
A year’s progress in XRF

•Performance

•Documentation

•Understanding

Warren H. White,  Durango 9/2007
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http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/improve/Data/QA_QC/QAQC_UCD.htm

http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/improve/Data/QA_QC/QAQC_UCD.htm
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The introduction of a duplicate Cu-anode system made new comparisons 
possible.
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Vanadium is closer than sulfur to the detection limit, but the uncertainty is 
similar in both systems and is adequately characterized.
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The “interference-free” detection limit reported for Al is known to be 
unrepresentative of actual performance,



http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/improve/Data/QA_QC/Advisory/da0010/da0010_Almdl.pdf

as is now documented:

http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/improve/Data/QA_QC/Advisory/da0010/da0010_Almdl.pdf
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Q: How can the two systems show such relative bias for Si and Al when 
they are both calibrated to the same standards?
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A: The Al and Si biases appear 
only in the presence of sulfur!
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Its bounty challenges calibration.
The disparate environments represented in the network span a huge volume 
in the space of concentrations.  Calibration tolerances that are more than 
adequate in one region may yield unacceptable errors in another.

My personal conclusion:  “Of whom much is given, much is expected.”

The user of routine EDXRF data must therefore accept some of the 
responsibility for assessing its quality.

EDXRF is a bountiful measurement method.
It can simultaneously determine a dozen elements in each sample, at 
concentrations ranging over orders of magnitude.  It can be automated 
to process samples of diverse compositions with a single set of 
calibration parameters.
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