Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To sleslie@swca.com

04/02/2009 01:04 PM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ccoyle@swca.com,
tfurgason@swca.com

bce

Subject Proposed Rosemont Mine - Recreation Analysis

Steve:
Thanks for your help with the issue statement worksheet for recreation and the chapter 3 outline.

We should discuss what your next few steps will be. I'm assuming you're familiar with the MPO and
Reclamation Plan. What else do you need?

Some other assorted thoughts related to recreation...

1. We have GIS files for recreation sites (including developed sites, trailheads, sightseeing routes, etc.),
ROS settings, and trails for the Santa Ritas. Do you already have this data? You also may want topo,
roads, land ownership, wilderness, etc. You'll want to create a recreation resources map for the vicinity to
determine which opportunities (including the many places mentioned by the public), are potentailly
effected by the project. Since your analysis will also include off-forest sites (tourism in nearby
communities, other nearby public lands, etc.), you'll also want this data, though | don't know if we have
much.

2. Atour meeting this week, Kathy Arnold (RCC) mentioned that she has a map of noise limits for the
project. |1 recommend that you get this info and overlay it onto the map from step 1.

3. A portion of the Arizona Trail has been relocated by RCC to avoid the project area. We have a GIS file
for this trail, but I'm doubtful that it's the current route, and although t can ask our folks to GPS this trail, it's
far from certain whether they'll have time to do so. What do you recommend?

4. | have heard that the Arizona Trail has been nominated as a National Scenic Trail. Would you please
look into the status of this bill...and what typically results from such a designation? (I'm guessing there will
be increased use)

5. Do you have any ideas for estimating the types and numbers of visitors to the site? It'd be nice to have
something better than just an exhaustive list of all the possible dispersed recreation activities that might
happen in the area. For example, ADOT's road counters on Hwy 83 might be helpful (this data is on their
website). Also, | think | remember that Keith Graves (the past Nogales District Ranger) was handing out
flyers to OHV visitors at the site. Would you please give him a call to discuss whether he received any
input or data from this? Keith's number is (520) 403-4528. Are hunting permits site-specific (and
therefore provide additional data)? Perhaps you have other ideas for quantifying use.

6. | don't know what recreation special use permittees operate in the Santa Ritas (or in the project area).
Please call our special uses person, Duane Bennett at (520) 378-2838 to get information.

7. When do you plan to draft the Affected Environment section for recreation? Do you want/need to visit
the project area?

8. Atour meeting this week we began discussing alternatives. Do you have any thoughts on alternatives
(or mitigation) for recreation?

Would you please provide a rough strategy for your work (steps/tasks, schedule, etc.) using the issue
statements and worksheet, items above, and any additional thoughts you have? That would be a good
start for our further discussions.

Thanks!

Debby Kriegel, RLA
Landscape Architect
Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress

Tucson, AZ 85701



(520) 388-8427
Fax (520)-388-8305
dkriegel@fs.fed.us



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

03/25/2008 02:35 PM

cc

bcc

Subject RE: Visual Resource Strategy

Debby,

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

| sent the revised strategy sheet right after our conversation; | 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?
| 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.xIs" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



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

09/30/2009 11:48 AM

cc

bece

Subject Visual I™ need to coordinate

Hello Debby,

| just heard from Tom that the EIS is due to the FS by Oct 12- which you know | will be out from Oct 3-18,
so | have 2.5 days to supply the following that has been requested for visual (from Tom F):

For your section (indicated below), | would like everybody to complete as much of the following by
October 12 .
1. Finalize Bounds of Analysis (Lara has the GIS data layers for all of the Alternatives) we
have this done for visual
2. Finalize Draft Affected Environment section based on the Bounds of Analysis - I will
look at edits to include the concern level information and request maps for

the AL section

3. Prepare a very brief Plan of Analysis to determine environmental consequences of each
Alternative. This may be simply a sentence such as “Use GIS to calculate acreages of
impact.” In the case of Night Skies and Visual | will simply insert the Scopes of Work from

DSP and Marcie (Respectively). We should talk about these as I am still expecting
that we are still to do the Specialist Report. In which case, we need to draft
an outline as to what goes in the specialist report vs the main EIS. As you
know, we are still waiting to hear about the Change Order for visual

simulations.
4. Draft Consequences section of Chapter 3 for those sections where data and

documentation exists (e.g., grazing, plants, etc.). Tom is giving Visuals some leeway

on this, as he knows we do not have all of the tools to complete the analysis.
5. Identify data needs to complete Consequences section and submit a budget for your time

to complete the section. This is where we should consult our list and also draft
the Specialist Report outline to cover what we envision still needing.

Obviously, it will take time in October to complete the whole section. The timing is just terrible with my
vacation, but we will do what we can.

Are you available sometime on Weds- Friday to discuss?
Marcie

Marcie Demmy Bidwell
Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A
Durango, Colorado 81301
Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938



W v.swea.com




Thank you,
Marcie

From: Melissa Reichard

Sent: Wednesday, August 04, 2010 8:46 PM
To: Marcie Bidwell; Debby Kriegel

Cc: Trent Reeder; Jonathan Rigg; Tom Furgason
Subject: Quarry pictures

Ladies-

| was out there today and was able to get all the way to the plant entrance- pretty exciting! I also
collected some sample rocks, just in case anyone needed them. The previous pictures that were taken
were actually well outside the 10 mile mark, so this should definitely be a defensible color scheme for
the sims.

| made 7 separate stops and took some non-zoom and zoomed pictures. Lara gave me a GPS so that we
could tell you specifically where | was. | will get that unit back to her tomorrow so she can work that
magic. The guestimated ranges of these picture grouping are as follows:

Stop 02- about 9 miles from the Quarry, on Santa Rita Road

Stop 03- about 6 miles from the Quarry, on Santa Rita Road at the electric line crossing

Stop 04- about 4.5 miles from the Quarry, on Santa Rita Road, just past a small dirt road that | think is
supposed to be Wilmot

Stop 05- just outside 3 miles from the Quarry, on Santa Rita Road

Stop 06- about 1.5 mile out on the white road going to the Quarry

Stop 07- about 1 mile out on the white road going to the Quarry

Stop 08- about 500 feet from the plant entrance (also where sample rocks were pulled)

In the end, | definitely captured whatever colors are there. | attached the pictures and Lara will be able
to give you more definite ranges once | can get this machine back to her. | hope this fits what you
needed. | attached a few from Stop 8, but the rest will have to be uploaded to WebEx. | will send out a
link tomorrow for that.

Meltssa retchard

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 copyling of this email and its attachments, if any, or the information contained herein is prohibited. If
you have recelved this emall in error, please immediately notify the sender by return emai! and delete this email from your
system. Thank you.



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

05/27/2010 08:21 AM

cc

bce

Subject RE: Rosemont Public Roads

Debby,

Very good to know, I'll coordinate with Tom and Jonathan about getting the information from
Rosemont.

Closing those roads to public access will definitely change the intensity of impacts.
Steve

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Thursday, May 27, 2010 8:17 AM

To: Stephen Leslie

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Rosemont Public Roads

Hi Steve,

Some new information...

At yesterday's meeting, Rosemont mentioned that MSHA has imposed some new requirements on public
roads. Specifically, if roads are to be used for mine activities, they must be closed to the public. This
would include the road over Gunsight Pass, as well as other roads currently open to the public that cross

Rosemont's private land.

As you proceed with the road studies/maps for recreation access (existing and proposed), please include
these new restrictions. | recommend that you get in touch with Tom Furgason to determine what the best
way to obtain this information from Rosemont. | have not had much success getting information from

them myself.

Thanks.

e o o o o

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



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To “"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>
03/05/2009 03:21 PM cC Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce
Subject Rosemont Simulations2

Marcie:

Bev called me on her way out of town for 2 weeks (she's rafting the Grand Canyon). | told her that you
wanted to get information about the simulations Rosemont is doing (or plans to do). She told me that you
can contact Rosemont directly, but first you need to send an email to Kent, the FS Rosemont project
manager while Bev's away (kellett@fs.fed.us) and ask him if it's ok for you to contact Rosemont. Kent
should be able to give you the ok. And please cc Bev (beverson@fs.fed.us) and me with your email
correspondence with Kent.

Thanks.

Debby



Melissa Reichard To sldavis@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,

<mreichard@swca.com> ehornung@swca.com, sgriset@swca.com,

Sent by: rosemonteis tfurgason@swca.com, _rbowers@swca.com,

<notify@weboffice.com> cc Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>
bce

05/07/2009 01:12 PM
Subject Rosemont Virtual Tour

History: This message has been forwarded.

Hello All-

I just got the Virtual Tour from Rosemont. Basically, it is Jamie Sturgess talking about
Rosemont's plans, the current and future operations. Some explanation of Core samples and the
type of ore deposit is also discussed. Although it is from their website and is done according to
that audience, it does offer some good shots of the area and the land where the pit is proposed
and also some views out to SR83 etc. So, take a look if you are interested.

Thanks!

Mel

P.S. It will probably require your computer to have Quicktime or other movie viewing software
installed.

Here's something on Rosemont Copper Project EIS that I'd like you to see. To go directly to the
item, click the link below or paste it into your web browser. Please note that some email clients

require that all the letters and numbers in the link appear on one line, or else it won't go to the
right place.

<https://rosemonteis.webexone.com/r.asp?a=5&id=144756>




"Dale Ortman PE" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<daleortmanpe@live.com>

cc "Tom Furgason™ <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Beverley A
04/22/2010 06:55 AM Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, ""Melinda D Roth"

. <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Salek Shafiqullah - USFS "
cc

Subject RE: Horst's draft final report - Debby's draft comments

History: £ This message has been replied to.

Debby,

To date, | have only received IDT comments from you on the draft landform report prepared by Horst
Schor. Please confirm that no other IDT members have commented on the report and that | have all
comments from the IDT.

Regards,

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

From: Dale Ortman PE [mailto:daleortmanpe@live.com]

Sent: Friday, April 16, 2010 9:50 AM

To: 'Debby Kriegel'

Cc: 'Tom Furgason'; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Salek Shafiqullah - USFS '; Rochelle Dresser
(rdesser@fs.fed.us); 'Marcie Bidwell'

Subject: RE: Horst's draft final report - Debby's draft comments

Debby,

Yes, there are major issues with this report. I’'m committed to other work until early next week, but |
will get back to you at that time. Please continue thinking about the report and engage with the other
IDT members to develop a suite of comments from the CNF. I'm targeting having a set of comments for
Horst by the latter part of next week. The contract gives us one round of review for the draft report so |



want to be sure we have everyone’s input.
Regards,

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

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]

Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2010 10:39 AM

To: daleortmanpe@live.com

Subject: Horst's draft final report - Debby's draft comments

Dale,

| just reviewed the report and here are my initial comments. I'd like to consolidate all of our comments
(mine, yours, Salek's, and maybe Tom and/or Marcie's).

In the mean time, please give me a call to discuss. There are some fairly major issues....

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



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Terry L Austin"
<mbidwell@swca.com> <tlaustin@fs.fed.us>, "Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>

02/24/2010 12:06 PM ce
bce

Subject RE: Rosemont Roads and Trails

Debby,

Can you tell me if the CLs have changed since the version that you sent dated September 15th, 20097

Additionaly, | recommend that these be forwarded to EPG for their analysis process, as CLs are central to
their work as well.

Thanks,
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2010 2:54 PM

To: Terry L Austin; Marcie Bidwell; Walter Keyes
Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Rosemont Roads and Trails

Attached is the latest map of concern levels for travelways in and around the Santa Ritas.

Terry: Would you please send this shapefile to Marcie?
J\fsfiles\office\gisprojects\sup_off\dkriegel\rosemont\conclev\SantaRitaConcernLevels2010.shp

Marcie: Please be sure you're using this version for SMS analysis.

Walt: This map shows the relative scenery/rec importance of roads and trails in the Santa Ritas. Will you
be working on recommendations for reconnecting some of the roads around the project area? Rosemont
proposed doing this in the MPO (see section 3-5 and figure 3-7), but the actual locations they show on
their maps really don't connect much (Kathy says these maps are conceptual). Each alternative will need
some new road segments, and we might also want a post-mine road map of some sort. Let's talk about

this when you have a few minutes.

Thanks.



"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

History: This message has been forwarded.

Debby,

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

Also, | will work with Tom and Charles to see if we can arrange for meetings the week of May 6th in
Tucson for face-to-face working sessions, key observation point selection, 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.

| will 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, | will be calling you to discuss Visual and GIS tasks involved
(and staff resources) that were included within the Visual Technical Report process. | will call to discuss
the following:

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

2. GIS visual mapping- | can do it here or if you would prefer Tucson do it, lets discuss

3. Site Tour- Debby and | would like to document KOPs and do some more exploration: | would 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 Debby and | 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. | 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 if you have comments on either item. I'll need your comments on the letter within the next

day or two.

After making some initial contacts, | was 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!

e 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.

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

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

e  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.

e 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.

e 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 "Visual_Resource_Proposal_2009-04-15.xls" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
{attachment "RosemontLtr041309.doc" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS To Ruth Doyle/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

08/02/2010 07:54 AM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mbidwell@swca.com, tichute@msn.com,

" tfurgason@swca.com, Melinda D
cc

Subject Re: Rosemont EIS - VMS vs SMS - Need your input ASAP

| concur that the focus of the DEIS analysis should focus on SMS, as it is a better disclosure tool.
However, we will still need to briefly address consistency with the Forest Plan VQO.

Reta Laford

Deputy Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
Phone: 520-388-8307

Ruth Doyle/R3/USDAFS

Ruth Doyle/R3/USDAFS
‘r -1_ cc mbidwell@swca.com, Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
) tichute@msn.com

Subject Re: Rosemont EIS - VMS vs SMS - Need your input ASAP[]

Debby,

| concur with your rationale and recommend using the Scenery Management System for Rosemont EIS
analysis. One of the reasons why the FS developed the system is to be more defensible in court. In the
event the decision on this project is litigated, using SMS may provide for a stronger, more supportable
scenery analysis.

Ruth Doyle

Regional Landscape Architect
Southwest Regional Office
505.842.3451

e-mail: rdoyle@fs.fed.us
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS
07/29/2010 01:32 PM To Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tichute@msn.com,
Ruth Doyle/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
mbidwell@swca.com
Subject Rosemont EIS - VMS vs SMS - Need your input ASAP

SWCA has asked for written clarification (an email response should suffice) on whether to utilize the old
Visual Management System (and VQOs) currently in our Forest Plan, or to use the Scenery Management
System (SMS) for effects analysis for the Rosemont EIS. Although the systems have many similarities,
the maps are different, and each system uses different terminology. We'd very much like to avoid 2
parallel analyses, one with each system.



The EIS will clearly state what is currently in the Forest Plan. However, VQO maps are broad-brush,
forest-level mapping, and need refinement for project level work. And unfortunately, the VQO maps lack
details for project-level work (e.g., there are no sensitivity level maps). | recommend that they use SMS
for the project level analysis. Using SMS (and Scenic Integrity Objectives) will effect things like the "acres
meeting objectives” chart, but probably not much (since few parts of Rosemont will meet any visual quality
objectives). There may be other analysis pieces that will be different using SMS, but | don't see thatas a
major problem.

Rationale for using SMS, includes:

1. Since the mid 1990s, National Forests have been directed to use the SMS (Reynolds, 2380, August 22,
1994; McDougle, 2380, March 10, 1997; and Furnish, 1920/2380, June 11, 2001...I have copies of all 3
letters if you'd like to see them).

2. In 2001, Coronado National Forest completed its SMS inventory (and we have another letter from the
Forest Supervisor at the time directing us to use SMS).

3. Forest Service Manual and Handbook directives both use exclusively SMS.

4. The revised forest plan will incorporate SMS, and the record of decision for the Forest Plan is expected
to be completed in August 2011...which could easily be ahead of the Rosemont FEIS and decision.

I also suggest that the Rosemont EIS (or project record if that's more appropriate) includes a clear
statement about the fact that the Forest Plan uses VMS, but for the Rosemont project analysis, SMS terms
and process will be applied.

Please let me know if you agree with this rationale ASAP. SWCA needs an answer quickly because
- they are forging ahead with affects analysis.

Thanks!



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>
01/22/2010 03:33 PM cC Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce

Subject RE: Rosemont - Scope of work for Recreation

1. Yes, | like your idea of putting all alternatives on a map and seeing if there really is just 1 AZ trail KOP
that works for all. Can you proceed with this and let me know what you find? | agree with you that KOP 6
might be good.

2. | guess we'll have to live with sims at year 10 and year 20+. This might be ok. If there 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 highpoints along 83 and AZ trail 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? Do you think that
you or | 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>, “Trent Reeder"

01/22/2010 02:32 PM <treeder@swca.com>
cC "Tom Furgason” <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject RE: Rosemont - Scope of work for Recreation

Debby,

| 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.

| find this one tricky to 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 | 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. | 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 likely to stay where it is, and the reroute would happen further north from here. |
cannot confirm that, cause | 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 largely to the west (middle of the pano). This may still be far enough away



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

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

KOP 13- (probably too 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, | would think we would want to see all of the alternatives laid
onto one map, and then see if there 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.
e Box Canyon Road - MPO = .5 miles approx.
e Along MPO, with breaks away from it = 5 miles approx.
o Northern extents of MPO buries trail = .25 miles approx.
e  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, | am still a little fuzzy as to what short-term has been defined as, but | 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 originally thought.

3. Future meetings? ADOT or Transmission?
Kathy invited Tom and | to attend future meetings with you (or if you cant attend)- | think she mentioned:
e 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?
e 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]



*Tom Furgason” To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<tfurgason@swca.com>

cc
08/02/2010 09:56 AM
bee
Subject DEIS Resource Section Template_CE.doc
i History: & This messagemhég been replied to. - ' 1

Debby,

Attached is the general template for each resource section in Chapter 3. The only change since the May
18 meeting that affects all resources is the addition of a section at the end titled “Irreversible and
Irretrievable Commitment of Resources”. Some specialists, most notably Larry and Geoff, have
substantially changed the outline in response to a need for a different structure. Larry and Geoff have
been working very well together and have made some good changes to the organization.

Eﬂ%

Tom DEIS Resource Section Template_CE.doc



Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS To karnold@rosemontcopper.com

' 04/30/2010 01:19 PM cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
O ‘ KriegeV/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
<j bce

Subject Fw: Phased Tailings Data and Reclamation Concept data -
Visual Simulations

Kathy, Here is an email regarding today's short discussion of visual needs. If you have questions or
concerns, please work directly with Debby. Thanks.

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 04/30/2010 01:17 PM —-
/. Beverley A

/;/' = Everson/R3/USDAFS To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
N ﬂ;'.::_ 04/26/2010 03:05 PM Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
=)7 ’
Subject Fw: Phased Tailings Data and Reclamation Concept data -

Visual Simulations

Hi Mindee,

Please see the message from Debby below. Can you please add this to the status meeting agenda?
Thank you.

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

- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/26/2010 03:02 PM ——-

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS
04/26/2010 01:24 PM To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc mbidwell@swca.com, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
Subject Fw: Phased Tailings Data and Reclamation Concept data -
Visual Simulations



Bev,

I would like for Marcie to be able to get started with at least one visual simulation of the mine. The phased
tailings alternative seems most logical, because it appears to have the most complete data.

Before she can begin, we need Rosemont to provide 2 things:

1. Confirmation that the undulating topography shown in the Reclamation Plan Update is what they are
proposing for the phased tailings alternative.

2. Contour data for this topography.

Would you please forward this request to Rosemont, or bring it up at an upcoming meeting with them?
Thanks!

Debby

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 04/26/2010 01:16 PM -----

"Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com> To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Trent Reeder"
04/26/2010 10:31 AM <treeder@swca.com>

cc

Subject Phased Tailings Data and Reclamation Concept data

Hello Debby,

As requested, Trent and | checked data uploaded regarding the Phased Tailings Alternative (#3), and we
do not have contours associated with Phased Tailings and the Reclamation Update.

Therefore, once you receive an official answer as to if Reclamation Update will be
supplementing/replacing the Phased Tailings Alternative, SWCA will need to receive the contour data
before we can proceed with simulations of that alternative.

Thanks,
Marcie

Marcie Demmy Bidwell
Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A
Durango, Colorado 81301
Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938
WWWw.swca.com



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

03/08/2010 12:06 PM

cc
bce
Subject RE: Visual Resources SOW

Debby,

This appears to the be scope that was negotiated with Jamie in January. | believe this is the same list that
we have been working through, but can take a closer look later this afternoon.

As to the file that you mention below, | will check with Mike who is out in the field right now. | suspect that
you need to download the file, re-name it with a .zip extension and then you will be able to open it. | will
check with him when he returns.

More this afternoon,
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, March 08, 2010 10:28 AM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Fw: Visual Resources SOW

Marcie:

Good morning. | have a couple of questions for you....

1. Is this SOW (see next message) something that | need to review or that we need to discuss? Or is it
simply the currently funded tasks on the same list we've been using?

2. OnWebEx, in the Visual Resources folder, there is a document called "Visual Simulation Panorama
Revised" with a file name "KOP Panorama.7z" dated Jan 19, 2010. | can't open it. Did you post this?

Thanks.

Debby Kriegel
(520) 388-8427

--—- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 03/08/2010 10:23 AM -----
Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS

T0 Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

03/08/2010 06:11 AM cc
Subject Fw: Visual Resources SOW



Hi Debby,

Attached is the latest SOW for SWCA visual resources. Please take a look and see if it covers what
you've been looking for.

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

——-- Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 03/08/2010 06:10 AM -----

"Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>
To "Beverley A Everson” <beverson@fs.fed.us>

03/03/2010 03:50 PM cc
Subject Visual Resources SOW

Bev,

I'm sorry to make you ask again. Here is the visual SOW that we are authorized to work on. Please keep in mind
that any violations in assumptions will likely require more money from Rosemont.

Tom



/=== Beverley A To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

/j:;:w Everson/R3/USDAFS
oy cc

7. 07114/2010 03:09 PM e

o
N

Subject Fw: Barrel Only Description

History: This message has been replied to.

Debby,

Thanks for the copy of the memo that you wrote on the landforming alternative. You provided a good
description of the evolution of the alternative, and what you would like to have done to complete it. We'll
see where it goes from here.

As for the description of the alternative, here's what Dale provided. He mostly just described
responsiveness to issues. Can you add anything in terms of a description, ie., slopes, size compared to
other alternatives, compatability with natural topography compared with other alternatives, etc.?

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

————— Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 07/14/2010 03:06 PM -----

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> To "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>

07/14/2010 01:12 PM cc "Lara Mitchell" <Imitchell@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard™
<mreichard@swca.com>, "'Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com>

Subject RE: Barrel Only Description

Bev

’

We do not have any numbers from Rosemont/TetraTech on the new Barrel-Only landform, but here’s a
bullet list of the resource areas that we discussed during the development process.

o Water Resources — Primary driver for initial development of the Barrel-Only Alternative
with the objective of keeping the McCleary drainage open.

° Visual — Primary driver for development of the new Barrel-Only landform

° Water Resources — New landform maintains McCleary open and provides a primary
drainage path tying into Barrel Canyon; also provides for modified concave slopes on some
slopes

° Recreation/Grazing/Wildlife/ — Post-mine resource may benefit from variable



topography
Resources that will likely suffer negative impacts are:

. Heritage Sites ~ Includes taking the Ball Court
. Air Quality — Active mine work occurs close to SR83

What we have is agreement on the basic topography and footprint of the potential alternative and
Rosemont’s assurance that they can construct the facility. Currently Rosemont is tasked with additional
engineering, especially regarding the surface water controls, to add to the description.

Regards,
Dale

From: Jonathan Rigg [mailto:jrigg@swca.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 12:27 PM

To: Beverley A Everson

Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Lara Mitchell; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Barrel Only Description

Bev,

Got a hold of Dale and he will be sending you a brief description of the updated Barrel Only alternative
that was approved last Friday. Rosemont was tasked with determining total acreages, etc., and we have
not yet received that data. Lara is working on making sure the Figure for tomorrow is this latest
version. Dale will email you the description as soon as possible.

Thanks!

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



“Ma!)(C‘:iie B“idwell" To "Stu Bengson" <sbengson@aol.com>
<mbidwell@swca.com>
@ 0 cc "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Debby

05/20/2010 04:11 PM Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
bee

Subject Consultation on plants and tree growth at the Rosemont
Mine

Hello Stu,

Debby Kriegel, the Coronado Landscape Architect and | (SWCA Environmental Consultants) are working
on the visual resource assessment and reclamation plan as it relates to revegetation for the Rosemont
EIS. Kathy Arnold suggested that you would be a good resource to discuss the potential for plant growth
and success on growht medium similar to that proposed at Rosemont Copper Mine.

I would like to ask you a few questions at some point regarding good information resources that we might
be able to review and include in our literature search for revegetation.

Please kindly let me know your availability for a discussion,

Thank you,
Marcie Bidwell

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

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com]
Sent: Monday, March 08, 2010 9:11 AM

To: Marcie Bidwell; Debby Kriegel

Cc: Stu Bengson

Subject: Stu Bengson

Ladies -

If you have questions regarding plants and trees and growth — Stu Bengson is available for consultation.
His email is sbengson@aol.com. Please just keep me in the loop as to the amount of involvement he
has so that | will be aware of any charges he may have.

Stu please bill directly to me — this is part of that PO that Scott issued for you last week.

Thanks -
Kathy

Katherine Ann Arnold, P.E. | Director of Environmental and Regulatory AfTairs
Cell: 520.784.1972 | Main: 520.297.7723 | Fax 520.297.7724

karnold@rosemontcopper.com



#RnoceronT corren
- Poarsrne

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.



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To tfurgason@swca.com

09/02/2009 08:46 AM cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby

Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce

Subject Rosemont - SWCA Cost Estimate for Simulations for
Proposed Action

Tom,

This week | briefed our new regional director of recreation on the Rosemont project. His background is in
landscape architecture, so we discussed the simulations too. He asked about SWCA's cost estimate for
the simulations for the proposed action. He thinks that the FS should know what the total cost is, since the
FS is asking for this work and Rosemont may ask questions about the proposed work.

Please provide this information.

Thanks.

Debby



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

07/30/2009 07:07 PM <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Trent Reeder"
: cc

bce

Subject RE: Rosemont - Simulations Needed for Proposed Action
| History: & This message has been forwarded. - R

Debby,

| have briefed Tom and Charles on the basic "stratified simulation strategy" concept that you have
attached here; | will work these additional simulations into tasks to accompany our original proposal at
your request.

Basically, we will add a "not visible" and "distantly visible" tasks to the original . | think we can accomplish
the first with diagrams and existing photography, and the second with a simpler simulation technology, and
still keep costs controlled.

| think | can swing the Pepper Dates. Will confirm and let you know. Yes, | will plan on spending more time
there for field work as currently fits in the budget. Perhaps the simulation budget will be in the works by the
end of the month. We are looking forward to getting that started and | will need more background
photography images for that work.

Thanks,
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]

Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 9:34 AM

To: Marcie Bidwell

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Rosemont - Simulations Needed for Proposed Action

Marcie,

I just met with our forest supervisor and deputy forest supervisor to discuss the bare minimum number of
simulations likely to be needed for the proposed action. They support this strategy, and | recommend this
for your proposal to Rosemont.

Also, the field review with Dr. Jimmy Pepper is scheduled for August 22-23. Do these dates work for you?
On the same visit you could get some other field work done (like photographing the other KOPs and
visiting the Mission Mine complex), we could try to do the eyeball miles study from Hwy 83, etc.

Thanks.

Debby

=

Simulation_Strategy Proposed_Action.doc



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

07/28/2009 02:14 PM L
bce

Subject RE: Rosemont Terrain Profiles

History: &2 This message has been replied to.

Debby,

Thanks for letting us know. Trent and | will check in with Tom to find out what is the plan for the
alternatives.

Glad that you liked the section line. Very illustrative. We were thinking we could use this tool to
accompany the "low budget, not visible sims" to show why you could not see the MPO from certain
western KOPs (such as Maderia Canyon).

Did you receive that second section of text taht | sent you? | am finalizing the draft to go to Charles. Just
wanted to get your comments on that section if you had any.

Good point on the research of 1000 feet walls~
Any word on the Pepper presentation?

Thanks!
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tue 7/28/2009 10:52 AM

To: Marcie Bidwell; Trent Reeder

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: RE: Rosemont Terrain Profiles

Marcie and Trent,

Thank you for doing this! Removing 1000’ of the back of the pit is definitely beyond crazy. For the
proposed action, it appears that less than 400" would be visible, but knowing that 400' is still a lot, I'm now
convinced that treating the back of the pit (by blasting horizontal terraces, spraying with Permeon, etc.) to

lessen the visual impact will be more appropriate than removing the ridge.

For the alternatives with open views from Hwy 83 into the pit, this cross section is an eye opener, as you'll
need to accurately show it in the simulations. However, this cross section might help Marcie focus

research on finding examples that are in the ballpark of 1000'.

| am told that Alternative 6C is now on WebEx. Will you have time soon to put this into the 3D model?
Can the 3 of us finally do a 3D flyaround sometime soon?

Thanks.



Debby

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

07/24/2009 02:44 PM cc
Subject RE: Rosemont Terrain Profiles

Debby,

The graph has a measurable scale that you can use to estimate how much of the ridge would remain and
how much would need to be removed to "not see the back of the pit" which was the question that you had

asked.

Let us know if you have any questions,
Marcie

From: Trent Reeder

Sent: Friday, July 24, 2009 3:39 PM
To: Debby Kriegel; Marcie Bidwell
Subject: Rosemont Terrain Profiles

Hi Debby,

I have attached a PDF with Profile Line Graphs showing a crosscut section of both the existing terrain and
the Proposed Action terrain. The graphs represent the results of a Line of Sight Analysis that entails
drawing a line from an observer point (KOP 12), to a target location for which was an arbitrary spot on the
other side of the ridge. | made sure the line would dissect the proposed pit and cut across the pit floor for
greatest elevation change. The Green and Red line colors represent sections that would be visible

(Green) and sections not visible (red) from KOP 12.
Please let me know if you have additional 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




Minimum Simulations Needed for Rosemont EIS — Proposed Action
July 30, 2009

Confirm that proposed action is not visible - No simulations needed
e Madera Canyon

San Xavier

Tucson

Vail

Corona de Tucson

Sahuarita

Green Valley

Project effects small and/or distant - Simulate year with most effects (2 simulations)
e Sonoita (KOP 8)
e Las Cienegas Conservation Area (KOP 11)

Project effects moderate — Simulate year with most visible effects, and post-reclamation
if view expected to be much different from existing view (3-6 simulations)

e Mt. Wrightson Wilderness (KOP 17)

e Hilton Rd. (KOP 16)

e Box Canyon (KOP 21)

Project effects large — Simulate as follows (7-8 simulations)
e Arizona Trail — 1 simulation of typical view along trail at the toe of the waste rock
e Hwy 83 pullout (KOP 12) - Simulate 2-3 phases (construction or early mine
years, during active mine with most visible effects if it’s different than the
construction or early mine simulation, and post reclamation)
e OHYV staging area at KOP 4 - Simulate 3 phases (construction or early mine years,
during active mine with most visible effects, and post reclamation)

TOTAL 12-16 SIMULATIONS



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

07/07/2009 09:09 AM &
bce

Subject Rating Sheet™

History: This message has been replied to.

Here is a tool | created for the flyaround. <<Rosemont KOPs.xls>>

Marcie Demmy Bidwell
Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A
Durango, Colorado 81301
Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

B

www.swca.com Rosemont KOPs.xls



Wm ALT1  ALT2 ALT3  ALT4 ALTS
Proposed Upper Barrel Upper Barrel Schoelfield Sycamore

NAME COMMENTS

KOP 001 Maderia Canyon - 1.2 mi

KOP 002 Duval Mine Road Overpass None Minimal/None

KOP 003 Corona de Tucson None None

KOP 004 SR 83 Roadside Table

KOP 005 (duplicate)

KOP 005-2 Arizona Trail- South Project

KOP 006 Arizona Trail- southern project

KOP 007 Arizona Trail- Barrel Canyon he

KOP 008 Sonoita Junction Minimal _|Minimal __|Minimal _|Minimal _|None

KOP ?? (duplicate)

KOP 009 SR 83 and Fellows Ranch Road

KOP 010 Empire Ranch/BLM road

KOP 011 BLM kiosk and entry

KOP 012 SR 83 View Stop Highest [Moderate |Moderate |High None

KOP 013 Arizona Trail and USFS 4064

KOP 014 USFS 231

KOP 015 USFS 231 ATV Staging Area

KOP 16 Hilton Road High Highest [None

KOP 17

KOP 18

KOP 19




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

03/25/2008 10:59 AM

cc

bce

Subject RE: Rosemont - Recreation Issue Statements

Debby

Here is the revised Cause and Effect Worksheet. | 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.
® [oss or reduction in tourism revenues associated with visitors to the area.

Cumulative Effects
e 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]



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

08/03/2010 11:56 AM cc
bee

Subject RE: VQO- Viewer Sensitivity Figure

Oh, I should've mentioned to Marcie that the Viewer Sensitivity Legend depicts classifications that also
fall outside the Santa Rita EMA. If needed I can clip the data to the Santa Rita EMA to help
refine/shorten the legend. Just let me know. 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

From: Marcie Bidwell

Sent: Tuesday, August 03, 2010 12:51 PM
To: Debby Kriegel; David Harris

Cc: Trent Reeder

Subject: VQO- Viewer Sensitivity Figure

Hello Debby and David,

Here is the VQO figure showing sensitivity- The data has all of the classes written out in one column, so
its hard to work with. Trent did a great job isolating the values of our area to create this map. We used
the terminology from the Coronado National Forest Scenery Inventory (2001) that you gave me, where
Terry (USFS GIS) presents her methodology on creating these layers.

Side note, regarding your conversation/comment regarding “sensitive viewers” term. Following USFS
manuals, we know that the USFS refers to it as constituent “sensitivity” and yet you thought that
sensitive viewers was too “insensitive” of a use of the term- David and | will work on a solution and
suggest something.

Please let us know your comments on this figure,
Marcie

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



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

cc "Trent Reeder" <treeder@swca.com>, "Jonathan Rigg"
07/28/2010 12:33 PM

<jrigg@swca.com>, <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
bce

Subject FW: Forest Boundary and Comments on Figures

History: This message has been replied to.

Hello Lara,
(will someone with Terri's email in their system please forward this to her (USFS GIS)- thanks)

I am hoping that you can help resolve the boundary issues, as Trent and | are slammed with other details.
Trent, chime in as much as you have time.

The comments are refering to the data layer that you received from Terry yesterday. Trent said that you
and he checked it with the rest of the USFS data and the one on the FS website.

The following comments regarding boundaries is relevant to the entire EIS process; the specific figure
comments we can handle here in DUR.

Debby, after Lara and Trent give this one more look, its back to the FS to fix it. We are working with your
data, and its what we have been given to use.

Thanks
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wed 7/28/2010 11:29 AM

To: Marcie Bidwell

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Forest Boundary and Comments on Figures

The Forest Boundary has the following problems:

1. On the Bounds of Analysis map, it is missing all wilderness areas

2. On the other 3 maps, it is missing areas mostly on the east side (though there are some smaller
areas on the west and south sides). The Forest boundary should be on the outside of all the
colored areas shown on the VQO, SIO, and SA maps. There are private lands within the Forest
boundary.

Other comments on figures:

1. Legend should read “recreation sites™ (not “recreation points™).

2. Add Corona de Tucson to BOA map.

3. The proposed construction area is not shown on VQO, SIO, and SA maps.

4. Show private lands within the Forest boundary on the VQO and SIO maps (probably in white
or grey). Not so important on SA map (indicating objectives on private lands is the problem).



5. On SIO map, show CL1 (the most important travelways) in the brightest color (red), CL2 in
med bright color (blue), and CL3 in lightest color (yellow). Also, it's very difficult to see yellow
lines on a yellow background...darken something up a bit.

6. On the SA map, the AZ trail on the map is a different symbol than “roads and trails” in the
legend. Either add "AZ Trail" to the legend, or show it on the map in the light grey color. Also,
it's very difficult to see light grey lines on a light grey background (Indistinct)...darken something
up.

7. Add a KOP map.

Thanks.

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 07/28/2010 11:09 AM -—--
Terry L Austin/R3/USDAFS
T0 pebby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

07/28/2010 10:57 AM cc
Subject Fw: Santa Rita Boundary is attached

ARARARARARAKRARARARARNRARAKAKAKATARARARARASARARARARARARA

Terry L. Austin

GIS/Data Specialist

Ecosystem Management Planning
Coronado National Forest

300 W. Congress

Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 388-8356

fax: (520) 388-8332

email: tlaustin@fs.fed.us

ARATARARARARARAKRARARARARAKRARARAKARARARARAKRARARARASRARARAK

- Forwarded by Terry L Austin/R3/USDAFS on 07/28/2010 10:57 AM -----
"Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com> TO Terry L Austin” <tlaustin@fs.fed.us>, "Lara Mitchell" <Imitchell@swca.com>

cc "Trent Reeder" <treeder@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>,
07/28/2010 10:04 AM *Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>

Subjec RE: Santa Rita Boundary is attached
t

Hello Debby,

We have received the boundary from Terry and we have compared it with the data that we have at
SWCA.

It is the same boundary and the same one is on the Coronado GIS website.



Is there a specific area that you are concerned about? | recommend that you highlight the areas that are
your concern and share it with us. Feel free to make changes on the maps or figures that | have already
provided.

Also, you mentioned that you have edits for the figures. Please forward those as soon as you can. Trent is
in the office this week for a few hours and can make adjustments if we receive them now.

Thanks
Marcie

From: Terry L Austin [mailto:tlaustin@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wed 7/28/2010 6:34 AM
To: Lara Mitchell; Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Santa Rita Boundary is attached

AKARAKAKARARAKARARARAKARARARARARARAKRAKRARARARARAKRARAKRA KA

Terry L. Austin

GIS/Data Specialist

Ecosystem Management Planning
Coronado National Forest

300 W. Congress

Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 388-8356

fax: (520) 388-8332

email: tlaustin@fs.fed.us

AKRARAKRAKRARARANRAKRARARARARAKRARARARARARAKRAKRAKRARARARARARAKAK®



"Dale Ortman PE" To "Horst" <hjschor@jps.net>

< ive. >
daleortmanpe@live.com cc "Debby Kriegel” <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Salek Shafiqullah -
03/24/2010 07:21 AM USFS " <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson™

b <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason™
cc

Subject Landform Project

E History: & This message has been repliedto. - ]

Horst,

Please review the email below from Debby. As you can see things are in flux with the landform project
and we would like to propose that we still have a project update teleconference tomorrow (Thursday)
at 3:30 PM; however we would like to hold on the final report for the time being. FYI, Jamie and Kathy
referred to in Debby’s email are both with Rosemont (Jamie Sturgess, VP of New Projects & Kathy
Arnold, Director of Environmental & Regulatory Affairs) and have been invited by the CNF to participate
in the update conference call and any ongoing project work. Following the teleconference we will
review the existing SOW and make revisions as needed.

Please get back to me with any questions.
Cheers,
Dale

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2010 1:34 PM

To: Dale Ortman PE

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont "Other Facilities” List
Importance: High

Dale,

| presented a brief overview of landforming work by Golder and draft work by Shor to Rosemont today.
Jamie and Kathy had lots of immediate comments and questions, but both seem open and willing to

consider the ideas. Some specific questions they had:

1. Can they get a copy of the Golder Report? The technical content of this report is beyond FS expertise.
Will you provide a review and determine whether it is complete and final?

2. Horst's draft design...

e Can Rosemont review the draft design immediately and then meet with you, me, and Horst to
discuss the work before Horst's contract is complete? Jamie would like to have a more iterative
process, rather than Horst simply finishing his work and turning in a final report. Some input from
Rosemont on what concepts are fine and what concepts are not feasible would create a much
better alternative, and I'm hoping that Horst will also see the value of this (and we'll need your
thoughts on whether this is workable within his contract). Horst was planning to make a



presentation at 3:30 on Thursday, and this time works for both Jamie and Kathy. Can you talk to
Horst about a slightly different presentation? (i.e., a discussion with RCC) The only alternate date
that would work for Jamie and Kathy is next Thursday, April 1.
e Does the design truly accommodate the volume of waste rock and tailings? Kathy was skeptical,
and would like to review the electronic files immediately. Can Horst provide these prior to
Thursday so she can review them briefly?
Does the leach facility as previously designed fit under the landformed shape?

How would the PWTS pond and plant need to be reconfigured?

e Did Horst utilize Golder's parameters? [f not, what would be needed for Golder to evaluate
stability? s 3.1 the steepest slope on the landformed design?

e Can the design avoid the ballcourt area? (I called Horst last week to ask him to give this another
shot)

¢  Where did the tailings shape come from? | thought that Horst mentioned that it came from the

Upper Barrel alternative, but it looks a lot like Rosemont Ranch.

Thanks Dale!

Debby Kriegel
Coronado National Forest
(520) 388-8427



Very noisy

85

Gas engine lawn mower at 5 feet.
Bulldozer, excavator, or paver at 50 feet.
Personal watercraft at 20 feet.
Pneumatic wrench at 50 feet.

80

Forklift or front-end loader at 50 feet.
Motorboat at 50 feet.

able saw at 25 feet.

'acuum cleaner at 5 feet.

Have a great holiday weekend. I'll talk with you soon.

Steve




"Melissa Reichard" To <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"
<mreichard@swca.com> <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE"

05/17/2010 02:14 PM <daleor‘tmanpe@|ive.com>, <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, “Kathy
: cC

bee

Subject Action items from Reclamation meeting

History: This message has been replied to.

Action Items/Assignments:
° Facility & features meeting- integrating into IDT meeting on May 24
o Debby- Research and revegetation information that FS needs to Kathy by May 28
o Melissa- Forward Holly's revegetation presentation made to Cooperators to Marcie
° Melissa- Post mine land use determinations feedback from IDT to Debbyby Thursday
to Melissa by Friday May 21st- for Monday's meeting
° Bev- Regional commitment for land reclamation bonding
° Melissa- merge reclamation element grids from Debby and RCC

Melissa Retehard

Project Administrator
SWCA Environmental Consultants
(520)325-9194 ofc. (520)250-6204 cell



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

07/15/2009 01:34 PM
bee

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

Debby,

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

| 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, | 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); |
just dont want to loose the work due to the price tag and the number of simulations.

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

Ileft 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).
If we 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] T

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

cC .
07/14/2009 10:23 AM 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. | will submit to Charles and Tom to resubmit to you, Bev, and Reta.

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

Bold- Simulation request
ltalics- 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)

Review all KOPs established by the USFS and select-5 (Estimated = 28. See the aftached
document.) key observation points (KOPs) to propose to USFS for simulations.

Prepare and review "existing conditions” panoramas for potential KOP simulations. Select-g-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 review data, KOP
selection and "photo realistic” process.
Task 2. 3D Surface and Scene construction

Collect nessecary (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 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 for proposed simulations (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 computer simulations 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 simulation images for 5§ KOPs.
-Review draft simulations with resources specialists from RCC, USFS, and SWCA to direct specific
aspects of renderings: 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 final approval.

I recommend that your proposal also include other currently unfunded work, including the foliowing:

e  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 IDT and get feedback (3i)
e  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
bce

Subject Re: Update on Visual Section and Progress[]

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

Also, | was at the site with Jeff Fehmi this morning looking at the test plots. | 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!). | have
photos if you're interested.

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

"Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com> To "Debby Kriegel" <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 | will draft an updated schedule today and forward it to you. Below is
the message that | sent to Tom Furguson on Monday, figuring that he would circulate it to the
USFS. 1 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, | believe that you have reviewed all
of the figures that we are planning to place in the section; David and | were 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, | have seen another 4 simulations and made comments on them. | 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 | think it would be more washed out in
reality in the bright sun in this picture. The buildings look way too light-colored already.
Didn't we agree to use Carlsbad Canyon (the BLM standard 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 jpg>>

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,

| 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. | am very
proud of what we have accomplished. That being said, | 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. | 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/layout for 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. | 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. |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. | 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 | 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 | 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 | 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, | 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. | 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- | 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.

I will 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]



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,

. tfurgason@swca.com, ccoyle@swca.com
/20/2009 11:14 AM
08/20/200 cc mbidwell@swca.com, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bee

Subject Rosemont Alternatives 6B and 6C

Marcie, Trent, and | just spent an hour or two looking at alternatives 6B and 6C in the 3-D model. Trent's
modeling of 6B was pretty straightforward, but modeling 6C was troublesome because:

e The drawing provided by Rosemont uses different contour intervals and shows incremental phases,
so it's tough to be certain about the final top surfaces.

e The eastern lobe (near Hwy83) has an elevation label of 4925', which Trent confirmed matches the
other topo lines for the proposed waste rock pile here, but this is actually below existing grade. It
makes no sense that Rosemont would dig a crater if they're trying to lose material.

e |tis not clear why Rosemont would choose build the many buttresses that end rather abruptly in this
alternative. They've told me that building buttresses is expensive, so why have they chosen to do
this, especially when they're leaving a crater between them? Are these buttresses somehow helpful
to transporting material?

We need to speak with the engineer who drew alternative 6C to get some clarification. Once we
understand what we're looking at (and verify that it's correct), we should be able to recommend 6B or 6C.
It would likely be useful to get Trent a drawing that shows only the final top surface of 6C with a consistent
contour interval ASAP. Does anyone know who did this drawing?

Marcie will be at the Tucson SWCA office tomorrow morning and will talk with Tom about how to get
answers to these questions. The earliest possible date that Marcie, Trent, and | could reassemble to look
at this again is Wed, August 26. Assuming we have a Rosemont meeting that day that starts at 9,
hopefully we can meet earlier in the morning and have an answer at that time.

Thanks.



"Terry Chute” To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Debby Kriegel"

<tichute@msn.com> <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
07/26/2010 04:59 PM cc "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Beverley A
Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>
bce

Subject Re: Rosemont DEIS - Visual Quality and Recreation delays

Debby,

We know you are working hard and doing the best you can - that is all we can ask and we all
appreciate your efforts. There continues to be lots of moving parts with the visual analysis
and, unfortunately, no one person controls them all. Thanks for keeping us informed - please
continue to do so.

Tom - Can you please check on Tuesday to see if we can get these products to Debby? Thanks.

Terry Chute

From: Debby Kriegel

Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 4:24 PM
To: tichute@msn.com ; Melinda D Roth

Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont DEIS - Visual Quality and Recreation delays

Itis nearly 3:30 on Monday.

SWCA was supposed to have the recreation affected environment to me today. Steve Leslie called me
this morning to say he would get this to me by the end of the day. | am still waiting.

SWCA was supposed to have the visual quality affected environment, some simulations, and an outline
for the environmental consequences to me on Friday. Late this morning, Marcie sent me a link to the
SWCA website where she has posted some simulations. They are problematic for me to download, so |
have asked for printed versions, which Melissa is working on. At noon, Marcie Bidwell sent me the
affected environment without maps, graphics, or photos, and with numerous other gaps (comments with
questions, references missing, and some of my comments from November not incorporated). | left her a
voicemail stating that | need a more complete version. | have not seen anything for the environmental

consequences outline.

The RO and me were supposed to comment on these items by this Friday, but that was based on having
the whole week to review, and now | need to FedEx items to the RO, which will take another day. This is

a lot of material to review very quickly, and we've already lost today.

Just wanted you to know that there continue to be problems and delays.



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To mbidwell@swca.com
06/08/2010 11:35 AM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce
Subject Rosemont Project Record

Hi Marcie,

At a handful of meetings with Tetra Tech and others, you typed up meeting minutes. Would you please
forward these documents to Melissa to put in the project record?

Thanks.

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



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

02/10/2010 09:24 AM

cc
bece

Subject RE: Update Status of Progress RE: Visualization
Coordination Meeting, Notes and Follow Up Questions

& This messagé Vh?as' béén fépliéd to.“

E History:

anaesd

1 will give you a call this morning; it would be good to check in. | think this conversation is a good example
of where we are all using slightly different language, but asking for the same thing- a dose of reality, as
much as possible. Its defining what is possible to know at this time that we are waiting on. Golder, Tt,
Horst, etc will be informing this.

I was thinking that Golder and Horst were mainly focusing on one alternative. SOunds like from the
discusison that there may be further reaching analysis to other alternatives.

Are you available at 11:00 today?

Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]

Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2010 8:32 AM

To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Re: Update Status of Progress RE: Visualization Coordination Meeting, Notes and Follow Up
Questions

1 think I'm confused about "raw" data vs benches vs "un-smoothed". | trust that you are simulating the
actual conditions that would be visible at years 10, 20, etc.

Please call me if we need to discuss..

"Marcie Bidwell"

<mbldwell@swca. To "Marcie Bidwell* <mbidwell@swca.com>, "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Debby Kriegel"

com> <dkriege!@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason” <tfurgason@swca.com>, “Carrasco, Joel"
<Joel.Carrasco@tetratech.com>, "Krizek, David" <David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, "Keepers, Ashley”

02/09/2010 04:58 <Ashley.Keepers@tetratech.com>, "Trent Reeder" <treeder@swca.com>

PM cc

Subjec Update Status of Progress RE: Visualization Coordination Meeting, Notes and Follow Up Questions
t

Hello Debby, Kathy, Tom and David,



David and | discussed both of our questions and we offer the following as the answers for your
approval/agreement:

1. Simulations by SWCA and Viewshed Analysis by Tetra Tech will use the same contours as base
data so that the two tools are consistent and comparable for the analysis.

2. Alternatives will all be shown as "raw" contours, rather than a mix of stages of engineering
resolution. Thus the MPO and Phased Tailings will be shown as the un-smoothed versions, such
as Figure 11 in the Reclamation (and not use the reclamation contours presented for the MPO in

Figure 12 of the reclamation plan as asked below).

3. SWCA will use the contours "as given" to us from Tetra Tech and show benches where
designed in the "raw" format.

4. Tetra Tech will provide SWCA with a sketch of stormwater runoff for "watershed design™ and
SWCA will use these sketches to approximate the location of stormwater channels. Tetra Tech will
include notes where there are major go/no go changes in the stormwater planning (anticipated).

5. For the SWCA simulations, reclamation will be generalized for all of the alternatives in a similar
fashion.

Thank you, (David, did | miss anything?)
Marcie

See notes in bold below to show specific answers to questions.

From: Marcie Bidwell

Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2010 4:24 PM

To: 'Kathy Arnold'; 'Debby Kriegel'; Tom Furgason; Carrasco, Joel; 'Krizek, David'; 'Keepers, Ashley'; Trent Reeder
Subject: Visualization Coordination Meeting, Notes and Follow Up Questions

MPO- Specific Questions-

1. Please confirm which presentation of the MPO grading we should use for vizualizations at Y10 is
as presented in Figure 9 of the Reclamation and Closure Plan (RCP). SWCA will show benches as
presented in Figure 9, but will use the updated contours as recently delivered by Tetra Tech.

2. Please confirm which presentation of the MPO grading we should use for visualizations at Y20
should be shown as Figure 11 or Figure 12 of the RCP. Figure 11, without the final reclamation
grading.

3. Please indicate what the geodatabase layer name is that will have the "composite of yearly
reclamation areas" in the data provided. SWCA will not use this “"composite" for the MPO as a
detailed phasing diagram does not exist for each alternative. SWCA will generalize the reclamation
as starting at the bottom and adding a new ring with each year (the yearly rings will not be super
pronounced by YR10).



4. SWCA understands that the MPO should show benches as the following: waste rock, as 100 ft running
slopes for each bench and approximately 100ft wide road/bench surface; and tailings as 50 ft benches

and running surface; the attached image shows the output from the MPO with benches as submitted.

Please confirm if this is what we should use for final grading. As stated above, grading will be
used as delivered. Generally, these descriptions apply to each alternative, with some exceptions

to be noted by Tetra Tech.

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



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To mbidwell@swca.com

11/19/2008 10:05 AM cc tfurgason@swca.com, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce

Subject Rosemont EIS - Recreation Data[3)

Hi Marcie:

As | mentioned, there is no recreation-specific data for the project area. However, there are 3 sources of
general information that can be used to provide some quantitative analysis for recreation:

1. Arizona SCORP (Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan), available at
http://pr.state.az.us/publications/index.html#SCORP. This has lots of good Arizona and Pima County
data.

2. ADOT road counters on Hwy 83. Go to http://www.dot.state.az.us/ and on the left side, pick
“Multimodal Planning" and "Traffic Data", then "Traffic Counts", open the pdf and scroll several pages to
SR83. The last 2 items (Hwy 82 to 1-10) give traffic counts for the area near the proposed project.

3. The Forest Service's NVUM (National Visitor Use Monitoring), which provides recreation data for the
Coronado National Forest. Go to http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/nvum/ and select the report for
the Coronado.

Also, I've been thinking about what you said about getting other resources involved and/or supporting an
alternative with radically different waste rock shaping. | talked to Bev about this and she thinks the key
resources ready to proceed with this are recreation, scenery, and wildlife. She thinks the other resources
may be interested later, once the ideas are farther along. Then | spoke with wildlife biologist Larry Jones
and he is VERY interested in being involved in crafting an alternative like this. However, he is not
available until December. He would like to know what we find out from Dale and Daniel might be possible.
Then he will join us for the next few steps...whatever they are!!

Thanks!

Debby



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Charles Coyle"
<mbidwe|l@swca.com> <ccoy|e@swca_com>

06/25/2009 11:44 AM cc "Lara Mitchell" <Imitchell@swca.com>

bce

Subject Bounds™ Map boundaries- Visuals and Land use

History: & This message has been replied to.

Debby and Charles,

Incorporating feed back and input from both of you and multiple sources, here is the final version of hte
bounds of analysis.

Please let me know if you have any questions!
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2009 9:04 AM

To: Marcie Bidwell

Cc: Debby Kriegel

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

Marcie: Here are my comments (in red). Thanks. Debby

VISUAL RESOURCES:

1. The temporal bounds of analysis for Visual Resources is intended to include the area that may
impact or be impacted by the proposed project. As such, the temporal bounds of analysis
include Construction, Operations, Reclamation, and Post-Closure. Additionally, within the
Operations time boundary, a sub-boundary for visual resources will include the completion
reclamation of the tailings-berm perimeter buttress that is intended to screen the mine operation.
(the last sentence is not necessary, as this will be covered within the other boundaries, but if you
think it's important to mention, that's fine)

2. The geographic bounds of the visual resource analysis is defined as (1) the project site (project
boundary), (2) NegalesFerest-Unit, Santa Rita EMA (3) Coroneado National Forest, and (4)
Santa Cruz County and Eastern Pima Countiesy.

LAND USE: Is this a new issue?

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

2. Geographic- The potential impacts to Land Use Resources include the project area and
surrounding lands as they are managed for land use, and are defined as (1) the project site
(project boundary), (2) Nogales Forest Unit, (3) Coronodo National Forest, and (4) southern
Santa Cruz and northern Pima Counties.



"Marcle Bidwell” <mbldwell@swca.com>
T0 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. | had sent you a short description of it before you left,
but | am not sure that we actually decided. | have further added on to that description and descriptions.

As we need to have an easily definable area, | 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 | 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, | 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 | recommend to the Forest for visuals. The boundaries should be existing GIS files.

VISUALS:

1. The temporal bounds of analysis for Visual Resources is intended to include the area that may
impact or be impacted by the proposed project. As such, the temporal bounds of 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 screen the 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 of analysis for Land Use is intended to describe the land use planning
that may impact or be impacted by the proposed project. As such, the temporal bounds of
analysis include Construction, Operations, Reclamation, and Post-Closure.

2. Geographic- The potential impacts to Land Use Resources include the project area and
surrounding lands as they are managed for land use, and are defined as (1) the project site
(project boundary), (2) Nogales Forest Unit, (3) Coronodo National 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]

Visual Resources Bounds of Analysis-mdb.doc



Rosemont Recreation and Wilderness Bounds of Analysis

The bounds of analysis for the elements of the Recreation and Wilderness disciplines as presented in the
Rosemont Project EIS Draft Chapter 3 Affected Environment Outline, May 19, 2009 will apply to both
the group of twelve issues deemed “significant” by the CNF and any additional issues that may be
described in Chapter 3 Affected Environment, regardless of a determination of “significance”. The
bounds of analysis for recreation and wilderness encompass both the temporal and spatial extent
necessary to describe the recreation and wilderness resources that may be impacted by the proposed
project. The potential impacts to recreation and wilderness are related to disruption of access, diminished
quality of recreational setting and values, increased noise, decreased opportunities for solitude, reduced
public safety, conflicts with special use permittees, and increases in visitation to other sites as a result of
visitor displacement.

Temporal bounds are described in terms of the four phases being applied to the Rosemont Project. These
four phases consist of: Construction, Operations, Closure and Post Closure. The potential impacts
described above would occur throughout and following the active mine life. As such, the temporal bounds
of analysis for recreation and wilderness would include all four phases of the proposed action.

Spatial bounds are described by the geographic area to be used for analysis; this memo describes the
spatial bounds in general geographic terms (need map). The potential impacts to recreation and
wilderness would occur within the following geographic bounds consisting of the active project area, the
forest unit encompassing the Santa Rita Mountains of the CNF, including the Mount Wrightson
Wilderness and the Las Colinas section of the Arizona Trail, as well as the BLM managed Las Cienegas
Conservation Area east of the forest unit.



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To “Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>
07/15/2009 07:34 AM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce
Subject Re: Simulation task list™ is this what you are looking for?[3

Marcie:

See my comments below in red and the attached document. Please call me if you 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>

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

07/14/2009 10:23 AM 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. | will submit to Charles and Tom to resubmit to you, Bev, and Reta.

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

Bold- Simulation request
ltalics- 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)

Review all KOPs established by the USFS and select-5-(Estimated = 28. See the attached
document.) key observation points (KOPs) to propose to USFS for 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 review data, KOP
selection and "photo realistic” process.
Task 2. 3D Surface and Scene construction

Collect nessecary (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 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 for proposed simulations (i.e. does the KOP poriray 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 computer simulations 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 simulation images for 5 KOPs.

Review draft simulations with resources specialists from RCC, USFS, and SWCA to direct specific
aspects of renderings: 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 final approval.

| recommend that your proposal also include other currently unfunded work, including the following:
e  Conduct site visits to other mines to glean best management practices (1g)

e 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)

e Prepare "before" images (3g)
e  Show results of simulations to IDT and get feedback (3i)

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

m:

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)



DRAFT
Simulations Needed for Rosemont Analysis
July 15, 2009

Project not visible (no simulations needed?)
e Madera Canyon (0)
e San Xavier (0)

Total 0 simulations

Project effects very small - Very easy simulations — Only simulate worst year
e Tucson (2 locations) — only Sycamore visible (2)

Vail — only Sycamore visible (1)

Corona de Tucson — only Sycamore visible (1)

Sahuarita — only Sycamore visible (1)

Sonoita (1)

Green Valley (I-19) — only Sycamore visible (1)

Las Cienegas Conservation Area (1)

Wildernesses (2 simulations) (2)

Total 10 simple simulations

Project effects moderate — Simulate worst year and post-reclamation
e Hilton Rd. (2)
e Box Canyon (2)

Total 4 simulations

Project effects very large - Simulations will require extensive work to properly show pit,
plant, waste rock and tailings, roads, utilities, etc. with much foreground detail. Need to
simulate appropriate phases (construction, year 5/10/15/20, closure, and/or full
reclamation)

e Arizona Trail (1 simulation showing view along trail at the toe of ~700 ft waste

rock slope and 1 simulation showing view of alternative 1)
e Hwy 83 (2 KOPs)
e FS Roads and/or OHYV trails or staging area (2 KOPs)

Totals: 2 simulations for Arizona Trail.
4 simulations for other locations on forest x 7 phases maximum = 28 total
possible simulations. Select ¥ of these to finalize. Total = 14,



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

Hello Horst,

After our call, | 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, | 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 Rosemont Copper 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 Service as 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 places with 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 if you 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 To karnold@rosemontcopper.com, mrecihard@swca.com,

_,::, /':‘;:: Everson/R3/USDAFS Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
o /,;/;:‘:. 04/21/2010 12:36 PM cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
e ’,/" bee
Subject Fw: Comments on Tetra Tech's Viewshed Analysis Reports
t History: & This message has been replied to. — |
Kathy,

Please see Debby's comments on the recent viewshed analysis reports, below. Mel, I'm cc'ing to you for
the admin record.

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

-— Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 04/21/2010 12:23 PM ——
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS
04/21/2010 11:26 AM To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc

Subject Comments on Tetra Tech's Viewshed Analysis Reports

| have reviewed the 6 "Viewshed Analysis" reports from March. Please forward my comments to
Rosemont. Thank you.

Review_Rosemont_Reports_Viewshed_Analysis_MPO_and_Altemnatives.doc



United States Forest Coronado National Forest 300 W. Congress
USIDDA Department of Service Supervisor’s Office Tucson, Arizona 85701
—=—=am Agriculture Phone (520) 388-8300
il FAX (520) 388-8305

File code: 2380
Date: April 21, 2010

To: Bev Everson, Project Manager

This letter provides feedback on 6 “Viewshed Analysis™ reports dated March 8, 2010. The
reports were prepared by Tetra Tech and provided by Rosemont Copper Company.

These reports provide cumulative analysis of visibility for the MPO and 4 alternatives from a
group of Key Observation Points (KOPs), and an assessment of how a partial pit backfill
alternative would be different.

The reports are helpful; they provide additional information for visual resource analysis and
should be useful as SWCA begins creation of visual simulations. I do, however, have some
comments:
1. Label all of the reports “Draft Cumulative Viewshed Analysis for Select KOPs™ rather than
“Viewshed Analysis”. Alternatives for this project are still being refined and therefore these
reports should all be considered draft for now. Once alternatives are approved and better
defined, these reports should be revisited and updated as needed. Additionally, these are not
comprehensive viewshed analyses, but rather cumulative analyses for specific KOPs, so the title
should clearly state this. In the final versions, be sure to run the visibility using proposed
contours for all mine elements including the heap leach, plant site grading, access road grading,
diversion channels, etc.
2. Replace the sentence in the first paragraph of each report that reads “This analysis quantifies
the visible disturbance areas associated with each of the alternatives™ with “This analysis
provides cumulative analysis of visible disturbances associated with each of the alternatives from
select KOPs.” These are not comprehensive viewshed analyses, nor do they provide quantities
(acres).
3. Explain why KOPs 4 and 5 were not used (something like “Per FS and SWCA direction, only
KOPs within 5 miles of project were used to focus the results on foreground and middleground
visibility™).
4. On the Scholefield/McCleary report’s ultimate year map, the visibility (colors) within the pit
are obscured by the strong contour lines. Correct this to be consistent with the other maps
(showing the pit outline only).
5. On the Sycamore/Barrel report, section 2.0 does not indicate that KOP 9 (Sahuarita Road)
was used (though the maps indicate that it was included).
6. Include a statement on each report that indicates the metadata/process used for the mapping,
such as:
This viewshed analysis utilizes GIS (program) to select the cells from a digital elevation
model (DEM) as visible or non-visible from one or more observation points or lines. The
viewshed for each KOP observation point was derived from the United States Geologic
Society’s xxx Quadrangle of 10 > 10 meter cell resolution. Viewshed analysis parameters
were defined for each KOP to account for viewer height and to focus the analysis field of
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view. These parameters produce a more accurate viewshed result, and also reduce
processing time and file size. The parameters used for this analysis include xxxxx.

Thank you.

/s/ Debby Kriegel

DEBBY KRIEGEL
Forest Landscape Architect



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

03/01/2010 11:09 AM

cc
bec
Subject RE: Test run of vegetation

This is the MPO, using all of the contours that Tt provided in their original data set and assuming that each
one is a channel. The vertical drop structures are just superimposed, in one location as a test.

Veg, educated opinion (more solid than a guess, but still no other source).

Using San Manuel, at 3-4 years of growth on their pile as spotty veg, mostly filled in; and San Manuel test
plots in other locations where 8-10 yrs of growth are showing some trees, very spotty in wet locations; and
Narraganset, at 50 yrs with no purposeful reveg (natural selection) showing good shrub cover.... (so
backing that up in time).

| hope to document it soon with more research on my own. | have not followed up on your most recent
request/discussion with Kathy. Need to contact Holly, the grad student researcher to see if she can fill in a
few more examples from the site.

BUt thats what | got to work with. Thought we would mock it up and see what it looks like.

Wiill proceed (including with the research to document how we picked this veg).
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, March 01, 2010 10:45 AM

To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: RE: Test run of vegetation

Hi Marcie:

Is this the MPO, or the phased tailings alternative? You mention that it's the MPO (last line in your first
message below), but if this is the MPO, how did you get stormwater benches for it?

How did you determine the size of plants/reveg for 10-13 years of growth and 20 years of growth? They
look about right to me...did you get some input from someone, or use an educated guess?

I think it will be very worthwhile to complete one whole simulation. 1t will generate good discussion on
benches and landforming, revegetation, pit color mitigation, and many other things. So yes, proceed!

Thanks !

Debby



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

03/01/2010 09:47 AM cc
Subject RE: Test run of vegetation

Thats correct, just a sliver, so that we can test the concept; if you think this works, we can take it to the
rest of the view.

Should we proceed?

Thanks for the update on stormwater and Golder's report. | realize lots of us are depending on that
information, but just wanted to make sure that you were aware that we were still waiting.

Thanks!
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2010 12:49 PM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Re: Test run of vegetation

These look good. Were they meant to be only a small sliver of the view (i.e., not the whole 110 degree
view)?

"Marcle Bidwell”

<mbidwell@swca.com> To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, “Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Tom
Furgason” <tfurgascn@swca.com>

02/26/2010 11:52 AM cc

Subjec Test run of vegetation
t

Debby, Dale and Tom,



While we are waiting on direction on stormwater, we are refining our technique for showing vegetation on
the waste rock.

Plese find two samples that show:

vegetation gradient from 20yrs growth at the bottom to 10-13 years growth at the top

benches at every contour that Tt data currently shows (every 50 feet)
e vegetation concentration on the benches and associated with water drainage courses across the

slope.
e arock course, not sized or designed YET, for stormwater drop structures- these would be

positioned and sized according to Tt direction for "typical" stormwater placement.

o View 4- shows less blue/grey "atmosphere” affect, the View 5, shows more "atmosphere" (which
refers to the tendancy for objects in the distance to be affected by haze and distortion, to appear
more blue-greyish, like the Santa Rita ridge in the background).

e  Pit colors- not shown. We are working on that separtely.

Future simulations will show this patchy and variable vegetation randomly distributed horizontally across
the slopes to respond to aspect, moisture concentration, and other factors of randomness that affect

regrowth.

Please let me know your thoughts or to schedule a time when we can discuss these examples. | would
like to forward them on to Tt and Rosemont after we have reviewed them and are comfortable with them

internally.

Thanks!
Marcie

From: Chris Loftus [mailto:chris@loftuslandscapestudio.com]
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2010 11:03 AM

To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: FW: Next Steps~ thought I would write it up for clarity

Images attached this time...

Chris Loftus, RLA, ASLA

Loftus Landscape Studio

landscape architecture | sustainable site strategies
970.903.2930 | www.loftuslandscapestudio.com

From: Chris Loftus [mailto:chris@loftuslandscapestudio.com]
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2010 11:02 AM
To: 'Marcie Bidwell'

Subject: RE: Next Steps~ thought I would write it up for clarity



Marcie,

Attached are two new sample images. Number 4 shows the darker veg and clean edge; number 5 adds a
gray filter over the entire waste rock slope.

I'll be checking email again late this afternoon.
Thanks,

Chris Loftus, RLA, ASLA
Loftus Landscape Studio
landscape architecture | sustainable site strategies

970.903.2930 | www.loftuslandscapestudio.com

From: Marcie Bidwell [mailto:mbidwell@swca.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2010 3:42 PM
To: Chris Loftus

Subject: Next Steps~ thought I would write it up for clarity

To Recap-

® KOP 2- UPDATED (changed my mind) Please do a version of the darker green to the veg, and to
clean up the edge by the road now. | will wait to receive that to send it to Debby for feed back. (as
long as you think you have time this week)

e  KOP 6- apply soils and grasses to this KOP. Think about if other veg would be visible. Benching
would be faint, | would think from this distance.

® Pit Colors- When you receive from Mike, apply colors/textures to the full pit (with no tails in front
of it). Use the PDF of rock colors for a guide. However, colors would be several shades lighter,
due to lack of varnish and exposure. Assume that the pit has been exposed for 20 years of

weathering (and so bench failures, etc will be in the image, like our reference photography).

Waiting on:
e  Stormwater benching direction for KOPs 1-3, possibly others.
e 3D data from Tetra Tech for other alternatives (so far we are working on the Alt 2, MPO only)

Marcie Demmy Bidwell



Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A
Durango, Colorado 81301
Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938
WwWwWw.swca.com

No virus found in this incoming message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com

Version: 9.0.733 / Virus Database: 271.1.1/2709 - Release Date: 02/25/10 00:34:00



' Beverley A To George McKay/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

N Everson/R3/USDAFS cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us,

+ 06/29/2010 03:55 PM ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,

b dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us,
cC

Subject Re: Barrel-Only Landform3

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/R3USD  To geyeriey A Everson/R3IUSDAFS@FSNOTES

AFS 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,

06/29/2010 Kendall Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us, Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,

03:21 PM mfarrel@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com, rlaford@fs.fed.us, riefevre@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

S“bje‘: Re: Barrel-Only LandformLink

Is there a reason why this map does not show section and private ownership lines? It would make it a
heck of a lot easier to orientate the alternative to the land ownership and real world if it did, especially for

lands.

Beverley A

Everson/R3/US To abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, cablair@fs.fed.us, ccleblanc@fs.fed.us, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,

DAFS dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us, hschewel@fs.fed.us, Kendall
Brown/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, ljones02@fs.fed.us, Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,

06/29/2010 mfarrell@fs.fed.us, mreichard@swca.com, faford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us, seanlockwood@fs.fed.us,

02:40 PM sldavis@fs.fed.us, sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgascn@swca.com, Walter

Keyes/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Wiliam B Gillespie/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeremy J



Sautter/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc
Subjec Barrel-Only Landform
t

FYI. Also, we will be discussing this briefiy in the IDT meeting tomorrow. | will 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 Kriegel™ <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, “Salek Shafiquilah™ <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>,
com> <mbidwell@swca.com>, “Kathy Amold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>,

<fsamorano@rosemontcopper.com>, “Krizek, David" <David.Krizek@tetratech.com>
06/27/2010 07:02 PM cc "Beverley A Everson™ <beverson@fs.fed.us>, <tfurgason@swca.com>, "'Jonathan Rigg"

<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:

o Extension of the Upper Barrel drainage within the landform

D) Multiple ridge landforms with differing elevations

. Potential for variable slopes on eastern flanks of the landform

J 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. | 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. | 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

In addition, | 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.
If you 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

daleortmanpe@live.com

PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ 85623

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



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Debby
<mbidwell@swca.com> Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"

. <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Keepers, Ashley"
01/26/2010 03:17 PM -

bce

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

In the next email, | 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.xIs" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



Debby Kriegel /R3/USDAFS To "Marcie Bidwell” <mbidwelli@swca.com>
05/27/2009 12:18 PM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bee

Subject June 4th Meeting with Rosemont's reclamation team (Tetra
Tech and Sage)%

Marcie,

Bev just stopped by to tell me that the meeting is on. You weren't planning to be town next week, right?
Hopefully immediately after the meeting I'll have a chance to let you know how things went, but if the
meeting goes until noon I'll be rushing to the airport (and will be out until June 15). Did you have any
specific issues or questions for me to bring up? I'm assuming that they'll show us what they're working on

and ['ll give them some feedback.

Some of my concerns/questions will be:

1. Whether Sage's watercolor picture of the reshaped piles is feasible and has had a full reality check by
Rosemont

2. What Tetra Tech thinks is technically feasible in terms of recontouring, land sculpting, etc.

3. How they are using the data we gave them (KOPs, CLs, etc.) - by the way, did you get them evaluation
criteria and affected environment stuff??

4. The style of their simulations (so theirs and SWCA's can be compatible) é-j

Debby Shod ‘\‘*’7,
Mmnae 2!
"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>
"Marcie Bidwell " . .
<mbidwell @swca.com> To *Debby Kriegel" « jum 4« /\/L
05/26/2009 02:31 PM cc — —

Subject June 4th? @@ /HW ‘A’C’{me
B ek L O

Have. you heard anything about that meeting happening? <375‘PO W Fr:r

Marcie BN s sim Eymmak

(
Marcie Demmy Bidwell 'iv\ %U’ OW'? 46 LcLﬂL;E)

Environmental Planner

515 East College Avenue

Durango, Colorado 81301 @ W M\nh
Office: 970.385.8566 owv That P=3= ( > 7@7)

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com @ ng,k le-, edc. an
e
@



Debby Kriegel /R3/USDAFS To jlyndes@sagelandscape.com, kavid.krizek@tetratech.com,
05/07/2009 02:27 PM Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,

tfurgason@swca.com, mbidwell@swca.com, Salek
cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

bee
Subject Rosemont - Action items from May 7 meeting

5 This message has been forwarded.” =1~

Action items from the flipchart at today's meeting:

1. Meeting in 3 weeks (tentative date = morning of June 4th)
- ®  Progress meeting
e - Sage & Tetra Tech to provide modified proposed action: stormwater, reclamation plan, and visual

work
o  USFS will provide Feedback
e  Sage will provide examples of other simulation projects

2. SWCA will provide Tetra Tech and Sage with (1) KOP GPS points ASAP, and (2) Evaluation Criteria
and Affected Environment in 3 weeks ,

3. Tetra Tech will provide the USFS (Salek) and SWCA with new survey topo (2' contours) and oblique
aerial photos by May 15

4. USFS will provide Tetra Tech and Sage with Concern Level 1 & 2 travelways by May 15
5. USFS will provide desired condition for project area by May 15

Thanks everyone!
. Tom: Please forward this to Dale...] don't have his email address.

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



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

cc
07/14/2009 07:28 AM
bece
Subject Table of Eye Ball Miles
[ History: & This message has been repliedto.

Table S. Anticipated Visual Impacts for Project Segment and Components.
Segment VRM Class  Contrast Rating Miles in view Minutes in View ADT' Est. Traveler Visual Effects

(minutes X ADT) Impact Determination ’

1 MandIll Weak 44 53 1430 7,579 Low Impact
IA  IlandIll Weak 7.0 84 1,430 12,012 Low Impact
2 IlandIII Weak-Strong 2.0 4.0 unknown unknown Moderate Impact
2A  IL 1, and IV Weak - Strong 4.7 9.4  unknown unknown Moderate Impact
Paradise Substation and Alternative I1II Moderate N/A N/A  unknown unknown Low Impact
3 1II  Weak-Moderate 5.3 7.1 unknown unknown Moderate Impact
4 11  Moderate - Strong 1.0 1.2 1,620 1,944 Strong Impact
4A 1 Weak-Moderate 1.0 1.2 1,620 1,944 Moderate Impact
5 [land Il  Weak - Moderate 6.8 8.2 2,230 18,286 Moderate Impact
6 [llandIV  Weak 1.0 09 2,280 2,052 Low Impact
6A IlI Weak-Strong 13.6 13.7 2,280 31,236 Strong Impact
Jonah Substation IV Weak 0 0 0 0 Nolmpact

' Average Daily Traffic; ? determined based on Contrast Rating, Visual Effects, and VRM class objectives

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



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

cc
04/23/2009 06:35 AM
bee
Subject RE: Letter to RCC
| History: & This message has beenrepliedto.

Debby,

here ya go~ add or change if you 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. 1 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 | am optimistic that your work will lead to)

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

Does this help?

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

cc
04/22/2009 09:12 AM Subject Letter to RCC

Debby,

I know we had talked trying to prepare a budget to accompany this letter, and | 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.

| can still set up the format like we discussed, but was curious if you 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.x1s" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



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

08/13/2010 10:52 AM e
bce

Subject RE: Rosemont working outline

Thanks for the comments Debby. | will remove SA from the analysis calculations. As | move through the
analysis | will ensure that there’s cansistency 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>
To"Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

08/12/2010 01:51 PM CCrMarcie 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, | 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 | are 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. | 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 Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To tfurgason@swca.com

01/07/2010 10:03 AM cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Melinda D
Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bece

Subject Fw: Rosemont - Schedule for Recreation and Visual Quality
Work

Please send me a copy of Steve's SOW. I'd like one for Marcie's work too. | currently have no idea of
what they intend to get done before the upcoming deadlines for draft EIS.

Thanks.

----- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 01/07/2010 10:00 AM -—---
“Stepr]en Leslie"
<sleslie@swca.com> To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

12/18/2009 12:54 PM cC "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

Subject RE: Rosemont - Schedule for Recreation Work

Debby

I've left you two voice messages regarding the recreation SOW. I've already submitted a SOW to Tom
based on your requested list of tasks.

Steve

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Friday, December 18, 2009 11:52 AM

To: Stephen Leslie

Cc: Tom Furgason; Debby Kriegel

Subject: Rosemont - Schedule for Recreation Work

Steve,

I haven't heard from you since | submitted my comments on your draft Affected Environment chapter on
November 5. When will you provide a revised draft?

Please put together a proposed schedule for completing recreation work, and submit it to me by January
4th. Attached is a list of tasks; you'll need to assign a date to each task. Most should look very familiar to
you, and hopefully some you've already done. As you know, there is a January 15 DEIS internal review

and the DEIS goes to the printer on March 15. There is a lot of recreation work to do.

I'm also attaching the formal comments from the Arizona Trail Association.



If you are having problems making progress on this project, please let me and Tom know immediately.

Thanks.

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



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>, "Terry Chute"
<mbidwell@swca.com> <tjchute@msn.com>, "Beverley A Everson"

; <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
07/19/2010 10:46 AM x5

becc

Subject RE: Friday's meeting notes with deadlines

Hello All,

| am sending updated meeting notes from Friday’s Data Transfer Meeting with Tetra Tech and SWCA.
The only update is that | 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!

Mellssa Retchard

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]



Terry Austin 02/26/2010 07:47:11 AM

"Marcie Bidwell " To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Terry L Austin”
<mbidwell @swca.com> <tlaustin@fs.fed.us>, "Walter Keyes" <wkeyes@fs.fed.us>

02/24/2010 12:06 PM cc

bee
Subject RE: Rosemont Roads and Trails

Debby,

Can you tell me if the CLs have changed since the version that you sent dated September 15th, 2009?

Additionaly, | recommend that these be forwarded to EPG for their analysis process, as CLs are central to
their work as well.

Thanks,
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2010 2:54 PM

To: Terry L Austin; Marcie Bidwell; Walter Keyes
Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Rosemont Roads and Trails

Attached is the latest map of concern levels for travelways in and around the Santa Ritas .

Terry: Would you please send this shapefile to Marcie ?
J\isfiles\office\gisprojects\sup_offidkriegel\rosemont\concleviSantaRitaConcernLevels2010.shp

Marcie: Please be sure you're using this version for SMS analysis.

Walt: This map shows the relative scenery/rec importance of roads and trails in the Santa Ritas. Will you
be working on recommendations for reconnecting some of the roads around the project area? Rosemont
proposed doing this in the MPO (see section 3-5 and figure 3-7), but the actual iocations they show on
their maps really don't connect much (Kathy says these maps are conceptual). Each alternative will need
some new road segments, and we might also want a post-mine road map of some sort. Let's talk about

this when you have a few minutes.

Thanks.



"Melissa Reichard" To <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<mreichard@swca.com> ce
06/02/2010 04:06 PM

bce

Subject Sorry for the delayed response

History: This message has been replied to.

Debby-

| got your message and the info you have been sending me to put in the record are great! Thanks for
working on it!! Lara was out yesterday, so | just found out about the SDCP GIS layers. We actually don’t
have any layers for the SDCP at all. If you get some from Pima County and want to send them our way,
that would be great.

| hope that helps.

Mellssa Relehard

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.



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

04/16/2010 08:48 AM

cC

bce

Subject Data Gaps Request

Hello Debby,

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

Here is the revised document for the Data Gaps. Please feel free to edit as you need to. | 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.sweca.com [attachment "Rosemont_Data_Gaps_040810-04-13.docx" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



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

07/02/2010 06:55 AM cc
Please respond to
sleslie@swca.com

bce

Subject Re: Recreation Affected Environment

History: This message has been replied to.

Absolutely. I'll get the maps inserted when I get back next week so you'll have them when you
get back. Enjoy your time off.Steve

Sent via BlackBerry by AT&T

From: Debby Kriegel <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
Date: Fri, 2 Jul 2010 07:50:36 -0600

To: Stephen Leslie<sleslie@swca.com>
Subject: Re: Recreation Affected Environment

Steve,

Thanks for working on this. 1would like to see the maps included before | review it again. I'minon
Tuesday, but then I'll be out of the office until July 13 (first time I've taken more than a day off this year!!).

Can you provide a version with maps by the 13th?

Hope you have a happy 4th of July weekend!

—~— s o o o s

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

"Stephen Leslie" <sleslie@swca.com>
To upepby Kriegel” <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

07/01/2010 04:29 PM €€ " jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, "Tom Furgason” <tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject Recreation Affected Environment



Debby -

1 have incorporated all of your changes and updated information to address your additional comments and
requests from your email last week.

The maps are done, just haven't inserted them into the text. I'll be out of the office tomorrow, but can answer any
additional questions next week.

Thanks,
Steve



L

SWCA

RHONMINTAL CONEATANTS VISUAL ANLAYSIS i BTG
COORDI NATION MEET' NG Coronado I’\iuﬁonal Forest

Tucson, Arizona

Attendees: Debby Kriegel, USFS Landscape Architect
Kathy Arnold, Rosemont Copper Company
David Krizek, Tetra Tech
Joel Carrasco, Tetra Tech
Tom Furguson, SWCA Environmental Consultants
Marcie Bidwell, SWCA Environmental Consultants

DiscussION
Topic

Tetra Tech Scope
e Viewshed Analysis- complete viewshed analysis for 6 KOPs within middleground distance
e Simulations of Phased Tailings Alternative with Vegetation- two growths (mature and immature vegetation)

e Simulations/lllustrations as Aerial/Oblique views (2 orientations) for Phased Tailings Alternative showing
"opportunity” and reclamation plans

e Engineering of conceptual massing for other alternatives

SWCA Scope of Work
e Seen Area Analysis — extent of visibility for each alternative
e Simulations (3 KOPs)- 10YR and 20YR
e Land Form Diagrams- (5 KOPs)- 20 YR
e Line of Sight/Section Diagrams for Not Visible KOPs- will vary by alternative
e Visual Specialist Report & EIS

Coordination of Data
o KOPs- combined selection to include 8 selected KOPs (see table attached)

o Tetra Tech to recompute the viewshed analysis for 6 KOPs, and submit as Multiple KOP
diagrams to USFS for use in the visual analysis by SWCA.

s Alternatives Contours (3D)- 10 Yr and 20 Yr for KOP 1, 2, and 3 (44MM, 46MM, and Arizona Trail)
e Facilities 3D- Mine operations, transmission, access roads- 5-10 days

e Reclamation grading- facilities footprint- to follow 1-2 weeks

e Reclamation standards for simulations-

o Soil colors to be simulated from the arkos and helia conglomerate used in the revegetation
test plots.

o Tetra Tech to develop “typical” standards for waste rock and tailings to be applied to all
alternatives.

SWCA to use 100 ft benches and approximate water courses for typical shaping.
o SWCA to use typical standards and hillshade to adapt vegetation to south and north slopes.



o SWCA to use examples photography from site photography submitted by Rosemont

(Rosemont test plots, Narraganseit, San Manuel, and others) and SWCA field photography

to show examples of vegetation

KOP COMBINED LIST- EAST ALTERNATIVES

KOP
NAME Location USFS KOP Name | TT KOP Name
FINAL
KOP 01 MM 46- Picnic Table Pull Off KOP 4 Replaces KOP-1
KOP 02 MM 44- Scenic Pull Off KOP 12 Replaces KOP-3
KOP 03 Arizona Trail KOP 5 Replaces KOP-4
KOP 04 Mount Wrightson- Four Spring Trail Reploces KOP 17 | KOP-11
KOP 05 North of Sonoita Junction KOP 8 KOP-12
KOP 06 Las Cienegas BLM Kiosk/ Empire Ranch Entry KOP 11 {new)
KOP 07 Hilton Ranch Road rural residential area KOP 16 {new)
KOP 08 Box Canyon Road/ Arizona Trail Crossing {new) KOP-7

KOPS- WEST ALTERNATIVES OPTIONS

KOP

NAME Location Sensitive Viewers gSFS KOP Lr KOP
FINAL ame ame
KOP 9 Sahuarita Road Local, Residences KOP 20
KOP 10 Madera Canyon Recreation KOP 1

KOP 11 Duval Mine Road Over Pass- US 19 Local, Residences, Tourism | KOP 2
KOP 12 Corona del Tucson Rural Residential KOP 3
KOP 17 San Xavier- southern Tucson, tribal lands | Tribal, residential
KOP Tucson (options) Residential/industrial
KOP
KOP

Next Steps

e Tetra Tech to post Alternative Data with Z-values on their FTP site.
¢ SWCA is to inform the USFS and RCC when we use information provided by Tetra Tech so that Rosemont

may submit information to the Admin Record officially.

e Tetra Tech will compute Viewshed Analysis for the 6 KOPs within the middleground and submit maps (1)

per alternative and send shape file data to the USFS for inclusion in the EIS specialist report.

o SWCA will refine simulations to show:

1. revegation as phased over 1- 10 years, following the MPO plan and estimating other
alternatives. Show stronger growth of trees on bench tops and north facing slopes.

2. soils colors to be similar to arkos and helia conglomerate
rock colors as Tetra Tech color diagram will show

4. benches- 50 ft benches in pit, and piles with 100ft benches with 100ft rises in between or as
shown on CAD layers for alternatives.

5. Transmission alignments to follow over Santa Ritas and directly to site as in Barrel Only
alignment.

w

6. Follow Tetra Tech “typical” treatments for stormwater and revegetation on other alternatives.



Immediate Action ltems

Owner

:_\_cﬁon ltem- BOLD_ind_im‘}es l_.ipclcdgs_o_r_ NEW actions

Tetra Tech will post color diagram and pit run colors on the Tetra Tech FTP |

David Krizek site.
Call Holly and let her know that SWCA would like to know the veg-shrub-
Rosemont tree mix for the EIS analysis.
Kathy Arnold
Rosemont Submit (or request that Holly submit) photographic vegetation record of

Jaime/Jeff/Holly

revegetation observations on the site.

Rosemont Submit upcoming agave report and updated seed mix for inclusion in the
Kathy Arnold EIS.
SWCA/Marcie Bidwell Request mining photography from USFS (Bev) and SWCA (Tom, Dale) from

ithe mine tours regarding vegetation and other research photography for
use in simulations.

Tetra Tech/ David
Krizek

Tetra Tech to supply SWCA with “typical” benching and stormwater design
standards for SWCA to include on alternatives without designed features for
(1) tailings and (2) waste rock to guide SWCA's simulations.

Tetra Tech/ David
Krizek

Tetra Tech to complete the “reclamation element table” for SWCA (attached)

to guide assumptions within the simulations for the Specialist Report and
EIS.

SWCA/Marcie Bidwell

Communicate back to Rosemont (Kathy Arnold) what pieces Tetra Tech has
provided as data to make sure these pieces are officially submitted to the
record.

Tetra Tech/David Krizek

Compute Viewshed Analysis for 6 KOPs within the middle ground (KOP 1,
2,3, 6, 7, 8) and submit one map with combined resulis to USFS.

SWCA/Marcie Bidwell

10. Submit minutes from meeting to admin record.




0S YA

02 YA

0T "A

S HA

¥ HA

€ YA

C YA

T HA

sanyved

uonejadon

Itos

pawiejaay
U1 1§ I34Taq -sado|s

awny

juUsWS3|3 uonewedIdY




SNOILVAYOX3 T10S ANV INOLSIWIT 40O ST1dWVYE

SUOHDADIXS pUaq SUOISaLUl| ‘9a1] SOUWSLIYD

600z tequadaq ‘sjo|d uonpjabian juowasoy

NOILDIT3S TVINLYN ANV ‘NOILNILNI ‘GWIL 40 WNYLDAdS “NOLLYLIDIATY 40 STTdWV)3

(r00z) punoiBaioy ul papass ‘|anuoyy ubg uospas Aup ‘yasunBouiop uosnas uaalb (| G4 |) Buipaas |pinjpu ‘yasunbBoiion

SNOILVINWIS ONIAIND 404 VOMS A8 A3LLIWENS AHdVIOOLOHd 3DN3d3438 DIHdVIOOLOHd



Asg

dou Aym ao Aypn ¢ uonesado ayi jo ayy sy Inoybnouayy Buissesoid
210 jo sadA} yloq Buiop aq uonesado Juowasoy pesodoid ay) pinom ‘osjy ¢ w0y sadA} a1o ay} Jo yoea op moy ‘uonsanb saybno) e s,a19H

¢Lpassasoid 1 st Moy pue ‘a10 Jo adA} Jay1o U} s11BUM ¢éBuissasod Jo adA sy o) jjasy spus) 810 Jo ad/A} Jeym aw |18} auohue ue)

*1addod yum pajeod eq o} jieu ay) Buisned ‘aio Jo asaid e uo Ind pey 1si60j0ab Auedwod sy} pioe suojysoIpAy
jo doip ay) ojul paddip sem jeys |leu ay 0} snobojeue si ssesod Bujuuimonaaje ay) duy pjay JuUOWaS0Y 8y} UO a19m Jey) nok Jo asoy) 104
queyd (Buiuumolosiasuopoexa uonnjos) MIXS Ue ul sinodo Buneid sy “STd 1o uopnjos yoes| jueubaid pajjed sy uopnjos uspej-teddod ay) JA4

*sapoyjled pajjes aie saje|d psjeos-iaddoos usy)

ayl ‘(1erow aindwi pauyaiun yo sejed) sapoue usul 0} Uo pue uonnjos woyj 1addod ay) Joeixa 0) AOLd8[e pue 810 8y} woiy suol 1addod aAjossip
01 pioe ouojy201pAY Jo uonn|os yeam e asn Aay) ‘jlag JoAiS 1y “(din pjay 1eyy papuane 1ey) nok yo asouy 1oy) Bujuuns pue dn aie Aay) asuo uopesado
enojie) ey 1e 6uiinaao aq M 1eym o) tejiws uonessdo Buiyoes) e jo ajdwexs ue s| pue ‘(aweu sy Jo suds ul) uonesado Jaddood e si |jeg I18A)IS

‘0g:8 1e Bujuicw Aepsaupapp siyy Buipjing jeispe
8y} 4o Juoyy 3y} woy aujw eyy Joj snq Aq Buuedsp aq |Im AL ©  [anuepy ues S| yeam Jxau pue ‘uonesado auji [j8g JOA|IS 8yl O} S| IN0) S oM
S|y} :yeam e Aq Yo sem | 818y} uoNBWE[OR) 93S 0] [SNUBJ UBS 0} SEM IN0} S,99M SIY} JBY) 39am ISE| SNq 8y} UO NOA JO WS Pjo} Ajuayelsiw |

‘suoliang IH

4 Kepsaupapn SIyl 0€:g 1e 1eaw
- 383Mm Ixau [anuel ueg ‘YIIM SIHL NOILYHIJO 1138 H3IATS idn-xiw a1ep 1oy slqng

20q

20
eoms@pieyoleiw ‘wod eams@uosebing ‘S31 ONSADSAvYASN/cH/[emayds
IPIeH ‘S3LONSI@S4vasn/cy/Aeled W suexoy ‘S31ONSIDSIvasSn/cy/sauor
1suer ‘S310NS4@sdvasn/omuebinog 1 eipusy ‘S310NSI@SIvASN/EH/ssuor
Aue ‘s310NS4@S4vasn/e/ieuunig sewoy) ‘S310NSI@SIvASN/cH/umog
llepuay ‘S31ONSI@S4vasn/cy/sevisnelsg uely ‘S310NS4@SH4vasn/cy/iened
W Aiep ‘STLONSA@SIvasn/cy/aidsa|io g welin
‘S3LONSI@SAvasn/edsoueige O Jeydoisuyd 'S31ONSA@S4vasn/ey/iound
113 ‘SALONSADSAVASN/EH/uewA sueys ‘S31ONSIDSAVASN/EH/A1A0)07 Leqoy
‘S3LONSI@S3vasn/edrAexon ebi0ay ‘S310NSI@S4vasn/cumewws iwej
‘S31ONS4@s4vasn/cy/eiseqas M yesogad ‘S3LONSI@SvaASN/EH/SaAeD
uuey ‘'s31LONS4@sJvasn/ed/sBauy £qqeq ‘s31ONSI@SIvasn/cy/yennbyeys o/ \\ﬁﬁ
YeleS ‘'SALONSAD@SIvasn/cH/sekey 1e)em ‘S3LONSI@SIVASN/EH/U0SIeA] AN
v Aepeneq 's3LONSJ@Sdvasn/ey/eliny sepuuar IWd S¥:10 8002/L1/80 —d’” N
‘S3LONSA@sdvasn/cy/iisqdwe)d m ealpuy ‘S31ONSI@S4vASN/EH/EIQY uyor ) fﬂ& i
.wm_kozwn_@mu_éw:\mm\_owz%_oE<mmeﬁ.mm:ozmn_©mn_<om2mm§em._som8 w"_<n_m:am2oe¢>m<5=o>mm....:.H..\



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>
03/19/2009 12:44 PM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce

Subject Rosemont design exploration - possible process

This might work for step 3

1. 3a and 3b: no change, do first

2. 1/2 day virtual (teleconference or similar) strategy meeting with LAs, wildlife, hydrologists (and maybe
mining specialists) to

o  Show results of 3a and 3b

e Brainstorm current resource values and landscape patterns

e |dentify opportunities (e.g., more natural landforms, save some drainageway habitat, catch runoff,

avoid archy sites, warping/ledges) and constraints (bigger footprint, operational costs, max slopes) for
resources

e Demonstrate some concepts with simple clay model

3. LAs go to computer specialist to create one possible option

H

. Another 1/2 day virtual meeting with all to show results and discuss options

[4)]

. LAs go back to computer specialist to create other options as needed

(o2}

. Select tentative key viewpoints...



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To "Trent Reeder" <treeder@swca.com>

07/22/2010 01:43 PM cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.feq.us>, "Kriz“ek, David"
<David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, "Katherine Arnold

<karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Marcie Bidwell"
bee

Subject Re: Scholefield Conveyor 30

Trent,

Why does the perimeter road appear to zigzag all across the south foothills? | thought that the per_imeter
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> To "Krizek, David" <David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, "Katherine

07/22/2010 10:57 AM Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, "Tom Furgason"
<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Beverley A Everson"
<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Debby Kriegel"
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com>

cC

Subject Scholefield Conveyor 3D

Hello,

I've attached a composite 3D scene from KOP 2 depicting a model of the conveyor system. You will
have to zoom in to see some detail, but because of the large landscape the features 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 | turned the camera to show the conveyor system. Basically



sweeping from west (left) to northwest (right)

. Conveyor "tube" is 6 ft. diameter.

. Conveyor pillars are 21 ft. tall and 10 ft. wide with the conveyor tube on top. (From the
conveyor specs sheet from M3, the pillars range from 16-26ft tall)

. Conveyor pillars are spaced 60ft' apart. (also from the conveyor spec sheet which
depicted only a couple of pillars)

. Conveyor Transmission route was offset the conveyor route by 30ft in between the
conveyor line and perimeter road edge. (This was my idea)

] Transmission poles are 50 ft. tall and spaced 400 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, but was
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>

05/19/2010 03:56 PM

cc “"Stephen Leslie" <sleslie@swca.com>
bee
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 draft of the pit colors. I'm still adding bench failures, some vegetation, and
shadows, but you can address the colors from this draft. Are the hues/tones subtle enough? Too subtle?
Overall brightness/contrast okay? | used the tones from the GIS key for the Quartz and Epitaph sections
because | 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

CcC

bce

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 xIs>>

Marcie Demmy Bidwell
Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A
Durango, Colorado 81301
Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

s £l

www.sweca.com Yisual_R esource_PleD;;EZDUG-T 7-15 Update.pdf Visual_Resource_Proposal_2003-17-15 Update.xls
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"Marcie Bidwell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "David Harris"
<mbidwell@swca.com> <dharris@swca.com>

08/10/2010 10:40 PM cc
bce

Subject RE: Rosemont Plant and BLM Color Chart

Hello Debby,
Sorry for the responses at all kinds of crazy hours. Working too much lately.

The plant would likely not be seen in the MPO even at YR 10 from KOP 1 & 2; | don’t remember seeing
KOP 7 (the only other potential); as per direction from you in realization that we will not have YR 10
data, SWCA has not worked on the YR 10 simulations since July 16. However, the facilities should be out
of site probably by around YR 7 (which is supposedly when the buttress will be completely filled in, per
the MPO).

Thank you for confirming that the MPO color should follow Rosemants selected color.

Cheers,
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tuesday, August 10, 2010 8:28 AM

To: David Harris; Marcie Bidwell

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Rosemont Plant and BLM Color Chart

David: Thank you for sending the BLM Standard Environmental Colors chart! | had looked at this chart
on my computer screen, and also printed it on 2 color laserprinters and 2 plotters. Amazingly, none of
these was close to the colors on the actual chart. | agree with you that Carlsbad Canyon would be a good
choice for the Rosemont plant. Although | might normally lean toward something darker, it's probably a
good balance between blending with landscape colors and not being too dark for buildings with no cooling

systems.

Marcie: We're still awaiting photos of the lighter 2 colors from VP buildings, and I'm hoping they'll also
send a sample of Patrician/Cool bronze. However, if you can't wait for these answers, | recommend that
you proceed with simulations using Carlsbad Canyon for the alternatives (Phased, Barrel Only, and
Scholefield). Although Clarissa referred us to VP buildings, Kathy Arnold continues to tell me that we can't
specify a specific vendor color. She wants us to specify a ballpark color (or color range) so that multiple
vendors can bid on the buildings/siding. | agree with you that the MPO should probably be light stone so it
can be compared with mitigation. The plant will be seen in the 10-year MPO simulations, right?

e ~—~

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

05/10/2010 12:52 PM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce

Subject Re: Visual Scope, reviewed and ready for approval.[]

Marcie,

Let's talk sometime soon. | have many comments on your scope of work (attached), and lots of additional
questions:

1. Which tasks are funded (and which are not)?

2. What happened to the research task? | realize that my original thoughts on this have been scaled
down, and there may not be any great large-scale mine landforming and/or revegetation projects, but can
you at least get in touch with the ASLA Reclamation and Restoration professional group? Also, if Horst
(or others) finds a good example, it is still feasible that you and | might need to travel to it. | recommend
that you just mention in your scope of work that this might be necessary, but is currently unfunded.

3. Are you expecting to simulate the plant yourself?

4. Will you be creating a reverse viewshed study (like Jimmy Pepper provided) for each alternative?

5. Will the powerline (and associated road and water line) going over the ridge be included in any planned
simulations? We now know that EPG is not simulating this, and it's a big visual effect, so | think we need
to discuss.

6. Is there a way to include something for scale (like a person or a car) in at least some of the
simulations? We haven't talked about this, but | think it's critical.

The snow on the Santa Ritas has now melted, so taking KOP photos from Tucson can happen any time.
In the mean time, our Forest Supervisor has decided that the Sycamore/Barrel alternative is not moving
forward, but | recommend that you or Johnathan go ahead and take the photos anyway. Our Forest
Supervisor has announced that she is retiring next month, and who knows what the next forest supervisor
might want. Also, it's possible that the public will demand this alternative return to analysis and/or want to
see that we took views from Tucson seriously (potentially a photo could be included in your specialist
report). Pick a clear day. It's been windy a lot lately and the air quality has been bad.

The reclamation meeting on Monday (May 17) starts at 9:00 am. When does your flight arrive? On
Tuesday | have a dental appt. at 2:15, but could work with you all morning. Wednesday, I'm normally tied
up in Rosemont IDT meetings.

Thanks.

Debby

LIE

Scope_Visual_Resources_2010_04_30_DK_Comments.doc

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

"Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com> To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"
05/10/2010 08:15 AM <tfurgason@swca.com>

cc "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>, "Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com>
Subject Visual Scope, reviewed and ready for approval.



- 8 J

Hello Debby,

Please find attached the Visual Scope with a few edits to it. Basically, we made sure that the number of
KOPs and data set assumptions matched with the level of effort that was agreed upon with Jamie in
January (i.e. middle cost estimate). | believe that this version is now ready for your approval.

Also, | hve booked flights to Tucson for the Reclamation Technology Transfer meeting on May 17th; to be
conservative, | booked my flights to be in Tucson for May 17-19, as | had not heard a final schedule. In
communcating with Dale, it appears that the meeting is still considered to be one day; that would give you
and | at least Tuesday to work together, and | can either work from the Tucson office on Weds or try to fly
standby to return earlier.

| do not consider the Reclamation Transfer meeting to be in this visual budget, and will pursue
arrangements with Tom/Dale for the time.

Finally, | am preparing a Project Update, several maps and image drafts for you to review, either prior to
this meeting or as a part of that trip to Tucson. | should have these to you shortly.

More to follow,
Marcie

<<Scope-Visual Resources_2010-04-30.doc>>

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swea.com [attachment "Scope-Visual Resources_2010-04-30.doc" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Dale Ortman PE" To "Horst Schor” <hjschor@jps.net>

<daleo! n live.com>
aleortmanpe@live.com cc "Beverley A Everson™ <beverson@fs.fed.us>, “"Melinda D
05/04/2010 06:59 AM Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, ""Debby Kriegel"

b <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Salek Shafiqullah - USFS "
cc

Subject Rosemont Landform Report - Review Comments

Horst,

Attached are the review comments for the draft landform report and response to Rosemont
constraints. Please let me know the timeframe for revising the report in response to the comments.

If you have any questions please contact me.
Regards,

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

o

20100504_ortman_schor_dsaft-landform-ipt-review-comments_memo. pdf



Task 5.2.Issue 2—Visual Resources

{ Deleted: Subt

and Connected Actions

and EIS Collect KOP in Tucson area with GPS and photography,

> Update affected environment to incorporate alternatives, , for specialist report .-

> Update basic existing conditions maps to show key observation points (KOPs),
sensitive viewer areas, bounds of analysis, concem levels, and scenic objective
classes.

Subtask B. Prepare Alternatives Data: Convert CAD and Construct 3D GIS Surface

> Process CAD data and model data for GIS digital elevation modeling. Generate
3-D digital surfaces for the MPO and proposed alternatives at each construction
phase selected for simulations.

» Create one set of 3-D working maps and diagrams for USFS and RCC to review
potential scene from each KOP to be selected.

» Budget Assumptions: 12 data sets_{what is a “data set"?2) to process each
alternative at 20-yr Phase and one additional time phase mid-construction.

Subtask C. Prepare KOPs, Existing Conditions, Panoramas, and Visibility Maps

> Review all alternatives and KOPs established by the USFS and KOPs to propose to
USFS for analysis, simulations, and level of detail for connected actions to define
areas where impacts from the project is expected to be highly visible, distantly
visible, and not visible (i.e. blocked or out of view)

» Prepare “existing conditions” panoramas for potential KOP simulations and
review for use as simulations. For KOPs where project would be visible, select a
phase to represent for each KOP in addition to Reclamation {i.e. construction at
5 years, etc.).

> Meet with USFS and RCC to review data, KOP selection and "photo realistic”
process (1-2 meetings depending on plan)_{what “plan"2) includes meeting
preparations, meetings. and meeting summaries._Review draft simulations with
specialists from USFS, SWCA, and RCC to direct specific aspects of renderings
{soils, reveq, etc.)

> Budaget Assumptions: 8 KOPs 20-yr Phase and additional Phase for 6 KOPs

Subtask D. Draft Specialist Report Analysis Methodology and Evaluation Criteria

> Draft analysis methods and evaluation criteria that will be used to define and
evaluate project effects for the project resources included in the study for all
alternatives and KOPs.

)

{ Deleted: to summarize visual environment

{ Deleted: the new

“{ beleted: include additional information

from alternatives development process.

[ Deleted: |
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Subtask E. Draft Visibility Diagrams and Simulations; Review with USFS/RCC

>

>
>

>

Create computer simulations of proposed alternatives (6 total action
alternatives) for selected KOPs for highly visible, moderately visible, and distantly
visible locations. Highly visible and moderately visible KOPs simulations will show 2
phases of the proposed dlternatives for each KOP (e.g. TBD construction phase
and 20-yr final reclamation). Each simulation will show waste rock and tailing pile
forms, pit, roads, stormwater, vegetation, and infrastructure.

For KOPs where the MPO and proposed alternatives would not be visible,
prepare a section diagram or labeled panorama showing key landscape
features and visual screen.

Prepare photoredlistic simulation images for KOPs.

Review draft simulations with resources specialist from RCC, USFS, and SWCA to
direct specific aspects of renderings; reclamation, soils, vegetation, etc.

Complete a Draft review with USFS and RCC staff at meeting in Tucson.

Subtask F. Prepare Environmental Consequences Analysis

>

Prepare an environmental consequences analysis for Specialist Report. Report
will include analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, and compare
alternatives. Utilize direction from FSM/FSH and USFS Project Level Scenery

design specifics or location and potential for remediation and mitigation to
affect long-term visual quality. (what does the highlighted text mean?)

Deliverables: Completed Visual Resources Specialist Report for all alternatives
including draft simulations, visibility diagrams, and maps.__As needed, provide
text for EIS.

Subtask G. Finalize Diagrams and Simulations; Review with USFS/RCC

>
>

>

Complete changes to simulations.

Submit final formatted figures (e.g. panoramas, diagrams, simulations) to USFS
and RCC for final approval.

Budget Assumptions: Diagrams and Simulations will focus on land forms and will
include 1 final review with USFS and RCC.

Subtask H. Final Specialist Report.

> Finalize Specialist Report and review with USFS.

Assumptions:

» Costs are based upon deliverables for each proposal according to the number

of KOPs brought forward for simulations and figure diagrams. All alternatives will
describe up to 24 KOPs for the analysis process. Revised USFS and USFS original
budgets include up to 8 panoramas_22), non-visible KOPs diagrams for up to 6

_....--{ rormatted: Hightight




KOPs, and simulations of highly visible and moderately visible KOPs for 8 KOPs for
each of é proposed dlternatives (up to 48 simulations) at 20-yr final reclamation
and up to é KOPs for a construction phase per altemnative (36 simulations).
However, not all KOPs will require simulations for all alternatives (i.e. Sycamore
canyon will not be visible from many of the KOPs along SR 83). KOPs and level of
detdil for simulations will be formalized at the initial simulation meeting; however
costs are assumed based upon the list of KOPs provided by the USFS Simulation
Strategy.

RCC to provide all data and elevations required for simulations, including a 3D
model of any facilities, structures, or transmission infrastructure. USFS, RCC and
SWCA will collectively contribute example imagery for depicting coloration,
texture, formations, structures, and other details for portrayal in the simulations
prior to simulations initiating. Surface data or changes to surface data that is
provided/requested after 3D modeling is initiated will be incorporated on a time
and materials basis. Direction regarding these details that is received after
simulations have been initiated that varies dramatically may result in a change

order. Simulations that require detailed development of the mine plant will be .---{ Deleted: facilty

completed on a time and materials basis. Field work for 10 of the 14 KOPs has
already been collected under the Visual Technical Report scope. SWCA assumes
that Mt. Wrightson has been photographed by Rosemont's subcontractors_[are
the photos good enough?) and SWCA will be able to use this panorama for
simulations. It is assumed that field documentation will be required for Box
Canyon and Tucson KOPs at a minimum. Changes to the KOPs or to the
construction phase selected for simulation after this meeting may require
additional field work and may result in a change order. Additional KOPs,
simulations, phases, or altematives may be requested for an additional fee.

Simulations will be classified as "highly visible" or "moderately visible", Highly visible
simulations will show detailed variations in land form, vegetation, color, and
texture for tailings and waste rock placement. Moderately visible simulations will
show general variations in land form, vegetation, color and texture due to the
level of detail being reduced by the distance of the viewer from the project
areq.

Should KOPs require extensive_(define) visualization of mining facilities, conveyors,
equipment, fransmission lines, etc, the work for these layers will be performed on
a time and material basis, due to the unpredictable level of detail and effort
required for these structures.

{ Formatted: Superscript

upon the level of reclamation and vegetation success to be rendered prior to
initiation of photoreal simulations. Changes in the direction given to SWCA to
represent these aspects will require a change order, should they require
additional time and effort to address.

RCC will provide example photographs of existing reclamation, mining structures,
vegetation mixes, soil types and colors, and other data to SWCA prior to the
initiation of the simulations. Necessary imagery will be discussed at simulation

P S U S St




> This estimate assumes that SWCA will create 3D surfaces for MPO and proposed
alternatives from RCC CAD drawings for up to 2 phases of consiruction. Should

Changes in data, proposed action, and level of detail requested for simulations,
phases of construction, and resolution of imagery after project initiation will
require adjustments based upon time and materials. SWCA will submit surfaces to
RCC and USFS for review prior to creation of simulations.

» Cost estimate includes two in-person meetings as two trips to Tucson for Marcie
Bidwell to work with USFS and RCC on simulations, per direction of USFS staff.
Additiondl trips may be required by USFS or RCC, and these will be aranged
through an additional change order. Each task includes meeting hours for senior
staff, visual specialist, editors as necessary and senior GIS under each task;
additional meetings may be aranged on a time and materials basis.

» This scope of work includes one round of draft review and one round of final
review_{of specialist report or simulations? Probably need 2 draft reviews of both.
Subtask B mentions the first review for simulations, which is likely the first draft
review, and the first review of affected environment can’t be considered the last
draft review.). Additional changes, reviews, or updates will require an additional
change order. Ideally, review of final images will require minimal edits agreeable
to both USFS and RCC for accurate portrayal of the MPO. Explorations of
mitigation pptions (such as painting facilities alternative colors or reducing pit

contrast through other than aareed-upon mitigation freatments ) wouldbe .

covered under an additional scope. USFS and RCC should attempt to
synchronize their comments prior to submittal to SWCA; should differences of

{ Formatted: Highlight

1 Deleted: or
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"Trent Reeder” To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>, “Debby Kriegel"
<treeder@swca.com> <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason”

06/30/2010 09:00 AM <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Jonathan Rigg"
' cc

bce

Subject RE: Box Canyon Road assessment

- History: & This message has been repliedto.

VA S U OVPUS VOO VU WOV

B

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. | shorten the analysis segment of Box Canyon road to an area where |
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. | was able
to locate this photo point by comparing both KOP 8 and KOP 3 panoramas, for which segments
of each panorama overlap. In addition, | compared 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 | will do
some research to see if | can match those photos to some earlier GPS point data. If | can find a
match, perhaps this will replace the current KOP 8 location. | will 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,

| 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 if you 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.com[attachment "TT KOP 8 Viewshed.pdf" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment

"Box Canyon Road Viewshed.pdf' deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "Box Canyon Road
Viewshed b.pdf" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]




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

04/08/2010 09:19 AM e
bece

Subject RE: Viewshed Example

We did receive their GIS data. It will take a few hours to download then | will overlay their results and
possibly work through their process.

Trent

From: Marcie Bidwell

Sent: Wednesday, April 07, 2010 3:15 PM
To: Trent Reeder; Debby Kriegel
Subject: RE: Viewshed Example

Trent,

Did we receive the data as shapefiles from Tt? If we did, would it be possible to overlay your analysis and
theirs to see how they compare?

Debby,

To answer your question, different software and different data will both effect the results. Most importantly,
Trent mentioned that if they used the larger pixel size data, that could make the real difference. One 30-
meter pixel is 100 feet, so an easy data difference can eliminate 2 benches.

For your letter, | would recommend that you ask them to provide a paragraph describing their methods
and data sources, so that (1) its recorded in the record and (2) we can better think through the differences.
An example is included below.

The differences may be just developed from pixel sizes; it may also include parameters set (such as
height of pixel, etc). As the we did not require a particular size and process, this may be hard to set after
the fact. Seeing their meta data/process would help to define the differences.

Does that help?
Marcie

A viewshed analysis utilizes GIS (program) to select the cells from a digital elevation model
(DEM) as visible or non-visible from one or more observation points or lines. The viewshed for
each KOP observation point was derived from the United States Geologic Society’s xxx
Quadrangle of 10 * 10 meter cell resolution. Viewshed analysis parameters were defined for
each KOP to account for viewer height and to focus the analysis field of view. These parameters
produce a more accurate viewshed result, and also reduce processing time and file size. The
parameters used for this analysis include xxxxx



From: Trent Reeder

Sent: Wednesday, April 07, 2010 1:58 PM
To: Debby Kriegel

Cc: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Viewshed Example

Hi Debby,

Here are two images from the same KOP 2 location showing the viewshed analysis results for
Scholefiled/McCleary. The first image is a plan view of our viewshed results. The green color represents
viewable terrain from KOP 2. The second image shows a 3D version from KOP 2 with the viewshed
results (in green) overlaying the 3D terrain.

Reviewing TT's KOP 2 Alt 5 viewshed analysis, their viewhsed analysis is not too different than the
attached images we created. | believe TT is using different GIS software to generate their viewsheds.
Because we are using two different GIS software to generate these viewsheds, both software
algorithms may differ in how they compute viewsheds.

Another thing to point out in their Scholefield/McCleary viewshed PDF, we noticed that the Heap Pile
southeast of the pit was not turned on, but it looks like they did take that Heap Pile into account in their
viewshed analysis and this does obscure some of the pit.

Please let me know if you have additional 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



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

08/11/2010 06:45 AM cc
bece

Subject RE: External Visual Input -Fw: Scoping Comment for Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Proposed
Rosemont Copper Project

Thank you Debby

David, you and | had discussed that most of the alternatives will probably require a plan amendment for
visual resources. We need to make sure we include that in our EC assessment.

Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]

Sent: Tue 8/10/2010 12:27 PM

To: Marcie Bidwell; David Harris

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Fw: External Visual Input -Fw: Scoping Comment for Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) on the Proposed Rosemont Copper Project

Marcie and David:

Below is a link to formal input on visual impacts from 5 very important public groups. Please review the
letter and maps as you work on environmental consequences and incorporate appropriate parts of their
concerns and conclusions into your analysis. | suspect most of their topics are covered, so this might

simply provide a good cross-check.

Other thoughts:

1. If their visibility map (map #1) differs substantially from yours, I'd like to understand why (e.g., is their
methodology different from yours?).

2. On map #2, they differentiated visibility of the various project features (pit, piles, etc.). How difficult
would it be for you to run the visibility this way? | don't see this as a critical thing to do, but if you have few
points on the pit and a few on the pile and it's relatively quick to let the computer run these groups
separately and together, it has some value (different impacts from different areas).

3. llike the 1-mile concentric circles on their maps, and it helps provide a quick overview of distances
(especially for background). Can you add something similar to the ones you're doing?

4. Terry Chase (our new NEPA person) is working on the cumulative effects list. The possible future
mines are currently on the draft list, but it's unclear whether there is sufficient information about these
mines to conclude that they're "reasonably foreseeable future actions". Stay tuned for more direction on
that. However, I'd like to see these mines mentioned in your cumulative effects analysis, even if we are
not technically deemed reasonably foreseeable.

Per my phone message this morning, please provide revised target dates for submitting the draft
environmental consequences and remaining simulations. | will take your input to FS leadership so we're
being up-front about the new timeline, and | want to give our regional LA a heads-up to be ready for
reviews.



Thanks.

Debby

- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAF'S on 08/10/2010 11:31 AM -
Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS TO pebby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, tfurgason@swca.com

€€ Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

08/06/2010 09:00 PM Subjec External Visual Input -Fw: Scoping Comment for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the
t Proposed Rosemont Copper Project

Debby - Please see that this scoping input is appropriately considered.

Tom - Please enter the linked document into the record. Also, please see that it is
appropriately considered.

Reta Laford

Acting Forest Supervisor
Coronado National Forest
Phone: 520-388-8307

- Forwarded by Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS on 08/06/2010 08:58 PM -—--

Lisa Froeilch
<lisa@scenlcsantaritas.org> To <rlaford@fs.fed.us>
cc .
08/04/2010 04:56 PM Subjec Re: Scoping Comment for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Proposed

t Rosemont Copper Project

Dear Ms. Laford,

I sent the below email a couple of weeks ago and we have since realized that we included a duplicate panoramic
image instead of two different images. If you would, can you please follow this link to download our revised
document?

//www.scenicsantaritas.org/VisibilityAnalysis/USFSVisibilityAnalysisCommentLetterFinalREVISED.pdf
Can you please confirm that you received this email and were able to download the revised document?
Thank you so much,

Lisa



Lisa Froelich, Coordinator

Save the Scenic Santa Ritas
8987 E. Tanque Verde #309-157
Tucson, AZ 85749

520-445-6615
lisa@scenicsantaritas.org

From: Lisa Froelich <lisa@scenicsantaritas.org>

Date: Fri, 23 Jul 2010 16:13:06 -0700

To: <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

Conversation: Scoping Comment for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Proposed Rosemont
Copper Project

Subject: Scoping Comment for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Proposed Rosemont Copper
Project

Dear Ms. Laford,
Save the Scenic Santa Ritas, the Mountain Empire Action Alliance, the Center for Biological Diversity, the Arizona
Mining Reform Coalition, and Sky Island Alliance would like to submit a completed visibility analysis of the

proposed Rosemont Copper project. Due to the large size of the scoping comment, we have uploaded the file to
our server and ask that you download it by following this link:

://www.scenicsantaritas.org/VisibilityAnalysis/USFSVisibilityAnalysisCommentLetterFINAL.pdf

Please let me know if you have any trouble downloading this document.

The analysis consists of the following four elements:

(1) A summary of the methodology and data used for the analysis;

(2) Four visibility maps: 1. General Visibility Analysis of Proposed Rosemont Copper Project; 2. Detailed Visibility
Analysis of Proposed Rosemont Copper Project; 3. Visibility Analyses of Additional Mines Planned by Augusta

Resources; 4. Visibility Analyses of Augusta Resources Planned Mines

(3) Panoramic Photographs showing visibility of the proposed and planned mines on both the east and west sides
of the Santa Rita Mountains; and

(4) A summary of the qualifications of the personnel involved in the preparation of the materials.

Please do not hesitate to contact Save the Scenic Santa Ritas or any of the undersigned organizations with
questions or comments.

Sincerely,

Lisa Froelich

Lisa Froelich, Coordinator



Save the Scenic Santa Ritas
8987 E. Tanque Verde #309-157
Tucson, AZ 85749

520-445-6615
lisa@scenicsantaritas.org

No virus found in this incoming message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 8.5.441 / Virus Database: 271.1.1/3059 - Release Date: 08/08/10 17:57:00



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

06/25/2010 11:40 AM o "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Jonathan Rigg"

bce

Subject Box Canyon Road assessment

Trent,

| talked with Pebby 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 if you 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.com



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To tfurgason@swca.com

02/12/2010 10:40 AM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce

Subject Fw: Rosemont information request

% History: 2 This message has been forwarded. 7

Tom: Would you please check with Dale on this? | have not received a response from anyone. Thanks.
Debby

--—- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 02/12/2010 10:38 AM —

'P Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS

02/04/2010 03:45 PM To tfurgason@sweca, jrigg@swca.com, daleortmanpe@live.com

cc Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,
bidwell@swca.com, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
Subject Re: Rosemont information request

Tom/Dale/Jonathan: See msg. below. Do we have this level of detail already somewhere?

Mindee Roth

Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 388-8319

(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS
02/04/2010 09:25 AM To MelindaD ROth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, bidwell@swca.com

Subject Rosemont information request

Bev and Mindee,

I have read the MPO and Reclamation and Closure Plan and attend regular Rosemont meetings, but |
continue to be surprised by learning about additional mine-related features that would effect visual quality
and recreation. This is due to my lack of experience on large mines, and | simply don't understand the
scale and appearance of many of these features.

We have good information on the pit, plant, and access road, and will be getting more information on the
power line and grading for the waste rock and tailings piles. It's the rest of the stuff that | find myself
unclear about.



1 would like to formally request information from Rosemont. This information will be needed for both visual
quality and recreation analyses, and is likely of value to other IDT members. | will need complete
information for each feature (written descriptions, sizes, photos of equivalent items from other mines,
details, etc.), as well as maps of where these features will be located.

1. All above-ground constructed features (other than the pit, plant, access road, and power line) that will
be needed for mine operations, including, but not limited to: buildings, drainage structures (headwalls,
hardened drainageways, etc.), well enclosures/housings, conveyors, slabs, roads, fences, and
above-ground water lines.

2. All facilities and other improvements that must remain after mine closure, including, but not limited to:
buildings, constructed drainage structures (headwalls, hardened drainageways, etc.), well
enclosures/housings, slabs, roads, fences, and above-ground utility lines.

3. Areas (other than the pit and waste rock and tailings piles) that will require major grading during mine
operations or will not be returned to natural topography after mine closure. This would include
embankments (sediment ponds, containment areas, compliance dams, diversion basins, etc.), grading for
the plant site and mine access road, perimeter roads, and other similar areas.

Please forward this request to Rosemont.

Thanks.

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



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

03/10/2009 09:25 AM
bce

Subject RE: Rosemont Simulations

Debbie,

I will call you to discuss this when | return from a meeting (near noon).

THanks,
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2009 2:39 PM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: RE: Rosemont Simulations

I would like you to follow up with this. Thanks.

"Marcle Bidwell” <mbidwell@swca.com>
T0 vpebby Kriegel” <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

03/06/2009 10:03 AM ce )
Subject RE: Rosemont Simulations

Hello Debbie,

Glad to hear that you were able to catch Bev. | can make the call if | am the best person to do it, but |
wanted to suggest that if the call came from the USFS (i.e. you) it may have better results. Because that

would then place the USFS as the authority to say, this is what | want/not what | want.

I think it would be a good thing for you to be the person asking what they are delivering, and then stating
what deliverables you require. SWCA's role is to support the USFS, but not to supercede it.

(Grand Canyon sounds so nice right now...) We will all have to send Bev good vibrations to carry her
through Lava and Crystal Rapids!

What do you think about that approach?
Marcie



From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2009 3:22 PM

To: Marcie Bidwell

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Rosemont Simulations

Marcie:

Bev called me on her way out of town for 2 weeks (she's rafting the Grand Canyon). | told her that you
wanted to get information about the simulations Rosemont is doing (or plans to do). She told me that you
can contact Rosemont directly, but first you need to send an email to Kent, the FS Rosemont project
manager while Bev's away (kellett@fs.fed.us) and ask him if it's ok for you to contact Rosemont. Kent
should be able to give you the ok. And please cc Bev (beverson@fs.fed.us) and me with your email
correspondence with Kent.

Thanks.

Debby



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>
09/04/2009 11:54 AM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bee

Subject RE: Proposed Rosemont Mine - Field Visit in Septemberrj

Marcie:

The IDT meeting went well. Two of the alternatives will change. The Sycamore Canyon alternative will be
altered to avoid placing any waste rock in McCleary Canyon; tailings will go in Sycamore and waste rock
in Barrel. The McCleary/Scholefield alternative will be altered to remove the waste rock piled in upper
McCleary on the mineral claim. Rosemont needs to provide some information for the mineral claim, then
Dale and/or Tetra Tech will draw something for each alternative, then we'll get to see the results.

Tom Fergason mentioned that the Mountain Empire Alliance weekend might influence bounds of analysis
for some resources. Can you confirm whether our bounds of analysis for visual resources includes the
whole valley?

| had a long conversation with Jimmy Pepper yesterday. He had some specific requests:

1. He thinks we ought to do a visibility map similar to what he showed us on the first morning -- plotting a
few points on the top of the waste rock and tailings piles and/or top of the pit, and viewing out to show the
extent of what areas are visible. Although this is the reverse of what VRMS and SMS do (i.e., both
systems view FROM sensitive travelway TO the mine), I'd like to ask if you and Trent could create this
map fairly simply. It could be a good graphic for the proposed action analysis. Would this take a lot of
time?

2. He asked for copies of the draft KOP map so far and the concern level map. I'll send these to him next
week.

3. He would like to say involved as we proceed with visual work. Let's keep him in mind as we move
forward. He might be a good person to show some of our simulations to in order to decide how detailed
they should be.

You have one more trip to Tucson currently funded, right? If the trip below gets postponed (which is
relatively likely), when were you thinking of coming down next? What field work do you need to do for
currently funded tasks (affected environment, proposed action, etc.)?

Thanks. Have a good weekend!

Debby

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

"Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com> To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
09/02/2009 01:09 PM o6

Subject RE: Proposed Rosemont Mine - Field Visit in September

Debby,

How did the meeting go today? | am in the office if you want to discuss it.



As to the trip below, | guess | should mention that until the Simulations Budget is approved (which |
understand that RCC has stated that they will not approve more work until the Alternatives are finalzied),
the "next trip" for me is still hypothetical. Additionally, | need to be careful that we keep the meetings and
field time to what would fit in that budget. Sorry to be so mindful of the time commitment, but its a sign of
the times.

Let me know if you have any feedback regarding alternatives.
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]

Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2009 1:43 PM

To: rich@soil-tech.com; Francisco Valenzuela; Marcie Bidwell
Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Proposed Rosemont Mine - Field Visit in September

I'd like to attempt to schedule some field time on this project later this month, ideally with all 4 of us. A
couple of tasks to focus on are:

1. Rich Beemis, with Soil-Tech, mentioned that he may be in the Tucson area in late September. We
were hoping to look at reveg test plots and/or the rock that will be on the back of the pit and/or on the

surface of waste rock and tailing piles, and experiment with Permeon.

2. Francisco, the new FS R3 director of recreation (who is also a landscape architect), has indicated that
he may be willing to visit the site and provide some insight and advice for visual resources and recreation

settings as alternatives are developed and simulations begin.

Marcie and | just looked at our schedules, and the best dates for both of us are Sept. 24-30. After that
Marcie is unavailable until after October 17.

Francisco and Rich: Could you make a trip to Tucson during this window? Which dates would be best for
you?

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



Sarah L Davis/R3/USDAFS To “"Stephen Leslie" <sleslie@swca.com>

03/09/2009 10:38 AM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce

Subject Re: Rosemont Recreation Headings and Subheadings@

Steve, Debby will be your Forest contact for Recreation.

Debby, Steve will be away from the office this week and requests you call him on his cell --—--
702-277-1806. | spoke with him this morning.

Sarah L. Davis, ASLA

Plan Revision Team

Coronado National Forest

TEL 520-388-8458

FAX 520-388-8332
"Stephen Leslie" <sleslie@swca.com>

"Stephen Leslie”
<sleslie@swca.com> To <sldavis@fs.fed.us>

03/09/2009 09:02 AM ce

Subject Rosemont Recreation Headings and Subheadings

Sarah,

Here is a draft outline for the recreation affected environment/current environmental conditions section of
the Rosemont EIS. Please let me know if you would like to add or subtract any headings/subheadings.

Thanks very much.

Steve Leslie

Environmental Planner

SWCA Environmental Consultants

2820 West Charleston Boulevard, Suite 15
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102
sleslie@swca.com

Office — 702-248-3880

l“llm‘

Cell — 702-277-1806 Rosemant Recreation Headings and Subheadings.doc



3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1 RECREATION AND TOURISM

3.1.1 GENERAL SETTING

3.1.1.1 SUPPLY OF RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES
3.1.1.1.1 RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM
3.1.1.1.2 RECREATION PLACES

3.1.1.2 EXISTING USE LEVELS AND TRENDS
3.1.1.2.1 FOREST USE

3.1.1.2.2 RESIDENT RECREATION

3.1.1.2.3 TOURISM

[ Comment [$1]: Not sure if this is appropriate for ]

3.1.1.2.4|COMMERCIAL OUTFITTER AND GUIDE USE the Rosemont Project Area.




Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS To Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES,

11/19/2009 04:02 PM tfurgason@swca.com
cc

bee

&

Tom - See Debby's request for GIS assistance...

Subject Re: Rosemont - Compensatory Lands(D

Debby - as soon as | have some idea of possible parcels, | will start the dialog with Rosemont. If today's
meeting identified any parcel selection criteria or listed what resources need to be compensated for, that
too would be helpful. Thx.

Mindee Roth

Coronado National Forest
300 W. Congress, FB42
Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 388-8319

(520) 396-0715 (cell)
(520) 388-8305 (FAX)

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS
cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
Subject Rosemont - Compensatory Lands
Mindee,

This afternoon we had our first meeting with cooperating agencies to brainstorm ideas for possible
compensatory lands for the Rosemont mine. Arizona Game & Fish has about a dozen ideas and wants to
talk to The Nature Conservancy about more, Pima County has a bunch of thoughts and a map of other

high priority lands, and the Tohono O'odham Nation is going to meet with the Archaeological Conservancy
to come up with a list.

The group recommends that the first step in the process be to create a GIS map and database to compile
all the ideas and information about each piece of land. We plan to meet again January 12, and ideally
we'd want to have a first draft of this product.

I would like to request some of SWCA's GIS person's time to do this work. | can collect ideas from the
cooperators and provide guidance to SWCA.

Please let me know if this will be possible. Thanks!

Debby



"Tom Furgason” To “Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<tfurgason@swca.com>

11/18/2009 12:08 PM

cc
bce

Subject Pima County map guide

http://www.dot.co.pima.az.us/gis/maps/mapguide/mgmap.cfm?path=/gis/maps/mapguide/dotmap65.mwf

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



//','T':::,' Beverley A To karnold@rosemontcopper.com, Debby
Ay (I//'::: Everson/R3/USDAFS Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

“ 47— 06/02/2009 06:12 PM cc

() /
=7

Subject Rosemont KOPs and Desired Condition

Kathy, please see Debby's message and enclosure below. Can you forward this information to Joy and to
David? Thank you. 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

-—— Forwarded by Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS on 06/02/2009 06:09 PM —

Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS
06/02/2009 01:21 PM To Bever ley A Everson/R3/! USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc
Subject Rosemont KOPs and Desired Condition

Bev,

At our meeting on May 7th, David Krizek (Tetra Tech) and Joy Lyndes (Sage) asked for KOPs (Key
Observation Points) from SWCA and a desired condition statement from the USFS.

Here is a draft desired condition statement:

]
DesiredCondition.doc

The message below contains a zip file with the KOPs identified so far.

Please forward to David and Joy. David's email is david.krizek@tetratech.com. Joy's email is
jlyndes@sagelandscape.com.

Thanks!

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



—- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 06/02/2009 01:13 PM --—--

"Trent Reeder”
<treeder@swca.com> To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
06/02/2009 08:18 AM cc "Marcie Bidwell’ <mbidwell@swca.com>

Subject RE: Rosemont KOP shapefile

From: Trent Reeder

Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2009 10:29 AM
To: 'Debby Kriegel'

Cc: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Rosemont KOP shapefile

Hi Debby,

Here's a shapefile consisting of all project KOP locations. Please let me know if you need anything else.

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

= Nok ermk/f
(@\@ shapehle)

Rosept_KOPs.zip



Desired Condition — Northern Santa Rita Mountains — Scenic Quality and Recreation
Debby Kriegel, May 8, 2009

The diverse landscapes of the northern Santa Rita Mountains offer a variety of settings for a
broad range of recreational opportunities and a place for visitors to escape from busy urban life
into quiet, natural, wild places. Visitors enjoy vast open space, canyon bottoms with mature
trees, golden rolling grasslands dotted with oak and juniper, and rugged, rocky mountain
ridgetops. Visitors rarely see utilitarian structures (such as power lines and buildings), and mines
that are no longer operational have been completely naturalized by restoring topography and
vegetation to blend with the surrounding landscape.

Lands along the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road (AZ Hwy 83) and along Forest Service roads
appear natural. Visitors find occasional developed recreation facilities (such as picnic tables, an
OHV staging area, and trailhead signs), but these facilities are in character with the National
Forest setting.

Dispersed recreation activities in the area include scenic driving, hiking, horseback riding,
birdwatching, camping, hunting, and more. Visitors use off-highway vehicles responsibly and
stay on designated roads. Dispersed campsites are small and clean, and resource damage is not a
problem.

Landscapes away from roads, and lands along the Arizona Trail, provide opportunities for
solitude and spending time in pristine wildlands with minimal evidence of human activity. The
Arizona Trail is well-marked and well maintained. Access roads to trailheads are open and
maintained, and trailheads provide adequate parking and turnaround space. Damage to resources
at trailheads is minimal, and wildcat trails are rare.



"Lara Mitchell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
<Imitchell@swca.com>

07/26/2010 01:29 PM

CcC

bce

Subject RE: Rosemont West Access Road, Water Line, and Power
Line

nd
Per the data we received from TT on Thurs, July 22 , the water line (it's the same alignment for all
alternatives) goes through Lopez Pass.
-Lara

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]

Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 1:41 PM

To: Lara Mitchell

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Rosemont West Access Road, Water Line, and Power Line

Lara,

On Friday, we took a hard drive to Tetra Tech and collected GIS data for the MPO and alternatives.
When you're back in the office and have time to review this data, please look at the following files for the

MPO and each alternative:

e \West access road
e Powerline
e \Waterline

Which are over Gunsight Pass? Which are over Lopez Pass?

Thanks!!

s o

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



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

<sleslie@swca.com> G
@ cc "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com=>, "Marcie Bidwell"

06/15/2009 08:07 AM <mbidwell@swca.com>, "Lara Mitchell"
<Imitchell@swca.com>
bce

Subject Recreation and Wilderness Bounds of Analysis - Rosemont

History: &2 This message has been replied to.

Debby,

Welcome back. Here is an initial draft of the bounds of analysis for recreation and wilderness. I'll be
available to discuss further and refine this as necessary when you get a chance.

Thanks,

Steve Leslie

Environmental Planner

SWCA Environmental Consultants

2820 West Charleston Boulevard, Suite 15
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

[

702-248-3880 Fec and Wild Bnds of &nalysis.doc



Rosemont Recreation and Wilderness Bounds of Analysis

The bounds of analysis for the elements of the Recreation and Wilderness disciplines as presented in the
Rosemont Project EIS Draft Chapter 3 Affected Environment Outline, May 19, 2009 will apply to both
the group of twelve issues deemed “significant” by the CNF and any additional issues that may be
described in Chapter 3 Affected Environment, regardless of a determination of “significance”. The
bounds of analysis for recreation and wilderness encompass both the temporal and spatial extent
necessary to describe the recreation and wilderness resources that may be impacted by the proposed
project. The potential impacts to recreation and wilderness are related to disruption of access, diminished
quality of recreational setting and values, increased noise, decreased opportunities for solitude, reduced
public safety, conflicts with special use permittees, and increases in visitation to other sites as a result of
visitor displacement.

Temporal bounds are described in terms of the four phases being applied to the Rosemont Project. These
four phases consist of: Construction, Operations, Closure and Post Closure. The potential impacts
described above would occur throughout and following the active mine life. As such, the temporal bounds
of analysis for recreation and wilderness would include all four phases of the proposed action.

Spatial bounds are described by the geographic area to be used for analysis; this memo describes the
spatial bounds in general geographic terms (need map). The potential impacts to recreation and
wilderness would occur within the following geographic bounds consisting of the active project area, the
forest unit encompassing the Santa Rita Mountains of the CNF, including the Mount Wrightson
Wilderness and the Las Colinas section of the Arizona Trail, as well as the BLM managed Las Cienegas
Conservation Area east of the forest unit.



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
. Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
02/04/201 125 AM
01009:25 cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, bidwell@swca.com

bce

Subject Rosemont information request

Bev and Mindee,

| have read the MPO and Reclamation and Closure Plan and attend regular Rosemont meetings, but |
continue to be surprised by learning about additional mine-related features that would effect visual quality
and recreation. This is due to my lack of experience on large mines, and | simply don't understand the
scale and appearance of many of these features.

We have good information on the pit, plant, and access road, and will be getting more information on the
power line and grading for the waste rock and tailings piles. It's the rest of the stuff that | find myself
unclear about.

I would like to formally request information from Rosemont. This information will be needed for both visual
quality and recreation analyses, and is likely of value to other IDT members. | will need complete
information for each feature (written descriptions, sizes, photos of equivalent items from other mines,
details, etc.), as well as maps of where these features will be located.

1. All above-ground constructed features (other than the pit, plant, access road, and power line) that will
be needed for mine operations, including, but not limited to: buildings, drainage structures (headwalls,
hardened drainageways, etc.), well enclosures/housings, conveyors, slabs, roads, fences, and
above-ground water lines.

2. All facilities and other improvements that must remain after mine closure, including, but not limited to:
buildings, constructed drainage structures (headwalls, hardened drainageways, etc.), well
enclosures/housings, slabs, roads, fences, and above-ground utility lines.

3. Areas (other than the pit and waste rock and tailings piles) that will require major grading during mine
operations or will not be returned to natural topography after mine closure. This would include
embankments (sediment ponds, containment areas, compliance dams, diversion basins, etc.), grading for
the plant site and mine access road, perimeter roads, and other similar areas.

Please forward this request to Rosemont.

Thanks.

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



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

<mbidwell@swca.com>
@ cc “Trent Reeder” <treeder@swca.com>, "David Harris"
08/03/201 003:10 PM <dharris@swca.com>

bee
Subject RE: VQO- Viewer Sensitivity Figure

| History: & This message has been repliedto.

You had requested that we show the other VQO values other than preservation, retention etc. All of
these attributes are in one shapefile (this is not multiple files).

This is the other data that Trent has from Terri for VQOs.

Hope that helps,
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tuesday, August 03, 2010 3:39 PM

To: Marcie Bidwell; Trent Reeder

Cc: David Harris

Subject: RE: VQO- Viewer Sensitivity Figure

I'm confused. What is the purpose of this map? My comments will be very different depending on what
you are trying to show.

“David Harris" <dharris@swca.com>
TouMarcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>, "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

08/03/2010 12:32 PM CCTrent Reeder” <treeder@swca.com>
SubjectRE: VQO- Viewer Sensitivity Figure

Two things about the map that immediately come to mind.

1} The gradual color gradations between most distinct to least distinct make it difficult to distinguish on the
map. It is possible to make these more obvious and contrasting so the viewer can easily see the differences? The
idea of using color changes for fore, middle, and background is good, but the gradation maybe not so good. A
greater color range might make for easier interpretation.

2) Thisis a lot of information to present. Do we need to show everything? How about showing what's critically
important, like the Concern Levels 1 and 2 for Most Distinct and Distinct?

David Harris
SWCA Environmental Consultants



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

From: Marcie Bidwell

Sent: Tuesday, August 03, 2010 12:51 PM
To: Debby Kriegel; David Harris

Cc: Trent Reeder

Subject: VQO- Viewer Sensitivity Figure

Hello Debby and David,

Here is the VQO figure showing sensitivity- The data has all of the classes written out in one column, so its hard to
work with. Trent did a great job isolating the values of our area to create this map. We used the terminology from
the Coronado National Forest Scenery Inventory (2001) that you gave me, where Terry (USFS GIS) presents her
methodology on creating these layers.

Side note, regarding your conversation/comment regarding “sensitive viewers” term. Following USFS manuals, we
know that the USFS refers to it as constituent “sensitivity” and yet you thought that sensitive viewers was too
“insensitive” of a use of the term- David and | will work on a solution and suggest something.

Please let us know your comments on this figure,
Marcie

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.SwWca.com

No virus found in this incoming message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 8.5.441 / Virus Database: 271.1.1/3045 - Release Date; 08/02/10 06:35:00



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

08/03/2010 09:26 AM cc
bee

Subject RE: FW: Photos of the Marble Quarry

History: This message has been replied to.

| have Lara working on a map for me. Do you ladies remember where the original shots were taken
from? | will be bringing my SLR- do you have any needs for me to use or not use zooms?

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, August 02, 2010 12:22 PM

To: Melissa Reichard; Marcie Bidwell

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Re: FW: Photos of the Marble Quarry

Having Lara do a map would be a good starting point. You'll want her to find a road map (including roads
on the Santa Rita Experimental Range) and overlay with some distance markers. Make sure it's around
noon on a clear day so shadows and clouds don't alter the colors. The goal is to look at the color of the

rock from various distances to see whether it is less white (or bluer, etc.) when viewed farther away.

Two additional thoughts:

1. If you can get even closer to the quarry, get a couple of photos of the rock color right up close too (or
even pick up a piece of the white rock!).

2. | recommend re-shooting the more distant photos (5-10 miles) on the same day, just for consistency
(same light, weather, camera, efc.).

Thanks!!

Marcie: Jamie's comment was just about the color of the rock at various distances. He did not have
issues with the pit looking like it was in front of the mountain (that was a separate comment from Kathy).
Also, do you know for a fact that the existing quarry rock is the same type as would be in the upper pit?

"Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>

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

08/02/2010 11:14 AM

cc
SubjectFW: Photos of the Marble Quarry

Ladies-



| will be going to take these pictures. Can you tell me spots that I should go to that would
capture what you are looking for? | don’t know where these shots were taken and where spots
would be to get the distance and angle that you need. Suggestions? If not, the only other way |
can think of would be to ask Lara to get me some sort of map with a couple mile radius. Is that
how you would go about this?

Thanks!

Mel

From: Marcie Bidwell

Sent: Friday, July 30, 2010 4:20 PM

To: Tom Furgason; Jonathan Rigg; Melissa Reichard
Subject: Photos of the Marble Quarry

Hello Tom, Jonathan and Melissa,

So | understand from Debby that we need to photograph the Marble Quarry to see what the
rock looks like per Jamie’s suggestion for improving the simulations for the pit. Specifically to
make it appear less “in front of” the mountain.

| have two pictures that | shared with Debby- she suggested that we needed some that were in
closer range with the quarry.

Do you have some one that could photograph the quarry from these approximate distance
ranges?

1. 1-2 miles away
2.  3-4 miles away
| have these, which | approximate as being 5 and 10 or so distances.

Thanks!
Marcie

<<DSC_0163.JPG>> <<DSC_0160.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



"Dale Ortman PE" To <mbidwell@swca.com>

<daleortmanpe@live.com>
Pe@ cc <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, <mreichard@swca.com>,

05/28/2010 07:16 AM <jrigg@swca.com>, "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
bce

Subject RE: June 4th Reclamation meeting

Marcie,

At this stage in the process | do not see where a trip to Tucson for the June 4 meeting will be cost
effective. Rosemont is working on the basic feasibility of a revised drainage plan and until that is
worked out and we have maps of the fundamental topography most everything else is premature.
However, if you have other reasons to be in Tucson and the meeting fits your schedule then you are
certainly welcome.

Cheers,
Dale

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]

Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 8:43 AM

To: mbidwell@swca.com; daleortmanpe@live.com

Cc: sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us; mreichard@swca.com; jrigg@swca.com; Debby Kriegel
Subject: RE: June 4th Reclamation meeting

Marcie: | think that the purpose of the meeting is for Rosemont to show us the options for moving tailings
cells around and some rough shaping for a canyon-like drainageway on the waste rock. If their
presentation can be done on-line, you probably don't need to be in the room to provide comments. If they
only bring printed maps, it'd be great if you could be here. | guess I'm also not certain whether we are
likely to be doing any preliminary design work on that day or just reviewing Rosemont's options for use by
David and Horst to landform later.

Dale: Please advise.

"Marcie Bidwell"

<mbidwell@swca.com> To"Salek Shafiqullah” <sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>, "Dale
Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>
05/25/2010 02:04 PM CC"Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

SubjectRE: June 4th Reclamation meeting

Hello All,



(thanks for the forward Salek)

| am curious if | am to attend the next meeting in person or on the phone?

My preference would be for in person if its going to involve maps, but | am flexible as to what the change
order may allow.

Thanks! let me know
Marcie

From: Salek Shafiqullah [mailto:sshafiquilah@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, May 24, 2010 5:47 PM

To: Melissa Reichard

Cc: Debby Kriegel; Marcie Bidwell

Subject: June 4th Reclamation meeting

Hello Mel,
Marcie also met with us today via conference call. | did not see her name on the invitation list for June
4th. Thanks for checking into this.

Salek Shafiquliah, Hydrologist
Coronado National Forest

520-388-8377



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To "Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>, "'Marcie
02/22/2010 09:29 AM Bidwell™ <mbidwell@swca.com>, jrigg@swca.com
cc "Tom Furgason™ <tfurgason@swca.com>, Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce

Subject Re: Pit Wall Safety Benches - Potential Visual Mitigation[f]

History: This message has been forwarded.

Dale: This is great. Iappreciate you providing these ideas/options. Do you have a
recommendation for how to get a review and initial input from Rosemont?

Marcie: I assume that you will be simulating the MPO's 50-foot lifts. It would be very helpful to
have simulations (even rough ones), at least for double benching and randomized benching, in
order to help us compare these options and determine which would mitigate visual impacts best.
Can you do this?

Jonathan: Please add the following wording to the mitigation table item #15.3.3/238 as follows:

® Treat upper portions of the pit wall that are visible from Highway 83, the Arizona Trail, and
other Concern Level 1 travelways and residential areas within 5 miles of the pit by (1)
reducing the visual impact of horizontal safety benches by reducing the number of benches
(double benching), placing benches in a randomized pattern, or similar, and (2) applying
Permeon or similar to darken rock to match weathered rock on the ridge at the conclusion of
operations. Verify that selected treatment will not create water quality problems. Review
treatment at least every 5 years and adjust as needed to protect visual quality. If possible,
plant vegetation on broken ledges on visible parts of pit wall.

Thanks.

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

"Dale Ortman PE"
<daleortmanpe@live.com> To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Marcie Bidwell"
02/19/2010 12:06 PM <mbidwell@swca.com>
cc "Tom Furgason™ <tfurgason@swca.com>, ""Melissa
Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>
Subject Pit Wall Safety Benches - Potential Visual Mitigation

Debby & Marcie,

Attached is a memo presenting several potential mitigation options for the safety benches on the upper
pit wall.

Cheers,



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

[attachment "20100219_ortman_kriegel-bidwell_pitbenchmit_memo.pdf' deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



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

01/12/2010 01:16 PM

ccC

bce

Subject RE: KOP Locations in Tucson

Thanks, that is more legible than my scrawl!
M

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us)
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2010 12:51 PM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Re: KOP Locations in Tucson

The 3 sites that | mentioned were:
1. Interstate 10 at the Wilmot overpass

2. Oracle and River (probably not at street level, but standing on the hill just northeast of the intersection)
3. Craycroft or Swan between River Rd. and Oracle. | can't remember which | told you about. |
recommend driving both to see if there's an ideal spot.

These 3 points represent south, NW and NE Tucson respectively, and would provide pretty widespread
coverage. | have a feeling that #1 will be the best spot for any simulations, since it's closer to the project,
but otherwise a similar view of the Santa Ritas. However, it's worth taking photos at the other two to

confirm this.

Thanks.

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

01/12/2010 12:32 PM cc
Subject KOP Locations in Tucson

Debby,

| was hoping to record the KOP locations in Tucson while | am here, and | wrote them down wrong when
you gave them to me.

Do you still hve your notes?

Thanks!
Marcie



Marcie Demmy Bidwell
Environmental Planner

130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A
Durango, Colorado 81301
Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938
WWWw.swca.com



"Marcie Bidwell" To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "David Harris"

<mbidwell@swca.com> <dharris@swca.com>
07/26/2010 12:12 PM c¢ "Tom Furgason” <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com>
bee

Subject AE for your review

L History: 3 This message has been forwarded. T j

Hello Debby,

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

You will note that we added BLM VRM language; we need to discuss how to deal with the TEP
siting process and what is/is not covered by EPG’s document and process.

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

<<Rosemont Ch 3_Draft AE_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 Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



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

08/02/2010 07:58 AM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce
Subject Re: Rosemont DEIS - Visual Quality - Affected Environment
Review[]
History: = This message has been forwarded.

Marcie: Here are comments from our new Rosemont NEPA person (a retired FS employee who is
working directly for SWCA). | 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,

| 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 | 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) | need to
step back and look at the Chapter 3 outline, and | 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. | cannot make that
judgment until | see the whole thing together, so at this point use your best judgment.

You also sent along document titled Trend Information" - | did not get a chance to look at it
closely, and | am wondering what the intended us of this document is. | 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 Dovle ; tichute@msn.com

Cc: Debby Kriegel
Subject: Rosemont DEIS - Visual Quality - Affected Environment Review

Here are my comments and some references (per a comment | 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 -—

™ Bidwell” < ’
mb?dr;:vtzll@dsvma.oom> To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>, "Debby Kriegel” <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "David

Harris" <dharris@swca.com>
cc

07/26/2010 04:07 PM Subj Figures and updated text
ect

Hello Debby,

Here are the figures and an updated document.

| 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_draft 2010-07-26.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.

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

Thank you,
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 "Rosemont Ch 3_Draft AE_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]



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

<|Imi . > .. : ‘
Imitchell@swca.com cc "Jonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, "Melissa Reichard"

07/21/2010 01:55 PM <mreichard@swca.com>
bce

Subject RE: Rosemont West Access Road, Water Line, and Power
Line

History: This message has been forwarded.

Hi Debby

For the MPO and the 3 alternatives the west access road goes through Lopez Pass.

For the MPO the power line goes through Lopez Pass. For all three alternatives, 4 of the power line
alternative routes (Preferred Route, Alternative 1, Preferred sub alternative and sub alternative 1) all go
through Lopez Pass, one (Alternative 2) comes through farther south, near Box Canyon Road.

For the MPO the water line looks like it comes through Lopez Pass. We are still waiting on water line
data. | was told by Melissa that we would receive it on Friday. | don’t have any info for the Alternatives
water lines until we get that data.

So from what | looked at today, no access road or power line goes though Gunsight Pass. I'll have to get
back to you on the water line info.
-Lara

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]

Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 1:41 PM

To: Lara Mitchell

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Rosemont West Access Road, Water Line, and Power Line

Lara,

On Friday, we took a hard drive to Tetra Tech and collected GIS data for the MPO and alternatives.
When you're back in the office and have time to review this data, please look at the following files for the

MPQO and each alternative:

e West access road
e Powerline
e Waterline

Which are over Gunsight Pass? Which are over Lopez Pass?

Thanks!!

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



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>, Melinda D
06/01/2010 07:30 AM Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

bce

Subject Rosemont Simulations - Drainage Drawings[:L]

Bev, Mindee, Reta: Note Marcie's statement below (I turned her text red). If she doesn't have the data
from Rosemont by June 15, she won't be able to produce simulations for the DEIS. | believe that this is a
major problem.

Marcie: Please verify with Rosemont and Tetra Tech the correct number of benches to show in the
simulation. I'm confused by items 1 (no benches on tailings) and 2 (6 benches). Which is correct for the
MPO?

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

"Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com> To "David Krizek" <david krizek@tetratech.com>, "Kathy
05/28/2010 09:16 AM Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>

cc "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Keepers, Ashley"
<Ashley.Keepers@tetratech.com>, "Carrasco, Joel"
<Joel.Carrasco@tetratech.com>, "Trent Reeder"
<treeder@swca.com=>, "Melissa Reichard"
<mreichard@swca.com>, "Jonathan Rigg"
<jrigg@swca.com>, "Lara Mitchell" <Imitchell@swca.com>
Subject RE: Drainage drawing

David,

Good to see you on Monday. You looked refreshed.

Per Kathy's email regarding stormwater, here is an example of what we are looking for as an indication of
stormwater elements- we just need to just know a general indication of where to show drop structures,
detention ponds, etc. This could be hand drawn, or as Trent prepared similar to this diagram. This is to
illustrate what we are requesting.

In the meeting May 19, the MPO was discussed, and it was decided that while several concepts for
reclamation were included in the MPO that have different physical forms (such as ridge and valley, etc)
that the EIS simulations will use the basic topography that Rosemont has provided the FS and SWCA.
Additionally, SWCA will apply vegetation and colors to the surface, but we will not be adjusting the
contours. The idea is that the "MPO is the MPQO" to the level designed, not to show possible modifications
to it.

REQUEST:

1. Please indicate by June 3 if Trent's drawing for placement of drop structures and stormwater
ponds will suffice. At that date, we will complete the drafts of the MPO as Trent has shown. Or you may
supply a similar drawing by June 3rd to replace it.



2. Please supply a similar level of drawing for the Scholefield and Barrel Only alternatives with the
contours, when they are ready.

3. Any data that has been requested and not received by June 15th will not be shown in the DEIS
simulations by SWCA, unless special arrangements have been made prior to this date.

A few important points regarding the MPO, drainage, and contours~

1. MPO Contours data set and reclamation- SWCA has been directed to use the set of contours for our
alternatives that are shown in the JPG that is attached (August 2009 and Feb 2010 data downloads).
However we do also have the 2007 contours Shown in Figure 23 Reclamation Plan as well. There are.
differences between these data sets, although their footprints are mostly the same. Notice also that Figure
23 does not show benches or access roads. JPG shows three benches on the waste rock pile and no
specific benches on the tailing pile; the tails are generally evenly stepped throughout.

Important note: we are proceeding with the data set shown in JPG, as recently directed, unless we hear
otherwise by June 3.

2. MPO vs. Reclamation data set. Thus far, SWCA has been using the MPO footprint as shown in the
maps used at Monday's meeting.

| know that you are very familiar with the MPO and its Reclamation Plan and you will notice that the
contours that we have received for the MPO do not look quite like MPO Rec Figure 23 (compared with the
contours shown in MPO SW mdb.jpg). The MPO JPG shows 3-4 benches in some places, but according
to your Preliminary Stormwater Concept, there should be 1 bench per 100 feet of elevation on the waste
rock, or 4-6 benches depending on where one starts counting.

Important note: we are proceeding with the MPO shown benches on the waste rock and assigning a
bench to every 100ft of drop on the tails, which results in 6 benches (approximately), as directed May
19th unless we hear otherwise by June 3.

Thank you for your time and cooperation in advance,
Marcie

From: Marcie Bidwell

Sent: Wednesday, May 19, 2010 4:08 PM

To: 'Kathy Arnold'; David Krizek

Cc: Debby Kriegel; Keepers, Ashley; 'Carrasco, Joel'; Trent Reeder
Subject: RE: Drainage drawing

Hello David,

This request forwarded by Kathy is the conceptual drawing that you and | have been discussing for a few
months now.

The request is to suppliment the Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation Summary with a
conceptual sketch of where the elements described in the text would be placed on each alternative map.
This is consistent with the data requests filed by the Forest Service this year.



Specifically, it would be for the following alternatives (i.e. Phased Tailings is considered complete):

e MPO-

e  Upper Barrel- (once the final design is confirmed)

e Scholefield- (once final design is confirmed)
Additionally, SWCA would like to request that the Phased Tailings Contour data and associated layers be
uploaded to the FTP site, as well.

1 would be glad to discuss this on the phone with you, Ashley or Joel. And | want to extend a thank you for
the recent call inquiry.

Thank you!
Marcie

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 19, 2010 2:46 PM

To: David Krizek

Cc: Marcie Bidwell; Debby Kriegel

Subject: Drainage drawing

David -
I need you to put pen to paper on a drawing (2-d is fine) to show Marcie what your write-up will
(could?) look like in the real world. Hand drawn arrows will be fine.

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

iﬂROSEH&ONT —oreeR

Poaca srais

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.
[attachment "MPO_SW mdb.jpg" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "MPO Rec Figure
23.pdf" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



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

<tfurgason@swca.com> i
g @ cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D

12/02/2009 08:31 AM Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>
bece

Subject RE: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

History: &, This message has been forwarded.

Feel free to send it to Horst if the Coronado is satisfied.

Tom

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2009 7:22 AM

To: Tom Furgason

Cc: Beverley A Everson; Melinda D Roth

Subject: Re: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

I'd like to share this scope of work with Horst. Can | send this version to him? Or should | wait until
everyone has reviewed it and revisions made? Please let me know. Thanks.

"Tom Furgason" )
<tfurgason@swca.com> To<beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Debby Kriegel"

<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
ce<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, "Dale Ortman "
<daleortmanpe@live.com>

SubjecFW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal
t

12/01/2009 05:03 PM

Bev,

Attached is Golder's SOW for your consideration. Please let me know ASAP if you feel that George
missed anything. | have forwarded a copy with the costs to Rosemont for their consideration.

Tom

From: Kelley Cox
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:51 PM



To: Tom Furgason
Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

For you -

Kelley Cox

Senior Administrator

SWCA Environmental Consultants

343 W. Franklin Street

Tucson, Arizona 85701

Phone: 520-325-9194 Fax: 520-325-2033
WWW.SWca.com

Sound Science, Creative Solutions.®

From: Tom Furgason

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:28 PM

To: Kelley Cox

Subject: FW: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

Kelley,
Can you please delete the last sheet and black out the cost estimate on Page 2? Thanks.

Tom

From: Annandale, George [mailto:George_Annandale@golder.com]
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 4:26 PM

To: Tom Furgason

Cc: Dale Ortman PE; Kidd, Dave; Melissa Reichard

Subject: Rosemont Landforming Assesssment Proposal

Tom
Please find attached the proposal for the landforming assessment.

I will appreciate it if you can let me know whether the client approved so that we can commence with the work.



Sincerely,

George W. Annandale, D.Ing., P.E. | Practice / Program Leader | Golder Associates Inc.
44 Union Bivd, Suite 300, Lakewood, Colorado, USA 80228

T: +1 (303) 980-0540 | D: +1-720-920-4612 | F: +1 (303) 985-2080 | C: +1 (720) 244-3865| E:
george_annandale@golder.com | www.qolder.com

This email transmission & confidental anc ma
use, distributior: or copying of this transous
mtended recipient. please notify the

s
Clrarinan

d it you are not the
¢ unauthorized modification.
detericration, and incompatibility Accordingly the cieotranw modin ook prodaot may not be relied unon

R
jelote aff oy

Please consider the environmenti before printing this email.

[attachment "09381962 Ltr RosemontMinePropVer1RevB 30NOV09.pdf" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
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"Marcie Bidwell" - To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

<mbidwell @swca.com>
@ cc "Trent Reeder" <treeder@swca.com>, "Charles Coyle"
06/03/2009 01:38 AM <ccoyle@swca.com>
bcc

Subject Analysis Criteria and Bounds of Analysis™

Debby,

In preparing for both this weeks meeting and making progress while you are on vacation, here are a few
things.
<<Evaluation Criteria- working draft.doc>>

1. EVALUATION CRITERIA:
Here is a draft of starting to role the Issue Statements into Analysis Questions into Indicators of Change.

Please feel free to edit a way; its just a stab at it.

2. BOUNDS OF ANALYSIS:

Charles asked that all SWCA and USFS specialists work together to define the following (here are my
thoughts). If you agree with this basic outline, | can convert this to a paragraph format quickly. If you would
recommend something else, please let me know. Edits are welcomed!

These are his specific requests on bounds:

1. Bounds of analysis: define geographic and temporal parameters of what will be analyzed for visual

resources?
e Geographic, will depend on the alternatives and where the viewsheds are in my opinion, but |

would say that the bounds would be related to a clear sky view of the Santa Rita Mountains (or
project area) on a good air quality day, so would include Tucson, views from 18 and 10, Sonoita,

Sahaurita, etc. 3.1.1  (NF |, 83
Scales of Analysis- in our Chapter 3 outline, we had discussed using three: Project

\ ,\p}\ Viewshed, Santa Rita Mountains, and Coronado National Forest. Generally, I see these as

app?ﬁe to tie them to the distance zones thmround viewsheds (project
area and immediate-viewsheds), and (2) middleground (close range, Santa Rita mountain views),

N
\}.\K“ @(Q% 6 L and far/background (far Santa Ritas, Coronado, Tucson, etc views).
{(\ @p%}‘&‘qﬁ Temporal- Dale Ortman proposed that we all consider construction, operation, reclamation,

&

ﬁff’g

T O

o

v
N

post-closure. But he did not indicate when Construction and operations would break. [ think we
_have discussed the following: (1) Initial Construction is 0-5 years; (2) Operation includes

< 7
© §' Installation of the reclaimed berm 5-15 years; Reclamation begins at Final form 20 years, and

¢« Post Closure, | would argue should be at a reasonable expectation for a reclamation stage at 20,
50 or 100 (? ) years.

Qlff

Marcie Demmy Bidwell
Environmental Planner
515 East College Avenue
Durango, Colorado 81301
Office: 970.385.8566
Fax: 970.385.1938




www.swea.com Evaluation Criteria- working draft.doc
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Evaluation Criteria Visual Impacts Draft June 1, 2009

Visual Resource Issue #1:

Presence of mine-related equipment and vehicles (e.g., drills, loading units, trucks,

bulldozers, graders, buildings, tailings, water pipeline, etc.) on Key Observation Points 3249
(KOPs), including Scenic Byway SR 83, USFS Scenic Roads (Box Canyon Road [FR 62], Um:’)’c‘i\g')

Madera Canyon Road/Madera Nature Trail #88, Mt. Hopkins Road [FR 184] may directly
affect visual quality.

Analysis Question(s): ill the presence of mine-related eqqi‘b“ment and vehicles
affect scenic resources.&l will these changes affect diﬁereﬁ_t""viewihg populations
(e.g. recreation, residents, scenic drivers)@Vhere will thg;p'résévncte of these activities be
visible in the landscape? oo

“ Us<
viewers and impgrtant concern areas from cha bU [(26.
elements
« mount & pset )

Srator

uses; levels of activity, and quality of Add

le’Y"

conditions

" eActange infoncern levéls due to changes i
NO  viewd ( _ N

Qg MC«'
d landscape changes resulting from
deposition of fill material, open pit, waste
sult in changes to visual quality.
| scenic quality be affected from multiple KOPs and for
oY S 2 @M« (7
Indicator of Change
M ' mount of change in scenic quality from changes to form, line, texture, and color in
\ the Project Area AL HF( =0

eAmount of\glrange or contrast due to changes in the patterns of vegetation,
landform scaldand proportion, etc. chmecﬂ ) o add &1

. 1t of change measured in acreage due to ground disturbance within sensitive
Mds TronBesomg Buamtdetire

%mou?ﬁc'l;ange in concern levels due to changes in scenic quality from
landscape manipulation and activity

N©

it (\



Visual Resource Issue #3: W“;

Reclamation that includes infrastructure removal and revegetation of waste rock
facilities and other project-related landscape disturbance may directly result in affects

to visual resources.

Analysis Question(s): _How will visual resources be affected by reclamation a édz) (4
revegetation plansyHow long will it take before reclamation is successfu)iaml)

C § efine reclamation successy What uses will return to the landscape after reclamatlorﬁj

Indicators of Change:
e Length of time until revegetation cover is achieved

eLength of tlme until vegetation dlverSIty is achleved

USFS Scenic Integrity Objectives- Forest Service Gt

Table 1 USFS SMS Scenic Integrity Objectives

Very High
Human influence from histor
ntact. Dewatlons may be present, High
lor and textures of the existing
Moderate
ely altered. Deviations and changes to Low
minate the landscape character. These
ndscape attributes such as size, shape,
f n taral openings, vegetative type changes, or
utside of the altered landscape.




Marcie Demmy To <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, <ccoyne@swca.com>,

<marciedemmybidwell@hotm <mbidwell@swca.com>
ail.com> cc
03/13/2009 03:15 PM bee
Subject
| History: & This message has been repliedto. ]

Debby,

~~| am sending this email from my hotmail as well as SWCA as | am experiencing trouble with me email
and want to make sure that you get it before | sign off. Sorry for duplicates if they both arrive!

Debby,

Sorry to hear that we are receiving conflicting messages from our superiors reg<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>