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What’s in Your Brew? Detecting Volatile PFAS 
with Headspace SPME GC/MS/MS

Andy Sandy, Dominika Gruszecka, Alan Owens, and Evelyn Wang
Shimadzu Scientific Instruments, Inc.

 Employing the highly sensitive and selective Shimadzu GCMS-TQ8040 NX triple quadrupole mass spectrometer allows for 
low limits of quantitation for volatile PFAS while minimizing matrix interferences.

 Using the multifunctional AOCTM-6000 Plus autosampler, the automated SPME method and simplified sample preparation 
help to reduce operation errors in PFAS analysis.

 The Shimadzu HS-SPME GC/MS/MS system can quantify volatile PFAS in beer matrices with minimal sample preparation.

 HS-SPME GC/MS/MS is used as a complementary technique to LC/MS in providing a total solution for beverage safety.

PFAS, or per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances, are a group of 
synthetic organic chemicals that are known for their persistence, 
bioaccumulation, and toxicity in the environment.1-4 The global 
concern surrounding PFAS pollution continues to grow, as many of 
their long-term effects on health and the environment are still not 
fully known.1,3 Some major human exposure routes to these 
harmful chemicals include inhalation of contaminated dust, 
breathing air containing PFAS, transfer to infants through breast 
milk, and ingestion of contaminated food, such as seafood, drinking 
water, and even commercial beverages.1,5-7 

Beer is one of the most consumed beverages worldwide. It is 
estimated that humans consume more than 49.6 billion gallons of 
beer in just one year.7 Beer can be both alcoholic and non-alcoholic 
and varies in flavor, color, and aroma. Its complex composition, 
resulting from diverse ingredients and brewing processes, presents 
analytical challenges for detecting trace-level contaminants. As 
public awareness and regulatory attention increase, there is a 
growing need for reliable methods to screen beer for PFAS 
contamination and ensure product safety.8 Developing an effective 
analytical workflow for PFAS analysis in beer matrices is therefore 
essential to identify contaminated batches and prevent PFAS 
consumption. This study aims to establish a precise and accurate 
quantitation method to analyze volatile PFAS in beer. Given the 
diverse samples analyzed in this study, this method may also be 
applicable to other alcoholic, non-alcoholic, and carbonated 
beverages.

This study presents a simple approach for analyzing volatile PFAS 
including fluorotelomer alcohols and acrylates in beer using Head-
Space Solid Phase Microextraction-Triple Quadrupole Gas 
Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry (HS-SPME GC/MS/MS). This 
GC/MS method addresses volatile PFAS compounds that are 
impractical to analyze by LC/MS. The HS-SPME technique, with its 
minimal sample preparation procedure and fast workflow, offers 
additional benefits for volatile PFAS analysis in complex matrices.

HS-SPME allows a pre-concentration step as well as higher 
selectivity compared to GC/MS liquid injection, thus allowing lower 
detection limits. While previous PFAS HS-SPME GC/MS/MS methods 
have been developed for simple matrices such as drinking and 
bottled water, 9-11 the complex composition of beer matrices 
requires additional isotopically labeled internal standards to 
effectively compensate for matrix effects.

 Introduction

Instrumentation: The instrument system configuration for the 
application consisted of a Shimadzu GC/MS triple quadrupole 
mass spectrometer, model GCMS-TQ8040 NX, a multifunctional 
autosampler (AOC-6000 Plus) equipped with a SPME module 
and a split/spitless inlet. (Figure 1) 

Method

Figure 1. Shimadzu GCMS-TQTM8040 NX configured with an AOCTM-6000 Plus

Standards and Reagents: The target list consists of ten PFAS in 
the following chemical classes: (n:2) fluorotelomer iodides (FTIs), 
(n:2) fluorotelomer acrylates (FTACs), (n:2) fluorotelomer 
methacrylates (FTMACs), (n:2) fluorotelomer alcohols (FTOHs), 
and perfluoroalkane sulfonamides (FASAs). Internal standards 
were FTOHs, FASAs, FTMAC, and FTAC mass-labelled 
compounds. A working solution for each analyte at 10 mg/L was 
prepared in methanol. This standard was stored at 4 °C. LC/MS 
grade water and methanol were purchased from Honeywell.

An internal calibration curve was prepared in 10 mL of water at 
concentrations of 2000, 1000, 500, 100, 50, 25, 10, 2.5, and 1 
ng/L. The mass labelled internal standard compounds 8:2 FTOH-
13C2-d4, 6:2 FTAC-d3, 10:2 FTOH-13C2-d4 and n-ethyl-d5-perfluoro-
1-octanesulfobamide (EtFOSA-d5)were spiked in each calibrator 
at 100 ng/L, while 6:2 FTMAC-d5, 8:2 FTAC-d3 and 8:2 FTMAC-d5 
were spiked at 10 ng/L. n-methylperfluorooctanesulfonamide-
d3 (N-MeFOSA-d3) was spiked at 50 ng/L.

Sodium Chloride (NaCl) was added to each vial to achieve a final 
salinity concentration of 2% NaCl (w/v). All samples were 
vortexed for 30 seconds and then placed on the AOC-6000 Plus 
autosampler rack for HS-SPME analysis.
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Table 1. GC/MS/MS and HS-SPME operating conditions.

Gas Chromatography NexisTM GC-2030
Injection port mode Splitless

Carrier gas Helium

Injection port temperature (°C) 240 

Sampling time (min) 1

Column SH-I-624Sil MS Capillary, 30 m x 0.25 mmID x 1.40 µm

Flow control mode (cm/sec) Linear velocity: 45

Oven Temperature 40 °C (7 min.), 5 °C/min. to 190 °C (0 min.), 40 °C/min. to 300 °C (5 min.)

Mass Spectrometer GCMS-TQ8040 NX
Interface Temperature (°C) 280 

Ion Source Temperature (°C) 200 

Detector Voltage (kV) Relative to Tune 0.4 

Threshold 0

Acquisition mode MRM, Loop time: 0.5 sec.

Tuning mode Normal mode

SPME analysis AOC-6000 Plus
SPME Fiber DVB/CAR/PDMS

Incubation time (min) 5

Extraction time (min) 30

Desorption time (min) 7

Agitation speed (rpm) 300

Extraction Temperature (°C) 50

Sample volume (mL) 10

Desorption temperature (°C) 240

Sampling salinity 2% NaCl (w/v)

HS-SPME GC/MS/MS Analysis: In this study, an HS-SPME 
method was used to improve method performance when 
analyzing complex aqueous samples. A Multiple Reaction 
Monitoring (MRM) GC/MS method was used in tandem with the 
SPME method to enhance selectivity and sensitivity of the 
targeted PFAS compounds, this was needed since exposure risk 
starts as low as ng/L levels. The optimized parameters of the 

Table 2. Retention time, quantifier, qualifiers, and internal standard group information for each of the targeted PFAS compounds.

Compound Ret. Time
(min) Quantifier (m/z) CE Qualifier #1 (m/z) CE Qualifier #2 (m/z) CE

8:2 FTOH 22.4 95.0>69.0 15 127.1>77.1 15 95.0>45.1 27
8:2 FTOH-13C2-d4 22.3 98.0>69.0 15 131.1>81.1 15 98.0>48.1 27

6:2 FTAC 23.1 418.1>99.1 15 99.1>43.1 9 99.1>57.1 12
6:2 FTAC-d3 23.0 101.1>57.1 12 101.1>45.0 9 102.0>45.0 9
10:2 FTOH 25.6 95.0>69.0 15 127.1>77.1 15 95.0>45.1 27

10:2 FTOH-13C2-d4 25.5 98.0>69.0 12 131.1>81.1 12 98.0>48.1 27
6:2 FTMAC 25.6 86.1>68.1 6 432.1>113.1 12 432.1>86.1 18

6:2 FTMAC-d5 25.5 91.1>73.1 6 437.1>118.2 12 437.1>91.1 18
8:2 FTAC 26.4 518.0>99.1 15 99.1>57.1 12 99.1>71.1 6

8:2 FTAC-d3 26.3 521.1>102.1 15 102.1>58.1 12 102.1>74.1 6
8:2 FTMAC 28.7 532.0>113.1 21 532.0>86.1 21 86.0>68.1 6

8:2 FTMAC-d5 28.6 537.1>118.1 21 537.1>91.1 21 91.1>73.1 6
MeFOSA 33.5 430.0>111.1 24 430.0>91.1 33 94.0>91.8 57

N-MeFOSA-d3 33.4 433.1>114.0 24 433.1>94.3 33 97.1>94.1 57
EtFOSA 34.1 108.1>80.0 6 448.0>69.1 27 108.1>44.1 3

EtFOSA-d5 34.0 113.1>81.0 6 81.0>64.0 24 450.1>69.0 27

instrument method for the targeted PFAS are listed in Table 1. 
A quantifier and qualifiers for each PFAS target are listed in 
Table 2. Quantitation was performed by an internal standard 
method using an isotope dilution approach.  The associated 
internal standards used for each compound are also listed in 
Table 2.
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Sample Preparation: Five commercially available beer samples 
and reagent water were analyzed in this study. LC/MS-grade 
water was used as reagent water, which served as a laboratory 
control sample (LCS) to assess the general performance of the 
method in a clean matrix. The samples analyzed included five 
beer samples (wheat, IPA, lager, IPA non-alcoholic, and lager 
non-alcoholic beers). These beer samples were analyzed to 
evaluate the effect of the matrix on method performance.

Ten milliliters of reagent water and beer samples were prepared 
for instrument analysis. Four replicate aliquots of the laboratory 
control sample (LCS) were analyzed, while beer samples were 
analyzed in triplicates for both spiked and unspiked aliquots. 
The LCS and spiked beer samples were fortified with all analytes 
at 100 ng/L, representing the midrange concentration of the 
initial calibration (ICAL). Mass-labeled internal standard 
compounds, at varying concentrations as described in the 
standards and reagent section above, were also spiked into 
these beer samples. Unspiked samples were only fortified with 
mass-labeled internal standards.

Initial calibration verification (ICV) and continuing calibration 
verification (CCV) quality control (QC) samples were prepared 
for instrument analysis using 10 mL of reagent water. These QC 
samples were fortified with all analytes at 100 ng/L, 
representing the midrange concentration of the ICAL. The mass-
labeled internal standards were spiked into the QC samples at 
varying concentrations, as outlined in the standards and 
reagent section.

Sodium chloride (NaCl) was added to all water and QC samples 
to achieve a final salinity of 2% NaCl (w/v). Each sample vial was 
vortexed for 30 seconds and then placed on the AOC-6000 Plus
rack for HS-SPME GC/MS/MS analysis.

PFAS contamination can occur during analysis from various 
sources, such as consumables or solvents. In this study, all 
consumable, solvents, standards and reagent water were 
analyzed and no PFAS were detected under the method 
conditions.

Instrumental analysis: A demonstration of proficiency study of 
the instrumentation system capability to conduct PFAS analysis 
on beer samples was performed. Prior to the analysis of samples, 
the system background was evaluated by analyzing method 
blanks to confirm that the instrument and reagents were free of 
contaminants and interferences. Subsequently, an initial 
calibration (ICAL) was analyzed. Prior to analyzing the samples, 
an ICV was performed to verify the accuracy of the calibration 
curve. In addition, a CCV was analyzed within the batch to 
ensure the accuracy of the calibration curve was maintained and 
no major drift was observed. Both ICV and CCV data are used to 
validate the integrity of the calibration curve, which is used to 
quantitate targeted compounds in the samples. In this study, 
the ICV and CCV accuracy should be within 70-130 % for the 
calibration curve to be considered valid.
A demonstration of precision and accuracy was first performed 
on the LCS. After the evaluation of method performance in this 
clean matrix, precision and accuracy tests were carried out on 
the beer samples. For beer samples, the spiked samples were 
analyzed for accuracy and precision evaluation. It is important to 
evaluate the amount of target PFAS in the unspiked matrix so 
that accurate adjustment can be made to the expected 
concentration of the spiked matrix.

Prior to calibration and sample analysis, system background was 
evaluated as a quality control measure. Method blanks were 
analyzed, confirming that the system was free of contaminants 
and interferences. None of the target PFAS in the method 
blanks were detected at quantifiable concentrations.
In this study, a calibration curve for all analytes was prepared 
over a range of 1 to 2000 ng/L. The calibration curve results 
demonstrated a strong linear relationship for all compounds, 
with a coefficient of determination (R²) ≥ 0.996. The linear range 
and R² values for each target PFAS are provided in Table 3.

Compound Calibration range 
(ng/L) R2

8:2 FTOH 2.5 - 2000 >0.999

6:2 FTAC 1.0 - 1000 0.998

6:2 FTMAC 1.0 - 2000 0.999

10:2 FTOH 1.0 - 2000 0.999

8:2 FTAC 1.0 - 2000 0.999

8:2 FTMAC 1.0 - 2000 0.996

MeFOSA 10.0 - 2000 >0.999

EtFOSA 1.0 - 2000 >0.999

Table 3. Summary of PFAS calibration range and coefficient of 
determination.

An ICV standard was run prior to sample analysis. When 
compared to the initial calibration curve, the ICV recoveries for 
all compounds fell within the 70-130% range, which meets the 
established method criteria. A CCV standard was run after the 
ICV and after an average of 16 samples to assess the stability of 
the calibration curve and its ability to quantify the targeted 
compounds in the samples. The CCV recoveries for all 
compounds were within the 70-130% range, as compared to 
the initial calibration curve, satisfying the method criteria.

For the LCS, the concentration of each analyte in the replicate 
analyses was calculated using the initial calibration (ICAL). The 
mean percent recovery (mean % recovery) and the percent 
relative standard deviation (%RSD) were then determined for 
each analyte of interest. The mean percent recovery ranged 
from 91 to 101, while the % RSD for the analytes in these 
replicates ranged from 0.9 to 6.5 (Table 4). The LCS results met 
the mean % recovery and %RSD method criteria, which were 
established respectively at 70-130% and ≤ 20%.

Table 4. Precision and Accuracy (n=4) of PFAS in LCS

Compound
LCS 100 ng/L

Mean % Recovery % RSD

8:2 FTOH 99 1.3

6:2 FTAC 92 3.7

6:2 FTMAC 95 1.8

10:2 FTOH 92 0.9

8:2 FTAC 91 6.5

8:2 FTMAC 96 6.3

MeFOSA 101 5.5

EtFOSA 96 1.1

Prior to this study, preliminary analyses were conducted on 
other complex matrices, specifically juice samples. The results 
demonstrated significant matrix effects for most targeted 
volatile PFAS compounds.12 Additionally, accurate 
quantification proved challenging for many compounds that 
lacked corresponding isotopically labeled internal standards 
within these complex juice matrices. Given the wide variability 
in the behavior of targeted compounds across complex 
matrices, when the corresponding isotopically labeled internal 
standard was unavailable, it is essential to evaluate each 
compound using a range of internal standards. This approach 
helps identify the most suitable internal standard that closely 
mirrors the behavior of the target compound within the matrix.

Results and Discussion
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Although both juice and beer are considered complex matrices, 
the findings from juice sample analyses cannot be directly 
applied to beer due to differences in matrix composition. One 
key distinction is the presence of carbonation in beer, which is
absent in juice. The alcohol content in beer can also influence 
the partition coefficient of extraction and add complexities to 
the matrix effect.13 To assess the influence of the beer matrix on 
analytical performance, precision and accuracy experiments 
were conducted.

To demonstrate the importance of choosing appropriate 
internal standards for quantifying volatile PFAS, Figure 2 
presents the quantification of 8:2 FTMAC as an example across 
various beer matrices using each internal standard included in 
the method. The results showed that accurate quantitation of 
8:2 FTMAC was achieved when using its specific isotopically 
labeled internal standard, 8:2 FTMAC-d5. In contrast, even 
internal standards from the same PFAS chemical class, such as 
6:2 FTMAC-d5, were unable to consistently correct for matrix 
effects across the five beer samples. When using 8:2 FTMAC-d5 
for quantitation, the %RSD for 8:2 FTMAC recoveries ranged 
from 1.1% to 3.6%, demonstrating reliable performance.

Although isotopically labeled internal standards are essential for 
accurate PFAS analysis in complex matrices, many PFAS 
compounds still lack commercially available labeled standards, 
as the development and availability of these compounds are 
still limited. For any complex matrices analyzed beyond the

 

Figure 2. 8:2 FTMAC accuracy results using multiple isotopic labelled internal standards.

scope of this study, it is strongly recommended that, in cases 
where labeled internal standards for a target compound are 
unavailable, suitable alternative internal standards be carefully 
evaluated within the specific matrix. This evaluation is crucial to 
ensure that the internal standard closely mimics the analyte’s 
behavior, thereby enabling reliable quantitation.

After assigning internal standards to each of the target 
compounds, the beer samples were analyzed. The 
concentration of each targeted PFAS in the replicate analyses 
for both spiked and unspiked samples was calculated using the 
ICAL. None of the targeted PFAS were detected at quantifiable 
concentrations in the unspiked sample; therefore, no 
adjustment to the recovery concentrations was necessary.

Despite the analysis of a wide variety of beer samples with 
different complex matrices, the quantitation of targeted 
compounds with their own internal standards resulted in 
accurate and reproducible recoveries (Table 5). The mean 
percent recoveries for all PFAS compounds across the five beer 
samples ranged from 78% to 126%, with relative standard 
deviations (%RSD) below 8%. These results highlight the 
feasibility and reliability of the method for PFAS quantitation 
across diverse beer types. 

Table 5. Precision and Accuracy results of PFAS in beer samples.

Larger beer IPA beer Wheat beer
Larger non-

alcoholic beer
IPA non-alcoholic 

beer
Mean % 

Recovery
%RSD

Mean % 
Recovery

%RSD
Mean % 

Recovery
%RSD

Mean % 
Recovery

%RSD
Mean % 

Recovery
%RSD

8:2 FTMAC 92 2.0 78 1.5 82 5.2 90 2.3 80 3.5
6:2 FTMAC 92 2.8 97 7.7 83 2.0 90 3.5 86 1.0
8:2 FTOH 99 0.7 99 1.3 93 1.1 93 0.3 90 1.0
6:2 FTAC 115 1.8 124 3.1 126 1.0 113 3.4 114 1.2
10:2 FTOH 88 1.7 89 1.4 81 1.3 87 0.5 86 1.5
EtFOSA 100 1.0 111 0.7 101 1.4 103 1.2 118 2.5
8:2 FTAC 88 3.0 87 1.4 82 1.8 82 1.8 83 5.1
N-MeFOSA 85 4.9 95 4.0 92 5.2 82 1.9 90 5.1



Application 
News

www.shimadzu.com/an/

Shimadzu Corporation

Copyright © 2026 Shimadzu Corporation and/or its affiliates. All rights reserved.

For Research Use Only. Not for use in diagnostic procedures.
This publication may contain references to products that are not available in your country. Please contact us to check the availability of these 
products in your country.
The content of this publication shall not be reproduced, altered or sold for any commercial purpose without the written approval of Shimadzu.
See http://www.shimadzu.com/about/trademarks/index.html for details.
Third party trademarks and trade names may be used in this publication to refer to either the entities or their products/services, whether or not
they are used with trademark symbol “TM” or “”.
Shimadzu disclaims any proprietary interest in trademarks and trade names other than its own.
The information contained herein is provided to you "as is" without warranty of any kind including without limitation warranties as to its 
accuracy or completeness. Shimadzu does not assume any responsibility or liability for any damage, whether direct or indirect, relating to the 
use of this publication. This publication is based upon the information available to Shimadzu on or before the date of publication, and subject 
to change without notice.SHIMADZU Scientific Instruments Inc. 

www.ssi.shimadzu.com

First Edition: Jan. 202602-SSI-GCMS-2502-EN

GCMS-TQ, AOC, and Nexis are trademarks of Shimadzu Corporation or its affiliated companies in Japan and/or other countries.

1. Understanding PFAS-What They Are, Their Impact, and What We Can do (2023, November 1). PennState Extension. Retrieved July 8th, 
2025 from https://extension.psu.edu/understanding-pfas-what-they-are-their-impact-and-what-we-can-do

2. Brunn, H., Arnold, G., Körner, W., Rippen, G., Steinhäuser, K. G., & Valentin, I. (2023). Correction: PFAS: forever chemicals—persistent, 
bioaccumulative and mobile. Reviewing the status and the need for their phase out and remediation of contaminated sites. Environ. Sci. 
Eur., 35(1), 12302. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12302-023-00721-8

3. Alazaiza, M. Y., Alzghoul, T. M., Ramu, M. B., Amr, S. S. A., & Abushammala, M. F. (2025). PFAS Contamination and Mitigation: A 
Comprehensive Analysis of Research Trends and Global Contributions. Case Studies in Chemical and Environmental Engineering, 101127. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cscee.2025.101127 

4. Bach, C., Boiteux, V., Hemard, J., Colin, A., Rosin, C., Munoz, J. F., & Dauchy, X. (2016). Simultaneous determination of perfluoroalkyl iodides, 
perfluoroalkane sulfonamides, fluorotelomer alcohols, fluorotelomer iodides and fluorotelomer acrylates and methacrylates in water and 
sediments using solid-phase microextraction-gas chromatography/mass spectrometry. Journal of chromatography A, 1448, 98-106. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chroma.2016.04.025

5. Our Current Understanding of the Human Health and Environmental Risks of PFAS (2024, November 26). United States Environmental 
Protection Agency. Retrieved July 8th, 2025 from https://www.epa.gov/pfas/our-current-understanding-human-health-and-
environmental-risks-pfas

6. PFAS, Their History, Danger and How we Fix The World (2024, December 20). Bucknell University. Retrieved July 8th, 2025 from 
https://sustainableliving.blogs.bucknell.edu/2024/12/20/pfas-their-history-danger-and-how-we-fix-the-world/

7. ‘Forever Chemicals’ Found in Popular US Beers, Above EPA Limits (2025, May 24). Science Alert. Retrieved July 8th, 2025 from 
https://www.sciencealert.com/forever-chemicals-found-in-popular-us-beers-above-epa-limits

8. Bitter Aftertaste: PFAS Found in US Beer (2025, June 10). MGM The Law Firm. Retrieved July 8th, 2025 from 
https://www.mgmlaw.com/news-insights/bitter-aftertaste-pfas-found-in-us-beer?utm_source=chatgpt.com

9. Shimadzu Application News. GCMS-2403. (2024, March). Volatile PFAS in water analysis using Head-Space Solid Phase Microextraction-
Triple Quadrupole Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry (HS-SPME GC/MS/MS).  

10. Shimadzu Application News. GCMS-2404. (2024, September). Analysis of Volatile PFAS in Drinking Water Using Head-Space Solid Phase 
Microextraction-Triple Quadrupole Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry (HS-SPME GC/MS/MS).  

11. Shimadzu Application News. GCMS-2405. (2024, September). Analysis of Volatile PFAS in Bottled Water Using Head-Space Solid Phase 
Microextraction-Triple Quadrupole Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry (HS-SPME GC/MS/MS). 

12. Shimadzu Application News. 02-SSI-GCMS-2501-EN (2025, September). Volatile PFAS in Complex Juice Matrices. A Simple Approach using 
HS-SPME GC/MS/MS for Volatile Contaminant Analysis. 

13. Gruszecka, D., Grandy, J., Gionfriddo, E., Singh, V., & Pawliszyn, J. (2021). Direct immersion thin film solid phase microextraction of 
polychlorinated n-alkanes in cod liver oil. Food Chemistry, 353, 129244. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2021.129244

A simple and innovative approach was developed to measure 
PFAS in complex beer samples. A Shimadzu GCMS-TQ8040 NX 
triple quadrupole mass spectrometer, configured with an AOC-
6000 Plus solid-phase microextraction (SPME) unit was used for 
the analysis.

Method blanks showed no detectable PFAS, and the 
calibration curve demonstrated excellent linearity (R² ≥ 0.996). 
ICV and CCV recoveries were all within 70–130%, established 
as the method criteria. For general method performance a LCS 
was evaluated. The mean PFAS recovery in the LCS was 91 to 
101%, while the % RSD for the analytes in these replicates 
ranged from 0.9 to 6.5%.  LCS results met the mean % recovery 

and %RSD method criteria, which were established 
respectively at 70-130% and ≤ 20%. An isotope dilution 
approach was used for all compounds to achieve accurate 
quantitation in complex beer matrices. Overall, the mean 
percent recovery for the five beer samples ranged from 78 - 
126% and % RSD < 8 for all compounds. The overall results 
satisfied the method criteria.

The workflow presented in the study offers key advantages in 
terms of simplicity, speed, precision, and accuracy that are 
critical for routine monitoring of volatile PFAS in challenging 
matrices.

Conclusion
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a Configure with an AOC-6000 Plus multifunctional autosampler.
b Configure with an AOC-6000 multifunctional autosampler.
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Methylene Chloride Methylene Chloride (GC Resolv TM) Fisher Chemical (Fisher Scientific) D154-4
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 AOC-6000 Plus
AOC-6000 Plus Multifunctional
Autosampler

Related Solutions

 Food and Beverages  Food Contamination

 Price Inquiry  Product Inquiry 
Technical Service /
Support Inquiry  Other Inquiry
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