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Distribution of PFASs in the studied matrices

- The Danube provides drinking water to 20 M+ people & key ecosystems to the
Danube River Basin (DRB) > It Is essential to ensure the water quality

- Anthropogenic activities introduce contaminants to the DRB including PFASs.

- Majority of the previous investigations targeting PFASs In the DRB were
performed solely with “conventional” target screening approach, while suspect
screening Is a powerful complementary tool to reveal novel contaminants.

- Infrastructure on the NORMAN Database System (such as the SLE and DSFP)
support the retrospective suspect screening of thousands of PFASs

Objectives
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To screen: PFASs In the DRB using LC-HRMS and LC-MS/MS
(special focus: reveal novel PFASS)

To investigate: distribution of PFASs in the studied matrix (river
water, wastewater, groundwater & biota; 95 samples in total)

Chemical analysis & ERA
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Environmental presence of 82 PFASs in the DRB

PFASs in the
DRB

Chemical

) Characteristics
analysis

Robust &
sensitive

Target screening:
10 PFASs

82 PFASs
detected Semi-

Suspect quantitative*

screening: 72
additional PFASs

Complementary
technique

*Same order of magnitude for >90% of the 224 findings commonly detected by the 2 approaches
Figure 1. Performance of target & suspect screening in the investigation
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Figure 2. Occurrence of identified PFAS in various matrices

- 18 PFASS prioritized, of which 13 were detected only by suspect screening
- PFQOS: prioritized in 4 matrices + the only PFAS currently regulated
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*PFASs are prioritized when having risk score above 1 out of 3 (shown in'mﬂlﬁ:e)
Figure 3. Radial plots of risk scores of detected PFAS In various matrices

Discussion & Conclusion

- 82 PFASs were detected in the 95 DRB environmental samples, of
which 72 were detected only by suspect screening —=> suspect screening
proven to be a powerful complementary tool to reveal novel PFASsS.

- PFASs were detected In biota (fish) and groundwater samples, which
could reach human via food chain/drinking water.

- 18 PFASs were ranked in the ERA following the NORMAN
prioritization scheme, of which 17 of them are not currently requlated.

- It I1s essential to identify source & fate of PFASs in the DRB and establish
requlatory monitoring of PFASs (especially for prioritized ones).
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