






























































 
 
 Todd L. Normane  
Senior Attorney 
BP Legal – Health, Safety & Environment 

BP America Inc. 
6 Centerpointe Drive 
Mail Code LPR 6-552 
La Palma, CA  90623 

Direct:    714-228-6739 
Facsimile:   714-228-6570 
Todd.Normane@bp.com 

 
March 10, 2005 
 
Via Email and U.S. Mail 
 
Mr. Jim Sickles      Mr. Andrew Helmlinger 
U.S. Environmental      U.S. Environmental  
   Protection Agency         Protection Agency 
Region IX       75 Hawthorne Street, ORC-3 
75 Hawthorne Street     San Francisco, CA  94105 
San Francisco, CA  94105 
 
Re: USEPA’s February 24, 2005 letter: 

Revised Review Comments on the Draft Air Quality Monitoring Work Plan, 
submitted by Atlantic Richfield Company, dated December 21, 2004  
Anaconda Copper Mine Site, Yerington, Nevada (“Comment Letter”) 
 

Dear Messrs. Sickles and Helmlinger: 
 
I write to provide an initial response to EPA’s above-referenced Comment Letter on 
behalf of the Atlantic Richfield Company (“Atlantic Richfield”).  Atlantic Richfield is still 
reviewing EPA’s Comment Letter and will provide a full response under separate cover.  
In the interim, Atlantic Richfield submits the following comments. 
 
EPA General Comment 4 - Degradation of air quality:  “This DQO can be achieved by 
both PM10 and TSP.  Unfortunately, determination of “background” levels may not be 
realistic. The mine has been in place since the 70’s and all air samples may have been 
impacted from the site.” 
 
Response: Atlantic Richfield disagrees with EPA’s comment and does not believe 
that it is supported by both EPA’s prior actions and statements or by the technical 
merits of the investigation. 
 
EPA, EPA representatives and Atlantic Richfield collectively agreed that air monitors 
around the mine perimeter would serve as background locations and would be used to 
assess whether the mine was contributing additional particulates or contaminants to 
ambient air.    
 
EPA in conjuction with BLM and NDEP assisted Atlantic Richfield in siting all the 
ambient air monitors adjacent to the Yerington Mine during an on-site visit in the 
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4Q2004.  The goal of the field visit was twofold:  1) to strategically place air monitors to 
assess potential ambient air quality impacts from fugitive dust that may be generated at 
the the mine; and 2) to gauge background condtions to effectively judge the analytical 
results.  A network of six air monitoring stations were strategically located and installed 
around the perimeter of the mine.  The two air monitoring stations located on the 
western edge of the mine primarily serve as background air monitoring stations since 
the wind direction is predominantly from the west.  The on-site wind speed and 
direction instrumentation is used to determine if the wind direction is in its usual 
pattern; if it is not (i.e. easterly wind) then a different set of air monitoring stations 
would measure background conditions during that particular sampling event.   
 
EPA’s current position regarding the feasibility of establishing background 
concentrations is a significant departure from the previous discussion and 
implementation of the air monitoring network at the Yerington Mine site and Atlantic 
Richfield respectfully requests that EPA reconsider its statement.  Atlantic Richfield 
hopes that EPA will recognize that establishing background concentrations in air and 
other media is both achievable and essential to performing a scientifically valid Site 
assessment.   
 
EPA General Comment – Final Paragraph:  “Review comments from the Fish and 
Wildlife Service and Yerington Paiute Tribe were provided in hard copy format at the 
February 15, 2005 meeting as well as by facsimile on February 14, 2005, those 
comments should also be addressed in writing and taken into consideration during the 
preparation of ARC’s written responses to these comments since they reinforce in 
many aspects those comments provided above.” 
 
Response:  EPA has assumed the lead agency role during this transition period.  
Atlantic Richfield would hope that EPA would exercise management over the review 
process and provide Atlantic Richfield with a defined scope of technical comments 
which require a response.  Otherwise, Atlantic Richfield does not have clarity as to 
which comments and/or issues are deemed by EPA to require a response.  Without 
such prior review and consolidation of agency and tribal comments by EPA, Atlantic 
Richfield may be asked to spend considerable time and effort to respond to comments 
or issues that have already been addressed in prior technical meetings or that are 
inconsistent with EPA guidance or legal requirements.  Atlantic Richfield believes that 
such an open-ended comment and response process would be unproductive and 
inefficient.    
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This is an example of the technical process issues that comprise the agenda of the  
meeting that Atlantic Richfield previously requested with EPA.  We look forward to 
discussing these issues with EPA and to developing a reasonable approach to 
addressing such process issues. 
 
 
Regards,  
 
 
 
Todd L. Normane 
Counsel for Atlantic Richfield Company 
 
 
cc: Dan Ferriter, Atlantic Richfield 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 














































































































































































































