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The aims of this work are to evaluate the performance of the LC-ion trap-MS screen- Proficiency tests were acquired from Arvecon GmbH, Walldorf Germany, a company that organizes 27 different tests in the fields of Forensic Toxicology, Therapeutic Drug Monitoring, Blood Alcohol and Clinical Toxicology on behalf and in cooperation with the German Society of Toxicological and Toxtvoer Results UF - Drues in Urine (2015 - 2021
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