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 Method validation in different circumstances
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buffer: PBS (pH 7.4). NacCl, PBS (pH 7.4) were selected for quantifying the IgG at 1 mg/mL. CO“CI usion

Table 2 A comparison of various percentage fragments and recovery from injection mass (uL); data represents mean(n=3) * standard deviation; statistical
analysis of percentage recovery and fractionation was completed using a Tukey test at p < 0.05 (A, B group).

AF4 serves as an orthogonal, gentle separation method for conducting high-resolution analysis of antibody stability,
providing orthogonal characterisation compared to other techniques.
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recovery (%R) and fractionation was completed using a Tukey test at p < 0.05 (A, B, C group).
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