dust contained the majority of identified compounds
ESI eI compared to air samples.

W PCPs m Drug product or related to the manufacturing of drug = Additives in materials*  Lubricating agents ™ n.a.

0%

N Additives of drugs and personal care products were
mostly identified in dust and air.

*materials; polymers, resins, films, cements, sheets, n.a.; not available

Graph 2. Applications of compounds identified in ESI+, ESI- mode.
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