
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

01/22/2010 03:33 PM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bcc

Subject RE: Rosemont - Scopeofwork for Recreation©

1. Yes, I likeyour idea of putting all alternatives on a map and seeing ifthere really is just 1 AZtrail KOP
that works for all. Can you proceed with this and let me knowwhat you find? Iagree withyou that KOP6
might be good.
2. Iguess we'll have to livewith sims at year 10 and year 20+. This might be ok. Ifthere are effects in
other years, hopefully we can identity and describe them. The buttress would be one of these. Another
would be that white tailings will be visible from highpointsalong 83 and AZtrail in the early years until the
outer shell is higher than viewers. We can't simulate everything...
3. lam not aware of any ADOT road siting meetings. Do they have a date scheduled? Doyou think that
you or I should attend? EPG is doing a site visit on Monday, but obviously neither of us will be attending
that one.

4. Good to know.

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

"Marcie Bidwell"

<mbidwell@swca.com> To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, 'TrentReeder"
01/22/2010 02:32 PM <treeder@swca.com>

cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject RE: Rosemont - Scope of workfor Recreation

Debby,

I forgot to mention a few things:

1. RCC/TT also asked that we finalize which KOP we will be using for the Arizona Trail simulations
point.

I find this one trickyto pick, considering (1) different points will be more important to different alternatives
and (2) there is talk of rerouting the trail to avoid the mine works and that location has not be determined.
So the KOP needs to be (1) somewhere that has representiative views of (2) a section that will remain
where it is.

You and I collected 4 points for the trail- three that we hiked to from one spot, and one that we drove to
along the Rosemont access road. I will send a KOP map in the next email. The following KOPS are:

KOP 5- (Preferred by RCC, could work) Furthest south on the trail that we photographed that
day. The pano looks weird cause we took 360 of photographs. Tom was thinking that this section
of the trail is most likelyto stay where it is, and the reroute would happen further north from here. I
cannot confirm that, cause I have not put any thought into rerouting of the trail yet. But sounds like
sound logic. Not my favorite panorama photogprahy, but it works if this is the one.

KOP 6- (could work well) Further north, along the trail, full panorama includes from south to north,
but the mine would be largelyto the west (middleof the pano). This may still be far enough away



to see views around the pile but I am not sure.

KOP 7- (may be too close and relocated from here) Furthest north on this part of our hike,
possibly under the pileor at least near the edge of the pile (i.e. part of the trail that would move)
but I need Trent to confirm. I cant tell on this map very clearly.

KOP 13- (probablytoo close to make sense in a simulation, all you would see is mine) We drove
in from Rosemont access at mm 44 and then walked a few hundred yards- this spot would be
within a few humdred yards of the toe of the slope. This will be so close to the mine that the pile
will be all you see. on the left side of the page.

To know where the trail would possibly move, I would think we would want to see all of the alternatives laid
onto one map, and then see ifthere is a logical response that would work for all alternatives. In doing
some rough measurements, currenly the trail makes several loops to-and-away from the tails- at the
longest loop away being 1 mile.

• Box Canyon Road - MPO = .5 miles approx.
• Along MPO, with breaks away from it = 5 miles approx.
• Northern extents of MPO buries trail = .25 miles approx.
• North of MPO to FS Boundary = 4.5 miles approx.

2. Phasing for Simulations: For new alternatives, RCC will not have contour data for three phases
for simulations; they will have 10 yr and final (20 yr). They should complete yr 20 this week.

The USFS is required to use "best available data" for analysis, and to consider short-term and long-term
impacts. In talking with Tom, I am still a little fuzzy as to what short-term has been defined as, but I think
its safe to say that its somewhere between 1-5 years (early construction, breaking ground) and then
long-term is everything after that.

RCC is developing two phases of engineered drawings, regardless of what alternative-10 yr and 20 yr. No
inbetween engineering will be available for the new alternatives. So the visual analysis will not be able to
do "in between years" for simulations, or to "pick the worst case scenario year" before or after the berm is
completed.

Additionally, the "berm" is thought that it will not be finished in the same year for each alternative, and that
the completion date is more like yr 7 rather than yr 5 as it was originallythought.

3. Future meetings? ADOT or Transmission?
Kathy invited Tom and I to attend future meetings with you (or ifyou cant attend)-1 think she mentioned:

• ADOT, for siting of the entrance road and SR 83 intersection. Sounds like this might end up being
near MM46- the picnic table turn out?

• Transmission siting with EPG- (this one may be a figment of my imagination, unless it sounds
familiar to you)?

4. Rosemont's "proposed fenceline"- is a typo. What is labeled the fenceline on the viewshed maps is
actually the "project boundary", or zone of influence, or what ever else that they are calling it.

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest

300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/



dkriegel@fs.fed.us
[attachment "KOP_13_Panorama.pdf deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment
"KOP_05_Panorama.pdf deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "KOP_06_Panorama.pdf
deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "KOP_07_Panorama.pdf deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Stephen Leslie" To "DebbyKriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<sleslie@swca.com>

03/25/2009 10:59 AM
cc

bcc

Subject RE: Rosemont - Recreation Issue Statements

Debby

Here is the revised Cause and Effect Worksheet. I expect to be in Ely around 3:30 your time if anything
comes up.

Thanks,
Steve

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2009 3:58 PM
To: Stephen Leslie
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont - Recreation Issue Statements

Steve: Here's a rough structure that might be better for hanging details on. Let's discuss Wednesday
morning. Thanks! Debby

#56 Restriction, Disturbance, or Loss of Recreation Opportunities

Direct Effects

• Loss of public access to -4500 acres of land in the project area during operation of mine.
• Loss of access to other lands if public roads or trails are blocked by project.
• Mine-related activities effect on nearby recreation settings (quiet, solitude).
• Permanent change in recreation setting (landscape) after mining operations cease.
• Reduction in public safety during mining operations and post closure.

Indirect Effects

• Increase in visitors to other locations (some of which are already crowded).
• Conflicts between National Forest recreation special use permittees.
• Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with visitors to the area.

Cumulative Effects

• Continued loss/alteration of natural public lands for recreation in southeastern Arizona,
[attachment "Cause and Effect Worksheet_56_Recreation.sol.doc" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell" To "DebbyKriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<mbidwell@swca .com>

07/15/2009 01:34 PM
cc

bcc

Subject RE:Simulation task list~ is this what you are looking for?

Debby,

Thanks for your thoughts on the simulations, I will work this in with my table and see what we get.

I added your language into the Scope for Sims and sent it to Charles. You , Reta and Bev should receive it
soon. Regarding the 28 sims, I am just afraid that RCC will freak out if we start with that large of a
number. Do you think we can start with the 10 sims and then see if we need to do more (thinking we will); I
just dont want to loose the work due to the price tag and the number of simulations.

Also, I put an assumption that all views with the mining equipment and facilities in it are time and materials
beyond the standard sim hours.

I left it at 5 and you can discuss it with Bev (to raise it) or we can start with the highest important sims and
then decide (at the intial stage) that you want it expanded. They are watching prices very closely right now.

I can add a task for more 3D model research (Basically creating the gis snapshots of the alternatives).

Ifwe did 28 sims, its going to be really, really expensive, even if some of them are simple.

Anyway, here it comes through the pike and you can discuss it with Bev and Reta. Had to get something in
there. We fully expect there to need to be change orders to follow on.

Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 8:34 AM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: Simulation task list" is this what you are looking for?

Marcie:

See my comments below in red and the attached document Please call me ifyou want to discuss any of
this.

Two other questions:

1. How is your research of other mines going?

2. Do you think you are budgeted sufficiently to complete currently funded tasks?



Thanks!

Debby

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

07/14/2009 10:23 AM

To.,Debby Krieger <dkrlegel@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Simulation task list" is this what you are looking for?

Debbie,

can you give this a quick review and let me know if this is what you are looking for- in table below. Please
edit if you want and send back. I will submit to Charles and Tom to resubmit to you, Bev, and Reta.

Also, I am attaching the list of actions that we reviewed this morning (whats funded, not funded, simulation
request)

Bold- Simulation request

Italics- underway as Alternative Development

Plain- not funded, not included

«Visual_Resource_Proposal_2009-07-14 Review.pdf»
Task 1. Consultation with USFS and Rosemont to Select Simulations and Phases

(Note: consulting with Rosemont should help them understand why we selected the
simulation points and phases, but the USFS needs to have the final say)

ReviewallKOPs established by the USFS andselect-§-(Estimated = 28. See the attached
document.) key observation points (KOPs) topropose to USFSfor simulations.

Prepare and review "existing conditions" panoramas for potential KOP simulations. Select-a-phases

to represent for each KOP in addition to Reclamation (i.e. construction at 5 years, etc).

Meetwith USFS and RCC (including Sage/Tetratech reclamation team) to reviewdata, KOP
selection and "photorealistic" process.
Task 2. 3D Surface and Scene construction

Collect nessecary (typo) data andgenerate 3-Ddigital surfaces for the MPO at each construction
phase selected for simulations. This step will include researching what thepitwill look like and
generating 3D plant facilities if needed.

Create one set of 3-D GIS Arc Globe working maps and diagrams Construct 3-D working diagrams

for RCC and USFS to review potential scenes from each KOP to be selected.
Review with USFS and RCC forproposed simulations (i.e. does the KOP portraya scene which is

representative of desired viewshed and phase of constructionfor visual analysis.
Task 3. Visual Simulations Construction and Review with USFS/RCC

Create photo-realistic computer simulations of MPO for~§-KOPs and-Q-phases for each KOP.
Eachsimulation will show waste rock and tailing pile forms, pit, roads, and infrastructure.



Prepare photorealistic simulation images for 5 KOPs.
Review draft simulations with resources specialists from RCC, USFS, and SWCA to direct specific

aspects ofrenderings: reclamation, soils, vegetation, etc.
Complete a Draft review with USFS and RCC staff at meeting in Tucson.

Task 4. Photo Simulation Finalization

Complete changes to simulations and submit to USFS and RCC for finalapproval.

I recommend that your proposal also include other currently unfunded work, including the following:
• Conduct site visits to other mines to glean best management practices (1g)
• Determine landscape patterns and explore concepts for shaping waste rock and tailings piles that

better protects and mimics natural landforms and valued landscape character. Conduct site
analysis. Define criteria for shaping new topography to mimic surrounding landscape and provide
natural drainage patterns to direct and slow water for plants, determine revegetation species,
sizes, and patterns, and explore options for possible roads and/or trails on piles (modified 3d and
3f)

• Prepare "before" images (3g)

• Show results of simulations to IDTand get feedback (3i)
• One more site visit (including a meeting with Dr. Pepper)

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com [attachment "Visual_Resource_Proposal_2009-07-14 Review.pdf deleted by
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>, dharris@swca.com
08/12/2010 01:25 PM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

bcc

Subject Re: Update on Visual Section and ProgressQ

Thanks for the update! My comments are below in red.

Also, I was at the site with Jeff Fehmi this morning looking at the test plots. I am now convinced that the
Arkose rock is a medium reddish-brown and the Gila Conglomerate is not terribly light-colored, so your
simulation colors are fine (you already knew that, it just took me some time to convince myself!). I have
photos if you're interested.

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

"Marcie Bidwell"

<mbidwell@swca.com> To "DebbyKriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "David Harris"
08/12/2010 09:54 AM <dharris@swca.com>

cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com>

Subject Update on Visual Section and Progress

Hello David and Debby,

A report in~ David and Iwill draft an updated schedule today and forward it to you. Below is
the message that Isent to Tom Furguson on Monday, figuring that he would circulate it to the
USFS. I had not seen this until just now. Good overview of progress. I look forward to seeing a
schedule.

Environmental Consequences chapter is being written. We are doing some more calculations of
areas of SIOs, Scenic Attractiveness Affected, etc. Thus far, I believe that you have reviewed all
of the figures that we are planning to place in the section; David and Iwere going to report the
differences in acres of impact in a table beyond the figures that you have seen (i.e. not multiple
maps of basically the same information summarized different ways). I've reviewed many
simulations, and we discussed the draft, unpopulated tables you had in your outline. Is this what
you mean by all figures have been reviewed?

Simulations are moving, but slower than expected due to technical difficulties with file
exchanges and staff scheduling. Our client access site that we are using for sharing files has
been down for a few days, with spotty service.

Since Monday, I have seen another 4 simulations and made comments on them. I sent them
back to Chris to edit a few things before sending on to you.



Simulation of Pit Modified to show "connected" benches- Debby, please review this
simulation for the pit and pit only. This looks fine to me. Do you want Rosemont to verify?
One question I have: Are the diversion channels shown?

Caveats ~ The buildings are as they will be shown (blocks), however we will adjust the color. It
matches the digital paint chip that we were sent, but I think it would be more washed out in
reality in the bright sun in this picture. The buildings look way too light-coloredalready.
Didn'twe agree to use CarlsbadCanyon (the BLMstandard color) for everything but the MPO?

Additionally, the roads and graded plant site will be more 3Dimensional and lighter, like a road
surface, than its shown here. Finally, the access and perimeter roads will also be lighter. Finally,
the structures for the transmission line is in this simulation, but the conveyor isn't really
established yet. The supports are shown, but not the actual conveyor. We are obviously
working on that as well.

Thank you,

Marcie

«KOP_2_SCH_20YR.]pg»

From: Marcie Bidwell

Sent: Monday, August 09, 2010 12:07 AM
To: Tom Furgason; Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard
Cc: David Harris; Trent Reeder; Tom Yoder
Subject: Update on Visual Section and Progress

Hello Tom, Melissa, and Jonathan,

I am writing this email to update you on the progress that we have made thus far in the mad
dash to complete the Visual Resource Assessment in record time. Well, in summary, we have
been working at a tremendous pace and testing the strength of human will to work. I am very
proud of what we have accomplished. That being said, I must at the same time must tell you
that we are falling off schedule due to the complexity of the project, the level of detail
involved, the enormity of what there is to accomplish, and summer schedules. It's just too
tight. The original schedule that we are attempting to follow from July 16 did not really include
any extra time for quality assurance, additional tasks, or the occasional redirection from the
USFS. Additionally, we did not anticipate certain pieces of this process, such as that the
Scholefield alternative would need correction (flying alternative), Debby would need assistance
for SWCA to print and deliver copies of all of the simulations, and that Melissa would need to
take photos of the quarry.

The following is an accounting of what we have accomplished. I think you will agree that we are
making enormous progress considering the corners we were given and who we are working



with. Please celebrate this success with me by reading on:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS SINCE JULY 16

1. Additional data was posted by Tetra Tech during the week of July 23 (after the lockbox),
including changes to the grading of roads, updates on other layers, and rock color data. We
continued to download and check data for critical changes during this week.

2. Additional staff was added to assist with completion of the tasks agreed upon on 7/16.
Namely, David Harris from SLC office is assisting with EC analysis, edits to the AE, and quality
assurance; he has been studying up on the project and is now fully up to speed. Additionally,
Chris Loftus (photoreal illustrator) has picked up more hours. However, Mike Andres
(GIS/layoutfor final figures) has become a temporary employee in the Durango office and his
availability is limited. Mike's change in status also affects my availability, as he was my only
back up on a few other projects requiring field monitoring and he will not be able to regularly
assist with figure production for Rosemont. Finally, Trent is now on vacation for his wedding;
he will be out until August 30.

3. I hosted the Vegetation and Color webinar on July 22, as promised. Bob Lefebre, Terry,
Debby, and Bev attended from the USFS. It was decided at that webinar that Bob's discussion
of expected vegetation results would be used for simulations. However, it was also discussed
that Bob's piece lists expected vegetation for North or south communities, and the simulations
are primarily showing east and west views of the alternatives. We decided to keep to the
assumption of less than 10% cover (etc) for these slopes as well.

4. I prepared a detailed slide show for Debby to present at the USFS- RCC meeting on the
simulations showing the process, color sources, and structure of the simulation process for the
meeting on July 23. At this meeting, feedback was received that the pit and colors of the pit
should consider the way that the marble quarry appears differently at different distances.
Melissa took those pictures the week of August 2-4 and sent those pictures to me on Friday.
We have studied those pictures and are working the results into the simulations as we produce
them.

5. GIS Scenes of all simulations were completed and provided to Debby for review. To assist
her review, Melissa and Jonathan assisted in downloading files and saving them to a disk for
her to review the GIS images. I provided a detailed walk through last week.

6. Updated Affected Environment- we submitted the AE on time to Debby; she and RO have
reviewed it. We are making changes and updates to it now. We hope to complete that this
week to SWCA editing and formatting to be added into the EIS.

7. Outline of Environmental Consequences- David and I submitted a rough outline to Debby
for feedback last week. She made comments and submitted a simpler version back to us. It is
clear that the EIS outline provided by the USFS (for all EIS sections) is problematic for visual



resources, in particular with the sections for Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives and
Mitigation Effectiveness. These sections add complexity to the flow of the visual resources
analysis. David and I are reviewing examples of how other complex analysis sections have dealt
with these pieces. We hope to have these issues worked out soon, and resubmit the outline to
Debby early this week.

We added analysis sections to include the Cooperating Agencies that have
specific information or regulations related to visual resources- specifically, BLM
and Pima County. BLM analysis will include the lands affected by the
transmission line or the mine. Pima County analysis will include the protection
for gateways and protected mountains overlay zones in the Pima County Codes.

8. Map figures- Map figures were recreated as necessary, to update them to show the new
data that we had received.

9. EPG Transmission Analysis- David and I talked with Crystal at EPG to discuss her analysis
for the TEP process. As noted above, the affects of the transmission line, waterline, and utility
corridor will be incorporated into the EC as appropriate.

10. Chapter 2- Additionally, I provided comments regarding Chapter 2 and the descriptions
of the mitigation listed and ideas for what appears to still be missing that is needed for
discussion and accuracy with the mitigation table.

11. Simulation Reviews- We have completed first drafts of approximately 21 of the total 29
simulations. However, as some comments regarding pit and color were received after the first
draft was initiated, these changes have not been incorporated into all of the drafts. I still think
that this progress is incredible. We will continue to bring the pit and color changes all the way
through the simulations and then present a COMPLETE DRAFT in figure template for USFS
review.

12. Review of Rock Colors posted by Tetra Tech-1 reviewed the rock colors that Tetra Tech
posted to the website on July 23. These are the photos of the drill logs with cores in boxes.
They are not useful for colors to be seen in the photographs of the pit as they were taken when
the cores were wet and not in direct sun. We will continue with our original process until
someone can produce better images for us.

Iwill consult with the team tomorrow and send you an updated schedule. We are doing the
best we can, captain! She cant take much more.

Hope you had a good weekend,

Marcie



Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com[attachment "KOP_2_SCH_20YR.jpg" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell"<mbidwell@swca.com>

To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
06/15/2009 11:55 AM cc

Subject Bounds" Map boundaries- Visuals and Land use

Hello Debby

Welcome back~ hope you had a great time up north on vacation.

Please see the bounds of analysis discussion below. I had sent you a short description of it before you left,
but I am not sure that we actually decided. I have further added on to that description and descriptions.

As we need to have an easily definable area, I shy'd away from doing a visual analysis of all areas that
can see the Santa Ritas, and tried to use boundaries that already exist. You and I have discussed that
Tucson is within view of the Santa Ritas, and thought that Pima County might be a good way to capture
that area in a easier to define way.

Finally, I also suggested that we use the Nogales Forest Unit and the Coronado NF as two others, as the
LRMP is defined by those units.

Please confirm/comment on the list below,
Thanks!

Marcie

From: Lara Mitchell

Sent: Monday, June 15, 2009 10:34 AM

To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: RE: Bounds~ Map boundaries- Visuals and Land use

Hi Marcie

Just wanted to double check on the bounds for the maps, you want to show all of the Coronado NF,
highlighted in blue on the attached screen shot? And all of Pima county, all the way out past Ajo?

Thanks

«visual_miles.pdf»

From: Marcie Bidwell



Sent: Friday, June 12, 2009 3:19 PM
To: Lara Mitchell; Charles Coyle; Stephen Leslie
Subject: Bounds~ Map boundaries- Visuals and Land use

Lara and Charles!

Here is what I recommend to the Forest forvisuals. The boundaries should be existing GIS files.

VISUALS:

1. The temporal bounds of analysis for Visual Resources is intended to include the area thatmay
impact orbe impacted by the proposed project. As such, the temporal boundsof analysis
include Construction, Operations, Reclamation, and Post-Closure. Additionally, within the
Operations time boundary, a sub-boundary for visuals will include the completion reclamation of
the tailings berm that is intended to screenthe mine operation.

2. The geographic bounds of the visual resource analysis is defined as (1) the project site (project
boundary), (2) Nogales Forest Unit, (3) Coronodo National Forest, and (4) Santa Cruz and Pima
Counties.

LAND USE:

1. The temporal bounds ofanalysis for LandUse is intendedto describe the land use planning
that may impact or be impacted by the proposed project. As such, the temporalbounds of
analysis include Construction, Operations, Reclamation, and Post-Closure.

2. Geographic- The potential impacts to LandUse Resources include the projectarea and
surrounding lands as they are managed for land use, and are defined as (1) the project site
(project boundary), (2) Nogales ForestUnit, (3) CoronodoNational Forest, and (4) southern
Santa Cruz and northern Pima Counties.

If "northern Santa Cruz" and "southern Pima" is hard to define (perhaps cut them in half), then we
could use the whole counties. Either way.

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

515 East College Avenue

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com [attachment "visual_miles.pdf' deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]

VisualResources Bounds ofAnalysis-mdb.doc



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

07/15/2009 07:34 AM

To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

bcc

Subject Re: Simulation tasklist" is this what you are looking for?[I)

Marcie:

See mycomments below in red and the attached document. Please call me ifyou want to discuss any of
this.

Two other questions:
1. Howis your research of other mines going?
2. Doyou thinkyou are budgeted sufficiently to complete currently funded tasks?

Thanks!

Debby

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

"Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwel!@swca.com>

07/14/2009 10:23 AM

To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Simulation task list"" is thiswhatyouare looking for?

Debbie,

can you give this a quick review and let me know ifthis is what you are looking for- in table below. Please
edit ifyou wantand send back. Iwill submit to Charlesand Tom to resubmit to you, Bev, and Reta.

Also, I am attaching the listof actions that we reviewed this morning (whats funded, not funded, simulation
request)

Bold- Simulation request

Italics- underwayas Alternative Development
Plain- not funded, not included

«Visual_Resource_Proposal_2009-07-14 Review.pdf»
Task 1. Consultation with USFS and Rosemont to Select Simulations and Phases
(Note: consulting with Rosemont should help them understand whywe selected the
simulation points and phases, but the USFS needs to have the final say)

Review allKOPs established by the USFSandselect-§-(Estimated = 28. See the attached
document.) key observation points (KOPs) topropose to USFSfor simulations.

Prepare and review "existing conditions" panoramas for potential KOP simulations. Select-a-phases



to represent for each KOP in addition to Reclamation (i.e. construction at 5 years, etc).
Meet with USFS and RCC (including Sage/Tetratech reclamation team) to reviewdata, KOP

selection and "photo realistic" process.
Task 2. 3D Surface and Scene construction

Collectnessecary (typo) data and generate 3-D digital surfaces for the MPO at each construction
phase selected for simulations. This step will include researching what the pit will look like and
generating 3D plant facilities if needed.

Create oneset of3-D GIS Arc Globe working mapsanddiagrams Construct 3-D working diagrams
forRCC and USFS to review potential scenes from each KOP to be selected.

Reviewwith USFS andRCC for proposedsimulations (i.e. does the KOP portray a scene which is
representative of desired viewshed and phase of construction for visual analysis.
Task 3. Visual Simulations Construction and Review with USFS/RCC

Create photo-realistic computersimulations of MPO for-5-KOPs and-2-phases for each KOP.
Each simulation will show waste rock and tailing pile forms, pit, roads, and infrastructure.

Prepare photorealistic simulationimages for5 KOPs.
Review draft simulations with resources specialists from RCC, USFS, and SWCA to directspecific

aspects of renderings: reclamation, soils, vegetation, etc.
Complete a Draft review with USFS and RCC staffat meeting in Tucson.

Task 4. Photo Simulation Finalization

Complete changes to simulations and submit to USFSand RCC for final approval.

I recommend that your proposal also includeother currently unfunded work, including the following:

• Conduct site visits to other mines to glean best management practices (1 g)

• Determine landscape patterns and explore concepts for shaping waste rock and tailings piles that
better protects and mimics natural landforms and valued landscape character. Conduct site analysis.
Define criteria for shaping new topography to mimic surrounding landscape and provide natural
drainage patterns to direct and slow water for plants, determine revegetation species, sizes, and
patterns, and explore options for possible roads and/or trails on piles (modified 3d and 3f)

• Prepare "before" images (3g)

• Show results of simulations to IDT and get feedback (3i)

• One more site visit (including a meeting with Dr. Pepper)

Simulation_Strategy.doc

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com [attachment "Visual_Resource_Proposal_2009-07-14 Review.pdf deleted by
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Horst" <hjschor@jps.net>, "Debby Kriegel"
<mbidwell@swca.com> <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
03/08/2010 05-42 PM cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Melissa

Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
bcc

Subject RE: USFS Key Observation Points (KOPs) for Rosemont
Copper Project

Hello Horst,

After our call, I asked our GIS folks to help package the KOPs in a CAD or PDF format for you. Stand by.

Additionally, here are two tools for understanding the viewsheds and screening.

SH83 VS DZ Existing-notes.pdf is a linear viewshed analysis for the Scenic 83 corridor that shows the
landscape that is visible from the highway and screening areas as well. The Red, orange and yellow show
different distance zones that are USFS standards for management for activities (detailed in the legend).

Site Analysis.pdf shows the main KOPs (all have new numbers now) and their viewshed directions.
Additinally, I have shown the main screening areas as green.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Marcie

« 11204_Site Analysis.pdf» «11204_SH83_VSb_DZ_Existing-notes.pdf;

From: Marcie Bidwell

Sent: Monday, March 08, 2010 4:40 PM

To: 'Horst'; 'Debby Kriegel'

Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard

Subject: USFS Key Observation Points (KOPs) for RosemontCopper Project

Hello Horst,

Please find attached the shapefiles for the Key Observation Points (KOPs) for the Visual Analysis. These
locations were choosen by the Forest Serviceas the best representation of views in the project area.

These are the KOPs that SWCA will be using to represent the typical views for the most sensitive viewers.
The KOPs along Scenic Road 83 are the placeswith the"most visible" conditions for views of the storage
areas and the pit (should it not be blocked from view by the storage areas).

Let me know ifyou have any questions regarding these locations.
Cheers,

Marcie



« File: UpdatedKOPs.zip »

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com [attachment "11204_Site Analysis.pdf deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
[attachment "11204_SH83_VSb_DZ_Existing-notes.pdf deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

06/29/2010 03:55 PM

To George McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us,
ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us,

bcc

Subject Re: Barrel-Only LandformH)

Dale, Tom and Jonathan,

Can this info be added to the map?

Bev

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest

300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ. 85701

Voice: 520-388-8428

Fax: 520-388-8305

George
McKay/R3/USD

AFS

06/29/2010

03:21 PM

To Beverley AEverson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,

dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us, Jeremy J Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
Kendall Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Ijones02@fs.fed.us, Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com, rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com, Walter

Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES. William B Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subjec Re. Barre|.0niy LandformLink

Is there a reason why this map does not show section and private ownership lines? Itwould make it a
heck of a loteasier to orientatethe alternative to the land ownershipand real world if it did, especially for
lands.

Beverley A
Everson/R3/US

DAFS

06/29/2010

02:40 PM

To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us,cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us,dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Ijones02@fs.fed.us, Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mfarre[l@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com, rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,
sldavis@fs.fed.us,sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us,tfurgason@swca.com,Walter
Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, William BGiIlespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeremy J



Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSN0TES

cc

Subjec Barrel-Only Landform
t

FYI. Also, we will be discussing this briefly in the IDT meeting tomorrow. Iwill send the link to the

Scholefield footprint that we will also be discussing, briefly.

Beverley A. Everson
Forest Geologist
Coronado National Forest

300 W. Congress Street, 6th Floor
Tucson, AZ. 85701

Voice: 520-388-8428

Fax: 520-388-8305

— Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/29/2010 02:38 PM —

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live. To '"Debby Krieger <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, '"Salek Shafiqullah'" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>,
com> <mbidwell@swca.com>, '"Kathy Arnold'" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>,

<fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com>, '"Krizek, David"1 <David.Krizek@tetratech.com>

06/27/2010 07:02PM cc '"Beverley AEverson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, <tfurgason@swca.com>, '"JonathanRigg'"
<jrigg@swca.com>, '"Melissa Reichard'" <mreichard@swca.com>

Subjec Barrel-Only Landform
t

All,

Attached is the latest landform topography developed by Rosemont for the Barrel-Only landform alternative. This
landform has been developed through the joint efforts of the CNF, SWCA, Rosemont, and TetraTech and

incorporates the following elements:

• Extension of the Upper Barrel drainage within the landform

• Multiple ridge landforms with differing elevations

• Potential for variable slopes on eastern flanks of the landform

• Potential for reduction in number of drainage control benches on eastern flank of landform

• Improved stormwater discharge control utilizing the extension of the Upper Barrel drainage
• Maintain overall 3:1 slopes with drainage benches on west side of landform to provide required storage

capacity and maintain tailings placement operations



• Maintain waste rock perimeter buttress surrounding tailings

• Maintain encapsulation of the heap leach facility

The team has done an excellent job in the collaborative effort to develop this landform concept. I believe we have
reached a point in the process where the landform concept should be turned over to Rosemont for final
engineering development as the Barrel-Only Alternative for consideration in the DEIS. I recommend that, in
addition to the general design objectives listed above, Rosemont develop the following during the final

engineering:

• Confirm constructability of the landform

• Summarize the concurrent & final reclamation plan

• General layout of rock sub-drains & flow-through drains
• General stormwater control plan, including commitment to the design criteria currently in the Site Water

Management Plan Update

th

In addition, I propose that we not meet on June 30 as currently scheduled but the team review the attached
landform and provide any additional design objectives for Rosemont to include in the final engineering. Please get

back to me ASAP with comments and any design objectives you believe should be included in the final design.

Ifyou have any questions please email me or try the Utah phone listed below.

Regards,

Dale

Dale Ortman PE PLLC

Consulting Engineer

(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office

(520) 449-7307 - Mobile

(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

daleortmanpeOlive.com

PO Box 1233

Oracle, AZ 85623

[attachment "Prelim Barrel_Proposed Survey Area.pdf' deleted by George
McKay/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "David Harris"
<mb!dwell@swca.com> <dharris@swca.com>
07/26/2010 12:12 PM cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Jonathan Rigg"

<]rigg@swca.com>
bcc

Subject AE for yourreview

L_!!iSt0'y:_ _ ^ This message has been forwarded. ~ ]

Hello Debby,

Please find for your review the AE section. The outline will follow and Iwill post the maps and
figures to the client access site that you were referenced to for the simulations.

You will notethat we added BLM VRM language; we need to discuss howto deal with the TEP
siting process and what is/is notcovered byEPG's document and process.

Happy reading, call if you would like to discuss anything.
Marcie

«Rosemont Ch 3_DraftAE_2010-07-26.doc»

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com[attachment "Rosemont Ch 3_Draft AE 2010-07-26.doc" deleted by Debbv
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Debby
<mbidwell@swca.com> Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
01/26/2010 03'17 PM <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Keepers, Ashley"

bcc

Subject Combined KOP list and Reference map

Hello All,

Please find attached the list of KOPs, in a table format that shows the previous naming convention from
each list/set of KOPs (USFS, Tetra Tech) and the new naming convention. Please note that the two digit
format was chosen to differentiate these KOPs from the way that either list used in the past (to keep a
clue in the name as to which list the KOP will be).

This table has been updated to correctly list the original names; please replace the earlier file.

Also, I am attaching a map of the combined KOPs to serve as the master list.

In the next email, I will include the actual shapefiles for the GPS points.

Thank you,
Marcie

From: Trent Reeder

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2010 2:27 PM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: KOP PL map

What do you think?[attachment "11204_KOPs_PL.pdf" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
[attachment "KOP Combined List_2010-01-25.xls" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell"

<mbidwell@swca.com>

04/23/2009 06:35 AM

To "DebbyKriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject RE: Letter to RCC

<p This message has been replied to.History:

Debby,

here ya go~ add or change ifyou wish
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wed 4/22/2009 12:19 PM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Re: Letter to RCC

Rough assumptions:
1. I don't need animations, but do need a model that a viewer can move around in to determine KOPs,

etc.

2. Up to 20 KOPs?!
3. There will likely be 3-5 alternatives (one of which I am optimistic that your work will lead to)

I don't need to see the costs, but undoubtedly Rosemont will want this info. I recommend you include at
least 15% contingency for every work item.

Does this help?

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbfdwell@swca.com>
To,,Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

04/22/2009 09:12 AM
cc

Subject Letter to RCC

Debby,

I know we had talked trying to prepare a budget to accompany this letter, and I am having a hard time
doing so, just because of the range of effort that could go under the visual simulations- do you want
animation or photos, how many KOPs, how many alternatives.

I can still set up the format likewe discussed, but was curious ifyou were anticipating dollar amounts?



That would be hard to estimate at this moment with any feeling of clarity.

Let me know if you feel strongly,

Marcie

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

515 East College Avenue

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com [attachment "Visual RCC scope_estimate- 2009-04-22.xls" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"David Harris"

<dharris@swca.com>

08/13/2010 10:52 AM

To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com>

cc

bcc

Subject RE: Rosemont working outline

Thanks for the comments Debby. Iwill remove SA from the analysis calculations. As I move through the
analysis I will ensure that there's consistency in format, and minimal repetition.

David Harris

SWCA Environmental Consultants

801-322-4307 (Office)
801-230-8359 (Cell)

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Friday, August 13, 2010 11:38 AM
To: David Harris; Marcie Bidwell
Subject: Re: Rosemont working outline

This is looking better! Here are my comments. Thanks!

"David Harris" <dharris@swca.com>

08/12/2010 01:51 PM

Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com:
SubjectRosemont working outline

Debby,

Here's a revised, functional, working outline that we devised late last week, based on your conference call and
comments. The outline is overdue, I realize; however, I've made substantial progress is doing the environmental
consequences section writeup. Most of the introductory and explanatory parts of the consequences section have
been written. Marcie and Iare now working through the analysis subsections. As you will see in the outline, the
approach that we think would satisfy the complexity of the analysis and also make sense of it is to apply a
combination quantitative-qualitative approach, using GIS calculations of as-seen and project footprint acres and
miles of potential impacts with landscape contrast analysis. I will have all of the simulations by tomorrow and we
are working on getting the GIS calculations by early next week.

David Harris

SWCA Environmental Consultants



801-322-4307 (Office)

801-230-8359 (Cell)
[attachment "Rosemont EC Outline 8-12-10.docx" deleted by Debby KriegeJ/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell"

<mbidwell@swca.com>

07/19/2010 10:46 AM

To "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>, "Terry Chute'
<tjchute@msn.com>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"

cc

bcc

Subject RE: Friday's meeting notes with deadlines

Hello All,

I am sending updated meeting notes from Friday's Data Transfer Meeting with Tetra Tech and SWCA.
The only update is that I included the table from Tetra Tech with handwritten updates as to what layers
are still outstanding, who is responsible, and when they will be provided.

Thanks!

Marcie

From: Melissa Reichard

Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 11:19 AM
To: Terry Chute; Beverley A Everson; Tom Furgason; Debby Kriegel; Marcie Bidwell
Subject: Friday's meeting notes with deadlines

All-

Here are the meeting notes from Friday that include all the new deadlines for visual resources.

Thanks!

Melissa 'R.ticMard

Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants

(520)325-9194 ofc. (520)250-6204 cell

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information in this email is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If
you are not the intended recipient or an authorized representative of the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
review, dissemination or copying of this email and its attachments, if any, or the information contained herein is prohibited. If
you have received this email in error, please immediately notify the sender by return email and delete this email from your
system. Thank you.

[attachment "Tt USFS Reclamation Mtg_2010-07-16.pdf" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<mbidwell@swca.com>

04/16/2010 08:48 AM
bcc

Subject Data Gaps Request

Hello Debby,

No word yet from Tom on the scope questions that I forwarded.

Here is the revised document for the Data Gaps. Please feel free to edit as you need to. I am out the rest
of the day. Have a good weekend

Cheers,

Marcie

«Rosemont_Data_Gaps_040810-04-13.docx»

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com [attachment "Rosemont_Data_Gaps_040810-04-13.docx" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



Trent,

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

07/22/2010 01:43 PM

To "Trent Reeder" <treeder@swca.com>

cc "Beverley AEverson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Krizek, David'
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, "KatherineArnold"
<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Marcie Bidwell"

bcc

Subject Re: Scholefield Conveyor 3DQ

Why does the perimeter road appear to zigzag all across the south foothills? I thought that the perimeter
road was always around the toe of the tailings and waste rock piles. Please get Rosemont to confirm the
location.

Also, get confirmation from Rosemont and Tetra Tech on the distance between conveyor and power line.

And I'm pretty sure that the conveyor has a road on each side of it.

Otherwise looks good to me!

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest

300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

"Trent Reeder" <treeder@swca.com:

"Trent Reeder"
<treeder@swca.com>

07/22/2010 10:57 AM

To

cc

"Krizek, David"<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, "Katherine
Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "BeverleyA Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Debby Kriegel"
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com>

Subject Scholefield Conveyor 3D

Hello,

I've attached acomposite 3D scene from KOP 2depicting a model of the conveyor system. You will
have to zoom in to seesome detail, but because ofthe large landscape thefeatures start to lose detail
due to their size compared to the whole scene. Below are notes about the scene:

• Scene is from KOP 2, but Iturned the camera toshow the conveyor system. Basically



sweeping from west (left) to northwest (right)
• Conveyor "tube" is 6 ft. diameter.

• Conveyor pillars are 21 ft. tall and 10ft. wide with the conveyor tube ontop. (From the
conveyor specs sheet from M3, the pillars range from 16-26ft tall)
• Conveyor pillars are spaced 60ft' apart, (also from the conveyor specsheet which
depicted only a couple of pillars)
• Conveyor Transmission route was offset the conveyor route by 30ft in between the
conveyor lineand perimeter road edge. (This was my idea)
• Transmission polesare 50 ft. tall and spaced400 ft. apart.
• Transmission poles represent a wooden monopole.
• Perimeter road is in orange depicted 12 ft. wide (used the width from Phased Tailings
perimeter road)

• The Scholefield perimeter road center line follows the same conveyor alignment, butwas
offset the conveyor alignment by 162 ft.

Please let me know if you have any questions. Thanks

Trent Reeder

GIS Specialist
SWCA Environmental Consultants
treeder@swca.com
130 Rock Point Dr. Suite A
Durango, Colorado 81303
Work (970) 385-8566
Fax (970) 385-1938
www.swca.com

[attachment "Scholefield_Conveyor_3D.JPG" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<mbidwell@swca.com> „_ . _

^* cc "Stephen Leslie <sleslie@swca.com>
05/19/2010 03:56 PM

bcc

Subject Pit Draft

Hello Debby,

Please find the draft of the pit diagram for you to review. Its an initial draft, and a better one will be coming
by the end of the week.

Marcie

From: Chris Loftus [mailto:chris@loftuslandscapestudio.com]
Sent: Monday, May 03, 2010 11:39 AM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Pit Draft

Hi Marcie.

Attached is a low-resolution draftof the pitcolors. I'm still adding bench failures, some vegetation, and
shadows, butyou can address the colorsfrom thisdraft. Are the hues/tones subtle enough? Too subtle?
Overall brightness/contrast okay? I used the tones from the GIS key forthe Quartz and Epitaph sections
because I don't have examples.

Let me know your thoughts...

Thanks,

Chris Loftus, RLA, ASLA
Loftus Landscape Studio
landscape architecture | sustainable site strategies
970.903.2930 | www.loftuslandscapestudio.com
[attachment "KOP2-Pit-Colors.jpg" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<mbidwell@swca.com>

11/02/2009 04:06 PM
bcc

Subject Visual Proposal

History: ^ This message has been replied to.

«Visual_Resource_Proposal_2009-17-15 Update.pdf» «Visual_Resource_Proposal_2009-17-15
Update.xls»

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

•Mft*.

WWW.SWCa.com Visual_Resource_Proposal_2009-17-15 Update.pdf Visual_Resource_Proposal_2009-17-15 Update.xls



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To "Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>

08/02/2010 07:58AM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

bcc

Subject Re: Rosemont DEIS - Visual Quality - Affected Environment
ReviewQ

history: ^ jh\s message has beenforwarded.

Marcie: Here are comments from our new Rosemont NEPA person (a retired FS employee who is
working directly for SWCA). I added my comments (marked DK) to some of his comments. Also, now
that you have official written direction to use SMS for the project-level analysis (see Reta's email sent just
minutes ago), please revise the AE to simply state what VQOs are in the forest plan, then move
immediately into SMS. Thanks. Debby

"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>

"Terry Chute"
<tjchute@msn.com> To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
07/30/2010 03:09 PM Cc

Subject Re: Rosemont DEIS - Visual Quality - Affected Environment
Review

Debby,

I took a quick look at the Chapter 3 Affected Environment for visuals that you sent me, and
here are my comments. You'll see a couple things: (1) we are trying to minimize the number
of acronyms we use, so I asked that many of the ones in this section be spelled out. The
amount of acronyms throughout the document is overwhelming for the reader; (2) I need to
step back and look at the Chapter 3 outline, and I have not done that yet. I'm not sure it flows
very well, and as you noted some sections seem out of place given a first overview.

My overall impression is that this is pretty good. We are pretty heavy to technical specific of
the various analysis methods (VHS, SMS, and the BLM method), and that kind of overwhelms
the description of the existing condition of the project area. You might want to look for
opportunities to summarize the analysis methods and put more details in the supporting
documentation, with references in the DEIS. Of course, the reader needs enough in the text of
the EIS to understand the effects we are describing in the Effects Analysis. I cannot make that
judgment until I see the whole thing together, so at this point use your best judgment.

You also sent along document titled Trend Information" -1 did not get a chance to look at it
closely, and I am wondering what the intended us of this document is. I also did not have a

chance to look the figures over.

Thanks for all your hard work. We can talk about this next Tuesday if you have



questions/concerns. Have a great weekend Terry

From: Debby Kriegel

Sent: Tuesday, July 27,2010 1:16 PM
To: Ruth Doyle ; tichute@msn.com
Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Rosemont DEIS - Visual Quality - Affected Environment Review

Here are my comments and some references (per a comment I made in the text). The figures are

attached to Marcie's email message below.

Ruth: Can you add your comments to this marked-up version, or is it too messy?

Terry: As your time permits, I'd appreciate you giving this a quick review for general flow, consistency
with other resources, red flags, etc.

Thanks.

— Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 07/27/2010 12:08 PM —

"Marcle Bidweli" <
mbidwell@swca.com> To"Marcie Bidweli" <mbidwell@swca.com>, "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "David

Harris" <dharris@swca.com>

cc

Subj Figures and updated text
ect

07/26/2010 04:07 PM

Hello Debby,

Here are the figures and an updated document.

I think you are right that perhaps you should review it and then have RO review it, rather than do them
simultaneously. This would still keep the RO review moving, and more likely make sure that you approve of the
product before it goes to them.

«Figures_draft2010-07-26.pdf» «Rosemont Ch 3_Draft AE_2010-07-26.doc»
Eventually, when this goes to editing, the figures will be inserted in the text as part of 3.9 or as an appendix.

I can discuss this with you tomorrow, how about 1:00 AZ time?

Thank you,

Marcie



Marcie Demmy Bidweli

Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com[attachment "Rosemont Ch 3_DraftAE_2010-07-26.doc" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "Rosemont_Ch_3_Draft_EA_2010_07_30_Chute edits.doc" deleted by
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<mbidwell@swca.com> „_ . _

^* cc "Stephen Leslie <sleslie@swca.com>
05/19/2010 03:56 PM

bcc

Subject Pit Draft

Hello Debby,

Please find the draft of the pit diagram for you to review. Its an initial draft, and a better one will be coming
by the end of the week.

Marcie

From: Chris Loftus [mailto:chris@loftuslandscapestudio.com]
Sent: Monday, May 03, 2010 11:39 AM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Pit Draft

Hi Marcie.

Attached is a low-resolution draftof the pitcolors. I'm still adding bench failures, some vegetation, and
shadows, butyou can address the colorsfrom thisdraft. Are the hues/tones subtle enough? Too subtle?
Overall brightness/contrast okay? I used the tones from the GIS key forthe Quartz and Epitaph sections
because I don't have examples.

Let me know your thoughts...

Thanks,

Chris Loftus, RLA, ASLA
Loftus Landscape Studio
landscape architecture | sustainable site strategies
970.903.2930 | www.loftuslandscapestudio.com
[attachment "KOP2-Pit-Colors.jpg" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell"<mbidwell@swca.com>

To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
06/15/2009 11:55 AM cc

Subject Bounds" Map boundaries- Visuals and Land use

Hello Debby

Welcome back~ hope you had a great time up north on vacation.

Please see the bounds of analysis discussion below. I had sent you a short description of it before you left,
but I am not sure that we actually decided. I have further added on to that description and descriptions.

As we need to have an easily definable area, I shy'd away from doing a visual analysis of all areas that
can see the Santa Ritas, and tried to use boundaries that already exist. You and I have discussed that
Tucson is within view of the Santa Ritas, and thought that Pima County might be a good way to capture
that area in a easier to define way.

Finally, I also suggested that we use the Nogales Forest Unit and the Coronado NF as two others, as the
LRMP is defined by those units.

Please confirm/comment on the list below,
Thanks!

Marcie

From: Lara Mitchell

Sent: Monday, June 15, 2009 10:34 AM

To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: RE: Bounds~ Map boundaries- Visuals and Land use

Hi Marcie

Just wanted to double check on the bounds for the maps, you want to show all of the Coronado NF,
highlighted in blue on the attached screen shot? And all of Pima county, all the way out past Ajo?

Thanks

«visual_miles.pdf»

From: Marcie Bidwell



Sent: Friday, June 12, 2009 3:19 PM
To: Lara Mitchell; Charles Coyle; Stephen Leslie
Subject: Bounds~ Map boundaries- Visuals and Land use

Lara and Charles!

Here is what I recommend to the Forest forvisuals. The boundaries should be existing GIS files.

VISUALS:

1. The temporal bounds of analysis for Visual Resources is intended to include the area thatmay
impact orbe impacted by the proposed project. As such, the temporal boundsof analysis
include Construction, Operations, Reclamation, and Post-Closure. Additionally, within the
Operations time boundary, a sub-boundary for visuals will include the completion reclamation of
the tailings berm that is intended to screenthe mine operation.

2. The geographic bounds of the visual resource analysis is defined as (1) the project site (project
boundary), (2) Nogales Forest Unit, (3) Coronodo National Forest, and (4) Santa Cruz and Pima
Counties.

LAND USE:

1. The temporal bounds ofanalysis for LandUse is intendedto describe the land use planning
that may impact or be impacted by the proposed project. As such, the temporalbounds of
analysis include Construction, Operations, Reclamation, and Post-Closure.

2. Geographic- The potential impacts to LandUse Resources include the projectarea and
surrounding lands as they are managed for land use, and are defined as (1) the project site
(project boundary), (2) Nogales ForestUnit, (3) CoronodoNational Forest, and (4) southern
Santa Cruz and northern Pima Counties.

If "northern Santa Cruz" and "southern Pima" is hard to define (perhaps cut them in half), then we
could use the whole counties. Either way.

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

515 East College Avenue

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com [attachment "visual_miles.pdf' deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]

VisualResources Bounds ofAnalysis-mdb.doc



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Debby
<mbidwell@swca.com> Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
01/26/2010 03'17 PM <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Keepers, Ashley"

bcc

Subject Combined KOP list and Reference map

Hello All,

Please find attached the list of KOPs, in a table format that shows the previous naming convention from
each list/set of KOPs (USFS, Tetra Tech) and the new naming convention. Please note that the two digit
format was chosen to differentiate these KOPs from the way that either list used in the past (to keep a
clue in the name as to which list the KOP will be).

This table has been updated to correctly list the original names; please replace the earlier file.

Also, I am attaching a map of the combined KOPs to serve as the master list.

In the next email, I will include the actual shapefiles for the GPS points.

Thank you,
Marcie

From: Trent Reeder

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2010 2:27 PM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: KOP PL map

What do you think?[attachment "11204_KOPs_PL.pdf" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
[attachment "KOP Combined List_2010-01-25.xls" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell"

<mbidwell@swca.com>

04/23/2009 06:35 AM

To "DebbyKriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject RE: Letter to RCC

<p This message has been replied to.History:

Debby,

here ya go~ add or change ifyou wish
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wed 4/22/2009 12:19 PM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Re: Letter to RCC

Rough assumptions:
1. I don't need animations, but do need a model that a viewer can move around in to determine KOPs,

etc.

2. Up to 20 KOPs?!
3. There will likely be 3-5 alternatives (one of which I am optimistic that your work will lead to)

I don't need to see the costs, but undoubtedly Rosemont will want this info. I recommend you include at
least 15% contingency for every work item.

Does this help?

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbfdwell@swca.com>
To,,Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

04/22/2009 09:12 AM
cc

Subject Letter to RCC

Debby,

I know we had talked trying to prepare a budget to accompany this letter, and I am having a hard time
doing so, just because of the range of effort that could go under the visual simulations- do you want
animation or photos, how many KOPs, how many alternatives.

I can still set up the format likewe discussed, but was curious ifyou were anticipating dollar amounts?



That would be hard to estimate at this moment with any feeling of clarity.

Let me know if you feel strongly,

Marcie

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

515 East College Avenue

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com [attachment "Visual RCC scope_estimate- 2009-04-22.xls" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<mbidwell@swca.com>

03/25/2009 02:35 PM
cc

bcc

Subject RE: Visual Resource Strategy

Debby,

Thanks for the email- I need to say that we are having email issues and if I do not respond it may very
well be because we are selectively not receiving emails. So I apologize, and ask that if I do not seem to
respond by email to let me know. Then I can call IT again to fix the problems.

I sent the revised strategy sheet right after our conversation; I am resending it in case you did not receive
it. If you had sent it back to me for more revisions, please resend your message.

Did you have the RCC meeting or ID Team meeting and discuss the strategy yet?

I look forward to catching up!

Thanks for checking in,
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2009 10:59 AM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Visual Resource Strategy

Marcie: Were you going to send me the revised strategy spreadsheet? Or are you still working on it?
Send it whenever it's ready for my review. Thanks! Debby[attachment
"Visual_Resource_Proposal_2009-03-19.xls" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



From: Larry Jones
To: Robert Lefevre
Subject: Fw: Biological Resource Bounds of Analysis
Date: 07/07/2009 03:18 PM
Attachments: 2009_Ortman_Coyle_Impact Timeline_memo.pdf

bio.pdf

from ken...

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us
----- Forwarded by Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS on 07/07/2009 03:18 PM -----

"Ken Kertell"
<kkertell@swca.com> 

07/07/2009 01:41 PM

To "Larry Jones" <ljones02@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject RE: FW: Biological Resource Bounds of Analysis

Larry:

 
Attached is the Ortman tech memo describing the project impact timeline and a figure
showing the Bounds of Analysis for Biological Resources.

 
Ken

From: Larry Jones [mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2009 1:05 PM
To: Ken Kertell
Cc: Deborah K Sebesta; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: FW: Biological Resource Bounds of Analysis

Hey Ken-- 

Sorry this took me forever to get to...been kinda busy.  Anyway, find attached some
track changes on the document.  I gotta admit, I'm a simpleton so I was kinda
confused on what this all meant, so my overall recommendation is to put it in
simpler terms and favor two-dimensional descriptions that are (at least to me) more
intuitive.  To me, it read more like a Bounds of Analysis for hydrological function,
rather than biological resources.  Anyway, pardon all the red ink, I know we are in

mailto:CN=Larry Jones/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:CN=Robert Lefevre/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES



 


Document for Deliberative Purposes Only 
Not for Public Distribution Page 1 
 


DALE ORTMAN PE       Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer        Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233         E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Charles Coyle (SWCA) 


Copy to: Tom Furgason (SWCA), John Macivor (SWCA), Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 11 January 2009   


Subject: Impact Timeline  
 
I want to have us consider a different organization for the Impact Analysis that, I believe, provides a more 
easily understood framework for the EIS and discards the notions of “short-term” and “long-term” that do 
not readily apply to a major mining project.  Rather than organize the Impact Analysis around Issues (with 
their attendant causes and effects) and try to explain how the cause-effect relationships play in time I propose 
organizing the document around the timeline to clearly show exactly what causes and effects occur when, and 
potentially for how long.  A mining project has four distinct phases: Construction, Operations, Reclamation, 
and Post-Closure; each with their separate activities that give rise to differing causes and effects.  Presented 
on the next page is a timeline with limited list examples of the differing activities that occur during each 
phase.   
 



mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS    RECLAMATION POST-CLOSURE 
__+/- 2 YEAR_____|______________+/- 20 YEAR_____________|______+/- 2 YEAR ?__|_________FOREVER___________________________________à 
 
Construction Traffic Operations Traffic   Minor Traffic  No Traffic 
Truck Construction Truck Supplies, Fuel, Concentrate  Truck Reclamation No Trucking 
     Materials & Equip.      & Copper Cathodes        Materials 
Largest Workforce Smaller Workforce   No Workforce  No Workforce 
Blasting as Needed Scheduled Blasting   No Blasting  No Blasting 
No Tailings  Exposed Tailings    Cover Tailings  Covered Tailings 
Initial Waste Rock Major Waste Rock   Cover Waste Rock Covered Waste Rock 
No Heap Leach  Active Heap Leach   Covered Heap Leach Covered Heap Leach 
High Dust Risk  Lesser Dust Risk    Reduced Dust Risk Low Dust Risk 
No Production Water 5000 af/yr Production Water Need  No Production Water No Production Water 
No Mineral Processing Mill Operation    No Milling  No Milling 
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this together...thanks for asking for the review. 

Larry Jones
Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plants
Coronado National Forest
300 W Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8375
ljones02@fs.fed.us 

"Ken Kertell" <kkertell@swca.com> 

06/16/2009 10:50 AM 
To <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, <dsebesta@fs.fed.us> 
cc

Subject FW: Biological Resource Bounds of Analysis

Larry and Debbie: 
  
Attached is the Bounds of Analysis map for biological resources. Please let me know
if the action area is appropriate from your perspective. 
  
Ken Kertell
Senior Scientist/Project Manager
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 W. Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 phone
(520) 325-2033 fax 

From: Ken Kertell 
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2009 3:03 PM
To: 'ljones02@fs.fed.us'; 'dsebesta@fs.fed.us'
Cc: Charles Coyle; Tom Furgason
Subject: Biological Resource Bounds of Analysis

Larry and Debbie: 
  
Attached is the subject document. I should have the associated map by tomorrow. 



  
Ken Kertell
Senior Scientist/Project Manager
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 W. Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 phone
(520) 325-2033 fax 

 [attachment "Biological Resources Bounds of Analysis.doc" deleted by Larry
Jones/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "bio.pdf" deleted by Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS] 
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Charles Coyle (SWCA) 


Copy to: Tom Furgason (SWCA), John Macivor (SWCA), Melissa Reichard (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 11 January 2009   


Subject: Impact Timeline  
 
I want to have us consider a different organization for the Impact Analysis that, I believe, provides a more 
easily understood framework for the EIS and discards the notions of “short-term” and “long-term” that do 
not readily apply to a major mining project.  Rather than organize the Impact Analysis around Issues (with 
their attendant causes and effects) and try to explain how the cause-effect relationships play in time I propose 
organizing the document around the timeline to clearly show exactly what causes and effects occur when, and 
potentially for how long.  A mining project has four distinct phases: Construction, Operations, Reclamation, 
and Post-Closure; each with their separate activities that give rise to differing causes and effects.  Presented 
on the next page is a timeline with limited list examples of the differing activities that occur during each 
phase.   
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CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS    RECLAMATION POST-CLOSURE 
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Construction Traffic Operations Traffic   Minor Traffic  No Traffic 
Truck Construction Truck Supplies, Fuel, Concentrate  Truck Reclamation No Trucking 
     Materials & Equip.      & Copper Cathodes        Materials 
Largest Workforce Smaller Workforce   No Workforce  No Workforce 
Blasting as Needed Scheduled Blasting   No Blasting  No Blasting 
No Tailings  Exposed Tailings    Cover Tailings  Covered Tailings 
Initial Waste Rock Major Waste Rock   Cover Waste Rock Covered Waste Rock 
No Heap Leach  Active Heap Leach   Covered Heap Leach Covered Heap Leach 
High Dust Risk  Lesser Dust Risk    Reduced Dust Risk Low Dust Risk 
No Production Water 5000 af/yr Production Water Need  No Production Water No Production Water 
No Mineral Processing Mill Operation    No Milling  No Milling 
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From: Robert Lefevre
To: Rion Bowers
Cc: tfurgason@swca.com; ccoyle@swca.com; Larry Jones; Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley A Everson
Bcc: Robert Lefevre
Subject: Re: bio.pdf
Date: 07/08/2009 04:52 PM

Hi, Rion.  Thanks for sending me the maps for riparian and water resources bounds
of analysis.  I am working with Salek and Larry on a response. Before you get too
far, I need to tell that the bounds are way too restrictive.  I want to propose a
larger area that will take into consideration the groundwater changes that will affect
springs and consequently surface water and riparian areas after they dig the pit.  I'll
be sending a shapefile.
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373
▼ "Rion Bowers" <rbowers@swca.com>

"Rion Bowers"
<rbowers@swca.com> 

07/07/2009 11:35 AM

To <rlefevre@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject bio.pdf

[attachment "bio.pdf" deleted by Robert Lefevre/R3/USDAFS] 

mailto:CN=Robert Lefevre/OU=R3/O=USDAFS
mailto:rbowers@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:CN=Larry Jones/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Salek Shafiqullah/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Beverley A Everson/OU=R3/O=USDAFS@FSNOTES
mailto:CN=Robert Lefevre/OU=R3/O=USDAFS


From: Rion Bowers
To: Robert Lefevre
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Larry Jones; Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: RE: bio.pdf
Date: 07/09/2009 07:46 AM
Attachments: groundwater.pdf

Water_Resources_Bounds.pdf

Bob,
 
The water resources bounds of analysis map is based on the rational presented in the attached
memorandum. This memo covers onsite and offsite surface and ground water resources.  You have the
surface water map, and I have attached the proposed ground water bounds map as well. I believe this
information was previously provided to Salek, so he should also have it for review. I hope you find this
information helpful. Looking forward to your comments.
 
Thanks,
 
Rion
 

-------------------------------------------------------- 
Rion J. Bowers 
Senior Project Manager - Environmental Planner 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
e-mail:  rbowers@swca.com 
Phone: (520) 325-9194 
Fax: (520) 325-2033

 

From: Robert Lefevre [mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2009 4:53 PM
To: Rion Bowers
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Larry Jones; Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: bio.pdf

Hi, Rion.  Thanks for sending me the maps for riparian and water resources bounds of analysis.  I am
working with Salek and Larry on a response. Before you get too far, I need to tell that the bounds are
way too restrictive.  I want to propose a larger area that will take into consideration the groundwater
changes that will affect springs and consequently surface water and riparian areas after they dig the
pit.  I'll be sending a shapefile. 
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373 

"Rion Bowers" <rbowers@swca.com> To <rlefevre@fs.fed.us>
cc

mailto:rbowers@swca.com
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
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DALE ORTMAN PE       Office: (520) 896-2404  
Consulting Engineer        Mobile: (520) 449-7307 
PO Box 1233         E-Mail: daleortmanpe@live.com 
Oracle, AZ 85623         


 


PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
ROSEMONT EIS PROJECT 


 
To: Charles Coyle (SWCA) 


Copy to: Salek Shafiqullah (CNF); Rion Bowers, Chris Garrett, Tom Furgason (SWCA) 
From: Dale Ortman PE 
Date: 9 June 2009   


Subject: 
Bounds of Analysis – Chapter 3 Affected Environment 
Water Resources 


 
This memorandum presents a preliminary determination of appropriate Bounds of Analysis for Water 
Resources for your review.  The temporal and spatial Bounds of Analysis are presented for the major 
physical elements of the Water Resources discipline as outlined in Rosemont Project EIS Draft Chapter 3 
Affected Environment Outline, May 19, 2009.  Temporal bounds are described in terms of the four time 
periods being applied to the Rosemont Project as outlined in the memorandum on Impact Timeline dated 11 
January 2009.  Spatial bounds are described by the geographic area to be used for analysis; this memo 
describes the spatial bounds in general geographic terms, however the final spatial bounds will be depicted 
on a map prepared by SWCA.  It should be noted that Bounds of Analysis will apply to both the group of 
twelve issues deemed “significant” by the CNF and the suite of additional issues that may be described in 
Chapter 3 Affected Environment, regardless of a determination of “significance”.  The general divisions of 
Water Resources for the Bounds of Analysis are: 
 


• Mine Area Water Resources-Surface Water  


• Mine Area Water Resources-Groundwater 


• Offsite Water Resources-Mine Water Supply 
 
Mine Area Water Resources-Surface Water 
The Bounds of Analysis for Mine Area Water Resources-Surface Water are intended to encompass the 
temporal and spatial extent necessary to describe the surface water environment that may be impacted by the 
proposed project.  Temporally the potential impacts to surface water, both within the direct project area and 
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downstream from the project, may occur from initial project construction on through post-closure.  The 
diversion and impounding of surface water runoff coupled with the topographic modification may result in 
both immediate and permanent alterations to the surface water regime. In addition, the potential for spills or 
other accidental releases to surface water will occur from initial construction through completion of 
reclamation.  Therefore, the temporal Bounds of Analysis for Mine Area Water Resources-Surface Water 
are Construction, Operations, Reclamation, and Post-Closure. 
 
The spatial Bounds of Analysis include the surface water drainages that may influence or be impacted by the 
diversion and impoundment of surface water, modification of the mine site topography, and potential spills 
or other accidental releases.  Therefore, the spatial Bounds of Analysis include the following: 


• Drainage basins contributing runoff to the mine site; 


• Drainage basins containing mine site disturbance, namely Barrel Canyon and its tributaries; 


• Surface water drainages receiving discharge from the mine site, namely Davidson Creek to its 
confluence with Cienega Creeks; and 


• Drainages immediately adjacent to SR 83 that may be impacted by spills associated with potential 
accidents involving delivery of supplies to the mine. 


 
Spring and seep flow in the area as well as base flow in both Davidson and Cienega creeks potentially may 
be impacted by the groundwater drawdown associated with the mine pit.  However, as these potential 
impacts are related to the groundwater they are included within the Bounds of Analysis for Mine Area Water 
Resources – Groundwater.  
 
Mine Area Water Resources-Groundwater 
The Bounds of Analysis for Mine Area Water Resources-Groundwater are intended to encompass the 
temporal and spatial extent necessary to describe the groundwater environment that may be impacted by the 
proposed project.  Temporally the potential impacts to groundwater, both within the direct project area and 
down-gradient from the project, may occur from initial project construction on through post-closure.  The 
mine pit’s influence on the groundwater flow regime and the potential for seepage impacts from the tailings 
and waste rock facilities along with the potential for accidental process water leaks and other spills or 
releases may result in both immediate and permanent alterations to the groundwater regime.  Therefore, the 
temporal Bounds of Analysis for Mine Area Water Resources-Surface Water are Construction, Operations, 
Reclamation, and Post-Closure. 
 
The spatial Bounds of Analysis encompasses the groundwater basin that may influence or be impacted by 
the mine pit or potential seepage, leakage, or spills from the mine operations area; including the potential 
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impact to spring and seep flow as well as potential impact to base flow in Davidson and Cienega creeks. 
Assuming that the groundwater model under development by Montgomery for Rosemont covers an adequate 
area for analysis the area the Montgomery model domain should be the spatial Bounds of Analysis for Mine 
Area Water Resources-Groundwater. 
 
Offsite Water Resources-Mine Water Supply 
The Bounds of Analysis for Offsite Water Resources-Mine Water Supply are intended to encompass the 
temporal and spatial extent necessary to describe the water resources environment that may be impacted by 
the mine water supply for the proposed project.  Temporally the potential water resource impacts associated 
with the withdrawal of mine production water will occur only during the approximate 20-year life of active 
mine operations; therefore, the temporal Bounds of Analysis for the withdrawal of production water is 
Operations.  However, the recharge of CAP water to the groundwater basin began in 2007 and will continue 
until the proposed 105% of projected production water withdrawal has been recharged, subject to limitations 
on Rosemont’s excess CAP water contract.  Therefore, the temporal bounds on the CAP water recharge 
element of Water Resources spans from 2007 through whenever the recharge commitment is completed; 
likely sometime during Operations. 
 
The spatial Bounds of Analysis encompasses the groundwater basin that may be impacted by the mine water 
supply wells and the CAP water recharge; therefore the spatial Bounds of Analysis for Offsite Water 
Resources-Mine Water Supply is the Tucson Active Management Area (TAMA) with emphasis for mine 
production water withdrawal in the area encompassed within the groundwater model developed by 
Montgomery for Rosemont as described in Groundwater Flow Modeling Conducted for Simulation of 
Rosemont Copper’s Proposed Pumping Sahuarita, Arizona, April 30, 2009, prepared by Errol L. 
Montgomery & Associates, Inc.  
 
The water supply pipeline and mine power line alignments in the Santa Cruz Valley will cross dry washes; 
however as the risk of a discharge to surface water resulting in a water quality impact is exceedingly low for 
these crossings this element does not warrant inclusion in the Bounds of Analysis.  
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[attachment "bio.pdf" deleted by Robert Lefevre/R3/USDAFS] 



History:

"TerryChute" To "DebbyKriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<tjchute@msn.com>

07/30/2010 03:09 PM
bcc

Subject Re: Rosemont DEIS - Visual Quality - Affected Environment
Review

<£> This message has been replied to.

Debby,

I took a quick look at the Chapter 3 Affected Environment for visuals that you sent me, and
here are my comments. You'll see a couple things: (1) we are trying to minimize the number
of acronyms we use, so I asked that many of the ones in this section be spelled out. The
amount of acronyms throughout the document is overwhelming for the reader; (2) I need to
step back and look at the Chapter 3 outline, and I have not done that yet. I'm not sure it flows
very well, and as you noted some sections seem out of place given a first overview.

My overall impression is that this is pretty good. We are pretty heavy to technical specific of
the various analysis methods (VHS, SMS, and the BLM method), and that kind of overwhelms
the description of the existing condition of the project area. You might want to look for
opportunities to summarize the analysis methods and put more details in the supporting
documentation, with references in the DEIS. Of course, the reader needs enough in the text of
the EIS to understand the effects we are describing in the Effects Analysis. I cannot make that
judgment until I see the whole thing together, so at this point use your best judgment.

You also sent along document titled Trend Information" -1 did not get a chance to look at it
closely, and I am wondering what the intended us of this document is. I also did not have a
chance to look the figures over.

Thanks for all your hard work. We can talk about this next Tuesday if you have
questions/concerns. Have a great weekend Terry

From: Debby Kriegel

Sent: Tuesday, July 27,20101:16PM
To: Ruth Doyle ; tichute@msn.com
Cc: Debby Krie<zel

Subject: Rosemont DEIS - Visual Quality - Affected Environment Review

Here are my comments and some references (per a comment I made in the text). The figures are
attached to Marcie's email message below.

Ruth: Can you add your comments to this marked-up version, or is it too messy?

Terry: As your time permits, I'd appreciate you giving this a quick reviewfor general flow, consistency
with other resources, red flags, etc.



Trent Reeder" To "MarcieBidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>,"Debby Kriegel"
<treeder@swca.com> <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, 'Tom Furgason"
06/30/20100900AM <tfurgason@swca.com>,"Jonathan Rigg"

cc

bcc

Subject RE: BoxCanyon Road assessment

History: ^ jnjs message has been replied to.

Here are two viewshed images from the Box Canyon road south of the project area . Viewable
areas are in red. The first one is a viewshed analysis from TT's current KOP8 location. Second
image depicts a linear viewshed from a segment of the Box Canyon road (blue line). Results
from the linear viewshed analysis can be a little misleading because of the overlap of
viewsheds from the line. I shorten the analysis segment of Box Canyon road to an area where I
believe would reveal more of the MPO. The current location of KOP 8 is in a low drainage with
terrain upslope on both sides. As you move towards the west along the road, it opens up into
more of a "bowl". Once at the intersection of Rd 231 and Box Canyon, the MPO Waste Rock
southern slope would be quite visible. The last attachment depicts the shorter Box Canyon
segment in blue and the viewshed results of this segment.

The green dot represents an approximate location where TT took the KOP 8 photos. Iwas able
to locate this photo point by comparing both KOP 8 and KOP 3 panoramas, for which segments
of each panorama overlap. In addition, Icompared visible vegetation patterns/densities using
aerial images along with matching terrain characteristics between the panoramas and 3D
generated surfaces.

Marcie mentioned that see took some photos along the Box Canyon road for which I will do
some research to see if I can match those photos to some earlier GPS point data. If I can find a
match, perhaps this will replace the current KOP 8 location. Iwill keep you updated on my
progress.

Trent

«TT KOP 8 Viewshed.pdf» «Box Canyon Road Viewshed.pdf» «Box Canyon Road
Viewshed_b.pdf»
From: Marcie Bidwell

Sent: Friday, June 25, 2010 12:40 PM
To: Trent Reeder; Debby Kriegel; Debby Kriegel; Tom Furgason; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: Box Canyon Road assessment

Trent,

I talked with Debby regarding the Box Canyon Road KOP and its alignment issues (that the Tt GPS point
and Tt photos do not align for Box Canyon).

We thought that ifyou did a linear viewshed analysis, we could determine if there is a point on the road
that will have open views, or not; then we can assess if its important to have a field person retake those
photographs.



Does that seem reasonable? Use a footprint that would be closer to the southern boundary (MPO, Upper
Barrel) if you can.

Thanks!

Marcie

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.comrattachment "TT KOP 8 Viewshed.pdf deleted bv Debbv Krieqel/R3/USDAFS1 [attachment
"Box Canvon Road Viewshed.pdf deleted bv Debbv Krieqel/R3/USDAFS1 [attachment "Box Canvon Road
Viewshed b.pdf deleted bv Debbv Krieqel/R3/USDAFS1



"David Harris"

<dharris@swca.com>

08/13/2010 10:52 AM

To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com>

cc

bcc

Subject RE: Rosemont working outline

Thanks for the comments Debby. Iwill remove SA from the analysis calculations. As I move through the
analysis I will ensure that there's consistency in format, and minimal repetition.

David Harris

SWCA Environmental Consultants

801-322-4307 (Office)
801-230-8359 (Cell)

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Friday, August 13, 2010 11:38 AM
To: David Harris; Marcie Bidwell
Subject: Re: Rosemont working outline

This is looking better! Here are my comments. Thanks!

"David Harris" <dharris@swca.com>

08/12/2010 01:51 PM

Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com:
SubjectRosemont working outline

Debby,

Here's a revised, functional, working outline that we devised late last week, based on your conference call and
comments. The outline is overdue, I realize; however, I've made substantial progress is doing the environmental
consequences section writeup. Most of the introductory and explanatory parts of the consequences section have
been written. Marcie and Iare now working through the analysis subsections. As you will see in the outline, the
approach that we think would satisfy the complexity of the analysis and also make sense of it is to apply a
combination quantitative-qualitative approach, using GIS calculations of as-seen and project footprint acres and
miles of potential impacts with landscape contrast analysis. I will have all of the simulations by tomorrow and we
are working on getting the GIS calculations by early next week.

David Harris

SWCA Environmental Consultants



801-322-4307 (Office)

801-230-8359 (Cell)
[attachment "Rosemont EC Outline 8-12-10.docx" deleted by Debby KriegeJ/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Trent Reeder"
<mbidwell@swca.com> <treeder@swca.com>

05/21/2010 02:47 PM cc

bcc

Subject FW: MPO YR10 feature examples

History: ^ This message has been replied to.

Hello Debby,

I am sending these to just you to start, and then we can discuss who else should see them.

These maps show the facilities full footprint made to be 100-foot red box, set on an average point in the
area, and the yellow is the 35-foot perimeter channel, assuming itwould continuously follow the footprint
of the piles, and the green transmission line, with a 100-foot wide ROW/potential clearing corridor.

The "Tails Off' version could be used to think of the alternatives with nothing in front of the pit or the
facilities.

I think from these images you can see that the perimeter channel may require grading to move the water
all the way around, but that its mostly down in the lower canyons where it would not be visible from a
varietyof distances or places (due to undulating terrain). Its all about how the southern end of the pile
would drain to Barrel Canyon to the north.

In summary, in quick review, the big piles are still a bigger deal than the perimeter channels. The
perimeter road will be completely faded back into the scenery if its only a service road style road. IF there
wasnt going to be a big mine there, then the roads would be more of a disturbance. Meaning, the big mine
is the big deal. The other stuff continues to contribute to the industrialization of the landscape, but they do
not stand on their own as significant impacts. I think we can describe them for the MPO and then wait to
see how the other alternatives show up. Your thoughts?

Take a look and let me know.

Marcie

From: Trent Reeder

Sent: Friday, May 21, 2010 3:31 PM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: MPO YR10 feature examples

Here you go.

Red-100' extruded facility area footprint
Yellow - Perimeter Channel

Green -100' Transmission ROW (Preferred Route)

Trent Reeder

GIS Specialist
SWCA Environmental Consultants
treeder@swca.com

130 Rock Point Dr. Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81303
Work (970) 385-8566



Fax (970) 385-1938
www.swca.com

[attachment ,,ALT2_MPO_YR10_Features_Tails_Off.jpg" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
[attachment ,,ALT2_MPO_YR10_Features_Tails_On.jpg" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<mbidwell@swca.com>

cc

06/25/2010 11:40 AM
bcc

Subject Review of MPO 10YR KOP 2

History: ^j jhjS messagehas beenreplied to.

Debby,

Please review and let me know your thoughts-

Thanks!

Marcie

«Alt2_KOP2_Year10J 00602.jpg»

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com [attachment "Alt2_KOP2_YearlO_100602.jpg" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<mbidwell@swca.com>

cc

12/22/2009 02:47 PM
bcc

Subject Bounds of Analysis- a different take...

History: ^i This messagehas beenreplied to.

Hello Debby,

Here are two "working maps" to just quickly try out two different ways to assign the bounds of analysis.
Please excuse their roughness and lack of consistent labeling. These are for internal working process
only.

On these maps, I had GIS team include (1) black line- the original bounds for visual (and recreation is the
same), (2) blue lines- watershed boundaries, which would define ridges and divides (which should also be
similar to visual boundaries), and (3) red pixels- viewshed analyses created from two "highest points" on
the Santa Rita Mountain Range (one in the area of the Proposed Action and one near Sycamore Canyon
crest).

Here are my observations:
• Viewshed analyses are challenging because of the "seldom seen" areas that are blocked out by

terrain, requires that one combine multiple analysis points to account for MPO and Sycamore
alternatives, and then still "connect the dots" in order to have this work.

• From the top of most of the mountain ranges, you have views of the top of other mountain ranges,
so the viewsheds continue in several directions for a long, long ways beyond 50 miles away. Not
very practical from a "boundary" perspective.

• Watersheds for Santa Cruz River and Las Cienegas Creek capture most of the ridgelines, with a
few of the other watersheds beyond them being included.

• Interestingly, the original black line was not that far off from what these other maps and methods
show.

We can finalize this when you get back, but I found it interesting.

Cheers,
Marcie

From: Michael Andres

Sent: Tuesday, December 22, 2009 12:50 PM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Rosemont

Here are your viewshed maps.

Mike Andres

GIS Specialist

SWCA Environmental Consultants

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A
Durango, Colorado 81301
970.385.8566 (Office)
970.385.1938 (Fax)
mandres(S)swca.com



[attachment "11204_Viewshed_2 Sycamore-bounds.pdf deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "11204_Viewshed_l MPO-bounds.pdf' deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



History:

"Marcie Bidwell"

<mbidwell@swca.com>

01/27/2010 08:22 AM

To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

cc

bcc

Subject RE: MtWrightson KOP from TT

<£> This message has been replied to.

We were, but like you said it can make it into the FEIS

Here is an image of our first basic shot at MM44- not perfect, but showing veg at 10yrs (20 YR build out).
We are still working on the pit, and need the study/information that you requested from RCC as to colors,
textures.

What do you think of sprinkling some trees in a volunteer pattern? I will call to discuss

I need to get feedback on what to show on these for the reveg and at what years.

Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2010 8:07 AM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Re: Mt Wrightson KOP from TT

Wow, I agree. This is not good.

There is currently lots of snow in upper elevations of the Santa Ritas, and the trails are probably unhikable
(or very difficult to hike) for the next couple of months. Therefore this KOP won't make it into the DEIS. If
there is an opportunity to get a better photo in late spring, let's pursue it then. Were you planning to do a
simulation from this point?

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

01/25/2010 05:02 PM

Hello Debby,

To,,

cc „

Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject Mt Wrightson KOP from TT

Please find the Mt. Wrightson KOP photograph from TT attached.



In review of TT's photo , its limited in field of view (scope- only one frame), low resolution, and really hazy
sun. It also might be zoomed in.

Ifwe need to retake this photo, it will need to be well planned, as its a long hike in and it should ideally be
shot in the morning, preferably before 11 on a clear day, so someone has to plan ahead.

I look forward to your feedback.

Marcie

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com [attachment "KOP_12_LLS3a.jpg" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



DebbyKriegel/R3/USDAFS To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>, Ruth
07/28/200908:10 AM Doyle/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

bcc

Subject Proposed Rosemont Copper Mine- Simulations for
Proposed Actional

Marcie:

1. Attached is a list of what I recommend for the proposed action. Iwill be showing this to our Forest
Supervisor later this week to see if she has any additional recommendations. In the mean time, please
review it and let me know if you have comments.
2. Bev tells me that alternative 6C is on WebEx. Can you please get Trent to put it into his model? You
and I should look at it sometime soon, and Bev might want Trent to present it to the core team next Wed
(Aug 5).

Ruth:

1. This is a follow-up on our phone call last week. Attached are 2 documents: a map of Key Observation
Points identified so far, and a strategy for simulations for the proposed action. Please take a look at these
as soon as you have a few minutes. I've tried to minimize the number, but there is concern about the cost
of the simulations. Let me know ifyou want to discuss this or need more information.
2. We need to get Francisco briefed on this project (mosty for recreation, but as an LA he may be
interested in the visual part too). Would you like to visit with him, or should I plan to give him a call?

Thanks.

[attachment "11204_KOPs_PL.pdf" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment
"Simulation_Strategy_Proposed_Action.doc" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



History:

"Marcie Bidwell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Charles Coyle"
<mbidwell@swca.com> <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Tom Furgason"

04/15/2009 01:54 PM <tfurgason@swca.com>
cc

bcc

Subject Rosemont Mine-visual report update

<^> This message has been forwarded.

Debby,
Great working together today- as we discussed, Iwill start processing the visual analysis maps and other
immediate agenda items in support of Affected Environment immediately. I am looking forward to diving in
full-throttle to make progress on the immediate items. I am invigorated to finally have the full go-ahead to
make progress with the scope finally approved and signed.

Also, Iwill work with Tom and Charles to see ifwe can arrange for meetings the week of May 6th in
Tucson for face-to-face working sessions, key observation pointselection, site tour, and other working
meetings.

I am including Tom and Charles on this email to keep them in the loop as to what my process will be and
how we are tracking (1) current scope items and (2) additional items that you are working to have funded.

Iwill follow this email to all of you with a summary that shows committment of hours from the approved
scope of work to each of the Visual Resource Proposal items.

Tom and Charles,
In moving the visual assessment forward, I will be calling you to discuss Visual and GIS tasks involved
(and staff resources) that were included within the Visual Technical Report process. I will call to discuss
the following:

1. Visual study- Charles was anticipating that RCC would deliver a visual product of some sort-1 would like
to find out more about what and when.

2. GIS visual mapping-1 can do it here or ifyou would prefer Tucson do it, lets discuss
3. Site Tour- Debbyand Iwould like to document KOPsand do some more exploration; Iwould like to
coordinate this with you and any other potential tour coming up.
4. Review of the strategy attached and how SWCA's scope and schedule will guide this process.

The spreadsheet attached is the working version of the visual assessment process that Debbyand I have
fleshed out; The letter is a draft that Debby has written for Bev and Rita to take to RCC regarding
additional visual research that she would like included in the process that is currently beyond our scope.
These items are flagged in the spreadsheet as "N" for NO under "Witing Current Contract" on the strategy
spreadsheet. My next step is to match hours to items on the strategy that will represent (1) EIS budget
tasks and (2) Visual Technical Report.

Thanks! Hope to see you all soon-
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2009 2:32 PM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont Mine



Marcie,

Thanks for taking time to discuss the project with me today. I look forward to seeing progress and
products in the near future!

2 items are attached: the latest strategy and draft text for a letter from our Forest Supervisor to Rosemont.
Let me know ifyou have comments on either item. I'll need your comments on the letter within the next
day or two.

After making some initial contacts, Iwas referred to others who might have experience or helpful
information. Please call each of these folks and ask about good mine reclamation and land sculpting
examples. And please follow up on any leads you have as well!

• ASLA Reclamation and Restoration Professional Interest Group.
• Diane Tafoya, Forest Service Geologist, Southwest Regional Office, (505) 842-3275. She

probably has experience with many projects, but one mentioned was the El Chaete Pumice mine
on the Santa Fe and her work with Bill Kraussman, who helped with SMS work.

• Maria McGaha, Forest Service Environmental Engineer, Southwest Regional Office, (505)
842-3837. Maria has worked on mine reclamation projects.

• Holly Fliniau, USDA, (303) 275-5547. Worked on a project called Reilly Pass mine, which may
have good examples.

• Mike Dunn, Forest Service Minerals Specialist, Rocky Mountain Region, (303) 275-5101. He may
know of mines with good land sculpting, including Henderson mine and Climax mine. He also
may refer you to Paul Simmer or Dan Lovato (landscape architect)...the field folks on these
projects.

• Donna Kim (414-297-3613) and Bill Mains (815-423-6370), both Forest Service folks from Region
8. They've worked on big scale mountain top mining projects on the Monongahela NF in West
Virginia. Also contact Mary Frye, the landscape architect there, at 404-347-3357.

• Bill Kraussman, Forest Service Geometromics Group Leader, Southwest Regional Office, (505)
842-3846. Bill might have some good tips on visibility analysis, modeling, mines, and
reclamation.

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest

(520) 388-8427
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

[attachment "VisuaLResource_Proposal_2009-04-15.xls" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
[attachment "RosemontLtr041309.doc" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

01/22/2010 03:33 PM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bcc

Subject RE: Rosemont - Scopeofwork for Recreation©

1. Yes, I likeyour idea of putting all alternatives on a map and seeing ifthere really is just 1 AZtrail KOP
that works for all. Can you proceed with this and let me knowwhat you find? Iagree withyou that KOP6
might be good.
2. Iguess we'll have to livewith sims at year 10 and year 20+. This might be ok. Ifthere are effects in
other years, hopefully we can identity and describe them. The buttress would be one of these. Another
would be that white tailings will be visible from highpointsalong 83 and AZtrail in the early years until the
outer shell is higher than viewers. We can't simulate everything...
3. lam not aware of any ADOT road siting meetings. Do they have a date scheduled? Doyou think that
you or I should attend? EPG is doing a site visit on Monday, but obviously neither of us will be attending
that one.

4. Good to know.

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

"Marcie Bidwell"

<mbidwell@swca.com> To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, 'TrentReeder"
01/22/2010 02:32 PM <treeder@swca.com>

cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject RE: Rosemont - Scope of workfor Recreation

Debby,

I forgot to mention a few things:

1. RCC/TT also asked that we finalize which KOP we will be using for the Arizona Trail simulations
point.

I find this one trickyto pick, considering (1) different points will be more important to different alternatives
and (2) there is talk of rerouting the trail to avoid the mine works and that location has not be determined.
So the KOP needs to be (1) somewhere that has representiative views of (2) a section that will remain
where it is.

You and I collected 4 points for the trail- three that we hiked to from one spot, and one that we drove to
along the Rosemont access road. I will send a KOP map in the next email. The following KOPS are:

KOP 5- (Preferred by RCC, could work) Furthest south on the trail that we photographed that
day. The pano looks weird cause we took 360 of photographs. Tom was thinking that this section
of the trail is most likelyto stay where it is, and the reroute would happen further north from here. I
cannot confirm that, cause I have not put any thought into rerouting of the trail yet. But sounds like
sound logic. Not my favorite panorama photogprahy, but it works if this is the one.

KOP 6- (could work well) Further north, along the trail, full panorama includes from south to north,
but the mine would be largelyto the west (middleof the pano). This may still be far enough away



to see views around the pile but I am not sure.

KOP 7- (may be too close and relocated from here) Furthest north on this part of our hike,
possibly under the pileor at least near the edge of the pile (i.e. part of the trail that would move)
but I need Trent to confirm. I cant tell on this map very clearly.

KOP 13- (probablytoo close to make sense in a simulation, all you would see is mine) We drove
in from Rosemont access at mm 44 and then walked a few hundred yards- this spot would be
within a few humdred yards of the toe of the slope. This will be so close to the mine that the pile
will be all you see. on the left side of the page.

To know where the trail would possibly move, I would think we would want to see all of the alternatives laid
onto one map, and then see ifthere is a logical response that would work for all alternatives. In doing
some rough measurements, currenly the trail makes several loops to-and-away from the tails- at the
longest loop away being 1 mile.

• Box Canyon Road - MPO = .5 miles approx.
• Along MPO, with breaks away from it = 5 miles approx.
• Northern extents of MPO buries trail = .25 miles approx.
• North of MPO to FS Boundary = 4.5 miles approx.

2. Phasing for Simulations: For new alternatives, RCC will not have contour data for three phases
for simulations; they will have 10 yr and final (20 yr). They should complete yr 20 this week.

The USFS is required to use "best available data" for analysis, and to consider short-term and long-term
impacts. In talking with Tom, I am still a little fuzzy as to what short-term has been defined as, but I think
its safe to say that its somewhere between 1-5 years (early construction, breaking ground) and then
long-term is everything after that.

RCC is developing two phases of engineered drawings, regardless of what alternative-10 yr and 20 yr. No
inbetween engineering will be available for the new alternatives. So the visual analysis will not be able to
do "in between years" for simulations, or to "pick the worst case scenario year" before or after the berm is
completed.

Additionally, the "berm" is thought that it will not be finished in the same year for each alternative, and that
the completion date is more like yr 7 rather than yr 5 as it was originallythought.

3. Future meetings? ADOT or Transmission?
Kathy invited Tom and I to attend future meetings with you (or ifyou cant attend)-1 think she mentioned:

• ADOT, for siting of the entrance road and SR 83 intersection. Sounds like this might end up being
near MM46- the picnic table turn out?

• Transmission siting with EPG- (this one may be a figment of my imagination, unless it sounds
familiar to you)?

4. Rosemont's "proposed fenceline"- is a typo. What is labeled the fenceline on the viewshed maps is
actually the "project boundary", or zone of influence, or what ever else that they are calling it.

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest

300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8427
Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/



dkriegel@fs.fed.us
[attachment "KOP_13_Panorama.pdf deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment
"KOP_05_Panorama.pdf deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "KOP_06_Panorama.pdf
deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "KOP_07_Panorama.pdf deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Stephen Leslie" To "DebbyKriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<sleslie@swca.com>

03/25/2009 10:59 AM
cc

bcc

Subject RE: Rosemont - Recreation Issue Statements

Debby

Here is the revised Cause and Effect Worksheet. I expect to be in Ely around 3:30 your time if anything
comes up.

Thanks,
Steve

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2009 3:58 PM
To: Stephen Leslie
Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont - Recreation Issue Statements

Steve: Here's a rough structure that might be better for hanging details on. Let's discuss Wednesday
morning. Thanks! Debby

#56 Restriction, Disturbance, or Loss of Recreation Opportunities

Direct Effects

• Loss of public access to -4500 acres of land in the project area during operation of mine.
• Loss of access to other lands if public roads or trails are blocked by project.
• Mine-related activities effect on nearby recreation settings (quiet, solitude).
• Permanent change in recreation setting (landscape) after mining operations cease.
• Reduction in public safety during mining operations and post closure.

Indirect Effects

• Increase in visitors to other locations (some of which are already crowded).
• Conflicts between National Forest recreation special use permittees.
• Loss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with visitors to the area.

Cumulative Effects

• Continued loss/alteration of natural public lands for recreation in southeastern Arizona,
[attachment "Cause and Effect Worksheet_56_Recreation.sol.doc" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell" To "DebbyKriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<mbidwell@swca .com>

07/15/2009 01:34 PM
cc

bcc

Subject RE:Simulation task list~ is this what you are looking for?

Debby,

Thanks for your thoughts on the simulations, I will work this in with my table and see what we get.

I added your language into the Scope for Sims and sent it to Charles. You , Reta and Bev should receive it
soon. Regarding the 28 sims, I am just afraid that RCC will freak out if we start with that large of a
number. Do you think we can start with the 10 sims and then see if we need to do more (thinking we will); I
just dont want to loose the work due to the price tag and the number of simulations.

Also, I put an assumption that all views with the mining equipment and facilities in it are time and materials
beyond the standard sim hours.

I left it at 5 and you can discuss it with Bev (to raise it) or we can start with the highest important sims and
then decide (at the intial stage) that you want it expanded. They are watching prices very closely right now.

I can add a task for more 3D model research (Basically creating the gis snapshots of the alternatives).

Ifwe did 28 sims, its going to be really, really expensive, even if some of them are simple.

Anyway, here it comes through the pike and you can discuss it with Bev and Reta. Had to get something in
there. We fully expect there to need to be change orders to follow on.

Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 8:34 AM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Re: Simulation task list" is this what you are looking for?

Marcie:

See my comments below in red and the attached document Please call me ifyou want to discuss any of
this.

Two other questions:

1. How is your research of other mines going?

2. Do you think you are budgeted sufficiently to complete currently funded tasks?



Thanks!

Debby

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

07/14/2009 10:23 AM

To.,Debby Krieger <dkrlegel@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Simulation task list" is this what you are looking for?

Debbie,

can you give this a quick review and let me know if this is what you are looking for- in table below. Please
edit if you want and send back. I will submit to Charles and Tom to resubmit to you, Bev, and Reta.

Also, I am attaching the list of actions that we reviewed this morning (whats funded, not funded, simulation
request)

Bold- Simulation request

Italics- underway as Alternative Development

Plain- not funded, not included

«Visual_Resource_Proposal_2009-07-14 Review.pdf»
Task 1. Consultation with USFS and Rosemont to Select Simulations and Phases

(Note: consulting with Rosemont should help them understand why we selected the
simulation points and phases, but the USFS needs to have the final say)

ReviewallKOPs established by the USFS andselect-§-(Estimated = 28. See the attached
document.) key observation points (KOPs) topropose to USFSfor simulations.

Prepare and review "existing conditions" panoramas for potential KOP simulations. Select-a-phases

to represent for each KOP in addition to Reclamation (i.e. construction at 5 years, etc).

Meetwith USFS and RCC (including Sage/Tetratech reclamation team) to reviewdata, KOP
selection and "photorealistic" process.
Task 2. 3D Surface and Scene construction

Collect nessecary (typo) data andgenerate 3-Ddigital surfaces for the MPO at each construction
phase selected for simulations. This step will include researching what thepitwill look like and
generating 3D plant facilities if needed.

Create one set of 3-D GIS Arc Globe working maps and diagrams Construct 3-D working diagrams

for RCC and USFS to review potential scenes from each KOP to be selected.
Review with USFS and RCC forproposed simulations (i.e. does the KOP portraya scene which is

representative of desired viewshed and phase of constructionfor visual analysis.
Task 3. Visual Simulations Construction and Review with USFS/RCC

Create photo-realistic computer simulations of MPO for~§-KOPs and-Q-phases for each KOP.
Eachsimulation will show waste rock and tailing pile forms, pit, roads, and infrastructure.



Prepare photorealistic simulation images for 5 KOPs.
Review draft simulations with resources specialists from RCC, USFS, and SWCA to direct specific

aspects ofrenderings: reclamation, soils, vegetation, etc.
Complete a Draft review with USFS and RCC staff at meeting in Tucson.

Task 4. Photo Simulation Finalization

Complete changes to simulations and submit to USFS and RCC for finalapproval.

I recommend that your proposal also include other currently unfunded work, including the following:
• Conduct site visits to other mines to glean best management practices (1g)
• Determine landscape patterns and explore concepts for shaping waste rock and tailings piles that

better protects and mimics natural landforms and valued landscape character. Conduct site
analysis. Define criteria for shaping new topography to mimic surrounding landscape and provide
natural drainage patterns to direct and slow water for plants, determine revegetation species,
sizes, and patterns, and explore options for possible roads and/or trails on piles (modified 3d and
3f)

• Prepare "before" images (3g)

• Show results of simulations to IDTand get feedback (3i)
• One more site visit (including a meeting with Dr. Pepper)

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com [attachment "Visual_Resource_Proposal_2009-07-14 Review.pdf deleted by
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>, dharris@swca.com
08/12/2010 01:25 PM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

bcc

Subject Re: Update on Visual Section and ProgressQ

Thanks for the update! My comments are below in red.

Also, I was at the site with Jeff Fehmi this morning looking at the test plots. I am now convinced that the
Arkose rock is a medium reddish-brown and the Gila Conglomerate is not terribly light-colored, so your
simulation colors are fine (you already knew that, it just took me some time to convince myself!). I have
photos if you're interested.

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

"Marcie Bidwell"

<mbidwell@swca.com> To "DebbyKriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "David Harris"
08/12/2010 09:54 AM <dharris@swca.com>

cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com>

Subject Update on Visual Section and Progress

Hello David and Debby,

A report in~ David and Iwill draft an updated schedule today and forward it to you. Below is
the message that Isent to Tom Furguson on Monday, figuring that he would circulate it to the
USFS. I had not seen this until just now. Good overview of progress. I look forward to seeing a
schedule.

Environmental Consequences chapter is being written. We are doing some more calculations of
areas of SIOs, Scenic Attractiveness Affected, etc. Thus far, I believe that you have reviewed all
of the figures that we are planning to place in the section; David and Iwere going to report the
differences in acres of impact in a table beyond the figures that you have seen (i.e. not multiple
maps of basically the same information summarized different ways). I've reviewed many
simulations, and we discussed the draft, unpopulated tables you had in your outline. Is this what
you mean by all figures have been reviewed?

Simulations are moving, but slower than expected due to technical difficulties with file
exchanges and staff scheduling. Our client access site that we are using for sharing files has
been down for a few days, with spotty service.

Since Monday, I have seen another 4 simulations and made comments on them. I sent them
back to Chris to edit a few things before sending on to you.



Simulation of Pit Modified to show "connected" benches- Debby, please review this
simulation for the pit and pit only. This looks fine to me. Do you want Rosemont to verify?
One question I have: Are the diversion channels shown?

Caveats ~ The buildings are as they will be shown (blocks), however we will adjust the color. It
matches the digital paint chip that we were sent, but I think it would be more washed out in
reality in the bright sun in this picture. The buildings look way too light-coloredalready.
Didn'twe agree to use CarlsbadCanyon (the BLMstandard color) for everything but the MPO?

Additionally, the roads and graded plant site will be more 3Dimensional and lighter, like a road
surface, than its shown here. Finally, the access and perimeter roads will also be lighter. Finally,
the structures for the transmission line is in this simulation, but the conveyor isn't really
established yet. The supports are shown, but not the actual conveyor. We are obviously
working on that as well.

Thank you,

Marcie

«KOP_2_SCH_20YR.]pg»

From: Marcie Bidwell

Sent: Monday, August 09, 2010 12:07 AM
To: Tom Furgason; Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard
Cc: David Harris; Trent Reeder; Tom Yoder
Subject: Update on Visual Section and Progress

Hello Tom, Melissa, and Jonathan,

I am writing this email to update you on the progress that we have made thus far in the mad
dash to complete the Visual Resource Assessment in record time. Well, in summary, we have
been working at a tremendous pace and testing the strength of human will to work. I am very
proud of what we have accomplished. That being said, I must at the same time must tell you
that we are falling off schedule due to the complexity of the project, the level of detail
involved, the enormity of what there is to accomplish, and summer schedules. It's just too
tight. The original schedule that we are attempting to follow from July 16 did not really include
any extra time for quality assurance, additional tasks, or the occasional redirection from the
USFS. Additionally, we did not anticipate certain pieces of this process, such as that the
Scholefield alternative would need correction (flying alternative), Debby would need assistance
for SWCA to print and deliver copies of all of the simulations, and that Melissa would need to
take photos of the quarry.

The following is an accounting of what we have accomplished. I think you will agree that we are
making enormous progress considering the corners we were given and who we are working



with. Please celebrate this success with me by reading on:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS SINCE JULY 16

1. Additional data was posted by Tetra Tech during the week of July 23 (after the lockbox),
including changes to the grading of roads, updates on other layers, and rock color data. We
continued to download and check data for critical changes during this week.

2. Additional staff was added to assist with completion of the tasks agreed upon on 7/16.
Namely, David Harris from SLC office is assisting with EC analysis, edits to the AE, and quality
assurance; he has been studying up on the project and is now fully up to speed. Additionally,
Chris Loftus (photoreal illustrator) has picked up more hours. However, Mike Andres
(GIS/layoutfor final figures) has become a temporary employee in the Durango office and his
availability is limited. Mike's change in status also affects my availability, as he was my only
back up on a few other projects requiring field monitoring and he will not be able to regularly
assist with figure production for Rosemont. Finally, Trent is now on vacation for his wedding;
he will be out until August 30.

3. I hosted the Vegetation and Color webinar on July 22, as promised. Bob Lefebre, Terry,
Debby, and Bev attended from the USFS. It was decided at that webinar that Bob's discussion
of expected vegetation results would be used for simulations. However, it was also discussed
that Bob's piece lists expected vegetation for North or south communities, and the simulations
are primarily showing east and west views of the alternatives. We decided to keep to the
assumption of less than 10% cover (etc) for these slopes as well.

4. I prepared a detailed slide show for Debby to present at the USFS- RCC meeting on the
simulations showing the process, color sources, and structure of the simulation process for the
meeting on July 23. At this meeting, feedback was received that the pit and colors of the pit
should consider the way that the marble quarry appears differently at different distances.
Melissa took those pictures the week of August 2-4 and sent those pictures to me on Friday.
We have studied those pictures and are working the results into the simulations as we produce
them.

5. GIS Scenes of all simulations were completed and provided to Debby for review. To assist
her review, Melissa and Jonathan assisted in downloading files and saving them to a disk for
her to review the GIS images. I provided a detailed walk through last week.

6. Updated Affected Environment- we submitted the AE on time to Debby; she and RO have
reviewed it. We are making changes and updates to it now. We hope to complete that this
week to SWCA editing and formatting to be added into the EIS.

7. Outline of Environmental Consequences- David and I submitted a rough outline to Debby
for feedback last week. She made comments and submitted a simpler version back to us. It is
clear that the EIS outline provided by the USFS (for all EIS sections) is problematic for visual



resources, in particular with the sections for Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives and
Mitigation Effectiveness. These sections add complexity to the flow of the visual resources
analysis. David and I are reviewing examples of how other complex analysis sections have dealt
with these pieces. We hope to have these issues worked out soon, and resubmit the outline to
Debby early this week.

We added analysis sections to include the Cooperating Agencies that have
specific information or regulations related to visual resources- specifically, BLM
and Pima County. BLM analysis will include the lands affected by the
transmission line or the mine. Pima County analysis will include the protection
for gateways and protected mountains overlay zones in the Pima County Codes.

8. Map figures- Map figures were recreated as necessary, to update them to show the new
data that we had received.

9. EPG Transmission Analysis- David and I talked with Crystal at EPG to discuss her analysis
for the TEP process. As noted above, the affects of the transmission line, waterline, and utility
corridor will be incorporated into the EC as appropriate.

10. Chapter 2- Additionally, I provided comments regarding Chapter 2 and the descriptions
of the mitigation listed and ideas for what appears to still be missing that is needed for
discussion and accuracy with the mitigation table.

11. Simulation Reviews- We have completed first drafts of approximately 21 of the total 29
simulations. However, as some comments regarding pit and color were received after the first
draft was initiated, these changes have not been incorporated into all of the drafts. I still think
that this progress is incredible. We will continue to bring the pit and color changes all the way
through the simulations and then present a COMPLETE DRAFT in figure template for USFS
review.

12. Review of Rock Colors posted by Tetra Tech-1 reviewed the rock colors that Tetra Tech
posted to the website on July 23. These are the photos of the drill logs with cores in boxes.
They are not useful for colors to be seen in the photographs of the pit as they were taken when
the cores were wet and not in direct sun. We will continue with our original process until
someone can produce better images for us.

Iwill consult with the team tomorrow and send you an updated schedule. We are doing the
best we can, captain! She cant take much more.

Hope you had a good weekend,

Marcie



Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com[attachment "KOP_2_SCH_20YR.jpg" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



Norene Norris 10/27/2008> All instructs Kendra has prepared foi

Kcndra L To Norene Norris/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Bourgart/WO/USDAFS Everson/R3/USbAFS@FSNOTES, Daniel

„A9dnkl Montez/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
10/24/2008 04:34 PM cc Rg+a Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Kendra L

Bourgart/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bcc

Subject All instruments Kendra has prepared for the \JSGS
Inter-Agency Agreement

[attachment "l_ad_.672_usgs_rosemont_stream_gauge.rtf" deleted by Norene
Norris/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "2_ad_672_supp_usgs_rosemont_stream_gauge.doc" deleted by

_?
Norene Norris/R3/USDAFS] 3_2008J003_confirm_privateJand.doc 4_2008J003Jand_ownership_map.pdf
/attachment "5_info_for_norene.doc" deleted by Norene Norris/R3/USDAFS]

Hi

G_Mod_rosemonLcoi!ection_agree_for_usgs.doc

Greetings,

It is my understanding that Bev, ban, and Norene have been discussing the creation of one
modification to the Rosemont Collection Agreement in order to collect funds for the estimated
FY09 forest project costs and the USGS stream gauge expenses of $56,000.

For your convenience, I have attached all documents I've drafted and compiled for the USGS
Inter-Agency Agreement (attachments #1-5) and the draft modification to the Rosemont Collection
Agreement (attachment #6). Please forgive me if I am not referring to all the documentation
accurately. I thought these documents could be helpful during your discussions.

I will be out of the office on Monday, October 27, but available by cell phone at 559-920-6113.

Thank you, Kendra

Kendra L. Bourgart
USDA Forest Service
E-mail: klbourgart@fs.fed.us
Cell: 559.-920-6113

Prescott, Office:
Prescott National Forest
500 US Highway 89 North, Bldg70
PO Box 9115
Prescott, AZ 86313
Desk: 928-443-8271
Fax: 928-443-8208 (call to confirm receipt)

Tucson Office:



Norene Norris

Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701-0003
Desk: 520-388-8390

Fax: 520-388-8305

10/27/2008> All instrume.,,s Kendra has prepared foi



From: Charles Coyle
To: Salek Shafiqullah; Robert Lefevre; Larry Jones; Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE; Rion Bowers; Tom

Furgason
Subject: RE: water bounds of analysis
Date: 07/15/2009 08:36 AM
Attachments: groundwater.pdf

surfacewater.pdf
watersupply.pdf

Folks,
 
For your reference, attached are copies of all three water-related bounds of analysis maps (in their
current drafts).
 
Charles
 

From: Rion Bowers 
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2009 7:45 AM
To: Robert Lefevre
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Larry Jones; Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE
Subject: RE: bio.pdf
 
Bob,
 
The water resources bounds of analysis map is based on the rational presented in the attached
memorandum. This memo covers onsite and offsite surface and ground water resources.  You have the
surface water map, and I have attached the proposed ground water bounds map as well. I believe this
information was previously provided to Salek, so he should also have it for review. I hope you find this
information helpful. Looking forward to your comments.
 
Thanks,
 
Rion
 

-------------------------------------------------------- 
Rion J. Bowers 
Senior Project Manager - Environmental Planner 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
e-mail:  rbowers@swca.com 
Phone: (520) 325-9194 
Fax: (520) 325-2033

 
 

From: Robert Lefevre [mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2009 4:53 PM
To: Rion Bowers
Cc: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Larry Jones; Salek Shafiqullah; Beverley A Everson
Subject: Re: bio.pdf

mailto:ccoyle@swca.com
mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us
mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us
mailto:ljones02@fs.fed.us
mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us
mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com
mailto:rbowers@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
mailto:tfurgason@swca.com
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Figure x. Bounds of analysis - (mine area water resources - surface water).
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Figure x. Bounds of analysis - (offsite water resources - mine water supply).
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Hi, Rion.  Thanks for sending me the maps for riparian and water resources bounds of analysis.  I am
working with Salek and Larry on a response. Before you get too far, I need to tell that the bounds are
way too restrictive.  I want to propose a larger area that will take into consideration the groundwater
changes that will affect springs and consequently surface water and riparian areas after they dig the
pit.  I'll be sending a shapefile. 
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest
USDA Forest Service
520-388-8373 

"Rion Bowers" <rbowers@swca.com>

07/07/2009 11:35 AM

To <rlefevre@fs.fed.us>
cc  

Subject bio.pdf

 
  

[attachment "bio.pdf" deleted by Robert Lefevre/R3/USDAFS]




