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hat are PFAS and why do we care? . Upstream (Before Wastewater Treatment): Municipal PFAS Source Assessment
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¢ Longchain and precursor PFAS fractionate into solid

sludges while short chain remain in the aqueous portion. Works Cited and Acknowledgment S

* YPFAS concentrated 850 to 1850x higher in sludge
¢ ;ctionation ) , e

PFAS signature is distinct between wastewater mediums.
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Figure 2. Non-multidimensional scaling of influent PFAS measurements for 18 Vermont WWTFs (AOSIM, Figure S1, p<0.001, R=0.3234 ; Pairwise ADONIS, INF & VERMONT AN\ e v
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Figure 3. A) Relative abundance (percentage of total molar mass) of short chain, long-chain, and precursor PFAS through the wastewater treatment process, and B) New Hampshira Ecnuv:‘nsmngml
total PFAS for aqueous and sludge samples. Bars and whiskers represent average and standard deviation for four WWTFs. (Adams et al. 2021 NEWEA Journal)
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