DIVISION OF COMPLIANCE
Memo Route Slip

Action Information Concurrence Review
" Comment  Note & Return  Per Our Telecon  File

R, W. Kirkman
Region I

4 SUBJECT: ATLAS MINERALS, DIVISION OF ATLAS

J. G. Davie
Region II

CORPORATION, P.0O. BOX 488, MOAB,
UTAH - SOURCE MATERIAL LICENSE

R. C. Hageman
Region III

—*l NO. R-161 (DOCKET NO. 40-3453)

Reference is made to your memorandum to me
dated December 2, 1900, above subject,
- concerning the analytical procedures employnd

D. I. Walker
Region IV

by the licensee. I have spent considerable
time reviewing the license fileg, the CO files,
the analytical procedures, etc., and I have

R. W. Smith
Region V

TIt,'m: following comments:

1. This question was first raised on page 10
and in the memorandum of transmittal of an

Glen D. Brown
Region IV

4# inspection report dated March 6, 1963,
prepared by Roger Woolsey. The differences
X in the analyses for radium were a factor of
about 5«0, for thorium a factor of about

50-70, and for uranium there was no
appreciable difference. A review of both

CO files and the license files reveals that
no one questioned these differences, although
it was brought to the attention of both

SLR and DML.

2. As you know, the licensee has an exception from Part 20 lor the discharge
of liquid effluents into the unrestricted a'eas, provided they abide by
certain procedures, one of which is & letter dated October 11, 192. This
October 11, 1962 letter had 11 exnibits attached, one of which outlined
the licensee's procedures for the analysis of radium, uranium and thorium.
I reviewed these procedures and found that they do not speak to any
filtering process before treatment. In fact, they follow pretty closely
to the step-by-step procedure set forth on page 12 of "Determination cf
Radium 226 and Thorium 230 in Mill Effluents"” by Ebersole, Harbertson,
et al, dated October 1959. In short, the licensee has not violated any
of the procedures to which he is bound.
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