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ABSTRACT: Rapid analysis of uranium is useful for the exploration and exploitation of 

uranium ore, while traditional methods always require several hours for a single analysis procedure. 

Herein, a novel online extraction device that incorporates a heating unit was fabricated to efficiently 

extract the uranium from ore, followed by real-time ICP-MS detection. As a result, without sample 

pretreatment, the uranium content in two kinds of uranium ore can be obtained directly within 15 min 

with low sample consumption (1.0 mg), low energy consumption, and high recovery (90%). The present 

method provided a useful platform for the rapid quantitative analysis of uranium, which is beneficial for 

the improvement of the efficiency of exploration and exploitation of uranium. 
 

INTRODUCTION 

As a crucial metallic element, uranium plays significant roles in 

the fields of energy, medicine, military, etc. The global annual 

consumption of uranium is approximately 50,000 tons, while the 

currently identified resources recoverable are around 8 million 

tons worldwide.1 Therefore, enhancing the exploration and 

exploitation efficiency of uranium mines is essential for the 

development of the global uranium industry. Advanced analytical 

methods are indispensable for improving the efficiency of 

exploration and exploitation, which can be used for determining 

the grade of uranium in ore samples, residual content in tailings as 

well and product quality.2 Moreover, direct analysis of uranium 

can reflect changes in ore type and redox potential within an 

environment which directly affects leaching difficulty; thus, it 

holds great significance for mining operations, extraction 

processes, and environmental protection.3, 4 Currently, uranium ore 

are normally dissolved using various chemical reagents to form 

analyte solutions prior to elemental analysis, The sample solutions 

are usually offline analyzed by radiological and chemical 

approaches, and mass spectrometry (MS). The radiological 

analysis encompasses α energy spectroscopy,5,6 γ energy 

spectroscopy,7, 8 neutron activation method,9 etc., while chemical 

analysis methods include volumetric method,10,11 

spectrophotometry,12,13 fluorescence spectroscopy,14 X-ray 

fluorescence spectroscopy,15-17 atomic spectroscopy,18-20 and mass 

spectrometry.21-24 Among these techniques, the volumetric method 

and spectrophotometry are cost-effective but exhibit relatively low 

detection sensitivity, while fluorescence spectrophotometry and 

atomic spectrometry are susceptible to chemical interference as 

well as spectral interference. Mass spectrometry is widely 

recognized as a standard method for ore analysis due to its 

outstanding advantages of high accuracy and sensitivity. However, 

traditional standard mass spectrometry methods required complex 

sample pretreatment, resulting in long analysis time, low 

efficiency, high cost, and energy consumption. Recently, our team 

has developed a direct analysis strategy for rare earth ore by mass 

spectrometry which enables rapid acquisition of component 

information without sample pretreatment.25-28 This provides an 

important analytical tool for geological and mineral samples. 

However, the harsh extraction conditions for uranium in uranium 

ore make it difficult to achieve direct analysis using reported 

analytical methods. 

Therefore, based on our previous research, a novel online 

extraction device that incorporates a heating unit was fabricated to 

extract the uranium from ore. The extraction was regulated by 

precisely controlling the extraction temperature. The extracted 

uranium transported online to ICP-MS for quantitative analysis by 
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coupling the ICP-MS with the extraction device. The present 

method has been demonstrated to enable the determination of 

uranium content in ore within 15 minutes without any sample 

pretreatment with a recovery above 90%. Compared to traditional 

mass spectrometry methods, our approach maintained analytical 

recovery and reduced analysis time and energy consumption by 

more than ten-fold and 100 times. 

EXPERIMENTAL 

Reagents, materials, and equipment. The high-resolution 

inductively coupled plasma mass spectrometer used in the test is 

Element II of Thermo Fisher Scientific Co., Ltd. And the 

instrument equipped with a standard glass nebulizer, quartz spray 

chamber. The instrument conditions were: atomizer gas flow rate 

of 1.1 L·min-1, auxiliary gas flow rate of 0.9 L·min-1, plasma gas 

flow rate 16.0 L·min-1, RF power 1350 W, sampling cone aperture 

of 1.2 mm, interception cone aperture of 1.0 mm. The sample is 

weighed using an analytical balance (MS105DU of Mettler 

Toledo) with an accuracy of 0.01mg. 

As shown in Fig.1(a), the sample chamber consists of five major 

parts: filter, filter paper, gasket, fastening, and adapter. Except for 

the filter paper and gasket, which are made of 

Polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE), the other three parts are made of 

poly(ether-ether-ketone) (PEEK). Briefly, the inner and outer 

diameters of the filter body were 8.00 and 14.00 mm, and the inner 

and outer diameters of the filter tip were 1.80 and 0.80 mm. The 

diameter of the filter paper was 8.00 mm. The inner and outer 

diameters of the gasket were 4.00 and 8.00 mm. The height of the 

gasket was 2.00 mm. The internal diameter of the adapter was 1.20 

mm. The sample chamber is connected via threading, and the 

analysis concludes with a replacement of the sample chamber. The 

membrane filter is made of Teflon and cut with an 8 mm circle 

hole puncher. The pore size of the membrane filter is 0.45μm. 

The reagents H2O2 (68%), HNO3 (68%), HCl (37%), HClO4 

(71%) and HF (40%) used in the experiment are guaranteed 

reagent and purchased from Sinopharm Chemical Reagent Co., 

Ltd. Uranium standard solution (GBW(E)080173) was purchased 

from the Beijing Institute of Chemical Metallurgy of Nuclear 

Industry. Two ores were used in this work, including a standard 

sample of granite (GWB04122) and sample of alaskites from 

Husab uranium deposit in Namibia (nami-01). The component of 

the GBW04122 was presented in the Table S1. The SiO2 content 

of GBW04122 is 75.18%. The SiO2 content of Nami-01 sample is 

above 75%. The ultrapure water (>18 MΩ·cm-1) was prepared by 

the Millipore ultrapure water system. Glassware for analysis was 

first soaked in 30% nitric acid solution for 24 h and then washed 

ultrasound with ultrapure water. The plastic container was used for 

the sample solution in the experiment. The standard solution was 

stored in a PFA bottle and was diluted in plastic containers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 1 The strategy for uranium rapid analysis of ore sample. a) Major parts of the sample chamber for online extraction of ore samples for ICP-MS detection; 

b) The schematic diagram of the procedure for the rapid analysis.
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Calibration curve. Calibration solutions of uranium with 

concentrations 2, 6, 10, 20, 60, and 100 μg·L-1 were prepared in 2% 

HNO3 from standard solution. The ICP-MS signals of 238U were 

used for quantitative analysis. The calibration curve was prepared 

in two modes respectively, including signal intensity vs. uranium 

concentration and signal area vs. uranium mass. In signal intensity 

vs. concentration mode, the concentration of each calibration 

solution of uranium was set as horizontal coordinates and the 

corresponding intensity was set as vertical coordinates. In signal 

area vs. mass mode, 200 μL calibration solutions with different 

concentrations were successively introduced to the ICP-MS with 

a flow rate of 0.3 mL·min-1, and the 238U was recorded in real time. 

The area of the 238U signal was calculated by the integration 

method in Origin 9.0 software. The mass of the U of the 

corresponding 238U signal was calculated as M=C*V, where “C” 

was the concentration of the U, and “V” was the dosage of the 

calibration solution. Then, the mass of uranium was set as 

horizontal coordinates, and the corresponding signal area was set 

as vertical coordinates. 

Direct determination of uranium in an ore sample. The ore 

samples were grinded and sieved using a 200-mesh sieve with a 

maximum diameter of 74 μm, following the standard protocol 

(DZ/T 0279.6-2016). 29 As the sample diameter decreases, there is 

an increased likelihood of contact with the reagent and a greater 

ease in eluting the element for measurement. However, 

excessively small particle diameters can lead to filter paper 

clogging and elevated pressure within the self-made reactor, which 

may impede reaction efficiency. After that, the execution of 

sample loading procedure was conducted. As shown in Fig. 1a, the 

filter paper was initially placed into the filter and securely attached 

to the pre-moistened sieve. Subsequently, the gasket was carefully 

positioned onto the filter paper. A quadrate shaped weighing paper 

was placed on top of the measuring plate of the analytical balance. 

Then the sample of 1.00 mg was measured out by placing the 

sample on the paper. After that, the weighing paper was curled up 

to form a sharp conical tip. The paper was then tilted up and the 

sample was transferred onto the filter paper by tapping the paper. 

Following this step, the fastener was inserted into the filter to 

firmly secure the gasket in place. Lastly, an adapter was affixed to 

complete the assembly of the entire device. 

Determination of the uranium. The instrument's baseline was 

initially adjusted before commencing the analysis of the mine 

sample. Subsequently, the experimental apparatus was arranged as 

depicted in Fig. 1b. The eluent passed through the heater and 

entered the sample chamber to facilitate U extraction from the ore 

sample with a flow rate of 0.3 mL·min-1. The temperature inside 

the elution device can be assessed by measuring the temperature 

of the eluent in the exit of the sample chamber, and the heater was 

adjusted to make the temperature of the eluent in the exit of the 

sample chamber was 90 ℃. Non-spectral interference can be 

caused by difference in viscosity, surface tension, density, and in 

the concentrations of matrix elements in the individual samples, 

and it can be reduced by diluting sample, internal standard and 

removing matrix etc.30 Thus, in this work, a simple method on-line 

dilution was used to reduce the non-spectral interferences. The 

extracted uranium was mixed online with 2% HNO3 through a Y 

connector (PEEK), followed by being transported to a nebulizer 

for ICP-MS detection. The signal of 238U was recorded in real-time. 

Though other elements like silicon, alkali and alkaline earth metals, 

transition elements, lanthanides, etc may be extracted along with 

uranium, the relative atomic mass of 238U mass is larger than that 

of these elements, and the interference caused by these elements 

were negligible. The determination was completed until the signal 

of 238U decreased to baseline. The chamber can be reused by 

changing the filter paper and cleaning the chamber adequately 

with aqua regia. 

The results achieved by the present method are compared with 

those obtained by the standard method (DZ/T 0279.6-2016).29 The 

standard method is as follows. Accurately weigh 0.1 g (with an 

accuracy of 0.1 mg) powder sample with particle size less than 74 

μm. Then place it in a 50 mL Teflon beaker followed by the 

addition of 10 mL nitric acid, 5 mL hydrofluoric acid, 2 mL 

perchloric acid, and a small amount of water. After that, the beaker 

is covered using a crucible cover and heated up for 1 h using a 

temperature-controlling electric rod at 150 ℃. Following that, the 

crucible cover is taken away and cleaned using water. The open 

beaker is then heated up to 240 ℃ and kept heated until the white 

perchlorate smoke stops coming out. While hot, the beaker walls 

are flushed using 6 mL 5% nitric acid and then kept warm for 5-

10 min until the solution turns clear. Then the solution is cooled 

down and transferred to a 50 mL volumetric flask for test with the 

volume brought by using high-purity water. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Calibration curve. According to the methodology described in 

section 2.2, two kinds of standard curves were generated. Fig. 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 2 Calibration curve of U prepared in signal intensity vs. concentration 

mode. 
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displays the calibration curve prepared in signal intensity vs. 

concentration mode. The equation for the calibration curve is y = 

26598x + 1751, with a linear range of 0-100 μg·L-1 and a 

correlation coefficient of 0.9997 within the range. The detection 

limit was calculated to be 12.1 ng· L-1 according to LOD=3 σ/a, 

where “σ” was the standard deviation of the blank solution and the 

“a” was the slope of the calibration curve. 

Figure S1a displayed the extracted ion chromatogram of 238U 

with different concentrations and a calibration curve in signal area 

vs. mass mode was displayed in Fig. S1b. The linear equation was 

y = 6.88×107 x +5.12×106 with a linear range of 0-20 ng and a 

correlation coefficient of 0.9999 within the range. The detection 

limit (LOD) was calculated to be 25.4 pg according to LOD=3σ/a, 

and the limit of quantitation (LOQ) calculated to be 84.7 pg 

according to LOQ=10σ/a. These two kinds of calibration curves 

demonstrated that the ICP-MS has a high sensitivity for 238U 

detection. 

On-line analysis of uranium ore. The national standard sample 

(uranium-producing rock composition analysis standard GBW 

04122) and Namibia Husab Uranium Deposit white granite 

uranium ore were employed to characterize the performance of the 

present method. According to the methodology described in 

section 2.3, 5% nitric acid (0.80 mol·L-1) + 5% hydrogen peroxide 

(0.33 mol·L-1) was first used as the eluent to extract uranium from 

the ore sample for ICP-MS detection. The eluent was selected 

according to the previous reports.31, 32 Santos et al.31 reported that 

the most ordinary way for decomposition of solid samples for 

uranium determination is employing acids such as nitric acid, 

hydrofluoric acid and hydrogen peroxide, as well as mixtures of 

such reagents, and a maximum concentration of 5% nitric acid was 

recommend. Hickam et al.32 reported that uranium nitride and 

dioxide uranium dissolution in aqueous solutions containing 

hydrogen peroxide is extensive and rapid, but when the 

concentration is too large, it is easy to form uranyl peroxide cluster. 

Herin, combination of the previous reports, 5% nitric acid and 5% 

hydrogen peroxide was selected as eluent. 

Figures 3a and 3b displayed the detection results of uranium in 

three parallel GBW 04122 and Namibian uranium white granite 

ore samples, respectively. Due to the micro-scaled device and 

online process, the speed and efficiency of extraction were 

enhanced. Consequently, the sample consumption and/or sample 

loss were both minimized referring to conventional offline 

methods. As shown in Figs. 3a and 3b, the signal increased sharply 

to the apex within about 2 s and then decreased slowly to the 

baseline within about 700 s, the single experimental procedure can 

be completed within 15 min with only a small volume of 

extraction solvent (~4.5 mL), resulting in a relatively high 

concentration and a strong signal although only a small amount of 

sample (1.0 mg) was used. In comparison to a previously reported 

online extraction-based ICP-MS method,33 where a complex  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 3 Direct analysis spectrum of ore samples. a) The uranium rock 

composition analysis reference material (GBW 04122); b) The alaskite 

uranium deposit in Namibia. 

sample pretreatment was conducted to prepare an analyte solution 

followed by the utilization of liquid-liquid extraction for trace 

analyte element purification by eliminating matrix elements, the 

current approach enables direct U extraction from ore for high 

sensitivity ICP-MS analysis. 

Obvious fluctuation can be observed in the extracted ion 

chromatogram, which can be ascribed to the interference of 

microbubbles generated during the extraction. The quantitative 

results of the U in both GBW 04122 and Namibian uranium white 

granite ore samples were displayed in Table S2 according to the 

linear equation shown in Fig. S1b and the signal area provided in 

Fig. S1a. As shown in Table 1, the content of U in GBW 04122 

and the Namibian sample were detected to be 60.81 μg·g-1 and 

1322 μg·g-1 with an RSD of less than 3% in three parallel tests. 

In order to investigate the effect of the quantitative mode, an 

offline analytical mode was carried out. A mixture of 5% nitric 

acid + 5% hydrogen peroxide was passed through the heater and 

entered the sample chamber to extract U from the ore sample with 

a flow rate of 0.3 mL/min. The extracted uranium was then mixed 

online with 2% HNO3 through a Y connector (PEEK), followed 

by collected in a vial. After 15 min extraction, the collected U  
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Table 1 Analytical result of uranium in ore samples by different methods 

Method 
GBW 04122 Nami-01 

𝒙̅ RSD /% 𝒙̅ RSD /% 

Online 60.81 1.21 1322 2.40 

Off-line 61.57 2.41 1366 1.88 

HF added 62.23 1.33 1455 2.03 

DZ/T0279.6-2016 64.11 3.06 1516 2.39 

extraction solution was used for ICP-MS detection. The 

quantitative information of the U was obtained (Table S3) 

according to the ICP-MS results and the linear equation shown in 

Fig. 2. As shown in Table 1, the content of U in GBW 04122 and 

the Namibian sample were detected to be 61.57 μg·g-1 and 1366 

μg·g-1 with an RSD of less than 3% in three parallel tests. As 

shown in Table 1, the quantitative information respectively 

obtained by the two quantitative modes was almost the same, 

indicating that the quantitative mode almost did not affect the 

results. 

According to the previous reports, HF can react with silicon of 

matrix in the ore sample and a concentration of 0.05 mol·L-1 HF is 

conducive to the dissolution of uranium oxides.34 Thus, a mixture 

of 0.2% hydrofluoric acid (0.06 mol·L-1) + 5% nitric acid + 5% 

hydrogen peroxide was used as eluent to investigate the effect of 

eluent on the results. As shown in Table S4 and Table 1, the content 

of U in GBW 04122 and the Namibian sample was detected to be 

62.23 μg·g-1 and 1455 μg·g-1 with an RSD of less than 3% in three 

parallel tests. As shown in Table 1, the extraction efficiency of U 

for GBW 04122 and the Namibian sample were improved 1% and 

6% respectively by using an eluent contained of HF, indicating that 

a part of U in the sample was wrapped by silicon. Moreover, the 

increment of extraction efficiency of U for Nami-01 and 

GBW04122 consisted with their SiO2 content. 

Sample analysis. A geological industry-standard method (DZ/T 

0279.6-2016) (detailed in the experimental section) was used to 

validate the accuracy of the present method. The results of 

uranium content in GBW 04122 and the Namibian sample 

obtained by the geological industry-standard method were 

displayed in Table S5. As shown in Table S5 and Table 1, the 

content of U in GBW 04122 and Namibian sample were detected 

to be 64.11 μg·g-1 and 1516 μg·g-1 with an RSD of about 3% in 

three parallel tests. Giving the results obtained by the geological 

industry-standard method as true value, the recovery of the present 

method was displayed in Fig. 4 according to the formula: recovery 

= the results obtained by this method/the results obtained by 

standard method ×100%. The recovery of the one-step extraction 

rate for GBW 04122 and Namibian samples without HF was 87% 

to 96%, whereas incorporating a small amount of hydrofluoric 

acid (1 mL 2%) increased the recovery to between 93% and 97%. 

In comparison with the reported methods (Table S6), the present 

method shows a satisfactory extraction efficiency for U detection 

in ore. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 4 The recovery of the present method compared with the geological 

industry-standard method. Recovery = the results obtained by this 

method/the results obtained by standard method ×100%. 

Compared with traditional analysis methods (Table S7), the 

present approach obviates the requirement of pretreatment, 

resulting in a mere 1% energy consumption. Moreover, the time 

required for analysis is reduced by a factor of 10, and reagent 

consumption is also minimized to just 1%. 

CONCLUSION 

In summary, the quantitative determination of uranium in 

unprocessed ore samples has been successfully achieved within 15 

minutes using ICP-MS combined with a custom-designed 

apparatus for real-time extraction of the uranium element, thereby 

eliminating the need for laborious offline sample preparation. In 

comparison with conventional methods, the present method 

allows significant advantages such as high speed of analysis (0.2 

h vs. ~3 h), low sample consumption (1.0 mg vs. 0.5 g), high 

recovery (>95%), low cost, and low energy consumption. These 

results demonstrated that the present method is a useful platform 

for the rapid quantitative analysis of uranium, which is beneficial 

for the improvement of the efficiency of exploration and 

exploitation of uranium. In addition, the present method can also 

be used for analysis of other geological samples such as metal ore 

samples, fossils, soil, which is useful for geology, paleobiology, 

and Environics. The reason why this method has such a high 

extraction efficiency is that the sample amount in the experiment 

is small, the reactants for online analysis are constantly 

supplemented, the concentration is not reduced, and the products 

continue to flow out, and the chemical reaction in the reaction 

chamber is always in the direction of the forward reaction, which 

is the biggest advantage of this method compared with the 

traditional digestion method. 



www.at-spectrosc.com/as/article/pdf/2023204 3����                Atom. Spectrosc. 2023, 44(5), 336–342. 

ASSOCIATED CONTENT 

The supporting information (Fig. S1 and Table S1-S7) is 

available at www.at-spectrose.com/as/home. 

AUTHOR INFORMATION 

Jiaquan Xu received his BSc in 2009 from 

the Sichuan University, and PhD in 2016 from 

the Wuhan University. He is an associate 

professor of mass spectrometry in the East 

China University of Technology. His major 

research interests are analytical chemistry 

using mass spectrometry (MS), with the 

emphasis on developing methods and device 

for environtology, geology and bioscience. He is a member of young 

editorial board of Chinese Chemical Letters and Journal of Analysis and 

Testing. Jiaquan Xu is author or co-author of over 30 articles published in 

peer-reviewed scientific journals and 8 patents. 

Corresponding Author 

* J. Q. Xu 

Email address: jiaquan_xu@foxmail.com 

Notes 

The authors declare no competing financial interest. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The authors thank the Jiangxi Key Laboratory for Mass 

Spectrometry and State Key Laboratory of Nuclear Resources and 

Environment for providing excellent (laboratory) infrastructure. 

This work was supported financially by the National Natural 

Science Foundation of China (22264001 and 22164002). 

REFERENCES 

1. N. E. Agency and I. A. E. Agency, Uranium 2020, 2021. 

https://doi.org/10.1787/d82388ab-en 

2. D. Ali, in Advanced Analytics in Mining Engineering, ed.                

A. Soofastaei. Springer International Publishing: Cham, 2022,        

pp 495-522. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-91589-6_15 

3. K. S. Patel, S. Sharma, J. P. Maity, P. Martín-Ramos, Ž. Fiket,         

P. Bhattacharya, and Y. Zhu, Front. Environ. Sci., 2023, 10, 
1058053. https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2022.1058053 

4. A. Milena-Perez, F. Pinero-Garcia, J. Benavente,                              

V. M. Exposito-Suarez, P. Vacas-Arquero, and M. A. Ferro-Garcia, 

J. Environ. Radioactiv., 2021, 227, 106503. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvrad.2020.106503 

5. F. S. Olise, O. F. Oladejo, S. M. Almeida, O. K. Owoade,                

H. B. Olaniyi, and M. C. Freitas, J. Geochem. Explor., 2014, 142, 

36-42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gexplo.2014.01.004 

6. D. Alamelu and S. Jagadish Kumar, J. Radioanal. Nucl. Chem., 

2016, 310, 541-546. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10967-016-4874-6 

7. M. R. Khattab, H. Tuovinen, J. Lehto, I. E. El Assay, M. G. El Feky, 

and M. A. Abd.El-Rahman, Instrum. Sci. Technol., 2017, 45,         

338-348. https://doi.org/10.1080/10739149.2016.1242078 

8. H.-D. Choi and J. Kim, Nucl. Eng. Technol., 2018, 50, 929-936. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.net.2018.04.008 

9. A. Sengupta, R. H. Sankhe, and V. Natarajan,                                     

J. Radioanal. Nucl. Chem., 2015, 306, 401-406. 

https://doi.rog/10.1007/s10967-015-4088-3 

10. P. Sahoo, C. Mallika, R. Ananthanarayanan, F. Lawrence, N. Murali, 

and U. Kamachi Mudali, J. Radioanal. Nucl. Chem., 2012, 292, 

1401-1409. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10967-012-1622-4 

11. B. F. G. Cristiano, J. U. Delgado, J. W. S. da Silva, P. D. de Barros, 

R. M. S. de Araújo, and R. T. Lopes, Appl. Radiat. Isot., 2012, 70, 

1373-1375. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apradiso.2011.11.025 

12. L. Li, H. Zhang, and G.-A. Ye, J. Radioanal. Nucl. Chem., 2013, 

295, 325-330. https://doi.rog/10.1007/s10967-012-1833-8 

13. T. Fujii, S. Egusa, A. Uehara, H. Yamana, and Y. Morita,                 

J. Radioanal. Nucl. Chem., 2013, 295, 2059-2062. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10967-012-2211-2 

14. M. C. Phillips, B. E. Brumfield, N. LaHaye, S. S. Harilal,                

K. C. Hartig, and I. Jovanovic, Sci. Rep-UK, 2017, 7, 3784. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-03865-9 

15. K. Sanyal, S. Chappa, N. Pathak, A. K. Pandey, and N. L. Misra, 

Spectrochim. Acta B, 2018, 150,      18-25. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sab.2018.09.007 

16. S. Dhara, A. Khooha, A. K. Singh, M. K. Tiwari, and N. L. Misra, 

Spectrochim. Acta B, 2018, 144, 87-91. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sab.2018.03.011 

17. H. Yoshii, Y. Izumoto, T. Matsuyama, and K. Takamura,       

Bunseki Kagaku, 2020, 69, 439-454. 

https://doi.org/10.2116/bunsekikagaku.69.439 

18. W. B. and S. M., in Atomic Absorption Spectrometry, 1998,            

pp 477-573. https://doi.org/10.1002/9783527611690.ch9 

19. J. S. Santos, L. S. G. Teixeira, R. G. O. Araújo, A. P. Fernandes,    

M. G. A. Korn, and S. L. C. Ferreira, Microchem. J., 2011, 97,    

113-117. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.microc.2010.08.002 

20. Z. Cai, H. Zou, Y. Chen, and Z. Wang, Chin. Chem. Lett., 2022, 33, 

2692-2696. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cclet.2021.09.107 

21. R. Baghaliannejad, M. Aghahoseini, and M. K. Amini, Talanta, 

2021, 222, 121509. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.talanta.2020.121509 

22. A. Martín-Cameán, A. Jos, A. Calleja, F. Gil, A. Iglesias-Linares,   

E. Solano, and A. M. Cameán, Microchem. J., 2014, 114, 73-79. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.microc.2013.12.009 

23. A. Saha, S. B. Deb, and M. K. Saxena, J. Anal. At. Spectrom., 2016, 

31, 1480-1489. https://doi.org/10.1039/C6JA00138F 

24. L. Husáková, I. Urbanová, J. Šrámková, M. Konečná, and                 

J. Bohuslavová, Talanta, 2013, 106, 66-72. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.talanta.2012.12.015 

25. F. Li, H. Li, Z. Yang, T. D. Huang, D. Wu, and S. Wang,                  

J. Anal. At. Spectrom., 2021, 36, 2612-2616. 

https://doi.rog/10.1039/D1JA00265A 

26. J. Xu, F. Li, F. Xia, T. Zhu, D. Wu, K. Chingin, and H. Chen,       

Sci. China Chem., 2021, 64, 642-649. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11426-020-9928-6 

https://doi.org/10.1787/d82388ab-en
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-91589-6_15
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2022.1058053
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvrad.2020.106503
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gexplo.2014.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10967-016-4874-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/10739149.2016.1242078
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.net.2018.04.008
https://doi.rog/10.1007/s10967-015-4088-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10967-012-1622-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apradiso.2011.11.025
https://doi.rog/10.1007/s10967-012-1833-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10967-012-2211-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-03865-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sab.2018.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sab.2018.03.011
https://doi.org/10.2116/bunsekikagaku.69.439
https://doi.org/10.1002/9783527611690.ch9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.microc.2010.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cclet.2021.09.107
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.talanta.2020.121509
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.microc.2013.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1039/C6JA00138F
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.talanta.2012.12.015
https://doi.rog/10.1039/D1JA00265A
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11426-020-9928-6


www.at-spectrosc.com/as/article/pdf/2023204 3����                Atom. Spectrosc. 2023, 44(5), 336–342. 

27. D. Wu, S. Yang, F. Li, T. Zhu, and H. Chen, Anal. Chem., 2020, 92, 

14309-14313. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.analchem.0c03516 

28. J. Xu, T. Li, Z. Yu, L. Song, X.-X. Xu, and H. Li, Chin. Chem. Lett., 

2023, 108578. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cclet.2023.108578 

29. M. China, in Part 6: Determination of uranium content by 

inductively coupled plasma mass spectrometry. Ministry of Land and 

Resources of the People's Republic of China: Beijing, China, 2016, 

vol. DZ/T 0279.6, pp 1-7. 

30. M. Loula, A. Kaňa, and O. Mestek, Talanta, 2019, 202, 565-571. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.talanta.2019.04.073 

31. J. S. Santos, L. S. G. Teixeira, W. N. L. dos Santos, V. A. Lemos,    

J. M. Godoy, and S. L. C. Ferreira, Anal. Chim. Acta, 2010, 674, 

143-156. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aca.2010.06.010 

32. S. Hickam, J. Breier, Y. Cripe, E. Cole, and P. C. Burns,            

Inorg. Chem., 2019, 58, 5858-5864. 

https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.inorgchem.9b00231 

33. A. Saha, K. Kumari, S. B. Deb, and M. K. Saxena,                             

J. Anal. At. Spectrom., 2021, 36, 561-569. 

https://doi.org/10.1039/D0JA00391C 

34. R. Dyck, R. Taylor, and D. Boase, Dissolution of (Th, U) O 2 in 

nitric acid-hydrofluoric acid solutions; Atomic Energy of Canada 

Ltd.: 1977. 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.analchem.0c03516
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cclet.2023.108578
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.talanta.2019.04.073
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aca.2010.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.inorgchem.9b00231
https://doi.org/10.1039/D0JA00391C



