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Clin CHEMICALS GROUP 

OX 652 l PASADENA. TEXAS 77601 l (713) 472.3641 
LJ/ 

April 12, 1979 

Mr. William E. Mott 
Acting Director 
Environmental Control Technology Division 
Department of Energy 
Washington, D. C. 20545 

Dear Mr. Mott: 

The following information has been developed in line with the 
questionaire enclosed with your letter of March 13th, 1979 on the 
AEC Project at Pasadena. 

1. The site is located on the Houston Ship Channel near Pasadena 
Texas. The mailing address is Olin Corporation, P. 0. Box 552, 
Pasadena, Texas 77501. 

2. SITE FUNCTIONS 

a.) The site was used to operate a small pilot plant which ex- 
tracted uranium from wet process phosphoric acid produced 
for fertilizer manufacture. 

b.) The facility was operated from mid 1951 through mid 1953. 

c.) The pilot plant was operated by Mathieson Chemical Company. 
Project Manager was Dr. M. E. Miller. He reported adminis- 
tratively to the Plant Manager and functionally to Dr. Carl 
Prutton. (Deceased) 

d.) The contract number is unknown. All records were destroyed 
after legal time limits expired. 

3. PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

a.) The pilot plant was located in a section of a one story 
building used as a process development facility. 

b.) The equipment was removed after the project was completed. 
The building is still standing. 



. ‘_ 
Mr. William E. Mott P-2 April 12, 1979 

c.) The area was used as a work area by Process Technology groups 
until June, 1975 when a new building was constructed. 

d.) There were no offsite locations involved. Phosphoric acid 
was piped from process to the pilot plant and treated acid 
returned to fertilizer processing. 
yellow cake was produced. 

Less than 50 pounds of 

acid. 
This was recycled back into the 

4. OWNER HISTORY 

a.) Mathieson Chemical became Olin Mathieson Chemical Corporation 
in August of 1954. In September of 1969 it became the Olin 
Corporation. 

5. RADIOLOGICAL HISTORY AND STATUS . f 

a.) No radioactivity monitoring was done during the test period. 
None was required by the then existing regulations. 

b.) The equipment which consisted of vessels, pumps, and lines 
was removed after completion of the project. 
was scrapped. 

Presumably it 
No records relating to this are available. 

c.) Unknown. 

d.) The contamination in the area is what would be expected in a 
phosphate producing plant. A survey made by Mr. Lewis M. 
Cook of the Texas Department of Health is enclosed. 

e.) No specific decontamination was under taken at any time. 

6. CATAGORY AND STATUS 

a.) As indicated the building is basically idle. There are no 
plans to renovate or dismantle. 

7. REFERENCES 

a.) No records were retained. The above information was developed 
from conversations with some of the people involved in the 
project. 

Please let me know if you require further clarification. 

Very truly yours, 

-, :; r ;, +4+ 

H. E. Kaufman 
Manager of Governmental Affairs 

HEK/cms 
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Texas Department of Health 
Raymond T. Moore, M.D. 
Commissioner 

Philip W. Mallory, M.D. 
Deputy Commissioner 

March 30, 1979 

H. E. Kaufman, Manager 
Governmental Affairs and 

Energy 
Olin Chemicals Group 
P. 0. Box 552 
Pasadena, Texas 77501 

1100 West49th Street 
Austin,Texas 78756 

458-7111 

Members of the Board 

Robert D. Moreton, Chairman 
Will iam J. Foran, Vice-Chairman 
Roderic M. Bell, Secretary 
Johnnie M. Benson 
E. Jack Brown 
H. Eugene Brown 
Ramiro Casso 
Charles Max Cole 
Francis A. Conley 
Ben M. Durr 
Will iam J. Edwards 
Raymond G. Garrett 
Bob D. Glaze 
Blanchard T. Hollins 
Donald A. Horn 
Maria LaMantia 
Philip Lewis 
Ray Santos 

Dear Mr. Kaufman: 

Thank you for coming by my office and discussing your company's views about phosphate mill 
tailings (gypsum). 

Because our survey of the plant on September 20, 1978 was only a partial survey, we did 
not write a report. 

We, as we discussed last September , were concerned about possible residual contamination 
from the old Manhattan Engineering District tests conducted there many years ago. 

Mr. C. R. Meyer of our regional office and I conducted a gamma ray radiation survey in 
the west end of the old administration building, the areas we were told the old Manhattan 
project work was carried out. 

We found no contamination we could attribute to that operation. Radiation levels were 
generally less than 30 micro/Roentgen per hour $#R/hr) in that building. 

We also made a survey of the plant where we found radiation levels generally less than 
3O~R/hr, ranging from 10 to 60O~R/hr of the pipes below a circular filter. Readings 
over the gypsum were around 30 - 35@hr. 

In short, the radiation levels were not atypical of those found in other plants reported 
in the literature. 

If you require further information or desire to discuss your plans further, please do not 
hesitate to call or come by. 

Cook, Chief 
Environmental Surveillance 
Radiation Control Branch 
Division of Occupational Health 

and Radiation Control 

..-- _.. -“- 
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Mr. H. S. Davenport, 
PI ant Manager 

Olin Corporation 
P. 0. Box 552 
Pasadem, Texas 7791 

r3 0683C 

hw 2 ; 7g;g 

Dear Mr. Davenport: 

As you may know, the Department of Energy (M?E) is involved fn e program 
to character+re the radiological condition of sites fomerly used bv the 
Manhattan Engfneer District (MED) and/or Atomic Energy Ccmfssfon (RE"C) fp 
the development of nuclear energy. As part of this program, DOE is 
preparing a series of brief sun7arfes of the history of the HED/kEC 
related uctivftfes and conrlftfons at the specific sites. The summaries 
are to dcxwwnt the activities frcm the inftfctfon of 3 contrsct wit!; 
MI/AX to the termination of the final FD/AEC contract. The historical 
su,mmaries slsc briefly descrfbe the current condition of each site. 

Encfosed is a c0p.v of a prelfainary summry descrfbfno work con<uctP:f 
at a portion of your facflity for the AEC. DOE is still in the process of 
revfewim HED/AEC t?,nerations recorrfs in or&r te obtain al? availaklc 
informaticn. The enclose< draft is base& upori data collected to Zate and 
fs su!mi tted tc "you so that your review an+ comment can be received fn a 
tfmely mdnwr. 

The second enclosure lfsts the specific Information that should! ideally be 
included In the attacher! site summaries. 
fnfomatfon has not yet been identified. 

A5 .you can see, a portion of the 
I would appreciste receiving an:: 

supplemental information J+IXI can supp1.y that might fill in some of the 
.incanplete areas. I would also iike to soifcit any addltional information 
regardfng other facilities involved ir: the fee? materials progra? of 
#ED/AEC. 

Sfncerelg, , 

b-1 
William b. iott, Actfnn Director 
Environmental Control Technology 

Division 

Enclosures: 
As state? bee: R. E. Allen 

W. E. Mott 

&$& R*gey 
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OLIN MATHIESON CHEMICAL COMPANY 
Pilot Plant 
Pasadena, Texas Lc - -- -----_ - -. - -. -- -~ ----_~- 

Site Function 

Olin Mathieson Chemical Company had at 
research and development on uranium recovery from 
at Pasadena. A pilot plant was operated during the 

Site Description 

least one contract for 
phosphoric acid produced 
early 1950s. 

A single laboratory-type building was utilized under the AEC contract. 

Owner History 

The site is owned by Olin Mathieson Chemical Company. 

Radiological History and Status 

This site was visited by Oak Ridge Operations (OR) and Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory (ORNL) personnel on November 18, 1977. ORNL is 
preparing a letter report covering the findings of the site visit. Preliminary 
review of the field notes indicate the presence of some contamination; 
however, levels seem minor. 

Category and Status 

No survey is anticipated. ORNL is preparing a survey report. 

References 

1. ORNL Field Notes from site visit, November 18, 1977. 

2. Letter, “Site Visit to Olin Mathieson,” U.T. Thornton (OR) to hlr. 
Davenport (Olin Mathieson), October 1977. 
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CONTERTS OF SITE SUbMAR JES I d.-.. . r, jcJ-;‘s 

Each site summary should ideally answer the following questions under the 
resnect ive categories. _ 

1. Nme of Site or Facility where site is located, Address of Current Ob-ner- 
, 

3 6. Site Functions 

Khat was the site used for? 
What were the dates of operation? 
who operated the site? 
What contract number and who was the contractor during MED/AEC 
operations? 

3. Physical Characteristics 

:: 
C. 

cl. 

h’hat was physical layout of site during use? 
What remains of old site? 
h’hat are the new physical characteristics of the site and what 
led to any changes? 
h’hat is the description of any off-site location affected? 

4. Owner Hi stoq 

a. What xas the ownership history from  the initiation of operations 
to the present? 

_ 5. Radiological History and Status 

a. 

b. 

2 

e. 

h’hat was tile radiological history (including contam inacioil and 
surveys performed) to the present? 
Was any material or equipment used in the conduct of the AEC/blED 
contracts removed from  the site? If so what was its disposition? 
h’hat is the current status? 
What is the magnitude of any expected contam ination off-site 
as well as on-site and what surveys were performed to date? 
hhat actions were taken to decontam inate and/or certify the 
site for release to the public? 

6. Category and Status 

7. References (List of all available material supporting the data in the 
summary] 

_- - ._____--- 


