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From: teresa ann ciapusci/r3/usdafs;nsf;tciapusci@fs.fed.us;smtp
Sent: Wed May 05 2010 10:37:51 EDT
To: mreichard@swca.com
CC: beverley a everson/r3/usdafs@fsnotes
Subject: Fw: rosemont
Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

Teresa Ann Ciapusci
Staff Officer
Ecosystem Management and Planning
Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress, FB42
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520) 388-8350 office
(520) 237-0879 cellular
(520) 388-8305 fax
E-Mail: tciapusci@fs.fed.us
----- Forwarded by Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS on 05/05/2010 07:37 AM -----

Mailroom R3 Coronado 
Sent by: Dustin J Hicks/R3/USDAFS
05/03/2010 08:35 AM

To
Teresa Ann Ciapusci/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject
Fw: rosemont

Good Morning Teresa Ann-

This message was sent to the mailroom and I wasn't sure who to forward it to. If it doesn't go to you,
could you please forward it on, or let me know who it needs to go to.

Thanks!
Dustin Hicks

----- Forwarded by Dustin J Hicks/R3/USDAFS on 05/03/2010 08:32 AM -----

cindy bugg <cbugg@hotmail.com> 
05/02/2010 09:49 PM
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To
<mailroom_r3_coronado@fs.fed.us>
cc

Subject
rosemont

Hello,
I am a resident of Rancho Sahuarita, and I just wanted to voice my opinion for the Rosemont mine.

I am strongly against this mine, as are most people here. Taking our well water and replacing it with CAP
water is just unsatisfactory, not to mention the scar on the land, the extra utilities we would have to pay
for, the negative impact in every area that this would bring is just unbelievably irresponsible of us. The
profits go to Canada, and the copper goes to Asia........ How is that helping us? This also leaves us with the
bad runoff silt, as everyone knows is caustic. My friend works at the other mine in Sahuarita, and says he
constantly sees animals drinking from standing water holes around the mine, and the animals start
screaming in pain and then die. Why would you let this happen to our beautiful mountains and the people
surrounding?

Thank you for your time
Cindy Bugg
Sahuarita, AZ

The New Busy think 9 to 5 is a cute idea. Combine multiple calendars with Hotmail. Get busy.
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From: "jonathan rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>
Sent: Tue Jul 13 2010 15:31:28 EDT
To: <tjchutes@msn.com>;"beverley a everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
CC: "tom furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>;"melissa reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject: FW: Rosemont questions...
Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

Terry,

 

Following up on your request for an update on the Dark Skies section- Coincidentally, Tom just sent another
update request to Kathy regarding the engineering required for our Dark Skies consultant to start their
work (email chain forwarded below).  Looks like this is another area where we are still waiting for stuff on
Rosemont’s side.  I will keep you posted as to her reply.  

 

Jonathan Rigg

Environmental Planner

SWCA Environmental Consultants

343 West Franklin Street

Tucson, Arizona

Phone: (520) 325-9194

Fax: (520) 325-2033

Email: jrigg@swca.com

From:Tom Furgason 
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2010 12:18 PM
To: Kathy Arnold (karnold@rosemontcopper.com)
Cc: drd@psi.edu; starlightCBL@msn.com; Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard
Subject: FW: Rosemont questions...

 

Kathy,

 

I'm anxious to get Dark Skies Partners going on their analysis.  Can you provide the contact information for
the person at M3 Engineering that is working on the lighting?  Thank you.
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Tom

 

From:Donald R. Davis [mailto:drd@psi.edu]
Sent: Mon 7/12/2010 3:51 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Donald R. Davis; Chris Luginbuhl
Subject: Fwd: Rosemont questions...

 

Hey, Tom, any smoke signals on the horizon yet??

Chris and I were talking about working on this project next week, but we need to have
feedback so that we can put together model parameters for review before we go to work.

Also, a contract.

I am back in town on Wed.

Cheers from Madison,

D.
----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
To: "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Cc: "Sarah L Davis" <sldavis@fs.fed.us>, "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, "Donald R. Davis"
<drd@psi.edu>, "Chris
Luginbuhl" <starlightCBL@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 7, 2010 10:28:29 AM
Subject: Re: Rosemont questions...

Tom -
Sorry, the guy who worked on that issue was gone last week. Our people
are working on it and I expected to see their response either today or
tomorrow. I will check into it today and let you know if there will be a
delay.

Cheers!
Kathy Katherine Ann Arnold, P.E. | Director of Environmental and
Regulatory Affairs
Cell: 520.784.1972 | Main: 520.297.7723 | Fax 520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

Rosemont Copper Company
P.O. Box 35130 | Tucson, AZ 85740-5130
3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.rosemontcopper.com

PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for
the sole use of the intended recipients and may contain confidential
and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure
or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient,
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please delete all copies and notify us immediately.

From: Tom Furgason < tfurgason@swca.com >
Date: Wed, 7 Jul 2010 10:25:23 -0500
To: Katherine Arnold < karnold@rosemontcopper.com >
Cc: Sarah L Davis < sldavis@fs.fed.us >, Jonathan Rigg < jrigg@swca.com
>, "Donald R. Davis" < drd@psi.edu >, Chris Luginbuhl <
starlightCBL@msn.com >
Subject: RE: Rosemont questions...

Kathy,

Have you made any progress on tracking down the information on lighting?
Thanks.

Tom Furgason
Office Director
SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110
(520) 820-5178 mobile

From: Kathy Arnold [ mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com ]
Sent: Thursday, July 01, 2010 2:39 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Sarah L Davis; Jonathan Rigg
Subject: Re: Rosemont questions...

Tom -
I got your questions yesterday and have asked for help on them, I hope
to have an answer back to you by Friday.
Regards, Kathy
Katherine Ann Arnold, P.E. | Director of Environmental and Regulatory
Affairs
Cell: 520.784.1972 | Main: 520.297.7723 | Fax 520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

Rosemont Copper Company
P.O. Box 35130 | Tucson, AZ 85740-5130
3031 West Ina Road | Tucson, AZ 85741 | www.rosemontcopper.com

PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for
the sole use of the intended recipients and may contain confidential
and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure
or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient,
please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
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From: Tom Furgason < tfurgason@swca.com >
Date: Wed, 30 Jun 2010 18:03:42 -0500
To: Katherine Arnold < karnold@rosemontcopper.com >
Cc: Sarah L Davis < sldavis@fs.fed.us >, Jonathan Rigg < jrigg@swca.com
>
Subject: FW: rosemont questions...

Kathy,

Dark Skies Partners is working on an assessment of the lighting
questions and has submitted several questions. Should I direct these to
you or is there another person that lighting has been delegated to? I
suspect that the third question may be very tough to answer. If so, I
can have DSP contact a M3 or Tetra Tech specialist directly. Thanks.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: Donald R. Davis [ mailto:drd@psi.edu ]
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2010 3:58 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Chris Luginbuhl; Donald R. Davis
Subject: rosemont questions...

Hi Tom: A quick review of the M3 lighting plan yields that we need
addtitional information for the lighting analysis, specifically:

1) What is the lighting budget for the leach pads - type/wattages and
number of lamps? Why will these lights be on for only one hour per
night?

2) Confirm that all fixed lighting, (HPS and LPS) will be full cutoff
with no direct uplight emitted.

3) For the portable lighting, (leach pads, shovels, drills and loaders),
what fraction of the light will be uplight? For Alton, we used:

Table 2. Details of Alton Coal Tract Lighting (MH=metal halide;
INC=incandescent).

Description Lamp lumens/lmp Number Total lums Fraction Up

Fixed lighting 250W MH 25000 4 100000 0.00
Portable towers 1000W MH 110000 4 440000 0.30
Headlights INC 10000 20 200000 0.11

3) What is the average ground reflectivity for the pit and ore
processing areas?
We assume that the entry roadway is asphalt.

Thanks, Don and Chris

----- Forwarded Message -----
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From: "Tom Furgason" < tfurgason@swca.com >
To: drd@psi.edu , starlightCBL@msn.com
Cc: sldavis@fs.fed.us , "Ben Gaddis" < bgaddis@swca.com >, "Jonathan
Rigg" < jrigg@swca.com >
Sent: Tuesday, June 29, 2010 9:47:58 PM
Subject: FW: maps of alts

Don and Chris,

Thank you for taking on the analysis of the impacts to Dark Skies as a
result of the Proposed Action or any of the Action Alternatives.
Attached are the draft figures depicting the each alternative. I'll send
you revised figures as these are finalized this week. I do not expect
any major modifications to the processing, tailings, or waste rock
facilities.

I will also work with Rosemont's Mine Engineers to determine the
ultimate elevation of the tailings and waste rock facilities for each
alternative. I should also be able to give you an estimate by the end of
the week regarding the completion of the digital elevation models.

Tom

From: Melissa Reichard
Sent: Tue 6/29/2010 2:41 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Subject: maps of alts

Melissa Reichard

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.
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From: "tom furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Sent: Thu Dec 03 2009 18:25:41 EST
To: <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>
CC: <rlaford@fs.fed.us>;<beverson@fs.fed.us>;<mrorth@fs.fed.us>;"melissa reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject: RE: Cooperating Agency Alternative
Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

Teresa Ann,

 

Following is the email that I’m proposing to send to the Cooperating Agencies.  Please let me know if you
have comments or edits.

 

Tom Furgason

Rosemont Project Manager/Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants

343 West Franklin Street

Tucson, AZ85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110

(520) 820-5178 mobile

(520) 325-2033 fax

 

 

We have placed several of the GIS layers of the alternatives on the SWCA ftp site as requested by several
of the Cooperating Agencies.  These layers provide the basic layout of each of the alternatives that were
presented yesterday.  Please note that the work on “Backfill or Partial Backfill Alternative” will not be
complete for a couple of weeks.

 

Please keep in mind that these layers are draft and deliberative.  The Forest Supervisor has not made the
final determination as to which alternatives will be retained for detailed analysis. Furthermore, additional
modifications may be made to these alternatives.  Please respect your MOUs with the Coronadoand refrain
from sharing this information with any party that is not a Cooperating Agency.  Outside requests for this
information can be made directly to the Coronado.  
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Some Agencies requested that we post the GIS shape files depicting various resources that the ID Team
used to develop alternatives.  We will also be posting some of those as they become available. However,
some data layers will not be posted if they contain sensitive information such as Heritage resources or the
location of sensitive plant and animal species.

 

Tom Furgason

Rosemont Project Manager/Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants

343 West Franklin Street

Tucson, AZ85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110

(520) 820-5178 mobile

(520) 325-2033 fax
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From: vail arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thu Sep 17 2009 13:44:51 EDT

To: <jwood@epgaz.com>;<chris.kaselemis@tucsonaz.gov>;<daniel_j_moore@blm.gov>;<emerald5@cox.net>;<kabrahams@diamondven.com>;<kellett@fs.fed.us>;"marshall@magruder.org"
<marshall@magruder.org>;<nswalden@greenvalleypecan.com>;<ohenderson@ci.sahuarita.az.us>;<husman@ag.arizona.edu>;<tbolton@land.az.gov>;<markkonharting@gmail.com>;<mark.harting@aztucs.ang.af.mil>

CC: <beverson@fs.fed.us>;<biannarino@diamondven.com>;<cindy_alvarez@blm.gov>;john able <jable@fs.fed.us>;<tubaclawyer@aol.com>;<labarca-smith@greenvalleypecan.com>;<linda_hughes@blm.gov>;<mweinberg@diamondven.com>;"tciapusci@fs.fed.us"
<tciapusci@fs.fed.us>;<cjohnson@epgaz.com>;<tfurgason@swca.com>;<cpintor@tep.com>;<ebeck@tep.com>;<ebelts@epgaz.com>;<gcheniae@cox.net>;<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>;<llucero@tep.com>;<lweinst@epgaz.com>;<law@krsaline.com>;<laitken@tep.com>;<sbreslin@tep.com>

Subject: RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link Alternative comments
Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

Jamie,
 
Here are my comments. I would be interesteted to see comments from the other stakeholders as well. Thanks!
 
________________________________________________________
 

Rosemont Electric Project Stakeholder Group Comments:

 

Elizabeth Webb

 

Community Volunteer

 

17 September 2009-09

 

 

1. Routes:

 

a. Believe you should have a minimum of 3 reasonable alternatives. Commissioner Mundell in August 2008 was quoted as saying in controversial cases there have to be many alternatives presented and referred to an APS case where there were four. 

 

Reasonable meaning routes that could theoretically be used, not alternatives given to achieve the end result of the client’s preferred alignment.

            

b. Alternative One-My first choice. The Magruder Option of using the following links: 30-110-120-130-140. Put substation at the node of 110 and 120.

 

Reasoning: 

 

1. An existing transmission line that is in TEP’s 2007 planning model to be upgraded.

2. If the substation were to be located at the node of 110 and 120 it could be used for construction and then later could also be used to replace the existing Greaterville substation when the FortLineis upgraded. In the future, the transmission line could
extend from the new substation and to the Fort. 

3. This uses an existing corridor and existing access roads. 

4. When reclamation occurs and the transmission line and Rosemont substation are removed, it would mean fewer disturbances.

5.  This route avoids BoxCanyonwhich has significant historical meaning, including roads built by the Civilian Conservation Corps. 

6. Avoids National Forest Lands. (Public use, vs. State Land which is not widely available to the public and I am not sure of the allowed recreational use on the Santa Rita Experimental Range.

7. Less long term maintenance for FERC requirements as it has more lowland plants vs. large trees in the Forest.

8. At first glance, appears to impact the least number of residences. (Comparatively speaking) as it is in an existing corridor and would replace wood H frames, allowing for a single footprint.  Less visibility if dull grey galvanized poles are used.  

9. From the maps I have, it appears to affect the least amount of “virgin” private property as it is in an existing corridor.

10. TEP already holds a lease on this route and it is pre-payed with the State of Arizona

11. Avoids most of the Important Riparian Areas until link 140. From the Greaterville substation to the Rosemont substation there are several IRA’s to avoid. 

12. If, TEP does construction using environmentally and culturally sound practices, the long term affect on the SR Experimental Range would be minimized. 

13. Avoids having two transmission lines paralleling each other through the Santa Rita Experimental Range.
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14. The community should not have to be dependent on Rosemont Copper for electricity. The viability of decommissioning the southern fort line to use Santa Rita Rd.through the project is not assured.  Additionally, by using Santa Rita Rd, it would assure
that the area south from the project, to the existing FortLinewould bisect several Important Riparian Areas. 

15. No impact on the Arizona Trail until link 140. Visual impact then but much less than other construction alternative. 

16. Less disturbance of virginal visual impact to neighborhoods that have been excluded from the project study area to the east of the project. 

17. Less impacts on two designated scenic highways.

18. Regardless of the route, much more study needs to be done involving neighborhoods to the east of  the project, including field trips to site the Rosemont substation location.

 

c. Alternative Two 30-70-100-130-140 It is difficult to think of any others are there are so many constraints on the rest involving the construction CEC. For study reasons, as the Santa Rita Experimental Range prefers part of this route, I will say it is my
second choice although I do not believe the SR Experimental Range has considered that the existing FortLineis planned for an upgrade anyhow. It would have two transmission lines running parallel to each other on the SRER and then the existing line
would have to be used for construction creating issues through the CNF from Greaterville. My second choice now would at least use existing corridors for a portion of it, avoid environmental justice issues in SahuaritaHeightsand still use a portion of Santa
Rita Rd.

 

d. Alternative Three 20-60-100-130-140 –Same comments from above involving the Construction CEC issues. This alternative would create visual disturbance in a “virgin” area. Understanding SRER’s desire to keep all utilities together, Transmission and
Water lines would not be the same. Water lines are typically undergrounded and Transmission lines are not. Also, again, the SRER would have two parallel transmission lines on it instead of the one chosen with my first Alternative. (related to the 46K and
the Rosemont Project). It would, however, cross less IRAS than Alternative Two. The environmental justice issue which involves SahuaritaHeightswith  these cumulative effects is a concern for me.

 

e. Public Outreach: I suggest the format for these public meetings is changed in the following ways.

 

1. Hearing style or information presented on the half hours during the Open Houses. 

2. Include all of the impacted communities in a central public location if you are only going to have one meeting in Phase 3. 60 miles round trip to a location where there the attendance was heavily weighed towards an area much further from there is
simply not equitable. 

3. Re-expand the Study Area to include the neighborhoods to the east of the project. As you can see from the maps, there is a parcel owned by Rosemont Copper that is directly adjacent to the Hilton Ranch Rd. Community. There is another parcel that is
only separated from the Community by a small portion of StateLand. This area would suffer the most virginal visual impacts that any other community. 

4. Have signs so people who want to attend can find there way from a distance.

5. Post flyers in locations where people will see them. IE on a stick near the cluster mailboxes, on community bulletin boards in businesses and clubs. 

5. Add SandyWhitehouse as a stakeholder to the group. Her community of Corona de Tucson is the closest one, aside from SahuaritaHeightswhich does not have a representative either. 

6. Use aggressive outreach to the Environmental Justice neighborhoods that would be impacted.  (ie SahuaritaHeights)

7. Start the Open Houses later so people who work can attend later. 6;00 or 6:30pm. Perhaps have a day time Open House for those who live in retirement communities.  Call the meetings Town Halls instead of Open Houses so people will feel more
involved. 

8. The video was a good idea, but in a location where people did not know about it and there was too much background noise. 

9. The court reporter was a good idea but a sign might be better so all people would know he was there. Most did not read the paper speaking of him and about 50/50 of the people I spoke with had been told about him when they arrived. 

8. Use a less fancy newsletter but say something like “Transmission Line Project Could Impact YOUR community”-Please Attend. And have a map so people can find it

9. Contact all of the NGOs in the vicinity of the project and invite them to a meeting or two where all of them are in attendance.

 

            f. Here is a list of some NGO’s in my community (non inclusive)

            Vail Preservation Society

            Hilton RoadCommunity Association

            Santa Rita Foothills Community Association

            Cienega Watershed Partnership

            Empire Ranch Foundation

            Rincon Institute

            Empire Fagan Coalition

            AZhighway83.com

            Mountain Empire Alliance

            Vailaz.com

            Southeast Business

Cienega Rotary
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SEBA Southeast- (Business Association)

            

            g. Some environmental groups-non inclusive

            Center for Biological Diversity

            SkyIslandAlliance

            Audubon Society

            Coalition for SonoranDesertProtection

Save the Scenic Santa Ritas

 

I am sure there are also hiking, birding, motorcycling and touring car organizations online. 

 

The folks down in Sonoita would have more group names for you, I am sure!

 

            h. Other Homeowners and Neighborhood Associations can be found online at 

http://www.dot.pima.gov/gis/maps/mapguide/

 

I am sure there is an agency listing or title company listing of all registered homeowners associations as they are usually required when a developer makes a subdivision.

 

These groups could help spread the word about the project.

 

 

i. Pole Finish Color: I suggest a pole finish plan for this project where people can make comment. Dull grey galvanized poles against a sky or distant mountain back drop are the least visible to the majority of the impacted viewers. 

 

j. Field Trip for the stakeholders group. It is the only true way to understand the impacts on the ground. 

 

k. Public comments shared with the stakeholders group.      

 

__________________________________________________________

             

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838
 
Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society  www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 

 

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than regretting not doing what my heart led me to and wondering what life had been like if I'd just been myself.” Britanny Renee

 
DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copying of any information contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its
attachments without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments may not be reproduced or
distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: beverley a everson/r3/usdafs;nsf;beverson@fs.fed.us;smtp
Sent: Fri Sep 18 2009 21:00:57 EDT
To: vail arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com>
CC:

Subject: Re: Rosemont Website- Forgotten Comments/Questions Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments

Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

Hi Elizabeth,

Thank you for your suggestions. The definitions that you ask about would be good additions to the glossary
that we're developing for the EIS, which I believe is either on our on website now or will be posted at a
later date.

Concerning the use of lands after mining, it's variable according to individual operations, and how the land
is developed with mining activities. I think that you may also be asking how lands transferred to private
ownership through patenting can be used, if they are not used for mining. Once the land transfers to
private ownership, it can be used for uses other than mining. For example, the Rosemont patented land
was purchased by the company from a local developer, whom I assume purchased the land intending to
build houses on it or subdivide it for sale for development, which would have been legal if zoning permitted
it.

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

Vail Arizona <vailaz@hotmail.com> 
09/18/2009 01:42 PM

To
<beverson@fs.fed.us>
cc
<jwood@epgaz.com>, <ebeck@tep.com>
Subject
Rosemont Website- Forgotten Comments/Questions Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Preliminary Link
Alternative comments
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Beverly,

Thank you for responding.

On the Rosemont documents, which are also in Forest Service system , on the vicinity map and claims
boundary map the "patented mining claims" are listed separately from the "private lands".

It would help members of the general public who read the website and are interested in the electric line if
clarification is made and an explanation of 

1. Patented mining claims vs. Unpatented mining claims 

and

2. What happens to them once they are no longer used for mining, if anything. 

Also, a definition of fee simple land "private lands" vs. patented mining claims or why the different terms
are used if they are the same thing, would be helpful

http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/rosemont/documents/rosemont-proposal-overview-20040408.pdf

It is important for the public to know these things related to infrastructure development. 

Elizabeth Webb
Concerned Citizen
Vail Arizona, 85641
(520) 247-3838

Area Information:
Vail Preservation Society www.vailpreservationsociety.com
Hilton Road Community Association www.hiltonroad.com
Arizona SR 83 www.azhighway83.com
Empire Fagan-Coalition www.empirefagan.org

Quote for the Day: 

“I would much rather have regrets about not doing what people said, than regretting not doing what my
heart led me to and wondering what life had been like if I'd just been myself.” Britanny Renee

DISCLAIMER:
This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the
addressee and may contain legally privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of any information
contained in or attached to this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in
error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments
without reading, printing or saving in any manner. This communication does not form any contractual
obligation on behalf of the sender . This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments
may not be reproduced or distributed without the express written consent of the sender.
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From: "dale ortman pe" <daleortmanpe@live.com>
Sent: Wed Dec 16 2009 14:18:39 EST
To: "'hale barter'" <hbarter@elmontgomery.com>;"'kathy arnold'" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

CC:
"'tom furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>;"'beverley everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>;"'jamie sturgess'"
<jsturgess@augustaresource.com>;"'jim davis'" <jdavis@elmontgomery.com>;"'mark thomasson'"
<mthomasson@elmontgomery.com>;"'marla odom'" <modom@elmontgomery.com>

Subject: RE: Hydrogeology Meeting
Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

 
The following message body may have embedded images.

Hale,

 

A technical meeting would certainly be interesting but I do not believe the expense of bringing sub-
consultant specialists from out of state will have commensurate benefit to the EIS process.  There are three
fundamental groundwater issues relevant to the work, water supply modeling in the Santa Cruz Valley, mine
area groundwater model and pit drawdown prediction, and pit lake formation and geochemistry, and the
subconsultant specialists critical to all three are located outside of Arizona.  Of likely more importance
though is that we have almost concluded the review of the water supply model and, pending response to a
few questions, I see no need to deal further with this subject area.  As for the other two subject areas, we
are on the verge of starting review of the mine area groundwater report and have not yet seen a report on
the pit lake geochemistry; therefore I believe a meeting dealing with these subject areas to be premature. 
That being said, I have no objection to a presentation attended by Forest Service and SWCA specialists and
perhaps teleconference attendance by subconsultant specialists if Rosemont believes it will be beneficial to
the process and approves the expenditure.

 

Regards,

 

Dale

 

From:Hale Barter [mailto:hbarter@elmontgomery.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2009 11:01 AM
To: Kathy Arnold; Dale PE
Cc: Tom Furgason; Beverley Everson; Jamie Sturgess; Jim Davis; Mark Thomasson; Marla Odom
Subject: RE: Hydrogeology Meeting

 

Dale,
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We would be very interested in hosting a technical meeting to review our work which has been presented
in the EIS reports.

 

Important staff will be unavailable after January 15th so we should try and do it before then.

 

Let me know what your interest and needs are.

 

Regards,

 

Hale

 

From:Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2009 1:21 PM
To: Dale PE
Cc: Tom Furgason; Beverley Everson; Hale Barter; Jamie Sturgess
Subject: Hydrogeology Meeting

 

Dale - 
I just got off the phone with Hale and he is presenting a “get you up to speed” discussion of what was
done over the past year or so to investigate groundwater on the East and West side of the Santa Rita
Mountains.  As you know this will not be an in-depth discussion simply because time will not allow it to be.
 Overall, Montgomery would like to schedule a more specific hydrogeo discussion meeting at their offices
with the Forest Service and their contractors similar to the ones that were started earlier.  Staffing concerns
after the first of the year make this a sooner rather than later want from them. 

Had you anticipated having another hydrogeology meeting with Montgomery?  You are welcome to work
directly with Hale as appropriate to set this up but I would like to be kept in the loop.

Thank you - 
Kathy
Katherine Ann Arnold, P.E.|Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Cell:  520.784.1972 |  Main: 520.297.7723 |  Fax  520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com 

Rosemont Copper Company 
P.O. Box 35130  |   Tucson, AZ 85740-5130 
3031 West Ina Road |   Tucson, AZ 85741  |  www.rosemontcopper.com

PLEASE NOTE: : This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended
recipients and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use,
disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and
notify us immediately.
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From: melinda d roth/r3/usdafs;nsf;mroth@fs.fed.us;smtp
Sent: Wed Nov 25 2009 11:54:45 EST
To: beverley a everson/r3/usdafs@fsnotes
CC:
Subject: Fw: ADEQ Catalog of Activities
Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/25/2009 09:54 AM -----

Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS
11/18/2009 07:12 PM

To
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject
Re: Fw: ADEQ Catalog of Activities

Thanks Mindee,
Thank you for the heads up. I will look into it. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377

Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS 
11/18/2009 11:37 AM

To
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Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject
Fw: ADEQ Catalog of Activities

See msg. below. My understanding is that ADEQ submitted reams of information as their list of past,
present, and ...future actions as requested. Teresa Ann could not decipher this tech info so we asked SWCA
to have one of their tech people review it. It looks like it has limited utility, except see the note below.
Maybe you would want to find out who/how at SWCA came to this conclusion and what ADEQ gave us?

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 11/18/2009 11:33 AM -----

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com> 
11/18/2009 10:48 AM

To
"Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>
cc
"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject
RE: ADEQ Catalog of Activities

All-

This is what our Hydrologist stated after reviewing ADEQ’s submission:

“I would not interpret any of the concerns raised by ADEQ to be past, present, or foreseeable events. 

The old mining works referenced by ADEQ could be thought of as a series of "past events". But I think
that's a stretch because we do not know when they occurred or really any details about them. I would
classify them instead as just part of the affected environment.”

He did note a “useful thing you can take away from this data is that there is a single monitoring well
located in the immediate area for which very extensive water quality sampling was conducted in 2001.” 
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file:///C|/...ak/Desktop/ROSEMONT%20LAWSUIT/FILES%20TO%20FINISH/RAQUEL2CLEARWELL1/Withhold/0.7.49.731.html[7/14/2011 10:21:11 AM]

This could be useful for analysis purposes. 

So, with his interpretation, I don’t believe there are activities to add to the Cooperators’ Catalog. Please let
us know if you concur.

Thanks!

Melissa 

"Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant
From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2009 9:11 AM
To: Melissa Reichard
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Teresa Ann Ciapusci; Tom Furgason; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: ADEQ Catalog of Activities

We would like to assign it to SWCA. It sounds like the data needs to be interpreted by a Hydrologist.
Hopefully, the list of projects that results will be manageable. Let me know what your timeframe looks like.
We would like to have the FS IDT review the final list ASAP so it can be applied to the analysis and EIS
write-ups. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com> 
11/12/2009 02:39 PM 

To
"Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
cc
"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Teresa Ann Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us> 
Subject
ADEQ Catalog of Activities

Ladies- 
TA and I just spoke and ADEQ has submitted raw data that needs interpretation in order to get it into
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categories of Past, Present and Foreseeable. Who needs to do this interpretation? Do you want this
assigned to SWCA? I will need this done in order to combine their input into the overall spreadsheet. 

Thanks! 

Melissa Reichard 
Project Administrator 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax 

Sound Science. Creative Solutions. 

"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -Oliver Wendell Holmes 
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From: salek shafiqullah/r3/usdafs;nsf;sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;smtp
Sent: Sat Feb 13 2010 00:13:01 EST
To: "tom furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

CC:
"beverley a everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>;"dale ortman pe"
<daleortmanpe@live.com>;dkriegel@fs.fed.us;"melinda d roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>;"walter keyes"
<wkeyes@fs.fed.us>

Subject: RE: FW: Rosemont Precipitation Information
Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

Hello Tom, 
The intended audience for the precipitation comments was Golder in relation to their landforming work.  I
was hoping that it would have been forwarded to them prior to them finishing their work so we could
discuss.  In hind sight, I should have asked for authorization to contact your sub-consultant directly to
discuss design details.....similar to what Debby has done with Horst.   

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> 

02/12/2010 02:40 PM 

To
"Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us> 
cc
"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>,
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us> 
Subject
RE: FW: Rosemont Precipitation Information

Salek, 
  
Thank you for your comments.  Would you like me to send these to Rosemont or do you think that it would
be better from Bev? 
  
Tom 
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From: Salek Shafiqullah [mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Friday, February 05, 2010 1:37 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Dale Ortman PE; dkriegel@fs.fed.us; Walter Keyes; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Precipitation Information 
  

Hello Tom, 
Thank you for forwarding the draft powerpoint from Golder regarding the landforming design criteria.
 Comments regarding the precipitation/design storm. 
1.        I would like to see the landform design subjected to the design storm after the slope material has
been wetted and therefore has antecedent moisture. I could not tell if that was the case.   
2.        100 year 1 hour event:  A minor modification to the design storm:  The mean value of 3.17 inches
was used in the analysis.  However, in Pima County (Pima County Technical Policy TECH-010 attached), it
is customary to use the upper 90% confidence interval which equates to 3.56 inches for the same
recurrence interval and duration (page 15 of the Tetra Tech report).  Therefore, if 100 year 1 hour event is
to be used, then please modify the analysis to include a more conservative value. 
3.        Larger than 100 year:  Engineered designs, for long term stability, is one of the fundamental
question to be answered by these studies. The designed landform will very likely last in-place for far longer
than 100 years, thus putting the statistical probability of the landform facing an event of larger magnitude
in the likely category.  Besides, there is less than 200 years of data supporting current event sizing
calculations.  Additionally, climate change may result in changes in storm probability and we need to ensure
that the design resides on the safe-side of reasonable event magnitude expectations.   Questions:  Is
industry standard only using the 100 year event?  Was 500 or 1000 year events considered for this work.
 Would 500 or 1000 year events be considered as engineering safety factor for long term stability? 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> 

02/02/2010 02:40 PM 

To
"Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us> 
cc
"Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>, <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>,
"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com> 
Subject
FW: Rosemont Precipitation Information
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Salek, 
 
I’m just forwarding this in case you have not seen this document.  Mindee informed me that you and Walt
have raised concerns about using the 100-year storm event for analysis (again).  Responding to this memo
may be a good approach from the Coronado, but I’ll leave that up to you.   
 
Tom 
  

  

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 11:19 AM
To: 'Annandale, George'
Cc: Tom Furgason; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Rosemont Precipitation Information 
 
George, 
 
Attached is a TetraTech memo summarizing the precipitation data for the project. 
 
Dale 
 
_______________________ 
 
Dale Ortman PE PLLC 
Consulting Engineer 
 
(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office 
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile 
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office 
 
daleortmanpe@live.com 
 
PO Box 1233 
Oracle, AZ  85623 
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From: salek shafiqullah/r3/usdafs;nsf;sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;smtp
Sent: Fri Feb 19 2010 13:23:44 EST
To: roger d congdon/wo/usdafs@fsnotes

CC:
"'hale barter'" <hbarter@elmontgomery.com>;"'hoag, cori'" <choag@srk.com>;"'stone, claudia'"
<cstone@srk.com>;"'beverley a everson'" <beverson@fs.fed.us>;"'melinda d roth'" <mroth@fs.fed.us>;"'tom
furgason'" <tfurgason@swca.com>;"dale ortman pe" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

Subject: Re: East side model
Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

Hello Roger, 
Thanks for your comments regarding the Rosemont Mine Site groundwater model and the preliminary
review of the comments from SWCA subconsultant (SRK) and Pima Counties subconsultant Tom Myers.
 Lets discuss next week at the meeting at Montgomery & Associates office.   

Note:  I am forwarding these comments directly to M&A and SRK so these concerns can also be day lighted
prior to the meeting.  Thanks. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

Roger D Congdon/WO/USDAFS 

02/18/2010 03:50 PM 

To
Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc

Subject
East side model

Salek, 

In general, I agree with all of SWCA's comments on the model report. I have the following concerns that
immediately occur to me from examination of the model itself. My main concerns are: 

There are far too many hydraulic conductivity parameters (64,424!). PEST is a good tool for creating this
kind of situation, but this is introducing far more complexity than is possible to know. I am not sure how
the PEST adjustments relate to the eight hydrogeologic zones mentioned on page 47. It makes it very hard
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to check on the parameters, especially transmissivity distribution, since cell thickness varies also. The PEST-
derived K distribution may fit the data, but give what is probably a fairly unrealistic continuum of values. As
SWCA points out, the values do not seem to match the geology very well. Such a continuum is more
appropriate for situations like facies changes within a formation. Just because the inversion program gave a
neat result doesn't mean that it is a good one. 

I am not satisfied with the lack of head-dependent boundary conditions for evapotranspiration and stream
cells. Evapotranspiration (ET) varies with the position of the water table and the MODFLOW ET package
reflects this. In the model the ET never varies; it is a constant flux out of the system. Also, injection and
withdrawal from wells is used for stream inflow and outflow. This never varies. Shouldn’t streamflow also be
relative to the water table? I noted that, perhaps coincidentally, the outflow from the "stream cells"
precisely balances the inflow. That should help the water table to behave.

The general head boundaries surrounding the model also prevent the water table from getting out of hand
and doing strange things. There's nowhere it can go. If the potentiometric surface rises, more water flows
out to keep it in line and vice versa. I suspect that the recharge flux is balanced by the wells designated as
evapotranspiration.

I am not sure how horizontal to vertical anisotropy was determined with respect to hydraulic conductivity;
76% of the K’s (48,898 of them!) had a Kh/Kv of 1, with the remainder being 10. What is the rationale?
How were the latter determined? 

Pages 2 and 62 indicate that the pit lake would be a sink for 100 years. Wouldn’t it be a perpetual sink
because of evaporation, even at equilibrium? 

The SWCA and Tom Myers' recommendations are generally quite good. In addition: 

Running the model to equilibrium is a good idea and appropriate. However, this may be more useful once
some recalibration has been done and the parameters are better constrained. 

I also was wondering why MODFLOW-SURFACT was used, since its capabilities are not really utilized. 

More realistic boundary conditions at the model edges should have been used. General head boundaries
would be most appropriate at the lowest elevation of the model. No flow boundaries for some or most of
the basin boundaries, etc. 

I'll send more comments as time permits.

Roger D. Congdon, PhD
Hydrogeologist
USDA Forest Service
333 Broadway Blvd SE
Albuquerque, NM 87102
(505)842-3835
FAX: (505)842-3152 
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From: melinda d roth/r3/usdafs;nsf;mroth@fs.fed.us;smtp
Sent: Thu Aug 26 2010 13:00:35 EDT
To: beverley a everson/r3/usdafs@fsnotes
CC:
Subject: Fw: Rosemont Cumulative Effects
Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

I noticed you haven't been cced on dialog btwn Terry and Debby regarding past, present...actions. FYI

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

----- Forwarded by Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS on 08/26/2010 09:59 AM -----

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS
08/11/2010 01:52 PM

To
"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com>
cc
"Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
Subject
Re: Rosemont Cumulative Effects

Thanks Terry. See my answers in red.

"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com> 
08/11/2010 01:07 PM 

To
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Thanks, Jennifer. 
 
Do we need to include the RO in the strategy at this point, or let them see it when they review Chapter 2?
 If you would like them to review this document & strategy, I will follow your lead.  If some please let me
clean this up a bit before it goes anywhere.
  
Here are the tasks that remain between now and the time we release the DEIS relating to Forest Plan
consistency.  I am OK taking the lead on completing most of these tasks if you are comfortable with that.   
  
1.  I need to track down specific resource information regarding a number of goals, objectives, standards
and guidelines to be able to determine consistency.  I will do that with the individual FS IDT member
responsible for the resource area in question. 
  
2.  The Process Paper needs to be completed after I get #1 taken care of.  It may be a good idea for you
or someone in your shop to review my work (calls on FP consistency and rationale) before we finalize this
section.  That will take some time, as the process paper is some 125 pages long and it is not easily
scanned.  Let me know how you want to proceed with this. 
  
We also need a paragraph that discusses the current Coronado Forest Plan revision effort, and how the
Rosemont Copper Project EIS and the Forest Plan Revision process relate to one another.  I think this
section of Chapter 2 is as good a place to put that discussion as anywhere.  I do not think I can do an
adequate job of writing that paragraph as I do not have knowledge of where you are going with revision or
where you are in the process.  Can you or one of your people draft something up?? 
 
Between the DEIS and the Final we'll need to determine the specifics of the new Management Area - in a
manner that fits in with the existing plan and also make it as easy as possible to crosswalk into the revised
plan.   
 
That's all I can think of at this time.  Please let me know your thoughts. 
  
Terry Chute
406-250-2008 
tjchute@msn.com

From: Jennifer Ruyle 
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2010 11:00 AM
To: Terry Chute 
Cc: Beverley A Everson ; Melinda D Roth ; Reta Laford ; Tom Furgason 
Subject: Re: Rosemont Forest Plan Consistency 

Terry, this looks good to me.  Thanks 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Jennifer M. Ruyle
Forest Planner
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520)388-8351  jruyle@fs.fed.us
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

"Terry Chute" <tjchute@msn.com> 

08/29/2010 05:06 PM 
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To
"Jennifer Ruyle" <jruyle@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us> 
cc
"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> 
Subject
Rosemont Forest Plan Consistency

Here is an approach I'd like you to consider for addressing Forest Plan consistency in Chapter 2 of the DEIS.
 Please note that this applies to all action alternatives, and that there remains a fair amount of work to
verify and come to agreement on exactly which goals, standards and guidelines this project does not
comply with.  Thus the table could change somewhat.  We can probably get to an end product in a week or
two, assuming the right IDT members are around to answer questions. 
 
The intent at this point of the process is to meet the regulatory obligations to inform the public of the need
to      amend the plan, and provide enough information so they can comment.  I'm thinking this meets that
obligation. 
 
Please let me know your thoughts and suggestions for improvement.  Thanks for you time.....Terry Chute 
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From: "tom furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Sent: Tue Sep 29 2009 14:52:24 EDT
To: "melinda d roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>;"beverley a everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

CC: "charles coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>;"dale ortman pe" <daleortmanpe@live.com>;"melissa reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>

Subject: Review of Rosemont's Assessment of Sycamore Canyon
Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

Mindee and Bev,

 

How would you like SWCA to handle the information submitted by Rosemont regarding the financial
implications of the Sycamore Canyon Alternative?  I am assuming that you would like SWCA to contract SRK
to review the documentation and provide a brief technical memorandum supporting or refuting Rosemont’s
cost estimates.  I’ll call Cori Hoag at SRK to discuss this upon your direction.  Thanks.

 

Tom Furgason

Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants

343 West Franklin Street

Tucson, AZ85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110

(520) 820-5178 mobile

(520) 325-2033 fax

 



Re: Review of Rosemont's Assessment of Sycamore Canyon

file:///C|/...ak/Desktop/ROSEMONT%20LAWSUIT/FILES%20TO%20FINISH/RAQUEL2CLEARWELL1/Withhold/0.7.49.595.html[7/14/2011 10:21:09 AM]

From: melinda d roth/r3/usdafs;nsf;mroth@fs.fed.us;smtp
Sent: Tue Sep 29 2009 19:53:06 EDT
To: "tom furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

CC: "beverley a everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>;"charles coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>;"dale ortman pe"
<daleortmanpe@live.com>;"melissa reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>;melinda d roth/r3/usdafs@fsnotes

Subject: Re: Review of Rosemont's Assessment of Sycamore Canyon
Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

Your assumption is correct: we want only the level of review necessary to provide a brief memo supporting
or refuting Rosemont’s cost estimates. Same goes for the Scholefield alt, which is also part of RCC's recent
report.  We also want to be sure the fleshed-out designs of these 2 alternatives are reasonable and
efficient.  ie Is relocating the filter plant in Scholefield Alt the most efficient strategy for conveyance of
filtered tailings. 
 Also keep in mind, this week we will also have a short list of other alt and mit ideas and disposition
rationale we want SRK to validate.  Bev and I don't want to wait for those tidbits to get SRK working the
most important question - which alterntives should continue forward into detailed analysis.  Please keep
SRK's timeframes as tight as possible. If we could get SRK's input by Friday that would be great. 
The IDT is briefing Jeanine on alternatives this Fridayafternoon (alts, features common to all alts, coop
agency alt comments, ideas and alts to drop from detailed study).   Also, TA is setting up a meeting with
COE and BLM to be sure we have an alternative that meets their needs.  Our current thought is that soon
(mid-Oct?), Jeanine will document the set of alternatives going forward, with wording that this set is based
on what we currently know and analysis of some ideas is still ongoing. 

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ  85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> 

09/29/2009 11:52 AM 

To
"Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us> 
cc
"Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>, "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com> 
Subject
Review of Rosemont's Assessment of Sycamore Canyon
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Mindee and Bev, 
  
How would you like SWCA to handle the information submitted by Rosemont regarding the financial
implications of the Sycamore Canyon Alternative?  I am assuming that you would like SWCA to contract SRK
to review the documentation and provide a brief technical memorandum supporting or refuting Rosemont’s
cost estimates.  I’ll call Cori Hoag at SRK to discuss this upon your direction.  Thanks. 
  
Tom Furgason
Program Director 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
343 West Franklin Street 
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 325-9194 ext. 110 
(520) 820-5178 mobile 
(520) 325-2033 fax 
  



RE: Task: Summary and classification of "Alternatives not considered for detailed analysis"
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From: salek shafiqullah/r3/usdafs;nsf;sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us;smtp
Sent: Fri Oct 02 2009 12:27:47 EDT
To: "tom furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

CC: "beverley a everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>;"melissa reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>;"melinda d roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>;"tom furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject: RE: Task: Summary and classification of "Alternatives not considered for detailed analysis"
Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

Hello Tom, 
I like the organization.  Thanks. 
Comments from a cursory review: 

One of the tables (outside jurisdiction) has the purpose and need at the top of it. 
In the Greater impact table there is a duplicate in the waste rock section. 

Thanks for helping out. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377 

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> 

10/01/2009 10:05 PM 

To
"Salek Shafiqullah" <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us> 
cc
"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>, "Melinda D
Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com> 
Subject
RE: Task: Summary and classification of "Alternatives not considered for detailed analysis"

Salek, 
  
Thanks for the message and the direction.  I have taken a first "shot' at organizing the tables of alternatives
not considered for detailed analysis.  I created four tables based on the following rationale: 

inconsistent with Purpose and Need; 



RE: Task: Summary and classification of "Alternatives not considered for detailed analysis"
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economically and technologically infeasible; 
Alternatives that would likely result in the same or greater impacts than the Proposed Action; and 
Alternatives outside of the Jurisdiction of the Forest Service

I organized the larger tables with sub-headings to group similar comments (e.g., transportation elements).
 Please note that these tables will likely have additions based on cooperating agency input and review of
the scoping summaries.  I'll begin adding those elements into the tables tomorrow morning.  I have also
NOT had these tables edited and formatted.  Our editor should be able to quickly look at them tomorrow
and provide a more thorough review before the meeting with Region.  I would appreciate it if you would let
me know if you think that the organization of these tables meets your objectives.  Again, thanks for making
the "hike" over to our office to go over this with me. 

Tom 

From: Salek Shafiqullah [mailto:sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Thu 10/1/2009 4:23 PM
To: Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth
Subject: Task: Summary and classification of "Alternatives not considered for detailed analysis"

Hello Tom, 
Thanks for meeting with me earlier today to discuss a work product I am needing.  Per our conversation, I
am interested in obtaining a summary and classification of "Alternatives not considered for detailed
analysis".  It appears that this request is within your present scope of work with Rosemont and therefore,
scheduling this work should not be a concern. 
Deliverables: 
Task 1:  review all existing documents created from the scoping comments and IDT deliberations and
categorize the "alternatives not considered for detailed analysis" by rational for dismissal.  Rationals for
dismissal would include but not be limited to:  not consistent with purpose and need, illegal, economically
infeasible, technologically infeasible, etc. 
Task 2:  Review all information presented to cooperating agencies and subsequent comment letters
forwarded by cooperating agencies regarding alternatives and compare them to the Task 1 data.  Include
any new alternatives to the Task 1 product.     
Schedule: 
Phase 1:  Due Friday Oct 2, 2009 before 10:00am. 
Phase 2:  Due Tuesday Oct 6, 2009 

Questions or concerns?  Lets discuss at your leisure.  Thanks. 

Salek Shafiqullah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest
520-388-8377[attachment "Alternatives Dismissed-Greater Impact.doc" deleted by Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "Alternatives Dismissed-Outside of FS Jurisdiction.doc" deleted by
Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "Alternatives Dismissed-Purpose and Need.doc" deleted by Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "Alternatives Dismissed-Technical.doc" deleted by Salek
Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS] 
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From: "tom furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
Sent: Tue Oct 27 2009 19:22:32 EDT
To: "robert lefevre" <rlefevre@fs.fed.us>;"melissa reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

CC: "beverley a everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>;"melinda d roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>;"salek shafiqullah"
<sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>

Subject: RE: Rosemont Bounds of Analysis
Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

Thanks Bob.  I passed this on to our biologists.  I’ll wait to hear from Salek on these.

 

Tom

 

From:Robert Lefevre [mailto:rlefevre@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2009 1:00 PM
To: Melissa Reichard; Tom Furgason
Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth; Salek Shafiqullah
Subject: Re: Rosemont Bounds of Analysis

 

I looked through the list, reviewed these again, and have the following comments. 

 The air quality bounds of analysis is good.   

I did not find ariparian bounds of analysis, but if it is the same as the biological resources, there looks like
some corrections to be made:  the BOA appears to go right down highway 83; and I'm not sure what the
western arm going toward Helvetiais.  The polygon for biological resources including the area encompassing
Davidson Canyon to the dam in Pantano Creek looks like the right start  for a riparian resources BOA, but I
am thinking we need to be sure we include riparian areas that may be affected by groundwater changes in
which case the groundwater BOA might be closer to the riparian area BOA.  Perhaps there is a riparian BOA
already drawn, but I didn't find it. 

The surface water BOA looks OK to me, but I would defer to Salek.  Also, this map has the same issue as
the biological resources map in that it shows the BOA going right down highway 83. 

The soil BOA also looks OK to me, but again I would defer to Salek. 

I just read the paragraphs above and they seem to ramble, but I can't figure out how to say it better right
now.
Robert E. Lefevre
Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
CoronadoNational Forest
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USDAForestService
520-388-8373 

Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>
Sent by: rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com> 

10/14/2009 03:48 PM 

To

Tom Furgason<tfurgason@swca.com>, Tami Emmett <temmett@fs.fed.us>, Reta         Laford
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, Larry Jones <ljones02@fs.fed.us>, Sarah Davis <sldavis@fs.fed.us>, Debby Kriegel
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, Beverly Everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>, Art Elek <aelek@fs.fed.us>, Teresa Ann
Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Deborah Sebesta <dsebesta@fs.fed.us>, Kendall Brown
<kbrown03@fs.fed.us>, Salek Shafiqullah <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, George         McKay
<gmckay@fs.fed.us>, Eli Curiel <ecuriel@fs.fed.us>, Mary Farrell <mfarrell@fs.fed.us>, Robert LeFevre
<rlefevre@fs.fed.us>, Mindee Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, William Gillespie <wgillespie@fs.fed.us> 

cc

Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com> 

Subject

Rosemont Bounds of Analysis

 

 

 

Some of you mentioned in today's meeting that you hadn't seen these. So, I have uploaded the new drafts
of the bounds of analysis maps. The only changes that were made were ones for the resources that
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depended on project footprint. Those were reconfigured to include the project areas of the alternatives. 

  

Any further question should be directed to Bev or Tom. 

I hope this helps! 

Thanks! 

Mel

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=12&id=25518>



Alternative Considered but Dismissed for Subconsultant Review
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From: rosemonteis <notify@weboffice.com>
Sent: Thu Oct 29 2009 13:36:08 EDT
To: beverley everson <beverson@fs.fed.us>

CC: mindee roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>;melissa reichard <mreichard@swca.com>;tom furgason
<tfurgason@swca.com>;dale ortman <daleortmanpe@live.com>

Subject: Alternative Considered but Dismissed for Subconsultant Review
Attachments:

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

Attached is the link to the memorandum presenting the final list of Alternatives Considered but Dismissed
for evaluation by SRK.  The file is too large to transmit via email due to the attachments.

 

Regards,

 

Dale Ortman

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=157350> 



Re: issues & measures
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From: melinda d roth/r3/usdafs;nsf;mroth@fs.fed.us;smtp
Sent: Thu Nov 05 2009 13:56:19 EST
To: larry jones/r3/usdafs@fsnotes
CC: beverley a everson/r3/usdafs@fsnotes
Subject: Re: issues & measures
Attachments: 09182009_issues_measures.docx

 
Importance: Low
Priority: Normal
Sensitivity: None

We have not yet shared these detailed statements with cooperators. I think talking about them is fine. I will
forward your wording suggestions to Reta, who is "finalizing" issue statements now. The cooperators will
formally see our issue statements when they review Chapters 1 and 2, which is scheduled for late-
November.

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS
11/05/2009 10:16 AM

To
Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc
Deborah K Sebesta/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Richard A Gerhart/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com, Salek Shafiqullah/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Robert
Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, gsoroka@swca.com
Subject
Re: issues & measures

Thanks, Mindee--Here are a couple suggestions (I see it is draft and deliberative, so there must be time to
add). And can we share Issue Statements and Units of Measure with our cooperating agencies?

Under PLANTS AND ANIMALS. Modify Issue Statement to say:

Potential impacts to plants and animals. Potential impacts may occur to wildlife, fish, and plants from
construction, mining, and reclamation activities at the mine. Effects may extend to transportation and utility
corridors, downstream of affected drainages, and the surrounding area. Post-mining alteration may also
affect plants, animals, and their habitat. Potential effects could come from:
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[add these two bullets]:

Loss or compromise of north-south wildlife migration and dispersal corridor
Impacts of light pollution for nocturnal species

I'll get back to you on Units of Measures (my bad, Geoff Soroka asked for my input some time ago...)

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

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

Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS 
11/04/2009 05:02 PM

To
Larry Jones/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject
issues & measures

latest version...

Mindee Roth
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ 85701
(520) 388-8319
(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)
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