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W OE ONEIANE Rk (HFPO-DA, W4 Gen X) F/NFIF AN i =R KR ER ( HFPO-
TA) 2 Huif EEAESHER (PFOA) UH). #5717 LI QUEChERs 4% .0 A/ &% B H HFPO-DA |
HFPO-TA il PFOA A6 I J5 1. /I B B R il S8 VR TR 80 )5 i 1 0.2% $RIR- S NE IR AR I, TR A N-IN 5k
SR N\ B REIERN A1 55k e R R BE ) A0 o0 A A ZE B Ak, SR PR 8 800 AH (0 1% R Ik = R Y
R BB . R L 45 CI8 AR AE 44 BS, 1 mmol-L™ 2, R 4 /K - B VR AR 3 4H . 45 5L W], HFPO-
DA, HFPO-TA Fl PFOA 7£ 5—500 pg L' MR EEVER N R BRI, MHEREII KT 0.99. 746 5. 10,
100 pg-kg™ 19 3 NEMAKE T B4 BR Ky 64.8%—120%, HEXFTFRAEN 224 0.6%—22.4%. AR/
B R/ RN 0.016—0.077 ngrkeg !, IARE RN 5.35%107%—2.55%107 ng. i 1 £ FAA MR A9 7
o 3 F BRI M B R /IR, H B ST iR IE 3 Rl E RS AT A /N BRUAS B P SRR K &
B, 3 R0 E BRI R SRR U Sk SR > B >0 > G . 4525 B Y HFPO-DA 1) SR Bk Ji 45 . 3%

(P<0.05) {&F HFPO-TA #l PFOA, i{iBIMI L% T HFPO-DA, PFOA Fl HFPO-TA A W sR iy M & &8 ).
Xk4#iH  QuEChERs, HAILHMAY, &R FR, NREE.

Analysis of emerging per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances in mouse
organs by QUEChERs

WEN Yong GU Qian CUI Xinyi ™
(State Key Laboratory of Pollution Control and Resource Reuse, School of Environment, Nanjing University, Nanjing, 210046,
China)

Abstract Ammonium hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA) and hexafluoropropylene
oxide trimer acid (HFPO-TA) are the main alternatives for perfluorooctanic acid (PFOA). A
QuEChERs-based novel method was established to simultaneously determine HFPO-DA, HFPO-TA,
and PFOA in mouse organs. The mouse organs were extracted with a mixture of 0.2% HCI-
acetonitrile, purified by dispersive solid-phase extraction with sorbents of N-propylethylenediamine,
octadecyl bonded silica gel, and graphitized carbon black, and detected on ultra-performance liquid
chromatography-tandem triple quadrupole mass spectrometry. The mixture of ammonium acetate

aqueous solution (1 mmol-L™") and methanol was used as the mobile phase, and the target analytes

2021 4 6 7 15 H Utk (Received: June 15, 2021).

* RSO RTHR] (2018YFC1801004 ) FFEIZR FARFF 14 (41922058) Bl
Supported by the National Key Research and Development Program of China (2018YFC1801004) and National Natural Science
Foundation of China (41922058).

* * JB{EELHE A Corresponding author, E-mail: lizzycui@nju.edu.cn


https://doi.org/10.7524/j.issn.0254-6108.2021061504
https://doi.org/10.7524/j.issn.0254-6108.2021061504

3126 7N 54 1t 2 41 &

were separated with a C18 column. A calibration was performed for each analyte using the external
matrix matched standards to eliminate the matrix effect. The matrix-matched calibration curves from
5 pug'L" to 500 pg-L' showed excellent linearity for all the analytes with R* > 0.99. The mean
recoveries from mouse organs were 64.8% —120% with relative standard deviations of
0.6%—22.4%. The limit of detection and limit of quantitation for all the analytes were 0.016 —
0.077 pg'kg! and 5.35x107*—2.55%107° ng. Mice were exposed to the target analytes by oral
feeding. The accumulation of the 3 target analytes, measured by QuEChERs, was in the order of
HFPO-TA > PFOA > HFPO-DA. The concentrations of HFPO-DA were significantly (P<0.01)
lower than HFPO-TA and PFOA, indicating that HFPO-TA and PFOA have stronger
bioaccumulation potential when compared with HFPO-DA.

Keywords QuEChERs, emerging per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFASs), perfluorooctanic
acid (PFOA), mouse organs.

98 M 2 e AL A W) (per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances, PFASs), fij FR 4 b & 4, B8 &9
53 5 ik A A B 22 B A R U B U T B R A LA A . k-3 (C—F) SRR =,
FEEFA G EA B B T ERTK . PR E PRS2 1 [ AR AR TSR, A e 2 giit, o
WL AR L 4700 R Ak G W ak )iz 0 TIE BT . RS H AR O ST, I
o B BRI AV B W 7 RS F AR EE B R 8 1 55, © U 3R PETS gt 0 i an B
i R 14 AL & W Z — )4 3 FR (perfluorooctanic acid, PFOA ), 76 # b B A= sh ) id L M 8 B
HA PR Y B 2RO R W] A R TR A T REPE | Sy R Rk 2 g M A0,

2014 47, PFOA i [8 FroJig A B1F 5% Xl 73 D9 “ A& T BEBUR Y"1, 2019 4R IE 0K PFOA JKHAT A i
G CHTAERE R BE N 24 ), BRI G A= 7= A 0. 7 8 4 Ak & -7 SR S0 N ot — SR A4k £ (ammonium
hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid, HFPO-DA, F /it 44 Gen X) F1 75 i & N b = B IK KR R
(hexafluoropropylene oxide trimer acid, HFPO-TA) (b2~ 45/ an & 1 fras ) J& H A dix 3 2 19 PFOA £t
Y. R AR A IS I R, TE SR T BHE AT 19 19—40 & i 4R I o HFPO-TA (14 H 8
99.2%, ek L iy T AT B A S A A . A r I R YV CRIAE A (4 JERE 8 HEPO-DA F9 G H
B 92%, XFFE S T S 2 EAS W TTIREE R 1%, TR 2L 6 4F AP I, HFPO-DA TEV I .30
YA PN e B S B B S A TR L TR S TR A SRR A 0 A B R XU (B AR i — 2P Y Ok
RS
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Fig.1 The chemical structure of target analytes
ST PR TR B EL 0 B R 2 TR R AU S 1Tk, B SR ST B A A S I R AT
SRR D B 5 BL . ©A 1Y K TAE G TR AL & W 2 M 7 vk 2R I B 7 S S OB AR U WAX
FAAC UL A S T B0 ZO0T I AF AR S A L FEIC L A HLIA R R 2 00 AR W S5 2 X
T TR A B A At A ) A M RIS, T — BRI L PRAE R 5 v LA B A A ROy
e F gk fa k2% B & i) QUEChERs(quick, easy, cheap, effective, rugged, and safe) /7 ¥ 5245 4t 2 5% B4 40 1
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I7IE TR, T 2003 4F 1 B B W T il 2 T bk 24 2 58 B ) R B A e ad B ST N B
AW R A1HT, QUEChERS J7 12 & 283 W i o FH 1100 5 PR35 L £ S R AR WA o Fh () 2 GO . 23004
18 A ML BELBA R A G 2 90 Ak & s 2020, O A SCHRHR GECHE LN T s W U5 1 o A% 45 B 4 3R
A5 A B B = 20 % T4 QuEChERSs J7 ¥ v H T/ B A B HROBT B 4 3 A6 & W 1 42 00 # i e A
i,

AW 5T AE B QUEChERS F143 [ #H %% B ( dispersive solid-phase extraction, d-SPE) i+t J5 i 4% & 8
0 KA 3% R BB — R DU B AT 93 (UPLC-MS/MS) 2 37 37 8 42 9L fk. &5 %) (HFPO-TA il HFPO-DA) il
HZ WS 25 A0 Y (PFOA) 76/ AR B v i S e (b o3 B 7 1.

1 #MRLE5 7 (Materials and methods)

1.1 A AR SRS

FRUEFE 5 (HFPO-TA . HFPO-DA Fil PFOA) #1 H B A Z ( L ) AL pl Tl & A BR 2N Al B kA
FO45: B (o ali, BR7E), SR (MS ¢, FiR) , Milli-Q 7K (18.25 MQ-cm, S25 % H ), 5 (43#r
ali, VRN ), SALEN (b al, BIhr T ), EhiR (A pral, sk, B R (MS %, BT ). A S5k B
(GCB, 120—400 H) . +/\bedst &k IR (C18, 40—63 pum) Al N-NF: 2 iz (PSA, 40—63 um) I F |
T R SR I A R ).

HE AT N R A T A R4 AL A YR BE 1Y Balb/e BE R KA L O E L L B BRI AR S
W A VL5 AE R e B 2 25 20 W1 sl s P R 3 A /0 BRL. S 36 0 S50 s P e R 5 A B A

{345 : QSight® Altus LC-30 i i &0 AH 23115 (32 [E] Perkin Elmer /3 7] ), QSight® 210 — 5 P4 #T
A (3E ¥ Perkin Elmer 23 H] ), HD-2500 245 i fig 1R G4 (BT M4 T A28 A PR ] ) , KH-7000SP 8 7
g Vs (R LR AR A5 A3 A BRZA R, Milli-Q 47K 4% ( Millipore 23 #]), SCIENTZ-10ND I 4
TR CT 0T 2 A W R B3 47 BR 23 7)), Lindberg blue M 5 3§ 4 (Thermo Scientific 23 & ), ME204 43
K (Mettler Toledo 2y &) ).

1.2 SEE Ik
12,1 ARy e

PR A% B R L 17 4y 2 — K43 S FREL 0.0101 g ) HEPO-TA . HFPO-DA F1 PFOA ()5 ifi:
f T 10 mL 25 &, o 3 Y IV i O 25 0T A9 5 MR R 1000 mg- L' 9 A HE it 45 WL, PR A7 T
4 °C vKFE.

TR AR EAE 5 B A S bR v TAE R TR T 1 : 20 BIVERR 5 58 1 mL ARvERE &R ST 10 mL &5
3 T R B 2 PR BUR A PR IR 1 mL T 10 mL 25, 7 43 0 45 s R
100 mg-L™" F1 10 mg L' AR SRR . T ARSI (I BE « K=1 = 1, V/V) 0B HA0 BERR R, Ll
B A 0.005, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.5, 1 mg-L ™" BARIE TAERIR. TR REARAFAE 4°C VKFA M.

122 UER53 0T 5514

W AH 6 % 45 14 . Perkin Elmer C18 {4 3% # (2.7 um, 150 mm x 2.1 mm) ; £ & : 40 °C; i ## .
0.3 mL-min'; FERERE: 10 ul; W 3hHH: A, 1 mmol-L™ Z RS /K IR B, F L A6 BEMF : 0—2.5 min,
40%—10% A; 2.5—4.0 min, 10% A; 4.0—4.1 min, 10%—40% A; 4.1—6.0 min, 40% A.

JE i S s LS 55 S TR AE 1S AR R RS L 2 E R N AR EC (MRM) s BANAS HLUE: 0.41 kV; B
TR : 200 °C; 3R A/, 1000 Lo-h'y Z9 51 : 500 °C.

1.2.3 /NS BRIk

QuEChERs 712 LA & i 4R U 39, i ok S Ak A0 S5 TE LR 10 SR AT /R SE BUA 43 B (R 29k &
YIRS T 20T, 5 THHEAGIER. AR ELE T ARWKE (0.05%. 0.1%. 0.2% F
0.3%) £h 82 - £ WG RO sh U5k O L 28 2R B L JFEIE RN ALY ) 12 4 o 13 Flf& 55 PFASs A9 2 Hie[m
BE, 0.1%. 0.2% F1 0.3% EETR- M VA VRCHS) RIS A2 £ 5% BA A I EE R, HL 0.2% Hh R~ 2 Jt VA W AR iR
VS T FEZT AR, 7E H ARG H W07 B 04 I L, PRI SR FH 0.2% R TR 11 218 i $ B0 711
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/NELRRE T-80 C VKRR VR, HUE VR VR THRALIN B T4 48 h, (1 PR Ho i 5, BT RN M
(polypropylene, PP) B0, 7E-20 C vKAPRAT#5 . WERRFREL 0.10 g 25/ A BRSSO KT 15 mL PP &
INCES bn/\ 2 mL Milli-Q 7K, 76 T H R Z1 97 i 2 1AL & T 2 mL 0.2% £5/2 ), A€ 10 min,
7 5 min. ELETIA 1 g NaCl, B iR BE 10 min, 76 4000 r-min' B 54F 2.0 10 min. 1.5 mL [+
B F%%&E%ﬁ 100 mg PSA. 80 mg C18 F130 mg GCB 1 15 mL PP &.04 w0, 76 Frh 20d 51 F R 4R
FEWIR G, IR HE 30 s. £E 4000 r-min ' 2504 R B0 10 min, MEFHWE 1 mL 3SR T 4 mL .08 %, #5H)
R K IBAR T 40 C, %mﬁ(&ﬁ?ﬁiwﬁ%@#ﬁﬂ%ﬁiﬂlﬁ HERG A 0.1 mL Y& % ()
B K=1:1, V/V) B IEFES, 3 0.22 pm PP 4138 2%, UPLC-MS/MS 4347
1.3 JrikepEsg
1.3.1 PRV R PR 2w BR

BN R B AR, 4% 08 1.2.3 WA R SR BGOSR, ER I 0.1 mL AREIR A TAER R

i AT AR R EE N 0,005, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.5, 1 mg L™ f% 35 i DC e AR v A TR . 43 9 BBUR & 4w i
TAEV W RN 5L T VT BC AR HEVS VR, F IR 1.2.2 1 AR 4514 B LI e . 3@ 2 Simplicity 3Q FRAF R HURH L 5k
P, PEMOE B 0, DU i B TR B AR bR, ot it v B A A AR AR, 40 ) 22 1l 390 B o it 2 A R o
D B b o 25 .

(7] Bisf D24 356 Jo DG e s 4 ot 28 o (VR VAR B2 A 175 M LU 3 A5 A 10 A8 H 38032007 ¥4 9 A ) R (Limit of detection,
LOD) . & & FR (Limit of quantification, LOQ). HAKA LU .

[l
LOD (pg-L™) _3><m"‘F' xC

o

e
LOQ (ng) —10><lll XCxV QD)

X, C AIETFRRFEERE (ng L) ; VA HEREARF (L),
1.3.2  FEFRN

AT FEA I FUN B B0 7 751 T i ol DG o o b 26 £ 1 D R A Ak SR A T 788 S7 T A BB 7 96 ) 8 TN
HEAKAT:

BT ARZE AL — B AIbR LRl R
LR RN (matrix effect, ME) = e x 100%

7 IME| < 20%, JCIE T TR ; #7 20% < [ME| < 50%, V55 5 0T 40300 5 [ME| > 50%, #5558 Y 3 i
FHesin -2,
133 R

] /N LA B RE A S I HFPO-TA . HFPO-DA il PFOA HYIR & bR ME T, T Bk = A0 N 5 5 5% B4 PR
WE M SRR, S5 1 G AE PRI L BT bR v B2, J3 I E 10 wL 9 50, 100, 1000 pg L™ AR A bRl
WE A ZS LT, AR 2 B A B v BE ROl 5. 10, 100 pgokg . AR 1.2.3 T RTAREE T I
PG 5 I 22, 43 5338 el i R FIUR X A 7 i 222 (relative standard deviation, RSD).
1.4 SEBRAE S ST

¥ HFPO-TA. HFPO-DA Fl PFOA i il M 19 7 XN 8 T/ R, 15 81 &E 5 1T BAn e i/ R 4%
EREA, BE— 2 R T S AT T R . S AR AR s R R BB VR TR RS, FRER S0 g, K —
E e BE 1Y) HFPO-TA ., HFPO-DA #il PFOA WIR A brifE TAEW AN N E] 2 g A 9ErbHh, FRinH 2 &k
Ja 5 BURIR A, BRI AT, INAGE & Milli-Q /KFR A i PR, A T E b, A7k 05 ks BUR 1)+ 5
H 4 g, b B HER T Y M EE N 1 mg kg™

SEE/INEL A HR B AOKYIFE— ], YUEALEE 12 h J5, LS = PP ?jai*ﬂrﬁ’étiﬂ RN RE 4 E
B2, R R/NRAT VRERR, B BIR0K; 2 A% 5560 BURF A ok, #2805 3 d Ja il
B % BURR, ﬁmmmﬂ 12 h J5 Wi sk A st/ IN B, W AR 28 B (R L il L Ok '%‘HE JHFIE) .

=
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1.5 g
A AR R YA R Simplicity 3Q (035 T /E i >k 4E, OriginPro 2021 (Learning Edition) #1744
P b B4

2 25 59718 (Results and discussion)

2.1 AXERII AT SRAT
2.1.1  WAHETE SR

[l AR 0031 R — S5y 0o 1732730 ey DU IR Ak S S PE OB C g M0 52 A, £ - R Bl /K Vi M Bk
Y E- TR e 7K TS YR AT 3 A 8 88 5t T 5 B 4 AL 5 W O B2k 4 15 AR AR 1 T P - L R K
IR G P2 iR R M (0. 1, 2. 5. 10 mmol-L™) X H AR A 40 (0945 55 Wi 197 8 Fn e FE 1) 52 i
(8 2).

w00l b 248
4X107r a £ HFPO-DA ,, 7000+ 24
PFOA 56000 281
3107 EZ3 HFPO-TA £ 5000}
z 3 4000
2X107 - . 3000+
: N 2000F
g 13107 Ff N 1000
= o § § \\ N[N 0 A | I i I i
% NN 1 2 3 - 4 B 6
l
# 30000 NN . 2000 © 60
NN 7 60001
200000 NN 7 g
§ § 4 25000}
100000 s s 2 % 4000}
S NN AW =300
012510 012510 012510 2000
Concentration/(mmol-L™") 10001
0 1 I 1 1 1 i
0 1 2 3 4 B 6

/min
B2 ZPREEG RN HAR ST WA W B S (a) , W S AH P AN TR I LR B 2 v (b)), RSN LR B2 22 b EE
(c)XF HFPO-TA I f) 52 1l
Fig.2 The effect of ammonium acetate concentrations on the response of target analytes (a); the effect of non-ammonium

acetate (b), and ammonium acetate (c) on the peak shape of HFPO-TA

XoF A 2S00 7 AR & B8 (8] 2 ), %7 T HFPO-DA Fll PFOA T &5 , W3 114 16 17 A il 37 3 A v 2% w6 e
FE RN T T T, 72 0 mmol- L' 3] 1 mmol- L' 34 hnt 2, e E AR TR0 1, BN 2 et Hnfk
B e SO ELA B RN B X6 F HFPO-TA, U T AR B O sl AH b 22 o b ok 8 i 3 I 2 80 2 TR
AR (L Fa 3, HAE 1 mmol-L" Hh ik ) d5e A i . LA %7K 2R G H07 3 A B, HFPO-TA 5335 15 43 X
(1 2b), B hn SRR gz vk 5, IR A5 2 W] 0 k3 (18] 2 o) . 235 25 il T ARURT (35 g E 1) 6tk |, AC
WFFE e /P - 2.2 4% (1 mmol- L) /K IS WRAE K i S AH.
212 JEiEA LA

H BRI 8T8 R FR R e oA A R, FmE 55 2 15 1E YR A% 2K (electrospray ionization source, EST) ¥ L
B H Ak, P A 58 LA BSTRE 3 43 4 s M A e o 1 7 6. 5 Bl &F % LA 30 pL-min™' A9 90 3 38 A
1000 pg- L™ AFRVE TARIE W AT m/z 200—1000 EST — 2% 154141, 45 5 & 3 PFOA Hl HFPO-TA HLES
Ja R EREE F AT, EELL [M-H] 50 F 8 T A F 55, HFPO-DA A2 i [M-44-H] 4> 75 T,
e IR Ry &R P R COLR2 20 B g 4 - B8, AT RTEFA, BE IR X T B R A
FHERERE T, WORIE N EM S 7. &5, UL MRM #R R B8R, #E— b HEFL i & | mifE fE
WESE, HIRSELE 1.
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Table 1 Multiple response monitoring conditions

(aes Iy Ry THET T Ak it /eV HEFLHLH/V
Compound Molecular weight Parent ion(m/z) Product ion(m/z) Collision energy Con voltage
PFOA 414.07 412.7 369%, 169 13,26 -11,-11

HFPO-DA 347 285 185.1, 169* 28,10 -3,-5
HFPO-TA 496.07 495 185%,119 15,76 —29,-34

1 * M % B B T (Quantification ion).

2.2 RUANEET IR R

& #H #£ B (solid-phase extraction, SPE) £ R 7E & fh . I L MUV WL S AT A4S 2 2 N, 5 A
T 118 351 22 AR5 3 Sl A AT LA 25 B B B T ) 48 BT A BT BRI R B AR BT, BRAS AT Y T i
It H R B K AT BRI 43 BT AN AR, (HJ2 SPE MEAF 7R 52 2% . FERHC | A ALV 30 FH 15 R I B AR 15 55 ) AL
K It d-SPE J&—F i 76 i 2R AR 07 v 3 ik 7 B I i W mP o on— 7 Joi it %) R B A R, R A A R ) i
SPE ¥5 SR . B HiE FH AW A1 RS PSAL C18. GCB, B+ /\ B4 #5055 PSA T LW 2 BU
KA E Y . A LR A/ i €0 28 AFAR M A% 0T, 2 — 0 55 91 - 28 #7119, C18 W] AR IO g 7 45 3
PP 1 B 07, GCB G4 B Hh €8, 3% R 55 B2ty o 1A 30 1) S BRABUR . 78 2 AT 1 STk i i v
43913 F PSA. C18 F1 GCB 3 Fft i B 751 B — ol AS [R) B LU T Ji s P 1k 6 P AL 48 BB 2 L B i
el 0222638,

FE T 3l W 5 T O I U 8 3 RN AR 4% i, A SR 2E$E 100 mg PSA+80 mg C18+30 mg GCB 4 %,
AT A PIVE R BRI, 45 50 R AL ROR by, W 3 Fs i R e B IAZS, /U4 2 15 o il

RAEATH, H AR M 9 59 DR 6 L 50 R . PRI, AR AR 7 98 FH 122 41 1 S R R 590 A 1 A o 1

Feik..

JH I W E iigil3
Liver Kidney Liver

® 100 mg PSA
® 80 mg CI18
® 30 mg GCB

B3 IR A O B 500 A o SR B g LR BT S X L
Fig.3 The performance of sorbents in d-SPE

23 JEEEER
231 LAV R AR

T B SR AH G L LODs, LOQs Fl 3 BT & W 25 SR tn & 2 pros . 3F B AR 3 M 72 5—
500 pg- L™ Byl PN, 5T 6 v B 55 00 g 1 DA T AR B AR AP I R OC R  AHOCE R B R
T 0.99. PFOA Fll HFPO-DA 7£ T B[ 5 F 2% B o1 [ME|H 28.9%—80.7%, & ik i K& i &4 1. . HFPO-
TA TEARIR &5 B 28 B B R 22 5, KM . B IO A & (9 [MEE| < 20%, JE BT R0 7] 2086 AN T s
T i R A S rp B b 45 28 R A R BT AR . PR A S i v i SR FH R o DG AR MV MR A R ik
B A AL 2R bR IC N bR R 8 i, 8E T HE R 2R BTN . 3 A H AR 2 B W 7E A W) 3 5T R Y LODs S
0.016—0.077 pg-kg™ HZ XTI A9 LOQs 4 5.35x10*—2.55%107° ng.
232 JNIEMUESRE R

3 L [ Ae 24 e 3 A 32 Ty 2 %) VA fR B RS %85 B2 3 B B AR BT AE 5. 10, 100 pgkg ! 1Y 3 A4~
MK T - 2 SR 64.8%—120%, 5 2 X% b 1 RSD 4351 4 : 4.1%—20%. 0.75%—22.4%.
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0.6%—14.6% (& 3). iZ 7 00 DR | RS %8 B A 2 0% Y REH 12 GB/T 27417—20175) drfl 2z 04
A ESR.

F 2 BERSPRLE R | TN R G
Table 2 The linearity, matrix effect, LOD, and LOQ in different matrices of target analytes

EY B S&MEHE(ng L EaddmlEyy FHRFREL LR KR/ (pgkg!) PR /ng
Compound Matrix Linear range Linear regression equation s Matrix effect LOD LOQ
sl y=1127167.9x-9339.7 0.9985
Jiti y=1513689.3x+64976.9 0.9994 343 0.033 1.11x10°3
JHE y=1948167.8x + 4061.1 0.9939 72.8 0.032 1.06 x10°
HFPO-TA - 5—500
KM y=1141739.2x - 1827.9 0.9983 129 0.059 1.95x10°
B HE ¥ =936791.55x - 12930.8 0.9924 -16.9 0.067 223 %107
O y=1176418.9x + 11229.8 0.9981 4.40 0.077 2.55x107
sl y=73531199.76x—-412121.8 0.9997
Jiti y = 14208329.7x+203490.4 0.9959 -80.7 0.070 233x10°
JFRE y=14903379.9x+103425.3 0.9987 -79.7 0.072 241 x107
HFPO-DA - 5—500
KM y=26824971.1x - 267020.2 0.9904 —63.5 0.032 1.05x 107
B HE y=18930496.41x + 86476.4 0.9996 -743 0.035 1.18 x 107
CE y=31251384.1x - 62905.3 0.9997 -57.5 0.037 125x107
sl y=38001300.6x - 1277.5 0.9998
Jiti y=15354735.3x+131561.6 0.9987 -59.6 0.026 8.79 x 10
JHE y=15871133.5x + 148426.0 0.9989 -582 0.016 535x10*
PFOA N 5—500
KM ¥ =20042969.4x + 186424.7 0.9946 —47.3 0.023 751 %10
B IE y=21453758.7x + 198,880.2  0.9993 —43.5 0.016 549 x10*
;i y=27017643.3x - 8176.8 0.9980 -28.9 0.020 6.81 x10*

R 33 A EAR TR/ U E P DR A X B o i 22

Table 3 The mean recovery and RSD of 3 target analytes in different matrices

ISR/ HFPO-TA HFPO-DA PFOA
HBT (ugkg™)
Matrix ~ Add Rl R2 R3 % RSD% RI R2 R3 MfH% RSD/% R1 R2 R3 WIH% RSD%
Concentration
5 723 734 668 708 5 1088 958 895 98 10 984 1256 851 103 20
I 10 84.1 703 804 783 9.1 83 821 833 828 075 647 631 665 648 2.6

100 874 854 842 857 1.9 96.1 723 80.5 829 14.6 862 78 78.6 809 5.6

5 112.7 879 101.3 100.6 123 101.6 849 77.8 88.1 13.9 73.5 737 834 769 7.3
fiti 10 105 108.9 100.8 104.9  3.86 86 109.1 77 90.7 18.3 84.4 824 809 826 2.1

100 108.7 94.6 91.8 984 9.2 95 852 835 879 7.1 983 92 809 904 9.7

5 88.9 804 79 82.8 6.5 79.1 76.6 713 757 53 99 84 88 90.3 8.6
fivi 10 1042 7577 959 919 15.9 86.2 934 869 888 4.5 87.1 83.8 842 85 2.1

100 120.0 120.0 1194 120.0 0.7 932 84.7 857 879 53 100.4 80.6 100.8 93.9 12.3

5 943 1114 82.8 96.2 149 1054 75 785 863 193 1032 954 98 98.9 4.1
=3 10 832 84.1 1209 96.1 224 1162 802 8l1.6 927 22 91.3 815 859 862 5.7

100 972 1045 922 979 6.3 102.2 81.8 88.8 909 11.3 929 799 848 859 7.6

5 107.5 914 877 955 11 757 80 945 834 11.8 89.4 885 1053 944 10
CIE 10 121.6 89.6 852 99.8 20 112.6 106 103.2 107.3 4.5 89.3 80.8 80.5 835 59
100 103.6 799 97 93.5 13 90.6 95.8 90.8 924 32 81.5 824 815 81.8 0.6
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2 N R BRSNS B VR T G, T g J7 e, 45 2% 5 5 br 2 # Ak
G LS RANE 4 PR, 3 B AR IAEA TR G B i EREARRKES, 76 5 Fhasw oo R E
U BFIE ((3970.6 + 645.3) png-kg ™) > I ((2619.2 + 787.5) ug-kg ') >fili ((2027.1 + 138.2 )ug-kg ') >
JIE((1070.1 + 55.6 )ug-kg ™) > KM ((383.7 +30.1) ug-kg ™). 3 B B A s S la i A W i 22 7, 78
H A48 B o HFPO-DA 1Y RFUE JE 1B 3 (P<0.05) fik T PFOA 1 HFPO-TA. | 41 i fIE 1 HFPO-TA Fl
PFOA ity S B & 73 90 My (1726.7 £ 205.7 )ug-kg ' 1 (1676.1 £ 338.2) pg-kg', i HFPO-DA Ay ¥ &
(566.9 + 101.4) pg-kg ™. #MAETE 10 pg-mL™" BFREEFME T, ARG 2 4R, PFOA ) 4L
TR W B J& HFPO-DA 1Y 5.8 £, b AME/NERUHEH HFPO-TA i S AR B i /= T PFOA, Sy HLiR i
1) 1.1 4%, A W5 R W, HFPO-TA 5 A JHIERR D7 R 45 & 85 1 A 45 &1 J1 KT PFOA 1 HFPO-DAM!,
PETEFIEH HFPO-TA #H LLAK T PFOA 1 HFPO-DA H A #5m (10 4= 1 & i ).
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Fig.4 The concentrations of target PFASs in mouse organs
3 244512 (Conclusion)

A5 38 1 O AR i A B 5 R RACES S B A5 44, 257 T QUEChERs-UPLC-MS/MS [a] B U 22 /)y
BB OB B AL A W O ik A TRV TR B, PREE A AT, 200 AE M R, MR DG R T 0.99, 7
ANTRIIN B2 B L T A FR M 0.016—0.077 pg kg™ FIE SR BR A 5.35%104—2.55x107 ng. Hf & 37 5 ¥
I 15 Y ZR 58 /N BRURE &, 3 R HAR BT 07 S B B b B K, HFPO-TA 76 JIFIE b i SRR 1
5 PFOA #231T, /& HFPO-DA R AU (1) 3.4 £, AHIF 7T 0 Wi I A= 1 s 8 4> iU AL & W0 e sr. T A 3
R T, A B TR L4 AL G W PS5 A RN A A R 58
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